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FOREWORD

WS

l'he Conterence on Public Poliey Issues in Noclear Waste Management

hleld at the Ramada/The O'Harve Inun in Des Plaines, llinois

(hear

Chicazo), Octuber 27-29, 1976, under the sponsorship ot the Energy Rescarch

and Development Administration,

the Nuclear Repgulatory Commission, the

National Science Foundation, the Council on kovironmental guality, and

the

process between the Foederal goverament and the pubiic.
the meeting which is recorded in this Jdocument, the Federal
(=] y

Fnvironmental Protection Agency.

In the printed program, the tollowing PURPOSE appeared:

FHE CONFERENCE oN PEBLIC POLTCY ISSUES TN NUCLEAR WAS T'E MANAGEMENT

is desivned to provide a public torum in which to ideatity

and to

discuss the legal, institutional, social, environmental, and other

public policy issues relating to nuclear waste management.

[t is not a purpuse ol this Conterence to debate the acceen
ot nuclear energv. It is intended to vncourage public inp
establishiag a nationdl nuelear waste management program a
improve public understanding of tne implications or rechni
alternatives. An cvxehange ol viewpuints, stronglyv locused
issues which should be considered in Environmental impact
ments prepatoed pursuant to the National Eonvironmental Poli
(NEPA)Y, will be solicited to assist Federal Jdecision makin

nuclear waste management .
This statement of putpuse retlects the beginning ol an ite

hl)\'

tabilitv
ut in

nd to
cal

on
State-
cy oAt

voin

rative

nsars

have begun to retlect upon their decision making processes and the

changes needed to include and encourage public participation

in

their

As exemplitied by

energy decisions. Although cach agency is likely to proceed ditterently,
all are unanimous in their affirmation ol the necd 1o insure th
of a full range obf inputs into the development of a national energv policy.

discussions as they occurred during the plendry and luncheon se

This volume is a comprehensive synthesis of the speeches,

¢ gocepldance

papers,
ssions.

and
The

oral presentations--which were recorded during the Conterence—-have been

condensed and edited for readiang clarity. In some cases, where the

nature

of the recording required, participants were asked to edit portions of the
transcript for readability.



In addition to the plenary sessions held during the dav, several
intornal workshops were held during the evenings tov provide an opportunite
tor direct dialogue between speakers, panclists and attendees.  although
some Workshops werte planped prior to the Conterence, others were the
result or o odesire to elahorate vpon issues raised during the plenary
sessions., Topics and thelr woderdators included the following:

"Estimating the sources of 5ocial Change:  The lmpact of Nuclear
Waste Management Options" Todd LaPorte, University of Calirornia,

Buorhelev,

"Rink Assessment and SNocbear Waste Management” David Smith,

Luvironmental Protection Agency.

"International Policy gsues in Nuclear Waste Management'

David Deese, Woods Lole Oceanographic Institution.

SNRUTs Lask Force on Goulds'" Will e Bishiop, Nuclear Regulatory

Cotimission,

1, '

Stales Kole in siting sefection Criteria' tdmond Revoner, National
B )

Governors' Confuerence,

An Interagency Steering Commitive with representatives of the
sporntsoring agencies initially established the Conference objectives and
provided support and guldance to the session charrmen who structured
the irlividual sessions. Mewbers inciuded Sandra Fucigna, NSF; Joel
stronbervy, ERDA; Don Fracier, NRO; ferald Brubaker, CEQ; and David smith,
EPA. This Commiltee wishes 1o extend its thanks to all the chairmen,
speakers, panclists and workshop moderators who, under tight deadlines,
assumed the responsibility tor and provided sigoniticant input to this
initial attempt to prowmote public discassion o the difticalt policy
issues associated with nuclear waste management.

The enthusiasw and ifnterest ol the Contoerence Chalrmwan, Dearn Alan K.

Campbell, was especially appreciated.



OPENING REMARES

GLEN AL GRAVES, Group Leader, Working Group on Lnergy, Resources,
and Environment, volicy Rescarch amd Analysis Diviston, Nationa)
Sclence Foundation

JOHN BUSTERUD, Acting Chairman, Council on bknvivonmental Quality

Dr. GRAVES: Good morning. [ am pleased to sce that so many
of you have alrcady found the Convention Hall through our somewhat
lubyrinthine arrangements here. T am sure others not quite so tucky
will continue to join us for someti . tlotel waps arce available, f
nceded, at the registration desk.

I am Glen Graves, of the Policy Rescarch and Analysis bivision
of the National Srience Foundation, one of the five Federal govern-
ment agencies sponsoring this mecting. The others are the bnergy
Research and Development Administration (ERDA), the huclear Regula-
tory Commissicn (NRC), the Lnvironmental Protcction Agency (EPAY, and
the Council on Envivonmental Quality {(CEQ). On behalf of all of them
I would like to welcome you, and express the hope that we will have
a productive and constructive meeting, valuabice to the agencies and
to vou as individual participants.

Betore any large mecting can start, announcements and reminders
are usually given. For us, those arc as follows:

1} All morning sessions will begin promptly is this room (Con-
vention Hall) at 9:00 AM and the afteenoon sessions will begin
here promptly at 1:45 PM, except for Friday's, which is to begin
at 1:30 PM.  Prompt commencement is important so we can il low
maximum opportunity for questions and answers and pancl discus-
sions following prescntation of papers.

2) Coffee i1s available outside the hall, but for the same
reasons the meeting will not stop to partake of it.

3) Admissions to Juncheons is by ticket only. These are avail-
able from the registration desk. The Wednesday luncheon is at
12:00 noon in thc Penthouse Ballroom in the Tower, the Thursday
lunchecn at 12:00 noon will be in the West B&C Baliroom.
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1) Some workshops have already been scheduled for Wednesday
and Thuvsday cvenings., These relate to the foliowing topics:
Internationai Aspuvts ot Rad-Waste Management, Poublic Policy
Issues and Risk Assessment, and Implications of Social Change

on Policy Design. Descriptions of thesce workshops are posted

at the registration desk and outlines of topics and names of
some participants will be available outrside the Convention Hall
later this morning. We encourage conferces to sigu up for work-
shops ¢f interest to them.

5) Copies of Conference Proceedings will be mailed te all those
who have registered at the Conference and paid for Proceedings.
These Proceedings will include transcribed copies of all papers,

panel discussions, and question and amswer scssions,

6) ERDA wonld like to bring to your attention & ''resource
center' located in rooms 4212 and 4213 ot Y-wing., This center
will provide Conference attendees with a wide range of douvumenta-
tion relating to our subject matter, (ncluding various publica-
tiens and reference materials and even a computer terminal.  The
center will be staffed by professiorals from the Oak Ridge Na-
tienai Loboratory able to respond to a wide range of questions
6r inquiries on nuclear waste management.

Some curiesity has been expressed about the procedures used in
i

organizing this Conference. This precess involved three entities:
1) a government irtcragency steering committee, 2j the MITRE Corpor-

ation as a conference administrator and arranger, and 3) an external

at the interagen~y steering committee's suggestion, with representa-
tion from environmentalists, special interest groups, Ceongressional
staff, state government, industry, media and others.

This external planning and advisery grouap of approximately a
dozen people was chaired by Larry Moss, here today. It reviewed the
early meeting propusals and made many suggestions which were responded
to positively, both in the selection of agenda topics and in the nget-
ing's organization and approach. For example, procedures .ere recom-
mended and adopted to assure that the individual session chairmen had
freedom in deciding how to address the broad topics under their con-
cern, and .o assure the authors' freedom of expression. No consensus
of viewpoint was demanded.

The only conditions were that audience participation be part of
the program and that the presentations be germane to the meeting's
topic of public policy issues in nuclear waste management, as an-
nounced in advance and as mentioned in the 'Purpose' preamble to the
printed program.



Some have worried that the views prescnted by some persons under
this frecedom may nceither represent the conventional view within the
sector with which they are nominally associated, nor reflect govern-
ment views, nor reflcet what might be the mainstream attitudes and
belief of the gencral public, ir those were found and made known.
These possibilities should be recognized and especially kept in mind
by those covering and interpreting this meeting te others, but they
need not smuch concern us here.

the mean, which is important and of possible interest to muclear
waste management policy formulation. The procedures employed in plan-
ning this mecting were designed to clearly develop ideas and explore
their implications oves much of that whole range of thought. We hope
they will prove to bave been effective.

With these formaltitics dispensed with. before [ too get out of
your wiy so you can turn to the people and topics which really interest
you here, I have one last pleasant duty.

It is to introduce to you Mr. John Busterud, acting chairman of
the Council on Environmental Quality and director of the Office of
Environmental Quality within the Executive Office of the President.
John is a member of Phi Beta Kappa, an attorney who trained at Yale,
following a BS cum laude in economics from the University of Oregon.
fic was admitted to practice law in California in 1950 and has also
been admitved to the U.S. Supreme Court and all Federai courts.

He has a distinguished history of protessional and community in-
velvement in California, including public office, with six years ser-
vice as o member of the Califernia Legislarive State Assembly. He
served as special counsel, eguivalent to an executive director, on
the successtul California Constitutional Review Commission and con-
tinued on a broud-guauge legal practice before coming to Washiugton
in Qetober 1871 4s licputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Enviroi-
mental Quality.

He was appointed o member of the Council on Environmental Qualivy
a year Irter. He hus played a key role in helping shape U 5. awd
internar tonal policy at the Stockholm Conference on the Human Environ-
ment, the Law of the Sca Conference, the Unired Nations Environmental
Frogran (UNEP), the International Conference on Ocean Dumping, and
the Joint Commission of the U.S.-U.5.8.R. Environmental Agreement.
Ne has also worked with the LEconomic Commission for Europe and on
special reviews and tasks within CEQ.

John will now tell us more about the considerations within govern-
ment dviving for thisz meeting, about govermmental respousibitities
under the National Environmental Policy Act and, in his turn, present
our meeting's general chairman and moderator.



Remarks of

JOHN BUSTERUD, Acting Chairman, Council on Environamental Quality

Mr. BUSTERUD: My function is that of introducing your Chairman.

First, I wouid like to set the stage for that introduction. Con-
sidering the thousands of meetings held in the United States every
day, it may seem fatuous to describe any one of them as unique. Yet,
for veasons that I will explain latev, this meeting is o genuine first.
Moreover, it has not only a history, but we hope an important futare.

Let me begin, however, with the history. Back in September of
1974, the Atomic Energy Commission published a draft Environmental
Impact Statement titled, '"Management of Commecrcial High Level and
Transuranium Contaminated Radioactive Waste." This statement spelled
out AEC's plans for a national program for commercial radicactive
wastes. In accordance with the usual procedure governing Environmental
Impact Statements, it was circulated for review and comment by the
public, and governmental agencies at every level. The review process
revealed many deficiencies in the EIS itseif.

Perhaps more important, however, the review evoked a great deal
of concern on the part of Congress, Federal agencies and the general
public about one aspect of the overal! program: a propnsal for the
temporary sterage of nuclear waste in the above-ground depositories
known as "retrievable surface storage facilities,'" or, RSSF.

Such RSSFs do not really solve the waste storage problem; they
simply give us a kind of safe deposit box in which to place nuclear
wastes for awhile, so that we can pull them out later when we have
figured out a permanent solution. And though the proposed RSSFs
were attractive from a purely technical standpoint, public reaction
to the Impact Statement showed that nontechnicians were very reluctant
te accept them.

What this boils down to, I guess, is public skepticism about the
assurances of engineers and scientists in the face of such long-term
risks as those inherent in nuclear waste management.

At any rate, the proposed program was not met with great enthu-
siasm, to use a euphemism. Somewhat later, the AEC was split into
two new agencies, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and the Energy
Research and Development Administration. Much of this, by che way,
is primer stuff to those of ycu here, but I want to review it for
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those of you who may not be that familiar with the organizational
structure.

In April 1975, ERDA, which had inherited the AEC's respons.bility
for management of nuclear waste, withdrew the draft impact statement
and its budget request far RSSFs. In a letter to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, [r. Robert Seamans stated that after taking a fresh
look at the criticisms of the proposed waste program, ERDA had de-
cided a new and expanded cnvironmental review was in order. To assist
in that review, ERDA sponsored an internationzl symposium on waste
management , last July in Denver, Colorado. That meeting focused on
technical solutions to the problem.

Reflceting the government's experience with the earlier proposal,
however, a number of people cuncerned about this problem, believed
that another type of conference might be useful. One that would focus
on the institutional issucs of the various technicai alternatives pro-
posed. This Confercrnice is the result.

Few issues today hold broadsr societal implications than those
concerning nuclear energy. We live with the constant possibility of
another oil boycott, which would cut off most of our oil imports. We
are one of the world's most fortunate nations with respect to our
supply of coal, buc coal also presents formidable enviroumental pro-
blems, Net only in its mining, but in its transportation and con-
version.

Such technologies as synthetic fuels and coal gasification require
formidabhle amounts of capital...amounts which industry hesitates to
risk, and which goverament is reluctant to furnish or guarantee. We
hope for the rapid development of such safe and infinitely renewable
cnergy teennologies as solar. But even though a remarkable amount of
progress has been made in that area, since we started to get serious
about it, we cannot prudently rest our needs for energy on break-
throughs that may or may not materialize when we need them.

And despite the obvious economic as well as environmental benefits
of encrgy conservation, we have yet to put together an effective, com-
prehensive program aimed at such thrift. At present, nuclear energy
supplies only about 9 per cent of our electricity generating capacity.
And despite what appcars to be growing public skepticism about nuclear
energy, as witness the citizens' initiative on the ballots of six
states next Tuesday, many people, including some environmentalists,
believe that the light water reactor will have to play a major part
in meeting our energy needs until new technologies begin making a
substantial energy contribution.

In mv view. a key issue affecting the future of the light water
reactor 1s thie need to develop a satisfactory nuclear waste manage-
ment prograwm. No other problem transcends this one; as a test of



strength tor our public decision-making proces-c, tor var political
and social institurions, and indeed, as a test of our antellectuand
capacity.

Many ot the issues contronting us in this Conference »tem from
two unigue characteristics of nuclear waste.  tirst, they are radio-
active, and thus, potentially damaging to man and the hiosphere.
Second, this radiovactivity will persist for timce spans that atterly
exceed the period for which we are accustomed to making decisions.

The bust known example, of course, is plutonium, with a half
lite of over 24,000 years. With the single cexception ot the tamily,
no human instrtution, no code of laws, no sct ol religious or cthical
belieis. and certainly, no government has lasted that long.  PFrow
these distinctive properties of nuclear waste, flow the implications
and issues for this Contuerence.,

Sume of the issucs are philosophical.  For example, our obliga-
tions to tuture gencrations, and their right to an environwment whose
waters and soils do not conceal a multiplicity of forgotten nuclear

booby -t raps.

Other guestions are more mundane and immediate.  The humble fact
Is that we not only have nuclear waste, but we are generuting more
cvery day. Whatever long-term solutions we may Ciad, we hnow that
we have to put thosce wastes somewhere.  And cverywhere in the world
there are people. People whose concerns must be addressed.

There are issues ot cquity invoelved here.  Some locations and
nations arc obviously better suited for the ftong-term storage of
nuclear wustes thun others. [low do we respond to the councerns raised

by the people who must live pnear the sites chosen?  These are some of
the issues we must probe and understand betfore we can satisty the
public's demand for an acceptable method of disposing of nuclear wastes.

The major purpose of this Conference i1s to vontront this justifi-
able public concern over the details of any proposcd national radio-
active wuste program.  Coupled with the information trom the technical
symposium held in Denver, the deliberations from this Conference wiil
lead to a Generic Lonvironmental Impact Statement, to be completed and
pubtishcd by ERDA in 1977.

As many of you know, such statements arc regutred trom any Fed-
eral agency contemplating a program that will affect the cuvironment,
tnder the provisions ot the National Environmental Polivy Act. 1t is
CEQ's job to coordinute this process among Federal agencices.

It may atso help you to understand the rvesponsibilities ot the
o.her Federal agencies most involved in nuclear waste management.



ERDA is responsibice tor choosing waste disposal sites, as well
as fer developing and demonstrating sate technology.  Thai agency
mist, in addition, cvaluate the effectiveness and cenvironmental impacts

of alternative storupe methods.

‘the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, charged with ensuring public
health and safcty, must repulate the storage program through a licen-
sing process.  Thus, LRDA must obtain a livensce from NRC for its waste
facilities, inciuding geologic repositories.

Finally, the bovironmental Protection Agency will provide general
environmental puidance. At present, EPA is cngaged in setting ambient
radiation standards within which the programs must operate.  In addi-
tion, EPA is charged with monitoring environmental radiation beyond
the boundarics of the individual waste management facilities.

I mentioned ut the outscet that thas Conference is a first of its
kind. To our knowledge, no Federal agency has previously sponsorec a
national meeting to sclicvit information that will be used in preparing
an knvironmental Impact Statement.  Hence, we at CEQ look with great
interest on the outcome of this Conference, not only for its potential
value in iunproving the quality of FUS's, but also, as a possible in-
strucent for guiding tederal dectision making in other niational pro-
grams of great significance.

I want to comnend the officials of ERDA, NRC and EPA for their
willingness to participate in this novel approach, and to thank the
National Science Foundation for helping to sponsor it. 1 would be
remiss, too, if I Jidn's thank the many participants in this Conter-
ence trom the public se-tor for being here.

But | want to cmphasize that the ultimate success or failure of
this Conference rests primarily on the quality of thought communicated
here. Your ideas, objections and suggestions will be carefully con-
sidered in the preparation of the Generic Environmental lmpact State-
meant.  That dJocument, in turn, will be circulated in draft form as a
vehicle for obtaining an even wider range of views through the review
and comment process.

I believe that we've plunned a program here that will help identity
the key issues io nucleur waste management decisions.  But any program,
no matter how well plannced, can po astray without an cxperienced and
perceptive moderazor to guide 1t In that respect, | think we are ex-
tremely fortunate today to have with us Alan Ko Campbell, Dean of the
Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Aftairs, at Syracuse Univer-
sity.

Gir. Campbeld holds undergraduate and advance degrees from Whitman
Colliege, Wayne State tUniversity and Harvard, where he took his Master's



Degree in Public Administration and his doctorate tn political cconomics
and government. In addition to an astonishing production ot articles,
monographs and books on public finance and adwinistration, he has held

a variety of posts and consultancies with New York State and with the
Federal government. le was, for example, an clected detegate vo the

New York State Constitutional Conveation.

I[f it s true that great minds run in similar channels, 1 am
happy to point out that ! helped to organize the Conztitutional Re-
vision Eftfort in California and drew very heavily on New York's prior
experience in that area.

Dr. Campbell has also served as Deputy controller for Administra-
tion and Rescuarch in New York State. And was a member of the State
Council of Economic Advisors., On the Federal side, he has bheen an
advisor to the Departments of Health, Education and Welfare; and
Housing and Urban Development; tu the National Science Foundation;
and to the National Institute of Education. At present, he is a con-
sultant to the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. 1
take a great deal of pleasure now in turning this Conference over to
its distinguished moderator, Dr. Campbell.



SESSION |: STATUS AND KEY ISSUES IN CURRENT WASTE MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM
MODERATOR: ALAN K. CAMPBELL, DEAN, MAXWELL SCHOOL OF CITIZENSHIP

AND PUBLi{C AFFAIRS, SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY

Presentation of papers by:

CARL. W. KUHLMAN, Assistant Director for Waste Manage-
ment, Division of Nuclear Fuel Cycles and Production,
Energy Rescarch and Development Administration

JOHN W. BARTLETT, Nuclear Waste Technology Program
Otfice, Battelle-Northwest Laboratories

Overview statements by:
LAURENCE 1. MOSS, Energy/Environment Consultant

EDMORD ROVNER, Legislative Director, The National
Governors' Conference

HAROLD P. GREEN, Professor ot Law, National Law Center,
George Washington University

Dr. CAMPBELL: { think 1 probably have o khind of unique situa-
tion at this Conference, since us was clear from the vita items men-
tioned by Mr. Busterud, | claim no expertise in the tield of nuclear
energy or nuclear waste management. To the extent that I do ifave any
expertise, it relates to efforts to understand the policy-making pro-
cess and the resource allocation system which we use in the public
sector of American socilety, primavsly.

I have done a lot of reading over the last scveral weehs in an
cffort to at least get some understanding of the nature of the issues
in this field. Once of the nirce things aboutr that in starting in a
new area is the learninyg curve is very steep in the beginning, and |
think 1've about reached the plateau poant in that learning curve now.

In that rcading, howecver, | have been tmpressed by the amount of
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debate, disagreement and argurent which exists on the theld; a dit-
ference not only between social screntists on one hand and natural
life scientists on the other hand, but even within those groups them-
selves.

I was reminded, while going through this process, of an ecarly
cxperience I had as a teaching assistant at Harvard Unitversity in
the Elementury Government tCourse, which was a theory course and the
main lectures were given by the cagles in the department, and the
assistants handled sections. One of the cagles involved was Profes-
sor Carl Frederick, whom some of you, 1'm sure, hnow; and in the treat-
ment of Hobbes in that course, he treated Hobbes as a totalitarian.
In sections, [ argued that that was incorrect; that he was in fact an
absolutist, a Jdifference at that time 1 thought quite sigmitficant.

There wus a question on the exum about Hobbes and one of the
students responded, "1t is indeed difficult to choose betwen the two
brifliant interpretations of Hobbes given by Protessors Frederick
and Campbell, but of one thing we can be sure, llobbes was wrong."

1'm not sure who, in the nuclear scenariao plays the Hobbes role,
but be that as it may, it is obviously a field, as we all know who
read the daily newspapers, dominated by a greuat deul of discussion
and debate and 1 think in that sense this Conterence takes on great
importance. And I am pleased and proud to be associated with it.

The purpose of the Conference, as those of you who read your pro-
gram know, and in the words of its sponsors, 15 to articulate and ad-
dress the public policy issues associated with nuclear waste manage-
ment.  Underlying the Conterence is the belicef that the social, polit-
ical, institutional and cconomic issues require an cffort comparable
to--if not grecater than--that currently devoted to the resolution of
the technical problems.

This Conference's purpose, it scems to me, highlights the growing
complexity of public decision making in our socliety. That complexity
manifests itsclf in at Jeast two ways: one is the ditfficulty increas-
ingly recognized of detoermining the underlying causation of hehavior
which society would like to change or vontrol. One needs only to
mention crime and the recent performance of the cconomy to demonstrate
the difriculty in developing and applying policy which will accomplish
desired results.

There is, in the tirst place, no agreement, cven wnong so-called
cxperts of causation, and even If there were, there Is no certainty
that the coonomic means of the political will, vy the i1ustitutjonal
capability exists to adopt and tmplement the necessary policies which
would emerge from an appropriste causation analysis.



Another chief contributor and one of rtmportance to us in the
complexity of the decision-making process is the increasing scientific
and technical content of many policy areas.

The ublic may believe thar they understand the debates about
crime, the cconomy, und similar issucs. Althoungh, even in those areas,
the concept and language used arc becoming incrcasingly specialized.
But jssues related to the natural and life scicnces are shrouded in
the mystervious language and the svrange folkways of the scientific
community. Pronouncements and recommendations from that community
were, perhaps, in the past, accepted on faith.

I think we now are all aware thot that 1s no longer the case.
And it is not the cuase for several reasons. Disagreement among sci-
entists themselves in arcas in which they claim and are believed to
o

be cxperts about hoth tecihnical and policy issues have puzzled and
disturbed the public.

More importont, however, than this ancertainty about scientific
or technical feasibility or advisability of specitic pelicies created
by disagreement among experts, is the growing recognition that all
public decisitons, whatever the extent of their reliance on scientific
and technical knowledge, possess soclal, political, economic and insti-
tutional conscquences.  Such decisions, thercfore, however soundly
based on appropriate tecliiical or scientific knowledge, are in no way
neutrral in terms of their impact on socicty.

This Confercnce is recognition, it seems to me, of that fact.
It recognizes that the technological processes have a life and a logic
of their own, just as do economic, social and political processes.
They exist side by side in uneasy coalition and often in conflict in
every society.

The outcome ot uny one of those processes is in no sense super-
ior to that of any of the other. We arc all aware of the frequent
claims that such and such a good thing could be accomplished were it
not for political obstacles in the way of its accomplishment. Or
that this usectful social goal could be obtained were it not for the
hindrance of the economic system.

When one of the processes is not allowed to work itself out,
because of resistance from others of the processes, frustrations re-
sult and those frustrations work themselves out in bitter debates
and in recent yedars, as we have seen, in confrontation politics.

And it scems to me that that is an inevitable result of the fact of
the internal logic of each of the processes.

Underitying, of course, these conflicts wmong the processes arve
viilues and beliefs. They cannot be escuaped. for in the end, even if



all objective facts are understood and asreed upon seldom the case,
but even when that 13 the casce--the consensus about what they smptly
for public policy will not autowmatically cmerge.

ILf different values are applied to agreed tacts, ditferent
policy recommendations will result. And certainly, this is the case
in the nuclear cnergy ficld, where not only do we have the difference
of results coming frow the application of Jdifterent values, we still
have disagreement even about the underlying scientitfic facts.

bespite this inevitable, and [ belicve, appropriate role of values,
a necessary first step in intelligent decision making is to try to
fully illuminate the issues by airing, not just the scientific and
technical arguments and facts, but social, cconomic and political
and institutional conditions, as well.

This Conterence will, | believe, mitke o signiticant and uscful
contribution to that ond, 1f we remember what 1 think 1s terribly
important, which is that objective analysis must not in the process
he abandened. Do not believe thuat all opinions are cqually vatuable.
There is a difference between informed and unintformed opinions.

The issue with which we will be concerned for the next three days
is nuclear waste management.

As the recent report, which many of you I'm sure have secn, of
the British Royal Comuission on Environmental Pollution says, '"There
are few subjects in the field of envirenmental pollution to which
people react so emotionally as they do to radioactivity. One reason
for this is certainly the association with the destructive uses of
nucledr ecnergy."

I would add to that statement by that Royual Commissicn that the
complexity of the processes related to the production and use of nu-
clear energy also increases the uncertainty on the part of the public
about appropriate attitudes to adopt in relation tuv this technological
issue. The argument anong experts adds to that public uncertainty.

The sensitivity ot the issue, however, is not justification, as
our attendance here demonstrates, for 1ts avoidance. But rather, it
is an added justification for its exploration. Until such cxplora-
tion is undertaken, the field will continue to be & matter of mystery
and the causc of great fear.

Again. as the Royal Commission said, "We have poted that the de-
bate is not ulways well informed, that sometimes relatively minor
matters reccive attention to the exclusion of others potentially
more important and that the context is often poorly defined.” It is
hoped this Conference will help to overcome these attributes of the



debate which are, 1 believe, as prev.dent oo thrs country as they are
in the United Kinpgdom,

It is wmportant that all of us understand the subjeve matter of
the Conference is nuclear waste management.  We're not here to dis-
cuss nuclear power an all of its ramitications.  We are here to dis-
cuss as the Confervnce planners made v.ocar in the title of the Confer-
ence, the management of nuclear waste.  The problem of such manage-
ment will continue to exist, cven if there were declared today a mora -
torium on the construction of any wore nuclear power plants.

Again, the Koyal Commission says 1t well when 2t points out,
“These wastes already exist in substantial quantities, and a safe
method for their tonp-term disposal is in any cuase required, whatever
is dectded about nuclear development in the future.

Some may argue that this restrictiop to onty one aspect of the
nuclear ficld (s untortunate, and perhaps even impossible. 1 think,
however, that the planners of the Conference were right in attempting
to divide the subject in a way which can focus our discussion.

I think that we would all agree tnat advancement of knowledge
and understanding 1t oany field is only possible when that subject is
divided in a way which permits the focusing of attention on specific
parts of it. To losce that focus reduces the value of our delibera-
tions.

There are other issues related to nuclear energy as we are all
too well aware.  And, one hopes, there will be other places and other
times when those too can be discussed in a forum of this kind.

I'd like to comment on this forum and what stands behind it in
terms of attitudes on the part of the government. 1 speak only for
myself and not for the organizers of the Conference, but 1 believe
it important and significant that a group of goverament agencles de-
cided to hold under their sponsorship a public conference about a
topic as controversial as this one.

We're all aware that during this perticular moment in the life
of America there is a substantlal public distrust of govermment. 1
belicve the willingness of responsible government agencies and de-
partments to sponsor and organtze a public forum providing an oppor-
tunity for a discussion of the kinds that will occur here is useful
and, hopefully, only one of the many steps of this kind which will be
taken in an effort to restore some trust in our governing institution.

The willingness of government to operate openly, to not only re-
ceive, but to invite criticism, is the only acceptable route, 1 be-
lieve, to the restoration of that confidence. Further, it is essen-
tial that once organized, efforts of these kinds are carefully
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listened to by those who have in fact the policy-making power in thelr

hands.

It seems to me thot we should be reassurced by the assurances we
have from the varicus responsible agencies that they will indeed be
listening,; and, we have a specific way to determine the extent of ihat
listening, because the preparation ot the Envirvammental fmpact State-
ment on commercial waste management to be issucd o the Spring of
1977 offers a unique opportunity to consider and implewent the views
of the technical and social experts which we hope will cmerge trom
this Conference.

It seems to me, too, that this fact makes particnlarly sipnificant
the last session in this Uonference, for it will he the focal point
for bringing together whut in fact huas tahen place in the sessions
which occurred before 1t. The presentutions by the scssion chairmen
will be theirs as individuuals but will be dratted on the basis of ex-
tensive discussion with speakers and pancel participants, and will use
all the information possible developed at the Confercnce. 1t is
these presentations which 1 think will help te tell us whether we have
in fact made progress in jliuminating the issues, as is the purposc of
the Conference.

For this kind of debate and discussion, and in view of the number of
participants here, it will be necessary to tollew somewhat orderly and
understood procedurcs.  The pattern of cach session will be for papers
to be presented by pecople invited for that purpose; for comments to
be made by panelists on those papers; and, then for questions from
the audience.

We will make every effort to provide time for questioning and the
session chairmen have been instructed to try and hold the formal pre-
sentutions to time periods which will make possible that kind of ex- -
change between the panelists and the speakers and those of you here to
discuss these issues.

We begin the substantive work of this Conterence by turning first
to a description and explanation of the current situation in this field
and optioas that may be available for other approaches. “the first two
speakers will address themselves to these two guestions.

The first speaker is Carl W. Kuhlman--known, I hnow, to many of
you--who is the Assistant Director for Wauste Manugement, ©RDA's Nuclear
Fuel Cycle and Production Division. He's held that position since
Octobeys 1975. From January 1973 to October '75, he was Director of
the Division of Materials Inspection Program of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. Before joining the Nuclear Regulatory Commission which
was then the Atomic Energy Commission, he was Vice President and
Assistant General Manager, Douglass United Nuclear in Richland, Wash-
ington.



Hio carcor has boen ap the nuctear cndote, oo Todh o hoth in

refation to reactors and the tucel cycle. He holds an andergradoate
degree of Bacholor ot Scrence fram Harvaed, and o vholio from Washing-
ron Upiversity an St. Louis, it Physics and Chemistry.  Ttfs a plea-

sure for me to pet this Conference started by introeducang to you Dr.
Carl Kuhlman

"ERDA Waste Managument Program'

CARL W. KUHLMAN, Asuvistant Director for Wastc Manayciwent, Divis 2o of
Nug lear Fucl Cycles and Production, Enervyy Rescarch and Developmen

Administration

frr. RUHIEMAN: One ot the very firvst progoamat re acticns of the
incryy Kescirch and Development Administration, upon tts fermat ion
Last vear, was to review the nation's crnergy neods and pussible solu-
tions orfered by varicus encrgy systes.

Nuclear cnergy, vhviously, featurcd prominently in that study.
tealroation of the potential contribution of nucleur cnergy was bound
to require solution of several preblems in the commercial nuclear fuel
cycle, including the very fundamental one of cammercial nuclear wuste
minagement.

Mhercetfore, a decision was made to decisively expand the attack
o radioactive waste management across-the-bosrd; both commercial
waste and waste at FRDA sites.  The commercial waste management pro-
pram thut developed trom that decision is basic to this week's meeting.
Thi, new took at the radivactive waste problems of the commercial
fuci cycle began with an extensive analysis of the state of waste man-
agement toechnelugy, which has been documented in the five-volume
Technical Alternatives Document.  This Technival Alternatives Document,
TTAD as it is commonly called, was issued in May of this year, and
in July, « related public meeting was held in Denver.

Although the July meeting included revien  of waste management
policy. by leaders of forcign countries and of various Federal agencies,
considerable emphasis was given to the review of the contents of the
TAD and dircect discussions between interested members of the public
and the rechnical cxperts who had been responsibfe for the various
sections of TAD.
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In addition to serving as the foundation {or the eaxpanded ERDA
program, the Technical Alternatives Document was also intended to pro-
vide a technical basis for the preparation of a comprehensive  Generic
IFnvivonmental Impact Statement, covering wastce management options of
the post-reactor fuel cycle. This Environmental Impact Statement is
now being preparced by a targe number of people throughout the country
under the general coordination of Carl Unruh ot the Battelle North-
west Laboratories. 1t will be published in dratt form in the Spring
of next year, at which time comments will be requested in uaccordance
with the usual NEPA procedures.

Now, whilc preparing for the Denver symposium, suggestions were
received from a variety of sources, that there were a number of social
and cconomic phases of radioactive waste management which mipght not
fit into a basically technical symposium; but which would merit ex-
plovation and a public meeting. The positive reaction of ERDA and
other agencies to this idea has resulted in the presently jointly-
sponsored mecting.

The TAR document and the Denver mecting hopefully provide a tech-
mical background so that the discussions a:n the next three days can
tahe place with @ common understanding of the options provided by
technotogy, and the limitations imposed by naturs.

Many of the subjects to be discussed here will jmpact on the pre-
paration ot the Generic Environmental Impact Statement, and as a re-
sult the team working on that statement is well represcnted in this
audicence as very interested listeners. While the technological con-
stderations must define the basic options available, it is cqually
truce that particularly in the case of a subject like radioactive waste
management , social, ceonomic ond environmental, and other public pol-
ey iwsues are of cardinal importance.

As an introduaction to the discussions of the next three days, 1
wonld like to summarize the ERDA commercial waste program. 1 will
treat the subject in rather general terms, since the next speaker,
John Bartlett, is going to deal in more detail with the technology of
wiaste managoewment.

The ERDA decision to propese a major revision in the waste manage-
ment program was approved by the Administration and made public in
ithe President's budget proposal to Congress for Fiscal Year 1977.
brghts, pleasce.

(Soes Figure 1.0}
The first slide shows in gross form the magnitude of this initia-

tive.  The 1977 proposcd budget totalted $90 million for commercial and
defense waste, compared to a Fiscal Year '706 level of just under $31



WASTE MANAGEMENT OPERATING BUDGET
FY 1977

COMMERCIAL WASTE
60.0 M

FY 1976

/ COMMERCIAL WASTE

ERDA WASTE
\ 18.6 M

ERDA WASTE
W3IM



million; an increase by a factor of three. The increasced cuphasis on
commercial waste is even morc dramatic, a factor of five. In the ap-

propriations process, Congress added $5.6 millioa to the proposed bud-
get, and the nodified appropriations bill has becn signed by the Presi-
dent.

1t seems reasonable to infer from these budget sections that

Congress shares the determination of the Administration that the waste
problem be attacked decisively now. As further evidence of the Admin-
istration's interest in decisive action, a statcement of the Energy Re-
sources Council was presented to a committee of Congress lust May,
which conta ned a coordinated time-table involving six agencies of the
Federal grvernment leading to a national repository for high-lcvel
radioactive waste in 1985.

The review of the stutus of waste management technology documented
in TAD concluded that basic technology was available for processing
and disposing the waste streams from the fuel cycle. Application de-
velopment was necessary, in several cases, to provide practical pro-
cesses. For example, solidificaticn of high-level waste, treatment
of hulls and transuranic waste. Further, of course, a repository for
high-level and transuranic waste must be constructed applying the
basic available technology.

Now, the present LIRDA waste management program consists of three
general parts. First, terminal storage; this consists of the develop-
ment and the provision of a repository for waste. Sccond, waste pro-
cessing--the development of technology for the conversion of all forms
of radioactive waste into a suitable form for packaging, transperting,
and final disposition. Tinally, preparation of the Generic Environ-
mental Impact Statement, consisting of a systematic evaluation of the
environmental impact of alternative methods for dealing with the var-
ivus streams from the buack end of the fuel cycle.

The pending GESMO decision by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
as to whether plutonium recycled will be permitted ohviously influences
the type of waste management technology required. 1If a negative GESMO
decision results in a decision by industry not to reprocess spent fuel,
the fuel clements themselves may become waste. The ERDA commercial
waste management program provides for beth options: reprocessing, orv
no reprocessing.

Similarly, the Generic Envirvonmental Impact Statement treats both
options.

Lights, pleasc.

(See Figure 2.)
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ERDA's buasic approach to the handling and storage of radioactive
wastes involves a concept of multiple barriers hetween man and the
waste. High-level radioactive waste will be converted from a liquid
into a stable solid form and sealed into a high-integrity container.
In this state, the waste is in a safe form for shipping and handling
and should maintain its integrity for many years.

The encapsulated waste will then be placed in a stable geologic
formatioun--a geologic formation such as salt beds which have been in
existence for hundreds of millions of years can provide the final
containment of the waste and isolations from man for the approximately
quarter of a million years required for decay of the waste.

/See Figure 3.)

Note that the extremely small extrapolation of the known history
of the formation necessary to accommodate even the decay of plutonium
is shown on the charts by the width of the lines separating the past
from the future.

Incidentally, if one considers the level of hazards to mankind in
the environment already present in the form of natural pitchblende
deposits as acceptable, it is possible that the length of time involved
may be less than 1,000 years.

Since the ERDA geologic approach to waste isolation is directed
at repositories in locations free of pathways to the biosphere, no
special dependence on a natural capacity of soils to retain plutonium
and fission products is involved.

It is interesting to reflect that a much more dramatic waste is-
olation problem than presented by the fuel cycle was apparently solved
by nature on its own, without any engineering assistance from man. 1
refer to the '""Oklo Event," which occurred over 1.8 billion years ago,
when a rich uranium deposits in an area that is now the Oklo Mine in the
Republic of Gabon, Africa became the location of several natural nu-
clear reactors lasting for thousands of years.

As a result of the nuclear chain reaction, metric ton quantities
of plutonium and fission products were produced. By carefully exam-
ining the regions surrounding the event, it has been found that plu-
tonium and most of the fission products were essentially contained
within the formation.

Now, of course, the data from Oklo is only valid for that par-
ticular type of geology, geochemistry and climatic conditions. But if
similar events in the other formations are found, important further
insight would be provided into plutonium and fission product migra-
tion through soils over geologic time periods.
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I might add that the luack of migration at Oklo was consistent
with predictions made trom basic understandings of chemistry and
migration mechanisms.  This Oklo event is described in the July issue
of Scientific American.

Now, cmplacement in geologic formation was identified as the most
practical, environmentally satisfactory disposal methods for high-level
and transuranic waste after the alternatives of emplacement into the
sea-bhed, ive sheet disposul, and partitioning, followed by transmuta-
tion or extraterrestrial disposal were found not to offer promise for
application within the next decade.

Fhe geologic disposal option has been under study in this country
with varyiag intensity since about 1958, and the present ERDA progranm
is basced upon that background. Furthermore, this concept has been
carcfully investigated by two special committees of the National Acad-
2y of Sciences and given strong support. This support was formally
itlustrated recently by the very strong testimony of Dr. John Frye,
previous chatrman ot the National Academy of Science Committee on
Radioactive Waste Management at the McCormick Subcommittee hearings
of the Joint Committee on Atomic bnergy on May 11 of this year.

Fhree types of geologic formations are believed to be satistfuactory
for o repository:  salt, crystalline rock, such uas granite or basalt:
and the argillaceous rock, such as shale. Some 45 of the contiguous
18 states are associated with at least one of these major formations.

Ihe LRDA terminal storage program provides for the development
of sites tor six repositories, with the first two repositories avail-
able Yor receiving waste in 1985, Because of the extensive experience
with salt in the past AEC program, the first two repositories are
plannced tor salt. The four following repositories are expected to be
in both crystalline and argillaceous rock.

Sultusble formations of cach type are now known so that the basic
thrust of the program is the location of suitable local examples of
the tormations free of local defects, such as appropriate depth, free
of circulating water with potential for reaching the biosphere, free
of major cracks, appropriate seismic prospects and a number of others.

When completed, the repository would consist of a large numoer
of excavated rooms, located thousunds of feet below the surface >f
the ground. On the surface would be located receiving and handling
tucilities for containerized solid waste or spent fuel., which would
be delivered by truck or rail. The surface facilities would occupy
approximately 100 acres, and would be the only visible evidence of
the respository on the surface. The subsurface excavation for a full-
scale facility might occupy a land area with a radius of about one
mile.



Surtace arcas above the cxvavation but outside the fence around
the surfave facilities conld be leased for general land use.  Surround-
ing the central excavated arca, would be an outer control arca with a
radius of about four mites, in which deep drilling would be controlled
to avold compromisce of the long-term sceurity of the repository.

Land over the outer controlled area would probably not be restricted
from normal usayge.

These repositories, when they arce initrally opened, will be de-
signed und operated in g way that permits waste to be removed as
casily as it has been pluced; if unexpected events should indicate the
repository is unsatistfactory. 1 want to cemphasize the respository as
constructed will be expected to be a permanent disposal place for the
waste »nd the retrievability feature 1s to be exercised only if the
unexpected ovccurs.

The repositories will be subject to the licensing and other
regulatory authorities of the Nucteur Regulatory Commission. lence,
we anticipate that the retrievability feature of the early phase of
the repository will be one of several license conditions imposed by
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

In addition to the independent review of cach high-level waste
repository which the Nuclear Regualatory Commission licensing mechanisms
will provide, the LRDA program provides for close and continuing state
involvement during the progress of the work. This stute participation
could be by one or more state agencies, or it might be through a
special committee such as funcrioning in New Mexico in connection with
the Carlsbad project.

LERDA is depending on discussions and revicws with state authorities
beginning with the very early screening of possible formations and
sites to assist in the design and execution of the program. We ex-
pect intense local interest in the program, and a special effort will
be made to adequately inform and consult with the concerned public.
In addition to a repository for waste. processes are required to con-
vert the various wastce streams from the post-reactor fuel cycle into
chemical and physical torms suitable for transportation and emplace-
ment.  Unlike termiual storage, the product of this part of the ERDA
program is technotogy for the adoption by industry ac¢ their initiative.

The 1975 ERDA review of the waste management processing technology
clearly identified solidification of high-level waste streams frow re-
processing plants as by far the most critically needed process develop-
ment requirement. While basic technology was tound satisfactory, ap-
plication development was clearly necessary.

[t is generally agreced that the product from a solidification
process should be chemically and radiolytically stable and at least



in its packaged form should retain a monolithic characteristic on
impact. The solid, 1n its container, clearly nust last for the period
of transportation and emplacement; and turther, for such time as the
repository is operated in a retricvable mode.

Considerable characterization ot the various candidate solid forms
hias been done. The Jdata ohtained must now be used for formal analysis
studies by both ERDA and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. These ana-
Iyses have been started and will be continued in the present program.
At least preliminary regulatory guidance is expected from NRC by the
end of this calendur vear.

A variety of potential soliditicution processes are pow avajilable
from former AEC work. A unit producing « berosilicate glass product
from a spray calciner has been successtully operated with hot simu-
lated commercial wiaste at a rate which would have been sufficient to
hiandle the waste from the Nuclear Fuel Services reprocessing plant
before it was shut down for expansion. 'The calciner part of this pro-
cess has been operated successfully with a simulated waste stream
without radiocactivity at a rate 60 per cent of that required to ac-
commodate the waste stream from the new Allied General Nucicar Services
reprocessing plant at Barnwell, South Carolina. In addition to the
spray calciner, a fluid bed calciner process is in a similar state of
development.

While borosilicate glass is receiving carly prominence in the
hot pilot plant program, other waste forms will continue to be investi-
gated. 1t is likely that more than one waste form may meet the
eventually established criteria for terminal storage.

Examination of the technology for hundling waste streams other
than high-level, generally found acceptiable commerciual procurable
hardware and processes. Two areas were identified where incentive
for methods of greater efficiency was sufficiently great to receive
special emphasis in the ERDA program. These are methods for reducing
the volume of hulls and from the head-end step of the reprocessing
plant and methods of reducing the volume of transuranic-contaminated
combustible waste. The ERDA program supports work on several improved
processes for each of these waste streams.

Now, obviously, if a negative decision by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission on plutonium recycle should result in a decision by industry
not to reprocess fuel, the fuel elements themselves may become waste
to be emplaced in a geologic depository. A technique for emplacement
and retrieval of fuel elements was demonstrated in a general way, as
long ago as 1660, in connection with Project Safe Vault. Compared to
the solidification of liquid waste from a reprocessing plant, little
more processing type RED is required.



In addition to the rescarch and development program for commer-
cial radioactive waste. the '77 Presidential budget numbers indicated
a4 large increase in the program for radioactive waste in the U.S.
military program, with emphasis on the permancnt disposition of the
large bavklog of these lutter wastes. While this program, per se, is
outside the scope of this meeting, we do expect that some of the
developments originating in the defense wiaste program will be appli-
cable to commercial waste and vice-versa. Both programs are struc-
turcd to cxploit this possibility.

What is the magnitude of the high-level waste problem? Most of
the commercial high-level waste hus yet to be generated. At this
time, all of the high-icvel waste genevated to date in the United
States cornsists of 600,000 gallons of liquid waste, stored in modern
tankage at the NFS facility outside Butfalo, New York.

Since no reprocessing plant 15 operating, no further high-level
waste is being produced; none will be produced until either a repro-
cessing plant begins hot operation, or utilities declarc spent fuel to
he waste. A rypical 1,000 Megawatt reactor will eventually be respon-
sible at the fuel reprocessing plant for about 65 cubic feet of solidi-
fied high-level waste per year.  The accumulated volume of high-level
wiaste from power reactors through the year 2000 has been estimated as
cquivalent to a4 cube 72 feet on the side.

The cexpansion of nuclear power demands resolution of the waste
disposal issue. The nrovision of a demonstrable safe and environment-
ally acceptable terminal disposal method in the earliest practical time
period is u necessary step for securing public acceptance of nuclear
power.

A national program has been conceived by the Administration and
supported by Congress to decisively attack the waste management pro-
blem. The major ERDA program beginning this month comprehensively
addresses all of the waste problems identified with the post-reactor
part of the fuel cycle. Process capabiiity will be developed for the
use of private industry to convert each of the various waste streams
into forms in which they may be safely transported and terminally
stored.

A number of areas in the United States have been identified as
underlain by geological formation with the properties desired for
terminal repositories. The scheduled program, assuming continuation
of the momentum of the 1977 budget, provides an excellent prospect
at having several repositories constructed in time to receive waste
when it must be shipped by commercial reprocessing facilities.

Finally, improved communications are planned with state, local
and regional officials and members of the general public to maximize
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the chances of this vital program being understood and acoepted on
both technical and nontechnical bases. LERDA i< now developing methods
whereby these groups can assist in a meuningtul way the development of
an operational plan for commercial waste management which will meet
the national need.

In bringing these remarks to a conclusion, | would like to return
to my earlier point, that technical issues and public policy issues
are not separable. Over a period of years, the United States Congross
has prefaced many statutes with legislative tindings; among thesce
many findings are that there should bhe tull productivity and full
employment; that the peacetul uses of atomic energy can and should
be developed, and that the environment should he protected.  The trans-
lation of these findings into practical ascrions obviously takes a bit
of doing.

We, in EkDA, recognize that we have the technical responsibility
for any radioactive waste which must go into Federal custody. However,
technical responsibility does not also mean u monopoly on wisdom, c¢s-
pecially wisdom in areas of public policy. No responsible person in
ERDA believes that we can, or should, operate the commercial waste
program behind c¢losed doors.

We need and want the views and suggestions of those of you in
other agencies, in environmental groups, in industry, in unions, in
the academic community, and those of you that are not in any special
group at all. ERDA representatives will be on hand throughcut the pre-
sent meeting to listen carefully to these discussions.

I would like to closc by suggesting as a thought for the remain-
der of the meeting, that it is going to take vareful, responsible
thinking, communicated in a careful responsihle manner, with strong
emphasis on positive solutiens on the part of all of us if our national
energy goals are to be met.

*

Dr. CAMPBELL: Thank you very much, Carl. tontinuing with the
background information which we belicve will be useful in the dis-
cussions which follow, 1 would like next to introduce John Bartlett,
who is currently manager of Process Evaluation in the Nuclear Waste
Technology Program Office of Battelle's Pacific Northwest Laboratories.

Prior to joining Battelle in 1969, Dr. Bartlett was with Knolls
Atomic Power lLaboratory and later, the chemical engineering faculty
of the University of Rochester. During 1968-69, he was full vice
professor of nuclear engineering at Istanbul Technical University
in Turkey; during 1973-74 he served as a Presidential Interchangez
Executive, assigned to the National Bureau of Standards. Since
joining Battelle, he has had a variety of management assignments
concerning radiocactive waste management, and related technology.



Fducated at the Universayty of Rochester tor his undergraduate degree,
he took his Phoboo at Rensscelacr Polytechnic Institute.

"Muclear Waste Management: Options and lumplications"

JOHN W. BARTLETT, Nuclvar Waste Technology Program 9fficer, Battelle-
Northwest Laboratorices

Dr. BARTLE T : As has already been indicated to you here, my
tunction today 1s to provide you an vverview af what is a very narrow
scction vt the spectrum of interest of this meeting. And it is the
technotoyy of waste wanagement.  The busis for my remurks today has
already been retereced to; that is what has been called populurly the
Fechnical Alterpatiaes Document.

The documcat officially is known as BRDA-T6-33; 1 assume o good
many of yvou are fwmiliar with it. You'll not:ce by the title that
we have o hard time explaining oursclves in a few words with few syl-
tubles.  That's why we call it TAD instead of giving it its official
title. ‘the document itself comprisces some 2,000 pages; we will nnt
insist that they be made part of the record ot this meeting. We have
made @ modest effort to interpret and hoil down the contents of that
dogcument, and 1 would like to acknowledge, at this time, my co-author,
Al Platt. A copy ot cur summary version ot ERDA-To-43 is availuable
to those interested.

What I'd like to do today s address buasically three topics
relevant to the technology of waste management. First, an overview
describing something of the types of wuaste and the stutus of tech-
nologies that are used to manage them; sccondly, bore in a little bit
on high-level waste mianagement; tairdly. address questions of final
disposition of the waste.

I will begin with u brictf ovverview of the fuel cyctie and the
wastes it produces. ‘The general statement basically 1s that there
are potentially a variety olf wastes produced; they are produced with
a variety of volumes, depending on which operation of the fuel cycle
vou're addressing, and the radivactivity content of those wastes
varies considerably. The focal point for most people is the high-
levei waste, which occurs in relatively small volume bat which con-
tains over 99 per cent of all the radicactivity produced hy all the
wastes in the fuel cycle. The way we can look at this in terms of
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the technologists who are trying to develop waste management methods
is illustrated by considering two alternative fuel cycles: the so-
called throw-away option and the recycle option.

Let's consider tirst the cption of the throw-away fuel cycle.
If we operate the fuel cycle in that mode. then the waste form is
simply the spent fuel itself plus any wastes that might arise from
the relatively few operations of the fuel cycle associated with man-
aging that spent fuel; in other words, waste {rom storage basins and
the like.

If we go through the reprocessing operation, then we get a spec-
trum of wastes that's associated with fuel reprocessing and the other
recycle cperations. Quite ua variety of waste types result from the
processing of the spent fuel and the management of the wastes them-
selves. To manage these wastes, we have four basic types of opera-
tions to consider. One of them is the treatment of the wastes, which
we call, in their as-generated form, "primary wastes'; sccondly, wc¢
have storage operations, thirdly; we have transportation operations;
and fourthly, we have final disposition operations.

1'11 address briefly all of thesc operations for all types of
wastes.

The classifications of technology that are described in the TAD
document are defined as 'available'" and "under development.' There
are two categories of what we call available technology: (tirst, those
that are in commercial use today, and secondly, those that are essenti-
ally ready for commercial use but simply have not been fully applied
at this time. In addition to available technology, there are, of
course, as Dr. Kuhlmun indicated, other technologies under develop-
ment.

The status of wuaste management technologies is such that we have
the technologies available today, using the word "available" as pre-
vicusly indicated. The technologies are under development for gases
simply because with past practice and requirements, it has not been
necessary to capture the gases so there nas not been cumphasis on
developing and making gas capture technologies available.

Now, I'd like to move into consideration of whit some of the
waste management options are and some of their implications in terms
of the technology of waste management. 1'd like also to co- sider the
interactions of those technologies with such things as environmental
impacts and a good many of the concerns that are being addressed at

this meeting.

First, by way of example, we can consider some of the options
for treatment of combustibie waste. There are many aliernative tech-
nologies that might be applied here. We can simply compact this type
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of waste, we can put it through a combustion process, and we might
recover transuranics after combustion. In other words, there are
various alternative flow sheets--as we call them--various different
operations involved in waste management we might apply, and various
specific  technologies ussociated with each of those options.

There are similar options for noncombustible wastes. These
wastes are quite frequently things like equipment that's been removed
from service; in other words, things that can't burn, including gen-
eral process trash that is not combustible. Again, we have numerous
options for management of these wastes and again, many technologies
that might be applied.

Another wuste form for which there are several treatment options
are the chop-leach-cladding hulls. The treatment technologies differ
from those for combustible and non-combustible wastes, but there are
various process operations available te us.

The points I want to make in discussing these wastes types and
the technology options are as follows:

First, there are alternatives in the approach you can take to
managing the waste and there are alterantive technologies for the
approach. The primary ditference between the alternatives, as it
turns out fand this is an assertion of sorts. because I haven't
justified it to you), is that the waste form produced is the product
of the opcrution that you apply to it. The differences in the waste
forms that emeryge from the different technologies are primarily dif-
ferences in the degree of fixation of immobilization of the wastes.
In general, what you do is increase the level of effort in the treat-
ment technology in order to increase the degree of immobilization of
the final waste form.

For cxample, one approach for high-level waste is to produce a
calcine, which is a loose-flowing powder. Another alternative is
to produce a borosilicate glass which is a monolithic solid. To pro-
duce the glass requires that you first make the calcine. The more im-
mobile glass, thercfore, requires additional processing operations.

The degree of fixation can range from essentially none, repre-
sented by discl.arge of the wastes as is sometimes done with gases,
to which 1 might call extreme, where you've done just about every-
thing you possibly can to immobilize that waste into a nonleachable
form. The thing that you have to keep in mind is that the more ex-
treme you are in immobilization, the more it's going to cost.

It's going to cost more in RED, it's going to cost more in pro-
cess operations, and it will increase the potential for exposure or
existence of occupational exposure to radiaticn, because you've
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increased the processing that exists.  The net result is that you're
paying in the near term for your effort that's being applicd to im-
mobilize the waste more strongly for the long term.

Another impertant point is that a good many of these operations,
as you apply them, gencrate more waste streams. In other words, you
gcnerate more waste forms than you had initially. You frequently
generate effluents that you did not have bhefore.

An example of this is provided by the combustible waste. As 1
mentioned before, one of the alternative technologies is simply to
compact it. Another alternative technology is, of course, to hurn
it. If you burn it, you produce off-gases. The off-gases may be
totally 1nnocuous, hut you have produced another waste stream and you
have introduced effluents to the environment. So the thing we have
to keep in mind from the technical point of view, with respect to
these options, is thut there are trade-offs cf this type, and that
the impacts can extend well beyond just the technology and any simple
cost-benetit analysis you might apply to the cconomics of the tech-
nologies themselves.

I'd like now to extend these concepts to some of the options
that are available for solidification of high-level waste. In doing
so, I'11 move into my second area of discussion, which is some of the
technologies that are available for the management of the high-level
wastes.

There are different technologies unders development in various
countries, including the U.S., and what I'm going to do is focus on
one of those, called the spray calciner/in-can melter combination,
which is beiny developed at our laboratory at Battelle Northwest.
Conceptually, the process operates as follows:

Liquid high-lcevel waste is brought into the system uat the top,
vaporized, und converted into a powder. Glass-making material is
added to it, and the mixture is dropped into a canister which is
enwcased in a furnace. Itfs a very unusual furnace, becasuse it can
both heat and cool in several zones. The reason for this operation
is that as the matcrial drops into the furnace, it is ecssentiully a
dry powder and you want to make it glass so you have to heat it and
melt it,

After you've made the glass, you want to freeze it, so you have
to cooi it. The system therefore is designed so that you actually
get a rising level of solidified glass in the container. The process
also produces off-gases, and since it is one of several options for
converting liguid high-level waste into a solid, it is subject to
trade-off evaluations such as I previously discussed. Existing equip-
ment has a capacity comparable to small-scale industrial operations.
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‘The product ftrom the spray-calciner/in-can melter is a monolithic
borosilicate glass. With present plans for high-level waste manage-
ment, the glass would be cast in stainless steel cylinders approxi-
mately 10 feet tall and one foot in diamcter.

One possible extrapolation of the technologies that we have
available i. to muke an effort to combine all the waste forms into a
simple single waste form, wherein we huave incorporated all the wastes
of concern that we might be intending to send to geologic isolation.
We have conceptual processes by which we could take these various
waste types and put them ultimately into one container. Conceptually,
such consolidation is possible; it's a potential target for the tech-
nology of waste management and one that we ure keeping in mind.

Now, let me move to geologic isolation or storage and disposal
options. The basic options that are available and were identified in
TAD are geologic isolation and elimination. Geologic isolation can
be accomplished with either a storage or a disposal mode.

The distinction hetween those is that when you emplace waste for
storage, you at least allow the possibility with your technology fer
retrieval. When you emplace waste in a dJdisposal mode, the technology
you have used is such that you don't anticipate retricval under auy
circumstances.

Storage in geologic media is illustrated by emplacement of can-
nisters into rock formations and metallic sleeves sc that they can
be retrieved. An alternative is to place the waste in a geologic
formation so the waste is allowed to melt and mix homogeneously with
the geologic formation. That would be a disposal type of emplacement.

The alternatives to geologic isolation are elimination techniques,
and there are basically two of them. One is extraterrestrial injec-
tion, which involves rocketing the waste to a destination off earth.
The other elimination alternative is transmutation, which is basically
a process of converting the waste from one element into another.

I'm going to focus my remarks on geologic isolation because, as
DPr. Kuhlman indicated to you, this is currently a mainline ERDA effort.
We identified four possible geologic isolation enviromments, i.e.,

terrestrial environments into which the waste might be placed.

These include the seabed (there's a program actively investigating
the feasibility of using the seabed as an isolation medium); ice-
sheets; shallow continental formation, which is the technologist's
phrase for burial grounds, and deep continental geologic formations.
Dr. Kuhlman indicated verbally that we have many options within the
United States that might be suitable for deep continental isolation.
Maps in ERDA-76-43 indicate what they are and where they are.
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The technology that would be used for emplacement in deep contin-
ental geologic formations Is basically conventional mining technology.
Dr. Kuhlman outlined tfor you how that technoiogy would be put into
operation. The point hcere is that putting technology into practice
does not require any extension of past technology. All that is re-
quired is application of existing practice.

The concept that would be used in selecting and evaluating candi-
date waste repositories trom the technical point of view is the con-
cept of multiple barriers. The first line of defense, if you will, is
the waste form; the second is any engineered structures that we put
into the repositories, and the third is the geologic medium itself.
The geologsc medium is going to bhe selected to provide long-term
stability, as Dr. Kuhlwman indicated. This provides us an opportunity
to censider alternative waste torms. If, in fact, we start with a
geologic medium that is highly stable and highly nonreactive to the
waste form or the engineering materials which might be present, then
jrerhaps we have an option to select a waste form suitable for the
entire system so that the three barviers perform satisfactorily to-
gether over the tong term. f[he repository is a coupled system composed
of the three barriers, and the repository system is coupled to the
vaste treatmernt system. The waste form has to fit the geology and
the whole system then has to come together in terms ot the technology
you've applied trem the moment of the generation of waste to the
moment of final disposition. What we have to do is evaluate all al-
ternatives un a systematic basis.

Many alternative waste treatment and repositery systems can be
concelved. e concept currently in the forefront because the tech-
nologics are well-known iIs to convert the high-level waste to u glass,
put it into o metal container, and placve the containers into salt
formations. Current ERDA programs are, as Dr. Kuhlman ontlined, aimed
at 1dentifying suituble salt and other geologic formations.

Lvalunation of alternative disposua!l systems goes well beyond just
the technical factors I've been talking about. The other factors in-
volved in these evaulations are, in fact, cthe reason for this meeting.
We have donc considerable thinking about the other factrs involved in
evaluating candidate repository sites, and this thinking is reflected
in ERDA-76-43. As we all well know, the factors involved go well he-
yond the purely technical, but in terms of the process that Dr. Kuhl-
man described of verifying for the long term that that repository is
satisfactory, it does come down to technical factors such as evalua-
tion of geologic, chemical, and mechanical stability of the system.

The other factors involved in selecting repository sites are
primarily of concern to the initial selecction of the site. This,
of course, is where many issues anu many people at many levels are
involved. I will leave discussion of these issu2s to other speakers
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at this mecting. | will tocus on technical evaluation of long-term
safety.

I'm focusing on long-term safety rather than operational safety
because this is a subjcct with which many pcople are concerned. We
have first to evaluate the stability of the repository in geologic
time, and this, of course, reflects or is rclated to past history of
the geologic medium. We ulso have to he concerned with the waste form
stability and, as I've already indicated, this involves potential for
interaction between the waste form and the geology selected. We also
have to consider the capability of the repository to maintain isola-
tion if the initial conditions should change throughout geologic
time. All of this reduces to consideration of the possibilities that
the radioactivity could migrate out of the repository under various
circumstances. This can by, has been, and will be evaluated.

Stili another factor to evaluate is chance for intrusion by man.
In this case we are considering circumstances under which there might
be intrusion of the repository, either accidental or deliberate, by
human action at some time in the future.

The consequences of loss of geoloygic isolation are usually measured
in terms of potential radiation dose to man. This can be done on an in-
dividual or population buasis; there arc techniques for making such
evaluations. What we have to do is defin~ specific applications of
the techniques and the data in order to make assessments of the pos-
sible futures for candidate repesitories.

There are really two things to consider when you're assessing
the safety of a repository. Onc | call the action phase; the other
I'm gong to call the prediction phasc.

The action phase involves the things you actuually do in the way
of repository design and application of technology. These include
waste treatment action; selection ot waste final form; selection of
the repository site, and the design of the repository, taking into
account the geology, the waste form and all fuactors that are concerned
with it.

Along with the action phase, we have the prediction phase. This
involves the tlings we take into account 1u our predictions of long-
term safety. The actual eviluation of futurce performance of a re-
pository can be characterized in terms of four types of things that
might go wrong. In other words, Murphy's Law might be applied to
repositories in four categories.

These include, first, sudden natural events such as, for example,
meteorite impact, that would disrupt the repository; and, secondly,
slow, natural geologic events--such as faulting--that might disrupt
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the repository. The thard category includes events that occur be-
cause the repository exists. The importan: thing to consider here is
this: the geology woutd he selected on the busis of its past per-
formance--bedded salt that has been in place for hundreds of millions
of yeurs, etc. But once you create g repository, you've created a
new system. You now have a system composed of a waste form and the
geology, and you now have within that system thermal sources, mech-
anical stresses induced by excavation, and you also now have radia-
tion sources. The question then is, how do those sources potentially,
if at all, affect the future performance of that geology?

On the one hand, we uassert and anticipate that the geology will
not be changed. But the objective here is to evaluate any potential
impact ot the repository on the performance of that geology.

The fourth categary of evaulation is concerned with probabilities
and consequences of human intrusion. One can envision quite a spec-
trum of xvenarios dealing with prohbabilities and consequences of
human intrusion. One of the most common to consider, for example,
is that of accidental drilling into a repository in search for other
resources,. You have to vonsider the probability that you would
actually intercept the repository, the probability that you would
intercept the waste in the repository (there are spaces between the
canisters), and then the consequences of any interception. Are there
large numbers ot people uffected? If so, how? Under what circum-
stances could large numbers of people be affected? Would the people
who drilled into the repository and encountered it know what they did?
If they have the technology to drill, do they have the technology to
realize that they've intercepted a repository? Questions like these
are heing addressed 1n on-going satety assessment programs.

In summavy, w. ate looking toward enhancing waste management
technology and ous understanding of how that technology would ef-
fectively be used in the busic technical decisions to be made. We
are also addressing the tact that the technology fits within, and
must be properly fitted within, that spectrum of concerns that are
being addressed at this Confervence. 1 certainly hope we'll do the
job well. Thank you very much.

*

Dr. CAMPBELL: We turn now to the people who have had a lot
to do with the putting together of this Conference, the three session
chairmen and organizers. They were selected by the intergovernmental
committee and their outside advisors to provide help in organizing the
contents and in selecting the participants in the sessions. Each will
comment briefly on what his hopes are for the coverage of his session
and on the basis of that, try to bring together some of the issues
which will be addressed at those sessions.



I begin with the charrman of Sessions 11 and 111, Laurence Moss.
He 1s an environment/encrgy consultant, who has been an activist in
his varcer in this field; he initiated a lawsuit, Sierra Club versus
Ruckelshaus, >stablishing that the Clean Air Act required action by
the administrator of the LPA to prevent signitficant deterioration
of air quality. Hec was the co-founder of the Coalition Against the
SST, and he hus served as President of the Sierra Club. Tn addition
to this, he is Chairman of the Environmental Caucus of the National
Coal Policy Project, which is an effort on the part of leading en-
vironmentalists and industrialists to reach agreement, or at least
to better understand the reasons for disagreement on key questions
relating to the development and use of coal. I mention that, since,
obviously, nuclecar cnergy is not the onlv area of debate in the energy
field.

Larry received his Bachelor's degree at MIT, as well as his
Master's in nucledr cengineering.

Remarks of

LAURENCE 1. MOSS, Energy/Environment Consultant

Mr. MOSS: Thank you, Alan. As has been indicated, the session
chairmen have been given a great deal of responsibility and authority
in organizing their sessions. Accordingly, I think it's appropriate
for me in these introductory remarks to briefly outline the framework
within which I view this Conference.

I approach any discussion of energy policy and its elements with
an environmental perspective. By that, I mean the perspective of
one whose personal scale of values gives heavy weight to maintaining
and enhancing environmental quality. This does not necessarily ex-
clude other valid social goals. In fact, my listing of the goals of
the national energy policy would include three that 1 believe to be
of special importance., The first being. balancing supply of and de-
mand for energy at a socially optimum level. Note that I said so-
cially optimum level, not supply energy to meet needs or requirements.
I think at the level of energy consumption we have in the country
there's a great deal of discretion in energy use. And it's a matter
of balancing supply and demand than meeting any absolute requirements.

A second goal I would list would be to reduce adverse social and
environmental impacts arising from energy production and use.
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And thirdly, I would 1ist avoiding an intolerable level of re-
liance upon potentially insecure foreign sources of supply, and
seeking to reduce any adverse impact arising from an interruption of
supply.

Now, in making decisions about these things, and in addressing
any important issue of technology in public policy, I strongly be-
lieve that it is society's responsibility to guide the implementation
of technology toward desired social goals and away from undesired
consequences. In other words, choices can, and should be, made. The
field must not be abandoned to a kind of technological determinism.
Alan mentioned my involvement in the fight against the SST. Probably
the factor that motivated me most strongly in that campaign was this
idea that we must make choices, and steer the development of technology.
During my brief stint in government in 1968 and '69, I was surprised
and dismayed that many officials who opposed the program for good
economic, social and environmental reasons, did not believe it could
be stopped. I resolved to do my part should the opportunity arise
to demonstrate that choices could be made.

In making such choices, there is a proper role for analysis and
a proper role for values. Let me use as an illustration the preven-
tion of significant deterioration of air quality which is another issue
I've been involved in. The analyst can estimate the decrease in
visibility that would occur in a locality or a region as a result of
additional pollutants put into the air. Evaluating the importance of
a specific decrease in visibility--just taking one of the impacts that
are possible--is a matter of weighing conflicting intangible values.
That is a decision which we can only approach in a political process
in which these competing values can be addressed in the process of
making the decision.

Now, in such processes, I think that it is good to be aware of
both consistencies and inconsistencies. For example, a decision that
implies that social willingness to spend a hundred times as much money
to save the human life in one area than in another area has with it
a certain inconsistency that the decision makers at a minimum should
be aware of. They may have reasons for making a decision like that,
but the analysis should be made more explicit so that there's less
confusion about the consequences of the decision.

I also think it's important that in implementing any decisions
made by the social process, it's important to select those mechanisms
which are likely to be effective and efficient in meeting the socially
determined goals. We haven't always been very good at that. What
I've said is, in my view, quite consistent with the application of
logic to decisions in areas of social and technological systems. The
weight given to values is not illogical. 1I was distressed, in con-
tacting people for this Conference, that I would occasionally run into



a person who didn't wunt to participate becuuse they felt that reason
or logic had no part in the decisions that we'd he discussing here.

[ think there's u confusion here us to what logic covers or
doesn't cover. To my mind, 1t includes the weighing of values and
intangibles. It would be illogical to exclude that in making any
decision which impacted both heneficially and adversely on people,
on different people.

To come to the specific subject of this Conference, some would
say that the creation of nuclear wastes raises issues that are morally
quite different from the creation of other wastes. They would say
that there is no point in discussion, as at this Conference, concern-
ing the management of what they perceive to be an immora. activity.

I am not convinced by their argument. In fact, I think an analogy can
easily be made between the creation of nuclear waste and the injection
of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere from the combustion of fossil
fuels.

Both have somewhat similar characteristics:

First, irreversibility. 1In the cuse of carbon dioxide, once re-
leased, control of it is lost. And in fact, if we burn all of our
fossil fuels, it will be an estimated eight-fold increase in the nat-
ural background of carbon dioxide.

Second, they're similar with regard to the potential effect on
future generations. The calculated time for carbon dioxide to decrease
in concentration by one half to natural processes would be about a
thousand years. So, we are making decisions now which very well could
adversely affect future generations.

Third, the magnitude of the adverse consequences is very substan-
tial. In the case of carbon dioxide there is the possibility of a
climatological change which could result in either a warming or a
cooling--no one really knows, which might produce a flooding out of
the coastal plains of the world, or, loss through a shift to colder
temperatures of much of the agricultural productivity of the temperate
regions of the world. So, we're talking about an enormous potential
physical and social consequence there.

In fact, perhaps, the chief difference is that carbon dioxide is
routinely dispersed into the atmosphere with no attempt at contain-
ment, whereas, most nuclear waste is released only when and if tech-
nological and/or social systems break down. Further, the impuct of
most nuclear waste releases would likely be local rather than global.
Thus, failures of waste management systems cculd probably be mitigated
locally. With carbon dioxide, misjudging the consequences leaves us
with ounly the possibility of global engineering of climatological



change 1n an attempt to vompensate with all of the risks that that
would bring with 1t.

In light of this, it we fear undue reliance on any particular
energy supply techaolony, making it impractical to shift to another,
for example, due to an inability to adequately manage wastes, then 1
suspect that our cancern should be more with the fossil fuels which
provide 80 per cent or so of U.S. energy, rather than nuclear power
which provides about 3 per cent. Be that as it may, I believe that
the decisions we can make now and in the next few years on both tech-
nical and public policy guestions can substantiolly decrease the risk
and improve the acceptubility of nuclear waste management. That is
why this Conterence s particularly appropriate.

Glen Graves has described the role of the outside review group
which [ chaived. 1 um pleased that the interagency planning commit-
tee has implemented, with minor exception, our recommendations. 1
want to emphasize agaiu that the session chairmen have been given
great latitude in selecting authovrs, panclists and detailed taopics
tor discussion. tn my case, and no doubt in the case of the other
session chairmen, 1've attempted to select authors and panelists who
cover a wide spectrum of views, including views with which I do not
agreev. 1 think you will tfind their ideas and discussions stimutating,
thoughttul and provocative.

The recommendotion mad= by the outside review group on the de-
sired scope of this Conference I think is ot some interest. Whut the
group telt was that the Conference should have as its focus the waste
management aspects ot the post-fission parts of the fuel cycle.  Where
pre-fission aspects are clearly involved in an evaluation of post-fis-
sion alternatives, for example, the increasce in uranium mill tailings,
from a decision nut to recycle plutonium, these could well be in-
cluded. The management of waste from military programs, the group
felt, should be included, since the exclusion of this topic would
make it impossible to evaluate marginal risks and bencfits of alterna-
tives for the civilian program, or, to provide assurance that the total
nuclear wuste problem was being handled in a reasonable way. By the
way, for those of you who are not in the "know,'" militury wastes are
referred to as ERDA wastes, in the jargon of the trade.

This Conference should be regarded as one step in an iterative
process whereby important public policy issues are identified and re-
solved.

In the two sessions we will have on goals, we will address the
question of how we will judge proposed social and technological sys-
tems for managing nuclear wastes. Would we know if an alternative
was satisfactory? Or, if it was unsatisfactory? How would we know?
The answer must include considerations of economic costs in relation



to the cost ol dlternntines; to the total cost of power; to the cost
of risk-reduction opportunities and other arvas. It mast include con-
sideration of socral vosts; of dealing with uncertainties; when should
decisions be made; when do you have cnough information to act. It
should deal with Jdestributional cffects, who gains and who loses.

Both within this generation and of cross generations. 1t should in-
clude public perceptions of rish and its acceptability. It should
include guestions of the legitimucy of vhatever decision-making pro-
cess 1s structured to mahe such decisions.  And 1t should include
consideration of the longevity of the institutions that will be respon-
sible for the waste management.

[ am looking furward to the Jdiscus-ion and 1T o hope you are, too.
Thank you.

Dr. CAMPBELL: It 1s a purticular pleasure for me to introduce
the next speaker, Mr. bd Rovncer, because he lives and works in a pro-
fessional world very cluse (o my own, and 1 know of the great respect
with which he is held in that world., He is directur of state/federal
relations for the Nationul Covernors' Conference, and has for three
years been director of the chnergy progran of that conrercence.  Ob-
viously, a matter of tremendous concern to the governors across this
country. He also has been Jdirvector of cconomic development for the
State of Maryland and an administrative assistant to Congressman
Bingham, having been aducated at Columbia for both an undergruduate
degrec and his law degrec. His session will be devoted to considering
organizational responsibilities and a'ternatives in this field.

Remarks of

EDMOND ROVNER, Legislative Director, The National Governors' Conference

Mr. ROVNER: When I was first asked if { would chair one of
the sessions, [ misheard the topic to be discussed and 1 thought they
wanted atomic energy, and I invited myself out immediately. 1It's been
debated all over the country and 1 really thought this was not the time
or the place to do it, shortly before an election where there were a
number of referenda in a number of states. But then when it became
clear what the topic really was, simply trying to focus people's at-
tention on what the issues are in the handling of waste materials, 1
had a great deal more interest in the subject. I think there is a
profound difference between being disinterested and bheing uninterested.
The problem of being uninterested is the pecople who really don't facus
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--you hnow that. What the society seems to he looking for is the
classic disinterested man or institution that s going to operate only
in the society's interest. | don't think it 1s likely that we can

look for the classic Jdisinterested party to come in and bring order
out ot what is not now chaos, but what is certainly not carcefully
structured.

What we are going to be looking at in our session uarc how to
divide, if necessary, or to utilize institutions which permit respon-
sibility to be uassigned, which permit access and review of their work,
and which are going to be able to make the modifications that time
and technology will make wise and prudent.

We're going to be dealing, { hope, along the line with questions
s to whether we should be Jooking at the licensing approach or an
adversary approach.  When | was in law school 1 used to confuse these
two and 1'm glad to say that the lines between them have become blur-
red, as to whether a partvy can intervene in somebody else's licensing
application. 1 think that issue has been settled, but there is still
the question as to whether we are lcoking at the technology people
who are trying to dectde whether an approach is acceptable versus the
best approuach.

The challenges arise ot Jdifferent points in the fuel waste cyctle,
as well.  The first paper that's going to be presented will describe
the fact thav there are different decisions and there are different
issues at differeat points in the whole waste management cycle; and
verhaps different institutions ought to be opevating at different
points in it. Tie guestion is how can we devise institutions that make
decisions in a private and public environment. Are these decisions to
be made by the Federal government; are they to be made by the state
government; made by the municipal government? How does a private ven-
ture operate in a field where he's dealing with a muttiplicity of gov-
ernments, which may change from time to time? We've dealing with de-
cisions that are longer in term than any decisions that have been
made by man up to this time. This is not like deciding whether to
put the geal post on the goul line or 10 yards back or whether to
have pointed shoes this year or next. It is not feasible to keep
changing the rules of the game from ycar to ycar. These are long-
term Jdecisions.

The institutions that we have have never heen assigned these kinds
of long-term obligations. One question that came up in a side discus-
sion this morning, is, where deces the obligation come to this genera-
tion to protect another generation against its lunacy? 1f a thousand
years from now people decide they want to dig these things up and in-
cinerate each other or do other terrible things to each other, why
do we have an obligation to preclude them from doing this?



Wit we will be looking at in the session tomorrow afternoon is
really hoew appropriate are the institutions we have, for dealing with
the problems of waste management; what changes, 1f any, ought to be
made; und what institutions ought to be used for different kinds of
questions that will arisc.  Thank you.

Dr. CAMPBELL: Our final session chairman to make comments
about his hopes for his particular session is a fellow academic, Harold
Green, who is a professor of law and director of the law, Science and
Technology Program at George Washington University, which, as you
know, is in Wasington, D.C. Educated at the University of Chicage,
for both undergraduate and law degrees, Professor Green is the author
of numerous publications on atomic energy law and policy, and public
policy in general for science and technology.

He 1s chairman of the American Bar Association's Special Commit-
tee on bnergy Law, and a member of the American Association of Advance-
ment of Science Committec on Scientific Freedom and Responsibility.

And finally, -.dicating the range of his interests, he is a founding
fellow and director of the Institute of Society, Ethics and the Life
Sciences.  His session will be related to issues in implementation
of nuclecar waste, and T think one might well suggest that the issues
meant here arve issues related to cthics and...ethical and moral ques-
tions.

Remarks of

HAROLD P. GREEN, Professor of Law, National Law Center, George Wash-
ington University

Professor GREEN: It's relatively easy to formulate goals for
a nuclear waste management program and criteria for evaluating al-
ternatives. Accomplishing the agreed-upon objectives is primarily
an intellectual cxercise in which reason and logic will lead to pre-
sumably sound goals and criteria.

It is much more difficult, however, to translate these goals
and criteria into programs for their implementation. Implementation
requires the affirmative action, or, at the very least, a passive
acquiescence of public officials who are either themselves elected
by the public or who are accountable to other officials who are so
elected.



At our Friduy morning session, we shall be considering this ques-
tion: after we have developed goals that are hroadly accepted. and
criteria for evaluating policy alternatives, and after experts have
reachcd considered judgments as to the programs that will best meet
the eriteria and achieve the goals, how can thesce nrograms be brought
to fruition?

It's useful (o consider the way programs for implementing radia-
tion waste management goals will evolve. Various alternative imple-
mentation modes will be subject to searching analysis and compared
with cach other as to their relative advantages and disadvantages,
that is, their relative benefits and costs.

Emerging from this unalysis will be a kind of ranking of alterna-
tive options in terms ot the cost-bencfit balance. An alternative,
or sometimes more than one alternative, will then become the program,
or the alternative programs, to be considered for implementation. An
assumption that this analysis is performed in a dispassionate spirit
of ubsolute objectivity does not get us very far, since therce is con-
siderable question whether even the utmost objectivity can exclude
strong intluence trom the values held by the assessors.

A principal difficulty in the radioactive waste management field
is that the implemcentation of pgoals requires assumptions alout the be-
havior ot human beings, human institutions, human artifuacts, and nat-
ural phenomena far beyond the pale of any prior human cexperience.

For example, f we know that, frow experience, that a tauk can
be designed and ftabricated to contain nuclear waste reliably for fifty
years, there Is necessarily some assumption as to what will happen to
the integrity of the tank in the next fifty, or one hundred, or five
hundred years. Simiturly, can we really fully credit the assumption
that because a geologic formation has been stable for the past five
hundred million years, that it will be no less stable in the next
five hundred years?

The technical experts may have a greater or lesser degree of con-
fidence based on the expericnce and knowledge they do have on computer
analyses, or on sophisticated research studies, but there remains al-
most always some residual uncertainties. Any cost/benefit analysis,
thercefore, must rest to some extent on the matter in which this resi-
dual uncertainty is interpreted and assessecd.

The fact that the experts who perform the analysis are optimistic
about how the uncertainty will eventuaily be resolved, does not mean
that a pessimistic view is so much less rational, reasonable or ac-
ceptuble that it cannot serve as a valid basis for a political de-
cision.



There are, morcover, sub=tuantial morail and ethical issues  Just
as politicrans have ot loast in the tast J0 or 50 yeurs argued the
o ratity ot saddling future generations with the service of a bal-
looning national debt, so muy it be argued that it is immoral to
saddle future generiations with maintenance and service of ballooning
quantitices of radiouctive wastes.

Others mayv argue that it is unethical for governmental policies
to intiict on socicty the risk of genetic or somatic injury from radiu-
tion cxposure that may be incident to the handiing and storage of radio-
active wastes.  Again, the problem is the risks are primarily an inci-
dent of the lack of scientific knowledge in the experlence as to the

cffects of radioactive exposures.

Our first speaker on Friday morning, Dr. Deap Abrahamson. will
discuss the arrvay of social, ethical and moral issues relevant to
implementation of goals. Of course, we would all hope that the ex-
perrs who develop, comment and recommend programs, have factored these
kinds ot considerations into their analyses. But even if they have
done¢ so, none could seriously contend c¢ither that these experts have
a monopoly on social, wthical ur moral wisdom. or that their own
social, ethical or moral instincts are representative of those of the
general public, at uny particular moment. It's not inappropriate,
thercfore, thut these social, ethical and moral issues be directly
considered and debated by the policymakers and the public in connec-
tion with decision making on proposed implementation measures.

This brings us then to the question that will be discnssed by
Dr. Eugene Skolnikoff; that is, how the scientific experts who formu-
late and propose programs for implementation of nuclear waste manage-
ment goals interact with the politicians directly involved, and with
the general lay public that is indirvectly involved in the decision-
making process.

What should, and what will be the scope of the scientific, tech-
nicel, social, ethical and moral questions that will be open for fresh
consideration by the policymakers and the public? The answer to this
question depends, in turn, upon the policymakers' contfidence in the
experts, and on the extent to which the experts attempt to either in-
vite or alternatively to discourage consideration of these matters.

There are two aspects of the public policy decision-making pro-
vess with respect to these goals that 1 think ought to be stated.
First, cven 1f we assume that there is a kroad acceptunce of articu-
tated goals ¢f a nuclear waste management system, the likelihood is
that these goals will not be universally accepted. In any event,
articulated goials, no matter how acceptahle they are at any particular
moment, may change as public values change.



Some povernment ofticials, some politicians, some others in
leadership roles may even, while they are payiug lip service to the
poals, dight a rearguard action against them by trying to frustrate
their implementation.  Por example, once would not be surprised if
hard Line opponents of nuclear power fight their battle by attacking
the proposals for the cffective manugement of nuclear wastes.

The second consideration is, that no matter how broad the support
may be for the goals themselves, measares for their implementation
may Slounder when they impact on narrow concerns, interests, hopes and
fears of particular people or groups.

The perhaps unhappy fact of the matter is that the implementation
of nuclear waste goals lies in the vagaries of the political process
in which multitudinous concerns and interests, relevant and irrelevant,
rational and irrational, real and spurious, noble and selfish, must be
given full consideration and wrung out, debated, ranked and compro-
mised. Only the naive would expect the truth or objectively correct
solutions to emerge from the political process.

My ftunction this morning is not to provide answers, but only to
set the stage. Perhaps Dr. Abrahamson and Dr. Skolnikoff will bhe able
to provide us with some answers and our four panelists, renresenting
a browd diversity cf disciplined cxperience and viewpoint, will
have useful commentary to offer, I do want to say that I'm particularly
pleascd to be a participant in this Confercnce.

In @y opinion, the present plight of nuclear technology is dir-
cotly attributable to the frct that the nuclear establishment has, for
the pust 30 years treated the important issues involved as being es-
sentially scientific, to be resolved and served to the American pub-
liv on the basis of faith in scientific aunthority.

1t has, [ believe, in fact, attempted to minimize the existence
ot social, cthical and moral questions, and in particular, the ele-
ment of uncertainty in order to protect the American public from it-
scelf, trom the possibility of incorrect decisions that may be based
more on cmotion than on reason. That kind of approach would serve
primarily to frustrate and alienate large segments of the public
and simply will not work in the present era of environmentalism,
consum: rism and skepticism about authority, generally. We hope this
Conferance represents a beginning of & new process to engage the pub-
Pic, o engage the hopes, fears and values of the public in the de-
cision-making provess.  Thank you.



QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIQD

Irr. CAMPBELL: We begin now with questions. "Since ERDA
has decided to pursue with determination the development and demon-
stration of geologic disposal of high-activity, solidified wastes,
why confuse the public and provide ammunition for critics by alluding
the possibility and by inference to the potential applications of
such technically imprudent disposal methods as disposals in icepucks,
or scabeds and cxtraterrvestrial elimination? How much of an effort
is ERDA devoting to the study of these technically imprudent disposal
schemes?*

Dr. BARTLETT: In terms of relative order of magnitude, the
cffort devoted to the scabed disposal is about 1/30th, 1/35th, roughly,
of the effort being devoted to the geologic isolation at this time.

The assertion that they're imprudent, 1 would claim, has yet to he
proven. They, in some cases, T think if you look into it, offer
some potential technical advantage.

On that one, T would speak specitically to the scabed; it has
some very uscful characteristics in terms of looking just at it
from a technical viewpoint. ['m not getting at issues of international
law of the scas or anything of that type. 1 simply say from the
technical point of view, it is well worth investigating and it's a
part of policy, as | understand it.

I think Dr. Kuhiman should comment toward this, of keeping the
options open, allowing the possibility that there are the things
that may in the future offer cqual, if not better benefit in terms
of isolution.

Dr. KUMHLMAN: 1£ 1 could just add one thing to that, you
recall that 1 said that the geologic disposal option was based upon
a conviction that of the other alternatives that this was the only
one that appeared technofogically promising to the mid-80's. That
statement implies several things. It implies an acceptance of
nationally stated cnergy gouals which I'm sure are not shared by
some of you in this audience.

Most important, however, it is both the ohligation of ERDA, as
well as good common sense in a subject like radioactive waste man-
agement, that all practical options are discussed with the public;
in this case, formally through the Environmental Impact Statement
so that for better or for worse, the reasoning processes of TRDA
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can be made available to the public in these other options as well as
the geologic options which have been singled out for emphasis.

Dr. CAMPBELL: I huve a series of questions now which I'm
going to combine. They all relate to the disposal of defense wastes,
and the question 1s, "Why has the consideration of the disposal of
defense wastes not been included as a part of the program here?"

I will turn to both Dr. Kuhlman and Dr. Bartlett to comment on
this. We simply say in passage that certainly the technical and social
and economic and political considerations aftfect those that are in-~
volved with those wastes as well as with commercial wastes. The de-
cision to talk about this in the commercial field, I think is related
to what is the current policymaking situation which has tc do with
the Cnvironmental Impact Statement.

Dr. KUHLMAN: I agree with the statement that the solution to
the military waste problem is an equally important part of the radio-
active waste management problem. There seems, however, to my mind,
to be a reasonably authentic basis for separating the consideration,
particularly at a meeting where one is concerned with the social
values a5 we are here. The defense waste problem is a fact. It is
a4 product of a 30-year legacy of programs which were constructed,
with view to the national defense; it is an established fact, beyond,
it you will, present day policy.

Now, the commercial nuclear power subject is quite a different
subject in my mind. [ think that the American population really does
have an opportunity in the case of nuclear energy to address the ques-
tion of whether the waste could be generated, whether nuclear power
is a good thing and in addressing that yuestion, obviously, one has
to concern oneseltf, whether the waste can in fact be hanuled.

Now, ERDA does have a program for deualing with the defense waste
issue. Technically, it is different. The time schedule is different.
And for these reasons it seems convenlient to restrict attention to the
commiercial side of this question for this meeting, in my opinion.

Mr. MOSS: At least in my session, on goals and criteria,
there's been no attempt to limit the discussions to commercial waste
and exclude the ERDA waste, and any of the panelists and authurs who
wish to talk about what they feel are relevant issues with the mili-
tary waste are free to do that. 1 think that's true for the other
session chairmen, as well.

br. CAMPBELL: It means the issue will in fact be covered in
the substantive sessions of the Conference.

There are several questions here related to the international
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aspects of the question...'How do we protect the U.S. public from
nuclear waste generated in other countries?"

May I say, before turning to trc panelists, to comment on this
question, that I believe we have organized an evening workshop on
the international implications of nuclear waste management, and for
those with that interest, I would suggest you join that workshop.
3ut, irn the meantime, would any of the panelists care to commert on
the relevance of the domestic problem to international implicaiions?

Dr. KUHLMAN: I don't think that I am going to be able to give
a proximate answer to that question. However, the ERDA waste man-
agement program does involve the establishment of extensive inter-
naticnal cooperative effort. We have bilateral agreements with a
number of different countries; we're participating in a number of
multilateral efforts, such as sponsored by the NEA, the IAEA and
other groups. It is recognized, I think, that each nation considers
its basic handling of radioactive waste management problems as a
national problem.

It is also recognized, 1 think, as was demonstrated rather vividly
at the Denver meeting, that the commonality of waste management pro-
biems among nations has become increasingly evident. There have been
several initiatives since the Denver meeting to examine the opportunity
for more extensive international cooperation in this field.

Dr. BARTLETT: 1 can comment about the opportunities other na-
tions have to do the kinds of things we're thinking about. First, to
amplify on Dr. Kuhlman's comment about the interchange: what we are
finding is we're all at about the same point in terms of having avail-
able cr the state of development of the technclogy. And as I indicated
in my slide in dealing with the alternatives for solidification of high-
level waste, these are processes that are being developed really on a
worldwide basis, and there's extensive interchange of knowledge about
these alternatives.

I'd also point out that the United States today represents about
50 per cent of the world gemeratir-, capacity. All the rest is dis-

tributed among all the other countries and it's about equal to our
generating capacity--in other words, waste production--for the rest

of the world.

Now, the other nations that are primarily concerned at this point,
because they have operating reactors and are generating spent fuels,
are Europe and Japan. The European nations share geology similar to
ours. They have salt-domes, they have beds of salt deposits, and so
forth. Japan does not and they're investigating alternatives for
management of their waste. Basically, I can comment then that we're
all at about the same point in terms of the technical base, and ex-
changing information on a regular basis.



Dr. CAMPBELL: We have scveral questions here related to some
ot the general comments concerning the Jecision process and the char-
acter of the process and the relationship of that to the ability to
deat with technical issues. Onc question argues, "How can you have
a discussion like the kind we're going to have here when you have
differences in technical understanding umong the participants?"

Another is directed to me in relation to the comment 1 made that
inforwed opinions --¢ better than uninformed opiaions, and "...if
that is the case, how Jdo you conclude that technical solutions are in
Jdoubt when ERDA's Technical Alternatives Document, TAD, concludes
that there are no unresolved technical preblems, but rather, only
development of the facilities and existing technology to handle nu-
clear waste?”

This question is directed mostly to Mr. Rovner und Dr. Kuhlman;
it is assumed that consensus politics and disinterested agencies are
in seme way supertor to an adversary process involving the acknowledge-
ment of condlict and attempts of its vesolution by political processes.

Mr. GREEN: I think the proposition that the lay public is
incapable of understanding enough about the scientific and technical
issues to puarticipate meaningfully in the decision-making process is
Largely a myth. Having said that it's largely a myth, T will add
that 1 think it huas been a very cavefully cultivated and nurtured
myth. T do think there is a problem in the public's understanding.
I think that problem is to a substantial extent a problem in either
the inai ility or the unwillingness of the technical experts to com-
municate in a manner, in language, or ordinary political discourse
and discussion.

Now there are many other uareas of public policy decision making
that are probably just as complicated and just as difficult to under-
stand as nuclear waste management. For example, the intricacies of
Federal fiscal policy or tax policy, or what to do about unemployment,
or cconomic areuas, generally. And 1 think that surely no one would
argue that those issues dare beyond the scope of the ability of the
public to participate meaningfully.

Mr. ROVNLR: I never meant to suggest, if that idea got through,
that { would opt either for licensing or adversary. As a matter of
fact, 1 think the distinction bctween those two approaches has largely
becn blurred over the years and 1 think this might be very useful.
what T Jid mean to suggest was that something in the nature of licensing
might bo appropriate for onc problem and an adversary proceeding for
another. This is something that I hoped would be looked at tomorrow.
This 1s not one issue, but a series of issues, some of them inter-
reflated, some of them tangential to cach other. 1 guess the one thing
that [ do believe is that a single answer may not be the right solution



for the complex of problems in terms of the kinds of forums that are
used.

Dr. CAMPBELL: Let me make a comment that the fact that ERDA may
believe it has solved the technical problems, I would say that that
soluticn obviously carries with it a kind of cost-benefit assumption
which one may or may net agree with. And I would not, therefore, as-
sume the issue closed because there is a belief that a technical issue
has been solved.

In fact, were issues closed off for discussion because the tech-
nical solution had been found, there would be no reason for the Con-
ference. The assumption is that there are other aspects of the conse-
quences of such decisions, social, economic and political, which have
an existence and a life and a meaning of their own, which also has
to be taken into account. And the fact of the Conference and its
sponsorship suggests to me that there are those within the government
who are making these decisions, who also believe that there are such
considerations to be taken into account.

Mr. MOSS: 1f we look only at the process of technical
analysis, and neglect for the time being the very important question
of the weighing of intangibles that 1 talked about in the political
process, but looking just at the technical process, there'’s good
reason to believe that the kinds of technicai issues that are focused
upon and even the kinds of determinations made in that analytical pro-
cess are to a certain extent a function of the agency funding the
process and the individual selected for it.

Therefore, the fact that one group of technical experts came up
with one set of recommendations doesn't mean that every group of tech-
nical experts would have come up with identical recommendations. To
me, this is an argument for more decentralized, dispersed technical
analysis capability in which we invite redundancy in order to safe-
guard against surprise adverse impact.

Dr. KUHLMAN: 1 would like to remind us all that the NEPA
process itseif recognizes the validity of the points that have been
made here. The Generic Environmental Impact Statement which will be
put into the public arena next spring is another example of where
another approximation of the points that have been made here will be
attempted. One of the purposes of ERDA personnel and contractors
attending this meeting, is to derive from this meeting a little better
understanding of the full dimensions of some of the nontechnical de-
cision items that need to be considered as part of the general de-
cision-making process.

br. CAMPBELL: Turning from that rather broad discussion to
two questions which are related to each other, about the waste disposal
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process, let me read the questions and ask both Dr. Kuhlman and Dr.
Bartlett if they would comment upon them. One is: "Nuclear waste
disposal appears in the title of this Conference; it seems on the
basis of earlier presentations, you‘'ve addressed yourself to waste
storage. Are ithere promising technologies being explored or developed
to detoxify, neutralize, recycle or otherwise deal with nuclear waste?
Storage may ultimately be unmanageable."

And them another question: 'What is the nature and level of
effort of ERDA's nuclear waste R§D programs that are relevant to fuel
cycles not dependent on reprocesscing and recycling? More specifically,
how much is ERDA spending on analyzing, researching, demonstrating
the throw-away, tandem and other cycles not involving chemical repro-
cessing? Is this enough to =znsure timely availability of a waste
disposal system if there is no reprocessing or recycling?"

Dr. BARTLETT: With respect to technology for storage, these
are readily available and one of the questions to be considered is
which waste form are you considering storing? Let's take high-levei
waste as an example, either as a liquid before solidification, or as
a solid after solidification. As a iiquid, of course, we're talking
about tank storage. And Dr. Kuhlman carefully used in his talk modern
tank storage; this is a technology that's considerably different from
the original technology that was used at Hanford, for example. Modern
tanks are stainless steel, doubly lined, and very carefully constructed
to be able to maintain the wastes safely in tankage for quite an ex-
tended period of time. The solidified waste storage concept is repre-
sented effectively by the retrievable surface storage facility concept.
The technologies that are available for storing waste that way vary,
because of the opportunities for using different media to cool the
waste, if it is a high heat-producing waste.

A very general point to be made is that the technologies have
been investigated in detall and are readily available, if it should
be decided that they would be implemented. But as I indicated befere,
the question of what gets implemented is a function of many factore
in the decision process in addition to just those technologies.

Dr. KUHLMAN: Let me answer the secand question, then [ want
to add something to th2 first question. The second question was how
much erpphasis is being given to the throw-away fuel cycle. You'll
recal? on the first chart I showed that there was $60 million bud-
geted in the Presidential proposal for '77 commercial waste. Now,
of that, approximately $34 million was allocated to the terminal
storage part of the program. That was the program directed at the
constructing of these deep geologic repositories. Now, that entire
program is directly applicable to the throw-away fuel cycle. Now,
if one goes to the throw-away fuel cycle and therefore, does not
operate reprocessing plants,the need for the reprocessing technology
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which is under development in anticipation of the reprocessing fuel
cycle, will largely go away. So my answer to you is that the ERDA
program does provide for the throw-away fuel cycle with the same
emphasis as far as time and capability is concerned as it does for
the reprocessing capabilities.

Now, the first question, [ think, if 1 heard it correctly, was
directed at how much emphasis is being given to techniques which in
fact make the waste disappear from the earth. At the present time
we only know of two ways in which that can be done, one involves so-~
called transmutation; burning the waste in a neutron flux. The other
method involves shooting it into space with a rocket. Now, without
going into details, you can find this dealt with in the TAD documznc.
The experts that have examined these possibilities find that tech-
nology is not available for either of these two concepts, nor is
there reasonable prospect that there will be by the mid-80's.

Dr. CAMPBELL: Let me follow up with a somewhat related tech-
nical question that is asked by a colleague from Canada, representing
Environment of Canada: ‘'Are there any plans to develop Generic EIS

guidelines for the front end of the nuclear cycle, uranium mining and
milling waste and uranium refining waste; if so, when? 1If not, why
not?"

Dr. KUHLMAN: Well, the front end of the fuel cycle in this
country is largely commercially operated and under the direction of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. It has under consideration an Environ-
mental Impact Statement covering at least part of the mining and mill-
ing operations but 1 would suggest you get them to answer that ques-
tion. We do not have such plans under the present ERDA mandate.

Dr. CAMPBELL: Let me turn to another different type of
question, which relates to a matter that's going to be of concern to
a lot of communities in this country, and that is, where are the
storage sites going to be? And 1 have a series of questions here,
one very specific, saying, "I understand that northern Wisconsin is
being considered as a potential site for nuclear waste storage. Can
you give me any information you have on this, such as possible loca-
tion and the reasons for this?"

I have a similar type question from the State of Michigan; an-
other one from Wisconsin; and a general question: 'How much influ-
ence will public, that is, local and state opinion have on selection
of waste repository sites, that is, Michigan residents and others?"

Dr. KUHLMAN: First of all, let me say, 1 don't know where
the sites are going to k:. The program ERDA started the first of
this month is a program for the first twe years; it's going to in-
volve a systematic search to locate appropriate places for such
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repositories. We have said publicly that we do expect them to be

in salt, and the primary candidates involve the Gulf Coast salt-domes,
and something called the Salina Basin which involves a number of
states, including Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, and quite
honestly, I don't remember whether it creeps over into Michigan to
Wisconsin. The program will be taking form with considerable public
interaction over the next two months. One of the very important
features of the program will be a very early establishment of a
liaison with those states who play any role in this program from "he
beginning.

Now, as I pointed out, there's a very large number of potential
state candidates. The search for a specific repository location
initially will involve many states who will not end up with a proposed
repository site. Now the approach to thic problem explicitly pro-
vides for the establishment of interaction with both state and local
groups within the states. We expect the program to proceed from an
initial screening stage to an actual location of candidate sites for
a repository with continual interaction and advice from the states.
It frequently has been debated whether this is solely a Federal
authority to establish a repository. Whether it is or not, I think
that it is quite clear that from a practical point of view, a re-
pository program can be ua reality only if there is reasonable accept-
ance and understanding of the states and iccal groups that are in-
volved.

Dr. CAMPBELL: We're going to have time for oniy a couple
more questions. Let me say in relation to that, that all questions
become, whether used or not, a part of the record of thi: Conference;
second.y, the questions will be gone over after the session and will
be distributed to the sessions to which they are related, so those
sessions will be able to deal with them. .

Let me quickly ask a question directed to the technical people
here as to the salt vault enviromment. And the likelihood of it
being corrosive. "1t spent fuel is disposed of directly as waste,
what treatment of the spent fuel prior to the disposal will be re-
quired to assure the confinement of gaseous fission product?"

Dr. BARTLETT: Whether or not the salt is corrosive depends
on the material that is put into it. Stainless steel, for example,
is highly subject to what's called stress-corrosion cracking, which
is initiated by a chloride in the presence of water. And in effect,
the stainless would not be expected to last very long at all in salt;
a matter of months, because the medium would be highly corrosive.
Other materials this is not true of. This is simply a question, as
I tried to indicate, of matching the materials to the environment.
This has to be kept in mind all the way through.
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With respect to the technology for spent fuel as the waste form,
the objective basically would be, again, to create a canister compat-
ible with the environment in which it would be placed. But then what
do you do, if anything, in terms of the enviromment surrounding the
spent fuel within that canister? There have been several possibilities
considered; such things, for example, as filling the canister with
helium, filling the canister with aluminwn, or materials like this.

Dr. CAMPBELL: Thank you very much, Dr. Bartlett. I've just
been handed an announcement that there will be a caucus of citizens'
groups attending here, citizens' groups interested in the atomic
energy program, in the corner of the room near the coffee tables.

And with that, we adjourn until the afternoon session. Thank
vou all very much.

Session was adjourned.
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Mr. MOSS: Let me begin by introducing the panelists. Brant
Calkin has his academic background in biology. le's been an active
environmentalist ovc. 10 years, has served on various legislative and
executive branch committees on both local and regional levels, and he
is currently the National President of the Sierra Club. The club, as
most of you know, has a policy position on nuclear power that includes
a request that certain questions dealing with nuclear waste management
be answered, and it's particularly appropriate that we have Brant here
today to talk about criteria and goals.




Gene Varanini is a commissioner on State kEnergy Commission of the
State of California. His educational background was with the U.S.
Navel Academy and then later a Doctor of Jurisprudence degree irom the
University of Pacific. He is on the State Bar Environmental Committee
in California, and served for nine years with the legislative branch
of California, the California Legislature, as the chief staffer of the
Energy, Resources and Land Use Committee.

Ivars Gutmanis did his undergraduate work at the University of
Wisconsin, and the University of California, and graduate work at Johns
Hopkins and George Washington University. His current position is as
Director of the Center for Resource Analysis of the National Planning
Association which is in Washington, D.C. He acts as a consultant for
a number of organizations including the National Science Foundation,
the OECD, Resources for the Future, and the United Nations.

Lois Sharpe has a Ph.D. in geology although she assures me she
has not studied the geological aspects of nuclear waste disposal.
She until very recently had served as the staff head for envirommental
programs in the League of Women Voters Educational Fund. She's been
that since 1960. She's a most valued member of the FEA Environmental
Advisory Committee which 1've chaired for about three years now, and
a member of the OTA Advisory Committee on the materials program of
OTA.

Dave Rossirn, from Commonwealth Edison Company, has his academic
background in both nuclear engineering where he received as Master's
from MIT, and in metallurgy where he has a Ph.D. from Case Western
Reserve University. He is Assistant Nuclear Research Engineer with
Commonwealth Edison Company. Before that he was with Argonne National
Laboratories for 16 years invoived in nuclear safety and environmental
research.

Ida Hoos is a research sociologist in space sciences at the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley, and the author of a provocative
and stimulating book called '"Systems Analysis and Public Policy."
She's concerned with social aspects of technoclopy especially those
associated with the various energy options. She wants to look at,
and in her research is looking at all of the implications and rami-
fications of these systems.

1 will introduce Bill 3ishop later, but for .iow 1'1l turn to the
author of the first paper, Paul Slovic. Punl's background is in psy-
chology, and his primary research interests are in the psychology of
judgment, risk assessment and decision making. He spent 12 years at
the Oregon Research Institute. He has very recently become a co-
founder of a new organization, Decision Research, located in Eugene,
Oregon which is devoted to the study of basic and applied issues in
decision making. His interest in risk-taking behavior began with




56

laboratory studies of college students, progressed--if rthut's the
right word--to research conducted in a Las Vegas casino, and most re-
cently has focused on societal response to natural and manmade hazards.
He has both Bachelor's and Ph.D. degree in psychology, Ph.D. from the
University of Michigan.

"pPsychological Factors in the Perception and Acceptability of Risk:
Imrlications for Nuclear Waste Management"

PAUL SLOVIC, Decision Research, tugene, Oregon

Mr. SLOVIC: My concern in this talk is with the determinants
of public response of the risks of nuclear energy in general, and
nuclear waste management in particular. The topic is a vital one.

Writing recently in the American Scientist, Alvin Weinberg ob-
served, '""As 1 compare the issues we perceived during the infancy of
nuclear energy with those that have emerged during its maturity, the
public perception and acceptance of nuclear energy appears to be the
question that we missed rather badiy." This issue has emerged as a
most critical question concerning the future of nuclear energy.

Given the importance of the topic, one fact stands out: we know
very little about the social-psychological factors, the goals, values,
criteria, anrd so on, that determine public response to technological
risk in general, or nuclear energy in particular. This is less be-
cause the problems in the area are tough, which they are, than be-
cause the time and effort applied to them has been miniscule. Part
of this lack of attention results from the fact that scientists and
policy makers have only recently become aware of the problem of public
response. the societal risk. However, a flurry of recent research
activity nas provided the beginning of knowledge about the dynamics of
societal risk-taking.

What follows is a brief review of that work organized around the
following basic questions:

The first main question is: Is the human intellect capable of
dealing with the problems posed by nucleur energy?

Second, what determines perceived and acceptable societal risks?



Third, what produces the present vehement and anti-nuclear senti-
ment?

Fourth, what do the answers to the above questions imply for the
waste management problem?

Fifth, how can public values be discovered and factored into de-
sign for waste management system?

Making decisions about risky activities is difficult, and we may
not be well equipped intellectually for the task. Acceptable risk
appcars to be directly proportional to perceived bei 'it. It seems
like a rather trivial fact, but it can be very potent in understanding
and predicting public response.

Nuclear power scores high, and all the qualities that lead to
high perceived risks (benefits) are presently unappreciated. We can-
not expect communication from a technical expert to allay the public's
fears. An outstanding safety record or serious energy shortage could
lead to public acceptance of nuclear power. Overall, the acceptability
of nuclear energy is likely to be precarious subject to great fluctu-
ations with the tide of =2vents. There is a variety of techniques for
assessing global and specific attitudes towards nuclear waste manage-
ment. Such information could be valuable for systems decigners and
decision makers. Finally, the public wants to provide input into
waste management decisions, and is willing to grapple with complex
questions to do so.

Let's look at the problems of coping intellectually with uncer-
tainty.

Energy decisions require high level thinking and reasoning on
the parts of experts and laymen alikec. They require an appreciation
of the probabilistic nature of the world, and the ability to think
intelligently about the low-probability--but high-consequence events.

As Weinberg noted in the article to which I referred earlier, we
accept on faith that our human intellect is capable of dealing with
this new source of energy. Recently, however, the fact of those of
us who study human decision prophecies has been shaken somewhat.

Consider for example, probabilistic reasoning. Because of its
importance to decision making, a great deal of recent effort has been
devoted to understanding how people perceive and process the probabil-
ities for uncertain events. By and large, this research indicates
that intelligent people systematically violate the principles of
rational decision making when judging probabilities, making predic-
tions, or otherwise attempting to cope with probahilistic tasks.
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Frequently, these violations can be traced to the use of judg-
mental heuristics--which are mental strategies that will allow people
to reduce Aifficult tasks to simpler judgments. These heuristics may
be valid in some circumstances, but in others they lead to biases
that are large, persistent and serious in their implications for de-
cision making.

This isn't the place to pursue a full discussion of heuristics
and biases, but 1 would like to mention one heuristic here because
of its special relevance to energy decisions.

This is the "availability heuristic' whereby an event is judged
likely or frequent if it's easy to imagine or recall relevant instances.
In reality, instances of frequent events are typically easier to re-
call than instances of less frequent events, and likely occurrences
are easier to imagine than less likely ones.

Thus, availability is often an appropriate cue for judging fre-
quency and probability. But, since it's also affected by numerous
factors unrelated to likelihood, reliance on it may lead to overesti-
mation of probabilities for recent, vivid, emotionally salient, or
otherwise memorable or imaginable events.

The notion of availability is essentially one of the most impor-
tant ideas for heiping us to understand the distortions that occur in
the perception of low-probability and high-consequence risks.

For example, the availability notion implies that any facet which
makes the hazard highly memorable or imaginable--such as a recent
disaster or a vivid film such as "Jaws''--would considerably increase
the perceived risk of that hazard.

My colleagues and I have recently collected data on perceived
frequency of causes of death that shows the effect of availability
bias. (See Table 1.)

We found that the frequencies of dramatic causes of death such
as accident, homocide, cancer, botulism, tornados--all of which get
heavy media coverage--were greatly overestimated relatjve to the
statistical frequencies.

On the other hand, asthma, emphyzema, diabetes were among the
causes of death whose frequencies were most underestimated. These dis-
eases are relatively commen in their non-fatal form, and their deaths
are rarely attributed to them by the media. More recently we've been
able to link an underestimation of frequency to the amount of news-
paper space that is given to various causes of death.

What other psychological factors are likely to provide insight
into the nuclear power controversy? Several results come to mind.
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Table |

Judgments of Relative Frequency for Selected Pairs af Lethal Events

Geometric

True % Correct Mean of
Less Likely More Likely Ratio Discrimination Judged Ratios ©
Asthma "Firearm Accident 1.20 80 11.00
Breast Cancer Diabetes 1.25 23 [7.69]
Lung Cancer Stomach Cancer 1.25 25 [3.23]
Suicide Homicide 1.30 32 [5.26]
Leukemia Emphysema 1.49 47 [1.72]
Stroke All Cancer 1.57 83 21.00
All Accidents Stroke 1.85 20 [25.CG1
Pregnancy Appendicitis 2.00 17 [10.00]
Tuberculosis Fire & Flames 2.00 81 10.50
Emphyscma A1l Accidents 5.19 88 269.00
Polio Tornada 5.30 71 4.26
Drowning Suicide 9.60 70 5.50
All Accidents All Discases 15.50 57 1.62
Diabetes Heart Disease 18.50 97 127.00
Tornado Asthma 20.90 42 [2.98)
Syphilis Homicide 46.00 86 31.70
Botulism Lightning 52.00 37 13.33]
Flood Homicide 92.00 91 81.70
Syphilis Diabetes 95.00 64 2.36
Botulism Asthma 920.00 59 1.50
Excess Cold All Cancer 982.00 95 1490.00
Botulism Emphysema 10,600.00 86 24.00

a R . R . .
Geometric means in brackets indicate that the mean ratio was higher for the
less likely event. A geometric mean of [5.00] implies the mean was 5:1 in

the wrong direction.
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One is the desire for certainty. Implementing any new technology
is a gamble of sorts. Like other gambles, its attractiveness depends
on the probability and magnitudes of various gains and losses. Yet
experiments have shown that people have a great difficulty making de-
cisions even about very simple gambles, just with simple probabilities
and payoffs attached.

Risk-benefit conflicts trigger anxiety. One way to counter this
anxiety is to deny the ‘ncertuinty completely--if you're in a world
that is perfectly safe, or at least safe encugh so that you don't have
to worry about the risk. This happens often with regard to natural
hazards such as earthquokes or floods. With nuclear power, the oppo-
site occurs. Risks are scen as so great the decisions to say '"stop
nuclear development" arc casy.

When scientists explicitly point out the gambles involved in
societal risk-taking, the decision makers and the public become up-
set. For example, just prior to hearing a blue ribbon panel of sci-
entists report being 95 per cent certain that cyclamates do not cause
cancer, Food and Drug Administration Commissioner Alexander Schmidt
said: "I'm locking for a clean bill of health, not a wishy-washy,
iffy answer on cyclamates."

Senator Muskie rcecently called tor '"one-armed" scientists who do
not respond: "On the one hand the cvidence is so, but on the other
hand..." when asked about the health effects of pollutants.

Recently people all over the country have been demanding to know
whether the swine flue vaccine is safe, and the way that they are ask-
ing about it makes it clear that what they're asking is: '"Is it per-
fectly safe?"

The difficulty of facing life is a gamble contributing to the
polarization of opinion about nuclear power. We could take some com-
fort in the possibility that these beliefs will be responsive to evi-
dence. Unfortunately, even this solace is denied us by research show-
ing the extraordinary perserverence of prior beliefs in the face of
contradictory cvidence.

Once formed, initial impressions structure and distort the pro-
cesses through which subsequent evidence is interpreted. The relia-
bility and validity of new evidencec is determined by its consistency
with prior belief. Contradictory evidence tends to be dismissed as
unreliable, erroneous, and unrepresentative. Thus one's opinions
tend to be invulnerable to challenges posed by specific bits of in-
formation confirming an opposing view or discrediting one's own be-
liefs.

Much more could be said about maladaptive mental *endencies. but
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I think the point is clear.

Biologist Robert Sinsheimer has argued that the human brain has
evolved to cope with certain very real and concrete problems in the
immediate, external world, and thus lacks the proper framework with
which to encompass many conceptual phenomena. People have faced de-
cisions of great consequence like those involving nuclear energy, only
within their recent history.

Following Sinsheimer's reasoning, it might be argued that we've
not had enough opportunity to evolve an intellect capable of dealing
conceptually with uncertainty. We're essentially trial-and-error
learners, in an age where errors are becoming increasingly costly.

Now, I'd like to look at some facts about the determinants of
acceptable risk.

Policy makers are being required now to '"weigh the benefits
against the risks" when making decisions about technological enter-
prises. The ultimate question they must answer is: ''Is this product
or activity or technology acceptably safe?" Or, alternatively: "How
safe is safe enough?"

Casual attempts to answer these questions provide little insight.
To understand why a community lives peacefully uastride an earthquake
fault or below a great dam--and shows little concern over housing a
nerve-gas depot within its borders, but gets up in arms over a pro-
posed nuclear power plant--requires greater understanding about the
determinants of perceived risks and benefits than we now have.

There are at present two basic approaches to understanding
societal acceptance of risk. One method advocated by Chauncey Starr
is based on the assumption that society has already evolved or arrived
by trial and error at reasonably optimal balances between risks and
benefits associated with any activity.

Therefore, one can use historical risk and benefi: data to re-
veal patterns of acceptable risk-benefit tradeoffs. Acceptable risks
for a new technology is defined as that level uf safety associated
with ongoing activities having similar benefits 10 society.

The _econd approach employs questionnaire. and psychometric sur-
veys to measure the public's attitude towards risks and benefits
directly.

Let's look a little bit further at Starr's approach which is

illustrated by this figure which is quite well known. (See Figure
4.)
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He has exumined the relationship between risk and benefit across
a number of common activities. You sce plotted on the graph aviation,
electric power, railroads...unfortunately only a few activities there.
For risk, he looked at the specific expectation of fatalities for
hours of exposure, and the benefit was assumed equal to the average
amount of money spent on an activity, if it was a voluntary activity.

An alternatively equal benefit was assessed as the function of
the average contribution that an activity makes to a participant's
annual income. Obviously, the kinds of assumptions one makes in de-
ciding how you measure benefits and risks here are quite vital, but
from analyses like those shown in the figure, Starr derived what might
be regarded as '"laws of acceptable risk,'" namely, that acceptability
of risk is crudely proportional to the third power of the benefits;
and the public seems willing to accept risks from voluntary activities
such as skiing, roughly a thousand times greater than it would tolerate
from inveluntary activities having the same level of benefit.

Starr's approach has the advantage of dealing with real behavior
rather than attitudes, and thus provides the appealing solution to the
problem of determining acceptable levels of risks.

There are, however, a number of serious drawbacks to the method.
First, it assumes that past behavior is a velid indicator of present
preferences. Second, it does not serve to distinguish what is best
for society from what is traditionally acceptable.

Other critics have noted that risk is not adequately captured
by indices that fail to consider quaiity of death; for example the
fact that some lethal incidents are dreaded more than others. Or the
impact of non-fatal incidents, or accidents or genetic defects.

Despite its limitatiom, Starr's approach is worth further study.
My colleagues and 1 have felt that some of the questionable assump-
tions could he bypassed by using a direct questionnaire approach to
quantifying perceived benefits and risks.

We have done a very preliminary study using members of the League
of Women Voters as subjects, and my attempt is to illustrate some of
the results from that. I don't mean this as any kind of definitive
representative sampling study, but I think the results are informative.

We asked our League of Women Voters subjects to judge the present
risks, acceptable risks, and present benefits of 30 activities and
technologies as shown in the table. (See Table 2.)

In addition, they also rated each activity or technology on char-
acteristics that have been hypothesized to influence acceptability of
risk. Some of these characteristics involve whether the risk is
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Table 2

Judgments of Benefits and Risks from 30 Activitices and Technologies

Activity or technolopgy

VT2 WN

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29,
30.

Electric powar
Prescription antibiotics
Vaccinations

Motor vehicles
Railroads

Five fighting
Police work

Surgery

X-rays

lLarge Construction
Home appliances
Commercial aviation
Contraceptives
Pesticides

Bicycles

Swiwning

General aviation
Nuclear power

¥ood preservatives
Alcoholic beverage

Skiing

H.S. & College football
Hunting

Power mowers

Motorcycles
Mountain climbing
Smoking

Spray cans

Focd coloring
Handguns

Perceived Perceived

Benefit Risk Acceptable Level
~_(Geometric Mean) of Risk
274 52 50
209 30 23
194 17 20
187 247 42
185 37 30
178 92 60
178 111 66
164 104 56
156 45 28
142 91 56
133 25 24
130 52 40
113 50 25
§7 105 11
82 65 44
68 52 50
53 114 56
52 250 9
44 36 14
41 161 36
38 45 43
35 37 22
30 82 34
30 29 20
29 176 34
28 68 69
20 189 12
17 73 10
16 31 10
14 220 13



voluntary or involuntary, when the ccnsequences are immediate or de-
iayed, whether it's known to those exposed, known to science, whether
they're controllable, familiarity, whether they involve single fatalitics
or multiple catastrophic fatalities, whether they have an element of
being common versus strict, and when a given mishap occurs how likely

is it to be fatal.

These kinds of ratings were made for each of those 30 activities
and technologies that are shown here. Very quickly to the results.
We found that for many activities and technologies current risk levels
were viewed as unacceptably high. The differences between perceived
and acceptable risks suggests that our subjects were not satisfied
with the way that market and other regulatory mechanisms have balanced
risks and benefits.

There appears to be little systematic relationship between exist-
ing risks and benefits for these 30 activities and technologies. If
anything, the relationship between the two, between perceived risk
and benefits, is slightly negative as shown in this figure. (See
Figure 5.)

There appears to be a number of current technclogies that have a
high level of risk, but a low level of benefit such as alcoholic
beverages, handgun, smoking, and motorcycles as well as a number of
activities offering great benefit at relatively low risk, such as
antibiotics, railroads and vaccinations. Again this is for a very
special sample.

Okay, level of acceptable risk...this is all perceived risk...
acceptable risk was quite uniform across the iterms, suggesting here
that the subjects wanted the risks from different activities to be
more equal than they actually are. (See Figure 6.)

Nevertheless there is also a consistent, but not overwhelming,
relationship between perceived benefit and acceptable risk, such as
Starr has hypothesized.

When we look at voluntary versus involuntary activities, {See Fig-
ure 7), we divide these 30 activities up according to how our partici-
pants rated them on the degree of voluntariness, we find that as Starr
predicts there is somewhat of a difference here. The level of accept-
able risk is higher for voluntary risks holding benefit constant. Ac-
tually other factors mediate these relationships. We could have sub-
stituted here immediate or known oxr contrcllable or familiar risks.
They all have the same impact in allowing for greater risk, given the
benefit is held constant.

These nine characteristics of risk are highly interrelated, and
thiey can be reduced by a statistical method really to two underlying
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dimensions of risk. (See Figure 8.)

Oincr:sion one, which is plotted on the verticle, discriminates
betwen high and low technclogy activities, with the upper end being
characterized by new, involuntary, poorly known events with delayed
consequences.

The second dimensions is one of "severity," which reflects pai-
marily the certainty of death, given that adversity occurs.

We can fit out activities within a basic two-dimensional space
which is a summnarization of all these various risk characteristics.
It may be that consideration of these two factors makes acceptable
risks highly predictable. It may be that this kind of information
could be useful in predicting public acceptance of risk levels asso-
ciated with the proposed technologies.

Okay, let's look now about some of the implications of this for
nuclear and waste mhnagement issues.

Why is nuclear power presently unpopular? The data I presented
earlier gives some clues as to why the great opposition.

For one, its benefits appear unappreciated, being considered
lower by our League subjects than those of home appliances, bicycles
and private aviation. Perhaps this is because nuclear power is seen
as merely a supplement to other sources of energy which themselves
are viewed as adequate.

Second, its risks séem extremely high. Only automobile accidents,
which take about 50,000 lives a year, are viewed as comparable. Why
are nuclear risks so frightening? Nuclear power has the dubious dis-
tinction of scoring high in all the characteristics that stimulate
1isk aversion.

Nuclear power risks are also highly availaple, that is,
imaginable and memorable, because of their association with nuclear
war, and because their dread character leads to extensive media cover-
age which keeps them in the public eye.

Will nucleor pewey ever bhe acceptahle to the public? I believe
that any degree of acceptance of nuclear power could occur, ranging
from vehement public opposition sufficient to topple a government--to
rather placid acceptance of the sort now bestowed on X-rays and dams.
Extreme public rejection is likely to originate from high-risk char-
acteristics discussed above, and this rejection is likely to per-
severe for several reasons.

First, the low probability of nuclecar mishaps makes demonstration
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of nuclear safety ditficuit from a statistical standpoint. Any mis-
hap will be seen as proof of high risk, but proof of high reliability
would take a massive lot of evidence.

Second, as noted earlier, new evidence is likely to be distorted
to confirm prior beliefs rather than modify them. Thus, for cxample,
intense effort to reduce nuclear risks may be interpreted to mean the
risks are great, vather than that the technologists are responsive to
the public's concern.

Availability poses a further barrier to open objective discussion
of nuclicar safety. Availability effects may make it difficult to en-
gage in objective attempts to discussing low probability hazards with-
out at the sume time increasing the perceived probability of those
hazards. As one frustrated nuclear proponent has lamented, "ihen
Joymen discuss what might happen they sometimes don't even bother to
include the'might'. "

With all this working against it, how could nuclear power gain
respectability? Response to X-rays and nerve gas provide some clues.
Widespread acceptance of X-rays show thot a radiation technology can
be tolerated once its use becomes familiar., its benefits clear, and
its practitioncrs trusted.

The case of ncrve gas is cven more enlightening. Certainly few
human creations could be more dread, more potentially catastrophic
than VX and GB nerve gases. When, in December of 1969, the Army de-
cided to transfer these deadly substances from Okinewa to the Umatilla
Army depot in Hermiston, Orcgon, citizens of Oregon were outraged--
except in Hermiston. Whereas public opinion around the state was
greater than 90 per cent opposed, residents of llermiston were 95 per
cent in favor of the transfer.

Hermiston's acceptance of nerve gas illustrates the conditions
under which a nuclear waste storage site might he tolerated, perhaps
even wcleomed by a community. For one thing, munitions and ioxic
chemicals have been stored safely at Hermiston since 1941, 50 the
record was good and the hazard was familiar. Also, there were clear
economic benefits to the community for continued storaze of hazardous
substances at the depot. Another benefit was the satisfaction of
doing something patriotic for the country. And, finally, the respon-
sible agency, the U.S. Army, was respected and trusted.

I have some comments now about one particular study which is
directly relevant to the concerns of this Conference--a study of pub-
lic attitudes and values associated with nuclear waste dispos. ! rhat
was done at the Battelle Human Affairs Research Center in Seatrt. -,
its main impact is mecthodological, the first step towawd potential
facilitation of public input into decisions about waste managemeit.



The Battelle study was based on questionnaire responses from
465 people, representing 22 different groups of respondents natiorwide;
these respondents were university students; junior high and high
school students; professional, civic and religious groups; environ-
mental activist groups; public utility employees; and scientists and
engiiieers with backgrounds in nuclear engineering and physics.

There were really several questionnaires given out. One asked
for the relative importance about four aspects of nuclear waste dis-
posal, four key factors: short-term safety, long-term safety, cost,
and accident detection and recovery.

A second part of the questionnaire had to do with what are
acceptable levels on these dimensions. What would be acceptable in-
creases in monthly electric bills due to waste management disposals,
or what are acceptable levels of risk in short-term and long-term
hazards. There was also a set of questians dealing with general at-
titudes toward waste management disposal, and then there was a chance
for the respondents to critique the study and to give input about their
own impressions of it. The study was preceded by a 15-minute film,
which attempted to objectively present information about issues in
wuste management as background for the participants.

Three ditferent techniques were used to measure the relative im-
portance attributed to the respondents to the four factors associated
with the design of nucleur waste disposal systems: short-term safety,
long-term safety, cost, and accident detection. Although there were
some small differences in the results produced by the three measure-
ment methods, there was generally strong agreement among the three
sets of results. (See Figures 9, 10 and 11.)

What we see is that long-term safety, short-term safety, and
accident detection cluster relatively closely together as being most
important. Cost was universally viewed as less important. The second
section of the questionnaire asked, how satisfactory are various levels
of these dimensions? We make an exaiple using a cost dimension and
this is just the mean result over all participants of a rating of ac-
ceptability. There were quite large differences between the groups,
with nuclear scientists and environmentalists differing particularly
on the acceptable levels of safety.

When the Battelle people looked at specific questions, attitudes
towards nuclear waste, again there were large djfferences among the
subjects, but overall we find several interesting results. (See Table

3.)

One is the fact that a substantial portion of respondents felt
that cests should be of no concern. That was Question 3, shown here
as the first question. Quite a few people felt loss of cven one life
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from nuclear waste is unacceptable. Question 18 is interesting. Many
people felt nuclear waste should be stored outside the home region.
Question 19 is interesting: the generation that received the benefit
should take all the risks. Quite a lot of agreement on that. This
wds not in general an anti-nuclear group though, as Question 27 indi-
cates. Only 7 per cent felt that the development of nuclear power
should be stopped.

Respondents liked the survey. They felt that this was a good
way of getting opinion, and they wanted to do more. This is just a
first step. Many criticisms could be made. 1t does illustrate that
getting the public involved with systematic questioning might pro-
vide information that could be valuable in a public policy context.
Thank you.
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Table 3

Responsces to Selected Attltude Questions for che Total Sample
(from Maynard et al., 1976)

Percent Indicating
Strongly

Question . . . ... Agree o Agree Neatral o Disagrec
3.1n dealing with nuclear wastes, cost o P o o
b ’ 137 217 10% 40%
should be of no concern.
6. The loss of cever one life from nuclear . . S ..
. 7% 167 177 397
waste 1s unacceptable.
8. The construction of nuclen power plants
should be slowed until an abaointely . e N o
> Y 21% 324 0% 262
safe wvaste disposal svatewm has heen
developed and thoroughiy evaluiated.
9. Nuclear vaste is one ol the most serious . . B e
o 9% 275 2015, 33%
threats facing the world,
11. Foture generations must be totally sate Dy 377 1R 175
from our nuclear waste.
13.7The benefits of nuclear poser wore than
outweigh the hazards in nuclenn waste 127 327% 207 247
storape and disponal
18.1 would not wan! to have oclear wastes . - . g e
‘ f ot ' 21% 25% 19% 26%
disposced of in m.o region of the country.
19. The penervat {on that uses woclear powel
should take all the risks 't waste 117 267 177 3137
disposal,
22.Participating in this study makes me
realize just how frightening unclear 1% 267 247% 29%
waste is.
27.We should immcdiately stop deve Loping o N -
vy e Pk 2% 9% 117 39%

nuclear technolopy as an encrpy source.

28. The main concern of nuclear wante
planners should be a sate system for 5% 21% P57 4o%
the short term.

Strongly

Pisagree

107

117

16

13%



Mr. MOSs: Are there questions of clarification from the panel?
Seeing none, we'll go on to the next paper. Bill Bishop has a back-
ground in radiation chemistry. He received his Ph.D. in that from Ohio
State University. He worked for a time at Sandia Laboratories on dosi-
metry and radiation effects, and on fuel cycle programs. For the last
year or so, he's been with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and is
Chief of the Waste Management Program, Office of Nuclear Materials,
Safety and Safeguards. His paper is based upon a task force effort
that he helped organize and which involved mostly people from outside
the government, and Bill has agreed to report on the conclusions and
recommendations of that task force.

""Goals for a Waste Management System: A Tash Force Report!

WILLIAM BISHOP, Chief, Waste Management Branch, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission

Mr. BISHOP: When Larry f£irst approached me to be a speaker on
his program today, 1 in fact refused, but Larry persisted and eventu-
ally [ agreed to du se. My reason for the initial refusal was that,
as our general chairman said this morning, our intention with the pro-
gram was to allow us government burcaucrats to listen instead of speak;
and when 1 agreed, it wus under the condition that i be uilowed to try
a difficult metamorphosis, namely, | want to remove my hat of the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission and instead put on the hat of the task
force reporter. So if you'll bear with me, T will do that (with this

Figure):
THE VIEWS EXPRESSED HEREIN
ARE THOSE OF THE TASK-
GROUP MEMBERS AND GO NOT Fig. 12
REPRESENT THE VIEWS OF

THE U.S. N.R.C.

it's an important distinction to make.

Our approdch when asked what should be the goals for nuclear
waste management was to set up a multi-discipiinary effort, and to



set out in a gholistic manncr searching for what could be considered
sociectal concerns, and sceking for places wherc the technology set
interfaces and interactions with other parts of our social system.

There were seven of us on the task group. There was 4 research
soviologist who is cxpert in systems analysis, a philosopher who also
has a degree in geology, a political scientist whose specialty is gov-
ernment decision making, au cconomist whosc specialty is nuclear policy,
a lawycer expert in the making of national policy, a nuclear engineer
who 1s cxpert in risk analysis, and me--a bureaucrat who once knew
something about radiction effects on materials.

We began with what 1 teel is a swmple thesis:  that the goals are
derived from societal concerns of one hind or another. We sought for
those concerns in three places.  We sought for them in the bases for
programmatic directions, by asking program maragers, '"Why is your pro-
gram taking that direction?" We found them in critiques of the nuclear
program by asking why is that program wrong in that respect. And we
found them also in a number of conventional wisdoms. So what you'll
hear today is really not very much that is new, but is our own distil-
lation of a number of things that we heard from a number of people.

The scope of our cvonsiderations was independent of waste type,
but we found ourselves focusing often on high-level waste which seems
to be the center of most of the concerns. The scope was independent
of the authorities and organizations in the Federal government, and
in the private sector. It was certainly independent of the types of
technologies that might be applied. We found soon that it had to trans-
cend our regulatory authority, although it certainly drew heavily upon
that. It had to transcend technology in general, as I shall note later.

We tried very hard to contine our considerations to the waste man-
agement part of the fucel cycle, but often found ourseives drifting into
the larger debate. We soon found that by starting with the technology
that we were driven almost immediarely to questions dealing with or-
gunizations which would implement the technology, and to the institu-
tions (the laws and the customs) in which those organizations operate,
and to society at large as a perpetrator of the institutions. But
that wasn't all. We found soon that there were process oriented things
that hz had to consider, decision-making processes, the processes hy
which the society acts, and in fact the very implementation process
for the technology.

So what we found was that the goals which we sought were really
buried in a system which is almost circular and is clearly iterative
in the way it approaches setting goals. The poals are a unique and
singular articulation of this entire system and deal with the entire
set of issucs.
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THE SYSTEM
JTECHNOLOGY IS USED BY
ORGANIZATIONS WITHIN CONSTRAINTS SET BY
INSTITUTIONS IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE GOALS SET BY
SOCIETY AT LFRGE SEEKING
DECISIONS MADE THROUGH POLITICAL
PROCESSES LEADING 71O

IMPLEMENTATION WHEN- - 4
|

Fi:J. ]3

To orpanize our thoughts we found that the goals logically group
themsclves into three time regimes.  (sec Figure 14.)

1f we consider that fission power is probably a finite cnergy
source, sometime in the tuture we'll no longer be generating cnergy by
fission; and no more waste will be produced beyond that time. Some-
what later we can conceive that society will for one reason or another
stop managing the waste.  And still further on in time (or maybe at
the same timel there will be no more hazard or at least nothing that
we will perceive as o hazard,

But, just as fmportantly, there was a fourth time frame, an earlicr
time trame in which the geats must be articulated and the system must
be put in order and into operation.

An important point is that all of the goals for the later periods
pertain also to the carlicy perrods.

S0 1 shall cover the geal statements that we derived according to
the time period to which they pertain. I will discuss each one anly
very brictly. which is poing to put quite a burden on my collcapgties on
this panci to make me address them in more depth when necessary. These
are 1 fact more a set of guiding principles which give a sense of the
shape and sizc of the toothall field rather than a measure of the dis-
tance to the goal line. They are things that we think are imporvtant
as guiding principles, and 1 oshall ioach on them all to give you an
idea of the breadth of considerztions we felt important.
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In the carly time Frame of active use of nuclear power the goals
are largely procedural. These are essentially in three groups. One
is basing decisions and actions on the assessment of impacts--meaning
all of the impacts. Decision muking based on such assessments is done
from day to day in the bureaucracy--or at least attempted--and we
merely note here some of the important impacts.

They are the obvious ones of safety and environment, institutional
arrangements, and organizations. They also include some non-quantifi-
able values about which you shall hear in some detail later in this
Conference. We also found that at least today and probably for some
time in the future thut there will be some uncertaintics.

Clearly this Conference itself and a lot of other Federal actions
to date indicate an increasing awareness of the need for public involve-
ment in the decision wad planning process. Again, we derive a set of
goals regarding this considceration. You heard this morning from Carl
Kuhlman that the state, local and regional organizations are being in-
volved in decisional processes now, and of course meetings like this
and any other mechanisms arc availlable for public invoivement in the
decision and planning process.

Finally, among procedural arrangements we found that costs really
must be identified carctully. In economists' jargon a lot of things
that are being externalized need te be identified; and resources for
carrying out tasks or meeting those costs need to be assigned.

ACTIVE NUCLEAR USE (1)

BASING DECISIONS & ACTIONS ON ASSESSMENT
OF IMPACTS

--SAFETY, ENVIRONMENTAL, INSTITUTIONAL, ETC.
--|NCLUDE NON-QUANTIFIABLE VALUES

--MAKE UNCERTAINTIES EXPLICIT

INVOLVING PUBLIC IN DECISION/PLANNING PROCESS

--STATE, LOCAL & REGIONAL GOVERNMENTAL
--PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

ASSIGNING COSTS (IDENTIFY & ASSURE RESOURCES)

ACTIVE NUCLEAR USE (2)

PROVIDING ORGANIZATIONAL FLEXiBILITY
~-RESPOMSES TO CHANGES (N SCALE

Fig. 15 coniinues next page
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-~EFFECTS OF PRESENT NEEDS ON FUTURE SYSTEMS
~~INDEPENDENCE FROM THE FUEL CYCLE
-~ERROR DETECTION & CORRECTION

PROTECTION OF HEALTH & SAFETY

--MINIMIZE EFFLUENTS
--MINIMIZE PROBABILITY OF UNTOWARD EVENTS
--MINIMIZE TIME: CREAT!ION--DISPOSAL

CONSIDERATIONS FOR TECHNOLOGY

--IMMEDIATE ESTABLISHMENT OF COMPLETE SYSTEM
--EFFECTS OF PRESENT NEEDS ON FUTURE SYSTEMS

Fig. 15

S5till in the early phase of active nuclear use, there are three
other categories of goal statements that we found useful. One has to
do with organizations; and the key there seems to us to be flexibility
in the organizations flexibility in responding to changes in scale.
Clearly two automobiles on the road are more dangerous than one.

"Effects on present needs of future systems' expressed to us that
there were two kinds of wastes: (1) the military and commercial which
presently exist, and (2} those which would be coming from the next
generation of fuel reprocessors. Our conclusion was that the needs
for disposing of the present waste should not dictate the nature of
the systems to be designed for the future wastes; and, in fact, the
tfuture management of military generated wastes should meet the same
set of criteria we would impose on future generated commercial wastes.

We felt that because the fission episode was finite that there
was a need to see that the waste management system was independent
and could orerate independently of the very existence of the nuclear
fuel cycle. This can be dissected i. some detail.

Finally, regarding organizations there is a need for detection
and correction of error. This need is most important in the organiza-
tional aspects of the system, but you will see 1t again with regard
to the technology.

Central in almost all of our concerns for waste management, of
course, is protection of health and safety--the possible radiological
effects. We found that the three central themes were: (1) minimize
effluents (that is, minimize the amount of stuff that gets out from
pur activities in waste management and in fact make sure that the
wastes themselves arc not somehow reclassified as effluents), (2)
minimize the probability of untoward events--that means to do things
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carefully; you'll sce later that this chuanges to o minimizing of
consequences because probabilities approach one or become very un-
known--and finally, (3) to minimize the times of some of the
operations--for instance, that time between the creation of the
waste and its ultimatce Jdisposition.

With regard to rtechnology, we tound two important aspects. One
is a clearly stated nced tor an immediate establishment of an entire
waste management syntem. ‘this, of coursce, was the cause for the de-
mise of the RSSF program. Again we see that the need for disposing
of today's waste should not dictate the nuture of the solution pro-
posed for tuture waste.

The one procedural aspect which scems to carry on into the second
time frame (the time frame where scciety is still actively involved
in waste management--bui s producing no mere wastes) is that budget-
ary considerations should not be determining in the action of the
system, that is, previoas commitments of budgetary resosurces should
be made.

Regarding organizations, again detection and rectification of
errors are important, and ror that purpose we note two things: (1)
specifying the normal state of the system, what cun we expect of
normal cperution, and (2) Jeaving documentation so that the future
managers know what our actions were.

The National Academy in one of their recent studies pointed out
that many implementing systems (burecaucratic systems) become self-
perpetuating.  We telt that was a caution that we could well afford
to heed in designing a4 waste management system. And we felt that the
widste management system should be 1o several ways independent from
the political system; that is, it should not impose untoward civil
liberties penalitics, nor should 1t demand the particular kind of
political system survive. It should not be dominant over the political
system, rather subscrvient to it.

ACTIVE SOCIETAL INVOLYEMENT

BUDGETARY CONSIDERATIONS NOT DETERMINING
ORGANIZATIONS TO DETECT & RECTIFY ERRORS

--SPECIFYING NORMAL STATE
~~DOCUMENTATION FOR THE FUTURE

IMPLEMENTING SYSTEMS NOT SELF-PERPETUATING

INDEPENDENCE FROM THE POLITICAL SYSTEM

Fig. 16 continues next page
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INTERNATIONAL CONSIDERAT IONS
CONSIDERATIONS FOR TECHNOLOGY

-~ iNTERMEDI!ATE STEPS NOT PREVENT SUBSEQUENT
--NOT PRECLUDE RETRIEVABILITY

Fig. 1€

l.-ternationul considerations are important and self-apparent, and
1 shall not elaborate further.

For the technology in this second period, we found two things
important: farst, the intermediate steps taken in the technology
(such as transportation or solidi.ication) should not prevent the sub-
sequent steps that lead to the ulftimate disposition, or in fact should
not reduce the flexibility in those subsequent steps. Second, during
this time frame, a statement that we heard often was that we not pre-
clude retrievability of the waste during this period. Although we
include this goal statement, we feel that more discussion and more
thought is required in order to understand the importance of retriev-
ability among the considerations particularly as opposed to the fin-
ality of disposal which we also find desirable for the later time
period.

In the final period of concern, the period for which the system
is designed to 1svlate the waste, the number of new goals that per-

tain becomes small. 1n the procedural areaz, we felt that to the ex-
tent possible siting and operation of the disposal system should not
intertere with othier resource values. The reason tor thiz was clear.

There should be no motivation for mankind to go back into the site,
and unwittingly disturb the materials.

The system should not require an untoward stability cof social
institutions. As John Busterud mentioned this morning in his pre-
sentation, we cannot count on such stability.

The system should continue to comply with whatever radiation
standards 2cc set and met during the earlier phases. Facilities which
are no longer invelved in nuclear activities should be considered either
disposal sites in their own right or should be decontaminated and re-
Jeased for uncontrelled use.

Finally, somcthing that 1s important in this latter phase be-
cause society was no longer in control of the wiaste management system
is that the disposal of the waste be permanent. Here we forsake
easy retrievability.

I have kept -ome notes for you, and 1'll review them here, be-
cause that was a large number of things to try to remember, and
there are some ke points that occur throughout. (See Figure 17.)
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In the procedural and decisional aspects, in the carty phase the
decisions should be made on all the impacts, the uncertainty shonld
be explicit, aud the public ought to be involved. What continues into
the secoad phase are the budgetary considerations; and inte the final
phase, considerarions for matural resources that might occur on the
same site.

Regarding organizational considerations in the early two periods
flexibility is key concept and independence should be maintained from
some of the parts of our political system, and the organization should
be designed so that it is not self-perpetuating. In the final phase,
the key concept is that the system not require stability in the or-
ganizations and institutions. For health and safety, a minimizing of
the probabilities through the first two phases ts central, while in
the final phase, by compliance with existing standards, a minimiza-
tion of the consequences for untoward events is the thrust. For the
technological considerations, there is an urging for immediate action,
a consideration of flexibility in the system for the two first periods
and then a permznence for the disposal.

Let me just very briefly remove my task force hat, and put back
on my NRC hat, and tell you where this fits. The task group operated
te- several months. (There was a brief hiatus while 1 recently had
a different assignment.) We went throungh a number of reviews and we're
here at this meeting with an informal report to you. The report it-
self will go through another revision before we submit it to the Com-
missinon. The report will be from the task group to the Commission
and not at that time an NRC product. After internal NRC review the
task group report or some abstract of it wiil be published tor com-
ment in the ‘levelopment of a poliey.

Figure 18 shows where my informal report to you teday fits into
the process of policy development-~the decision-making process.

The task group began its activities last winter, about 10 months
ago. If the time scales are usual it will be months before this
sequence is completed, if not Jonger than that.

(See Appendix, for the preliminary statement ot these goals, as
handed out at the Conference.)

DISCUSSION PERIGD

Mr. MGSS: Thank you, Bill. Are there any questions or clariti-
cations from the panel? Brant, did you have your hand up?
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Mr. CALKIN: In Paul Slovic's paper 1 thought | detected a
trend that | think wascarriced on in the next paper, and that is that
the risks were perceived as bzing to people.  They were personal risks.

The thing that | don't think was examined, or perhaps examined
as claborately, are riskhs to institutions and in the case of my
special interests, risks to natural systems i1n which personal risks
may be more or less. | think quite frankly there i1s another dynamic
involved that may have been overluoked or at least treated toc lightly.
If people think that a risk is somchow going to affect governmental
stability--if we're talking about .nstitutions--or an entire eco-
system like the Great Lakes, that is a different perception of risks
than how manv doses am 1 going to get, or my neighbors or whatever.

Mr. MOSS: Paul, would you like to say something?

Mr. SLOVIC: Only that ! agree that it's neglected and would
be worth ceonsidering. | agree with that evaluation.

Mr. BI3HOP: I'd like to respond very briefly. In our little
group as we went around, we found very few--you're one of the first--
who expressed the concern over the ccosystem except as those coo-
systems impinge upon us as human beings. So yes, we sort of neglected
them.

Mr. VARANINI: One of the things that I see in the proposed
goals is sort of an admonition that Dean Acheson stated in "Present
at the Creation,” and that is if you raise the level of generality
high enough, everyone can agree; it's when you come back from raising
that level of generality to its operational impact that disagreement
begins tc develop.

Ncw our Commission has a substantially similar operation going
on both in this immediate matter and in matters about cnergy futures
in California. What we attempted to do, and what we came up with as
a preliminary conclusion which is now going vut to the public and then
back to our Commission is a proposal planning for uncertainty; basic-
ally we see tremendous uncertainties with all paths to the future.
We try to typify these paths as hasically Jetfersonian or resource-
oriented, Periclean or governmentally-oriented., or Westcern-develop-
ment-oriented.

We proposed what we call a mixed-game strategy, but within that
strategy we discussed economic and technological uncertainties with
new energy sources and technology proposed, environmental uncertain-
ties ranging from global climate modification to local air pollutien
health effects. [We found) a lack of consensus which makes it doubt-
ful that any one strategy or viewpoint can gain the public support
necessary for success.
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Then we tried ta move from that to some specitios. What do we
really mean- -rather than teaving the principles essentially ambiguous,
and acceptable by at1?7  We decided to enter the nether world of poli
trcal policy and try to state what we meant .

First of alt, we sard we should hedpe agarnst uncertainties by

avoiding dependence on any single technolugy ot cnergy resourve.  There
may be stabiirty in Jdnversity. We should avord dependence on large

single projects that delay our tuilure because of environmental opposi
tion, or where diftficnltios 1 rarsing capital would have serious con-

SCQUUACCS .

We should avord any large sources of pollution that have dubious
or nonexistent practical pollutien control technology that overload
the envivonment, social or natural.  While small may not be coonomica’,
11 may be practical.

Then, finalty, peoperly plan for and locate technology with rea
sonahle potential tor Targe disastoers that could Tead to loss of hife
and subscquent pabibae reaction. Then we go on to set torth some es-
sential action prapciples aml recommendat ions

Tt ~cems to e the reat gquestron hore s what ot these poals are
unachircevahle, whaet Jdo you Jdo? Or, do you assume that they will be
achtevable, and that an the long run that enpinceriny can make them
work? Do you paune sow, and plan out and try to validate what witl
happen, or do you basically procecd generally o- we have i the past
pssuming that we can engineotr our way Chrough o variety of problems”

{thipk tho e are hoth valrd peants ot view, and 1 o thiok thoey
both have seen b storteal by valodated, viven cortarn binds of ex

amples.  thit s tae real dichotomy o terms of hoa to procecd.
M. GUIMANES o reference to Bkt Bishop's paper, 1 have
some mixed toeotings about ot highly mixed tecdings. 1o begin with,

I have the benotit of sceeing the paper.

I realice that this o very prelimmingry, in the process ot Some
14 steps.  Four have been completed with 5 oor 11 to go depending upon
the schedule. 1t contains o total of 30 pages.  Six pages are caveatls

ar disclaimers.

Out of the remaneng pages, 1 pages arce gencral discussion, and
then we have a total of 23 goals presented in a total of 10 pages.
These poals purportedly are the basis or--to he quite specific- the
benehmark and articulation of the program for waste management on which
future things will bhe built. 1In 10 pages, 24 specific goals, cach goul
stated and then once or two paragraphs of comment.



Some ot these goals arc extremed, tiatoresting.  Seme ot them
arce ooxtremely controversial.

For example, 1n one ot the poads the tusk torve says the tollow-
yng: They are golng to bt -miad you, Limat -the emission of nuclear
waste. 10 like to suggest that the public at the present time--not
this public in this audience but the pgeneral public--still assumes
(wrongly perhaps, but still assume.; there will be no discharges at
all.

Here is a goal stuated without any caplanstion to speak of.  The
cxplanation contains two puragrapns, or one paragraph only. Certainly
and surely there has to be much more olaborate, much more detailed,
much more thought ful prescantation of these goals betore anvthing

clse.

As I ogather from Bill's schedule, they po now before another
meeting and then they go hetore the fommissioner.  These are importuant
issues we're facing, and certainly the content ot this document dues
not retflect the importance.

Ms . HOOS: I want to express some ldeas that were stimulated
by Paul's paper, but that really ace derived from having lived with
Bill--1f | may use that expression--during the goals exercise. Along
with the psychological m chanisms thut Paul has laid out for us so
that we understand better how people make decisions under riskh as the
zopnitive ceonomies that people practice, it became very clear to us
as we looked at how decisions were being made in other and similar
areas that we could not overlook maybe what might be called not only
the psychological mechanisms, but also the sociological mechanisms,
which is to say the tenor of our times.

We'lre living in an era in which logreal posttivism prevails, and
we seem to accept the gquantitative methods, the kind of technical
virtuosity that we're willing actually in most (ields to separate
trom wisdom and we recognize and deplore it only when we totter off
to retirement through a valedictory statement.

For example, when people retire a0 president of the American
Economic Assoctitation, they make these statements about how they have
sacrificed meaning to some kind of technical rigor.

We came to this rather carly and that was when we began to realicze
that we really needed t0 bring in the social envirvonment--cven 1f we
weren't always explicit about it, and c¢ven it we couldn't provide what
is so dearly sought by the technical community; and that is something
that they could handle in a quantitative wayv, because the whole social,
political, and even cconomic environment for making dJdecisions of this
kind is a very messy one. It's intangible. It cludes these very
treatments.



In fact, tt's o dattie bit Tike the buttertly, because the minute
you catch it 1t changes its characteristics.

It's interesting to have scen this at close range, because what
we Jooked at, for caample, wias the way these decisions were made and
the tools. We looked very closely, tor example, ar vost benefit
analysis; then at what hecomes the tuture tense, risk-benefit ana-
lysis--really cost-benetit risk in the future mode.

We saw the hind of data that were brought in to justity 4 coursc
of action, and we saw over and over again the playing out of the King
Midas story; you could limit your vision in such fashion as to get
certain results. 1t became awtully clear, really, the old adage that
"whose bread [ ecat, his song I sing." :

You could get almust anything out of any Jduata--which made us
realize many ot the things that have been given to you in very synoptic
form today by Bill; he has provided you with a distillation of a great
deal.

LE you look at the problems that cmerge, tt becomes very clear
that one of the very basic issues 1s one that cmerges all the time.
We heard it this morniung, and we heard it at noon. [t's the issue
of credibility.

Who is the expert to whom you ascribe credibility? Fhat is a
very interesting matter, and one that could take a dissertation on
my part, but that's not why [I'm here.

I must admit in closing that 1 think of W. li. Auden's statement,
"When © tind myself in couwpany like this, I feel Tike a shabby carate
who has struyved into a full rcom of earls.”

Ms. SHARPE: I think that 1t's quite obvious that we travel
and tive in different circles, because my response to some ot the
things that have heen said today are quite different .

I would of course commend the statement that's been made by
practically everyone on the program that we must bring the public into
this discussion it there 1s to be any successful completion of this
nrogram.

I do think, though, that the public is not expericnced, and really
not prepared for a risk analysis. @ think that as ERDA moves along to
specific site consideration and hegins to deal with the people in those
places, as | hope they will, they will find out that public officials
are really not skilled in riss analysis.

The example that | would give you and is one which I tecel ' cun



suy, becausc 1t's an no sy connected with the nuclear problem. ..y
local public official sa1d just the other day that his arca had had
the hundred-yecur flood this year, and they had the hundred-year flood
last yecar, and now they thought they would be safe for the next 400
years.

Well, | think that the public simply cannot arrive at what is
to them an acceptable risk determination. I think acceptability is
really unknown. The risks as they perceive them are high, because
the experience in this arca is so new, bcecause as was earlier pointed
out--it's not going to be a matter of choosing to go shiing and running
the risk. It's not even going to be a matter of moving into the flood
plain below the dam.

If you even realice that that is a risk, 1t is golng to bhe some-
thing that people arc trying to bring to you where you are already lo-
cated, in the location of these sites. Therefore, T think that it is
simply impossible for the puhlic to quantify at all the risks to which
they might be subjected. 1 think their entire response to this has
to be a kind of qualitative, Inturtive response.

Mr. ROSSTN: Credibility is a key vo this entire discussion,
especially when the i1ssues that the punelists and the speakers have
raised concerning public perceptions and public acceptance are in-
volved.

I want to make some specific comments and come buack to credibility.

First, 1 also had a draft report 1> chew on betore hearing thosce
presentations, and 1 think Bill bas rcassured me as to one key aspect,
and that is that the report is headed for a process and there is work
left to be done. 1 found Bill's presentation--ulthough 1 may disagree
on various points--understandable, and while there were meny gencral-
ities that have to be reduced to words, I found it something 1 could
follow.

On the other hand, the dratt document needs a lot of workh because
the words in many cases do not track what I read on the screen, and
therefore 1 think the task force should work very hard on obtaining
comments and obhtaining a broader input at this stage of the review
process. I've veiced this opinion bhefore, but I'1) say it for the
record.

The group that worked on the tasn force was multi-disciplbinary.
This perhaps suggests that it covered a broad spectrum. 1 believe
some key elements of that spectrum did not have sufficient input
to that report.

T know my sepments feels that it didn't, and 1 think it's



extremely itmportant bevausce, as wis satd o conple ot Trmes o this
session, onc of the questions we must face 1~ are the pouls achiev-
able?

Mr. Varanin: made that porat an sowmce detas ] what he sand was o
step in the goal-sctting provess, and cne of the things that that
report must face despite 1t~ being o state repert and not o Federal
action is that 1t has to undergo the NHPA proces<, the hind of pro-
cess called for by the National bnwvironmental Policy Act, the mmpact
statement process, whivh realty regquired werghing and halaonciog of
many, many aspects. b othank in that process o nomber ot these goats
will be shahen ont, and the result atter exteraave discussion may
correspond more to something that's achrevablo.

Back to the tash torce's veport. 1 de thent the wording 1s im-
portant, and I think that 's why the altimat product of the task force
--not the final prodoct bot the product that gocs 1o the commissioners
for therr constderatyon  ~hould be very carctnily reviesed to see it
the words convey the coanny that the taskh forcc atends To convey.
As bosav, ©ohave reservations about that o 1t prosent form.

Some ot the voals bowondd carl sugeested goals, bevause some are

pre-judgments, and sowme hasve to o stand the test of drscussion. They
are mmplred as poals tnoae have been acrved bt thooagh o reason ot
process. T'mosore thas Biove, bat rmoalbso save that more reasontng

should o tnto the process betore they pet bistoed s goals.

ottt that come npyoand b drcassed on this

Gne phidosoph
report, anvelves thrs gquestion of reversibrlooe tioxabitity s 1owouald
submit that one thine that has to e rnchuded an the weaghing and hal -
ancing--that o rrvenorab e os delay

e vost s ot dotay are o hey clemont o the s rtonmantal tmpact

Stutement regnirement o M too oiften they'to ot 1t hwded o the
process.  In omany oo detay can be tolerated  andd an fact detay is
very often wise.  But 1t can't be agnored.

The dmpact of doray mast be considered not onty o the implementa
tion, but in the offort 1o rorpulate goals, structure, procedures.

would tike to ash Brll to respend to a question. This is a
specitic.  In the tash force's etffort I'm sure they must have con-
sidered and discussed trom time to time the approach that ERDA is
working on today, the kind of things that were preseated this morning.
I would like to know it the task force has any fecling about how the
cttfort that ERDA is making stacks up with regard to the hinds of goals
that they arce thinking about?

Now, let me take up a key point that goes back to credibifity




and to the npetrun
fan the ottty that vongrons has assigned to the jub of developing a
tndustry which obvivusly has the key role

oanpet 1 the tash toroe report. I think LRDA

witste storage pland and thy
ds the one who 2encrates the waste that will ultimately go there, ac-
cept the barden of proot to prepare the analysis and to make the case
for the system that will altimstely be used. 1 think that burden of
proot is acceptables Since we and LRDA really do have that burden

of proof, I think they realty do doserve a more integral role in the

development ot the gouals.

Paul Slovice's prescntation, which | found very interesting, comes
Lack agoin to the question of credibility.  [Iwo of the most fascinating
things about the information he prescnted are that there arce many seg-
ments of the public: within those scepments there's a wide variation,
Lut statistics show one ching that fuscinates the utility people here,
and that is the percerve ! benefit of clectric power versus the per-
ceived benetit of clectric power that comes from nuclear power.

This is a very, very important perveption that comes out of that
work which is maybe hard for many of us to understand, but there's an
important messape there that we have to think about.

The other involves the various groups that considered the nuclceur
issues, and the fact that nuclear techiologists really did differ in
their opinion to some degree. 1 guess the question that is foremust
in my mind is: do they disagree because of their hnowledge of the sub-
ject and the familiarity with it, or do they disagree because their
opinion is somchow compromised by their background, their employment?

I think this is what credibility is all about.

Ms. SHARPI: May [ askh what do you meun by the perceived dit-
terence between electricity which is produced by nuclear plants and
clectricity that's produced differently?

Mr. ROSSIN: Jhe benefits from those two.  Let me tuen it back
to Paul, because he's the one who developed  the data or is at ledast
more familiar with this than T am.

Mr. SLOVIC: In our study we ashed for peopie to rate the
benefits from non-nuclear clectric power as one of the 30 items. We
also had them rate the benetits for naclear power. Nuclear power was
tower than the middle. Tt was in the lower half in terms of bencfit,
where cleetric power was one of the top. People do not valuc--at
least in this sample--the benefits of nuclear power highly, and we
don't rcally understand that. Maybe because they believe at present
that there are alternative sources of cnergy. We really don't under-
stand it, hut it's quite a difference in the perceived benefit.

Mr. SHARPE: Muybe they just donft think they need a lot more
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power, clectricity. Maybhe they thiok that the amount is adeguate.

Mr. MOSS: odon't want to let the panclists oft the hook too
easily. [fve heard that as we move from the more general to the more
specific, disagreement is incvitable. TI've heard that the public can’t
deal with quantitative risk analysis in terms of making value judg-
ments. I've heard credibility is the key issue, put what 1'd like
to hnow: what course of action panelists would suggest in trying to

Y

overcome some of the problems that have been identified’

Mr. VARANINI: 1'd like to make one comment I Vore 1 start,
and that is 1 find the document to be extraordiniry in terms of ity
impact, and T think when you and the audience get it--1f you get it
apparently betfore it gets revised-- 1 thinkh you'll share that sume
interest.

For example, the burden of proof in order to deploy o technolepy
is being placed on the proponents ot that technology. Just stop and
think about that for a sccend; where would be be today in terms of
technolopgy if that were the case? It we change this burden of proof,
as 1 beliceve we must, what does that mean in terms of uncertainty
with an industry and capitul market?

The second thing is that the basic btuclidean axiowm- are con
taincd on one page cach so this may he plenty prthy in terms ot con-
tent once you read it, but I'd like to make an institutional comment.
We talked about fear, whether that feuar is rational or irrational,
and how tou resolve i1t, and the fact that the public is concverned.
it you couple that with making technology bear the burden of proof,
it seems to me that the first point is that you want to institurion-
aiize the capability to allay the fear; and that's credibility within
tine government institution and includes its past record, and whether
it's busically a regulatory mechanism or advociating mechanism.

Then finally, perhaps the technology ought not to bhe deployed
any further, at any further rate of acceleration, until that barden
or proof is resolved or validated.

Now, in California, the legislature has established that as our
mcthod of operation. Busically, we have a moratorium on. Until we
can make certain validations of Federal action, at least in theory,
no naw nuclear power plunts will be sited--subject, 1''nh sure, to
litigation and a whoio series of assumptions piled 1nto that. But
that has the public credibility in the sense that the technology
won't be--the rate of deployment won't he--increased until certain
things arc resolved. That resolution has been bumped back to our
legislative body--for perhups further cexcoriation in terms of where
the commission's credibility has been lately--but in any event. we
have two diverse institutions attempting to validate, from a guneral
point of view, the technology.
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No matter how the decrsion comes out, therets always porag to be
ty

4 body ot people, whether they are "the public” ar whether they arc
prople tn andustry, there s slways gorug to be g group of people who

would teel dissatostied.  bnomy eaperience, iU'< not only "the public"
who continne to work to have the issae changed cven though 1t has
beein decided. 1 think we probably all are on o pretty cqual basis

on that.

I owanted to ask Mo Slovie a question:  When yen were tulking
about public perception ot risk you pointed out that the gssessed
validity of the evidencs, depends on the prior belief of the person.
Do you think that's cntirely bad?

Mr. STOVIC: Well, | thank 1t will lead 1o opinions being
very reststent to chanyo I what wiy do you see that?

M~ . SHARPL It depends, 1 think, on the hasis of thot belief,
hot Fowould Tihe to think that among most intel ligent people, belief
15 the result of therr prior eapersence. b othiak one of the reasons

the public s veluctant to move torward s iy greater segree toou
new technotopy . i that the public interested an thirs subject tends
to b those people who fiave bheen tnvolved o the clean air, the clean
water tipht, and the land ause battles, and they are awiare that policy
1w oone thoog and amplenentation is something entarely different.

Sow oo pubilie that has particrpated or observed the pollution control
ctftorts an these arr and water thields, T think, rightfully would ex-
pect very strong evidence that control of nuclear waste is going to
work well betore they would want to go into acceptance of it. If

frac raoght an saying that helief 15 not just a blind farth in some-
thing, but is g resalt of experience then 1 don't see what other
basts you have to move forward on,

Mro SLOVIC: I think 1t's very good about beliets being based
on prior antormation, o that when you get o new insight of informa-
tion vou have to hind ot merge thut with what has gone before. 1
think that's 4 logical way of proceeding.

I'm concerned, thongh, that the merger might nov be made, that
actually there will be considerably more resistance to change than
is warranted given the validity of the new information. Nelcon has
done a study of a case history of debates during a nuclear siting
controversy 1n which she concluded that information on both sides
of the vontroversy tended to reinforce the conflicting value position
ot the participants, snd the groups used the debate mainly to legiti
mie their own position.  This was the kind of thing that I was con-
cerned about.

Mr. MOSSs: lois, your comment about the importance of enforce
went i an appropriate one. 1t made me think that with reference, for



Now it the goal is to veduce uncasiness on the public's side,
we miy be dudocing that uneasiness on the industry side. 1 think
that the essential tradeoft has been made in California.  So, in es-
sence, 1 can present it ohere as one possible way to proceed, alrhough
T don'r think the Foderal government is in any position to do that.

Mr. MOSS: What vou're saying is tnat the California Energy
commission, in the case of the state of Californta, can act as a
surrogate fov the public in making these cvaiuations, and that an
attempt has been made (0 cstablish reusonable credibility whatever
the decision is, and the hope ts that the public will go along with
it.

Mr. VARANINY: We may be on our way to the desert really.

Mr. ROSSIN: I just wanted to add something about the point
of burden of proof. The kind of process that we are into here is
quite a departhrve from practices of 10 or 20 years ago, as any of yocu
who have been through it recognize.

The burden of proof on the technology is much heavier tham it's
ever Legen in any other society. The strictural depth that must be
met in order to go from here to there is arduous. They take time.
They take efrort. They require the development of a record, and it's
a very serious obligation.

One of the things that T am continually confronted with is the
question of what burden is placed en my adversaries when 1 go through
this process. 1Is there any burden whatsvever on the pevson having
heard the evidence, having weighed the covidence, having had it weighed
by public bodies, and having a conclusion being reached, and a solid
casc having been made?

Is there any burden on the adversaries to accept that positioun,
and take up a different issue, or are they perfectly free afiter
this exercise is complete to go back to syuare one, raise the same
point again, and completely ignore the cvidence on the record that's
been made?

That's a key point, becausc all too often | have lived through
this whure the same adversavies raise the same questions again after
they've been decided in one form, a form requiring an extensive record,
and one that in gencral seems to meet pubiic acceptance.

Ms. SHARPE: I would say in regard to that, that 1 guess the
burden of proof wasn't sufficient to convince at least that partiuclar
group of people. However, remember this morning someone pointed out
that it was never going to be possible to et universal ggreement on
these subjects.



example, to the entorcement of the Clean Atr Act, of the water legisla-
tion, when industrvy talks about environmental uncertainties what they
seem to be talking about, at least as far as most environmentalists
perceive, is whether or not the industry will be successful in chang-
ing the laws and making them more lenient. It's that kind of distrust
of the mutives and mode of operation and thrust of the other side that
1 think is difficult to deal with when you necd credibility.

Ms. HOOS: No wonder I'm called anti-tech. There are three
things that I want to mention. First of all, what you were just
tulking about, Larry. You uand Lois have made a point that goes al-
most counter to something that we heard- -that achievability should
have been a basic criteria in poal setting--because immediately when
you think of the requirements for clean air or whatever, if achiev-
ability had been a primary criteria then the compromises would have
been made right away, quick and early.

What we have to do is to learn from Paul and other psychologists
that we need to address very quickly the level of aspirations for the
effort, and we tind that if the level of aspirations is higher than
when people try to meve up to achieve it rather than to compromise it
by setting it at some level of achicvability, that is basically a
compromise.

I would also mention that there has been almost a hidden agendum
in the activities and thinking of the people who are interested in
calculating the limits of acceptabiiity, to find what is publicly ac-
ceptable in the business of risks and so on. There is something in
this that merely says that once these limits have been ascertained
in some way that these will be used as a goal from which to work back-
ward. I would submit that this is really tantamount to shooting an
arrow and then drawing the buli's eye around it, and saying, there is
your target. It's a backing into something that really is counter to
the kind of thinking that I think is somewhat more worthy here,

When we go to the thirl item, which is that of public participa-
tion, almost invariably it takes you the full circle back to experts
and their credibility. What happens is such a polarization that your
beliefs are sort of allocated, and you go the whole hog. 1f you go
the technocratic way, then you learn that there is a kind of omission
of self that some of u:--ihe people who are totally technologically-
oriented-~sound off with a great deal of authority on all of the
social issues.

They will stand up first of all and tell you that nuclear power
is safe. All right, as technical people I assume that they know what
theyre talking about. Then they tell you about the need for nuclear
power becausc of the economic situation, the international situation,
so that they move rather quickly from being nuclear experts to economic
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gurus, which is highly dubious hecause they draw their materials
from the New York Times and Business Week  just as anyonce else would
who is not an expert.

Then they quickly move into the political arena and tell you (i}
about what is going to happen to this United States if we don't have
this kind of energy, and ({2} about the crazies and the cuckoos who
are anti whatever it is that thev are pro, so that they've done a
political, ecoromic and psychological analysis, and so there's a kind
of omission that comes with this sort of business. You have to watch
very closely.

I personally will listen very closcly to somecone who has the
credentials in a particular field, and I try to learn. 1 think, how-
ever, thut when we stray, as we all are inclined to do, that's the
point at wiich we must stop and be challenged.

When we come to the matter of public nmarticipation, arnd whon
realiy dewn deep we have this hidden notion that we can then orient
people, we can manipulate them to this point of view by flinging these
experts at them. 1 think that's the point at which really the effort
becomes self-defeating.

Mr. GUIMANIS: On public participation, it does worry me in-
deed. Let me give you some very recent statistics. 1'm not speaking
of risk anulysis, 4 conception of risk. 1'm speaking of public parti-
cipation in local governmental processes.

In this particular case, deairing with urban planning and trans-
portation, a recent national sample indicated that less thon one-half
of one per cent of the public --that is, individuals of voring ages--
have ever attended a public meeting. Two-tenths of one ner cent of
the total population of voting ages have believed that they could in-
fluence local officials or governmental officials in any decision
making.

Obvicusly, the record is extremely poor, and frem that point of
view this is strictly a participation, never mind the understanding.
From the point of view of Paul's proposal. ideas perhaps merit consid-
erable consideration as to what can be done at least to involve public
participation. Because as 1 said before, the audience here in this
room is not public. [ know one-third of these people here teday, be-
cause I've seen then before. They are just not public.

Mr. MOS&: It doesn’t sound to me that that sample was taken
from the population of Sierra Club members. Do you want to comwent,
Brant?

Mr. CALKIN: Well, we've probably got a half of one per cent
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of the population who are members, and we're not the only ones around.
So there's probably a little more participation--letters and various
other kinds of participation, but in a very subtle way that raises an-
other issue.

I think Paul and Bill may be straining at gnats. Researching
why people feel the way they do about the goals and risks they should
assume and so on, may be a very fine tuning of a very crude machine.

Let me just give you one background example. About a year and
a half ago, the public was asked to rate its confidence in eight insti-
tutions in the country. There were academic institutions, religious
institutions and so on. The least confidence that the public had was
in big business. The next was in big labor, and the next was in big
government.

I submit you can look at how they want to weigh the risks and all
that, but you've got two out of three that don't care.

Mr. MOSS: Is your message that we ought to think small?
Leis.

is. SHARPE: Perhaps in making this sampling of the percentage
of people who had been at pub!ic meetings, and the percentage of
people who had thought they could influence people; these samples vary
very much from place to place.

i1 have not doubted that this is absolutely true of most people

who live in a central city, but you peopie who are in this audience

know perfectly well that when you live in a suburb you kaow that you
can go down there and influence your county board. I'm the product

of a county, having lived there since it changed from farmland, that
considers that the public has never left anybody in office whom they
dislike Iong enough for them to be able to develop a built-in public
machine.

There is a difference from place to place, but I would say that
the public should have been drawn into a fish bowl, planning cn these
nuclear problems long ago, that early involvement of the public is
the only protection against irrational fear. I would agree that the
trust is not high with respect to elected and appointed officiels un-
less the leaders that the public has chosen for themselves are in
agreement with those public officials.

As the public was not drawn into fish bowl planning in this field,
and since in a sense this is the basis of so much mistrust of the
whole affair, I would say that ERDA had now a new opportunity thrust
upon them as they go out to investigate sites, specific spots for re-
positories, and for recycling efforts in nuclear waste. They will
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have to deal with the public, and the best way to go about this would
be to try to do a lowr-key educational enterprise through organizations
which these groups trust; people will have to have some knowledge
before they can make rational decisions, and they won't take that
knowledge if they feel it's a propaganda affair. But they do nced

to be involved or implementation will be impossible.

Mr. MOSS: Betore 1 call on Gene, in about 15 minutes we will
start fielding questions and comments from the andience. So you can
start to write out your questions and hand them to people who will be
moving up and down the aisles. Gene.

Mr. VARANINL: In Califronia, we run a human dragnet operation
in terms of public involvement. We have an appointed official whose
whole purpose in life is to go out with a net and bring in the public
to involve them in our regulatory process in siting power plants.

In our first case, we have 26 intervencrs, 23 of whom are broke.
Now the real problem 1 think is whether you wunt to go out and have
some kind of paeon public participation or you want to have effective
public participaticn. You might be able to qualify the public in
groups, for profit and not-for-profit institutions, so that we don't
get down to this sort of political goal line of saying who is it who
Teally represents the public interest.

If you want to increase the input of the non-profit group, and
that incluldes certain business groups as well as environmental and con-
sumer groups, you have to pay for it. So it the public really wants
tc optimize public input it has to be willing to subsidize it, par-
ticularly when these processes, due to legal and other constraints,
turn into a paralegal battleground--or a mine field, in terms of
participating.

We have every combinatior that ycu can think of. We have un-
sworn testimony, sworn testimony, interveners, members of the public
and every orher category--which, I think, just tends to confuse the
public even more. As a bottom line, | would say that you basically
have to institutionalize a conduit to get the public in, or the non-
profit groups in, and interested members of the public, and you have
to subsidize their input in terms of the equity-resolving mechanisms
that the laws are usually designed around.

Mr. ROSSIN: There are a number of constituencies that aren't
very visible at a meceting like this, and one of the things that is
fcremost 1n my mind is a responsibility that [ have as an employee
of a utility: we have some constituencies that we have a contract to
serve. It's an obligation, and we don't rcally have great choices
in it. Many of those constituencies are not represented in this
room today. Many of them don't know about this meeting, have never
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participated in such a forum, and many people just plain don't have
time.

It's something that strikes home to me because 1 spent a lot of
time i the nuclear debate, but I don't have time to be involved in
my own school board. I don't have time to be involved in some of the
chores that my wife expects me to do around the house. Everybody 1
know is busy, and his hands are full with many other things, very few
of them with the nuclear debate.

I think one of the things ''public participation' is up against is
finding people to represent constituencies that aren't liable to show
up voluntarily, and finding out what's on their mind. 1 don't think
it's an easy proposition, and i really don't have an explanation for
it. All 1 know is that some of those constituencies are constituenci.s
to which I have an obligation, and that's part of the reason I'm here.

Ms. SHARPE: Yes, 1 think you're right. You've got to be sure
you have a good cross-section.

Mr. MOSS: Bill, a while back Dave Rossin asked you a specific
question.  Perhaps you could restate 1t and answer it.

Mr. BISHOP: Dave's question was, what about the LERDA approach?
Does it measure up to the goals that our task group has laid out? Let
me answer it first with my NRC hat on, and the answer to that will
come to the licensing procedures, which ERDA will answer.

Mr. ROSSIN: That wasn't my question. It was in thc task
force deliberation.

Mr. BISHOP: All right, I was about to put on the cother hat.
1 think that in some measures we have to say that it of course would,
because we drew from the ERDA program. We asked the question of the
ERDA program managers--why is the program taking these directions?--
and incorporated a large part of their thinking inte the goal struc-
ture that you saw.

There are some interests, however, that dare outside the purview
of LRDA, some ot the issues with regard to institutional and organiza-
tionual arrangements. For those of us in the Federal government,
those organizational arrungements are imposed upon us by Congress in
establishing our organization. In fact, the task group would have to
laok, 1 think, at the organizations and assess whether they do meet
up. We didn't do that. We stepped outside those organjzational
boundaries.

Ms. SHARPE: Will ERDA, for example. have funding to carvry
any of this message to people through TV in a way that will not be a
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sales talk for the BERDA program, bot will really be an cducatronal
presentation?  Really, yon might reach many more people that way.
Mostly, the agencies can only get on publbic television or on general
television at modatght or 1:00 AM.

Mr. BISHOP: The tinger seems to be pointrag to me as the
Federal representative up here at the moment, but 1'm not at ERDA,
and I'm not familiar with the details of their budget. | can’t

answer it.

Ms. HUOS: I just want to add sowcthing., Rill made o point,
in the tittle report that he crrculated just before the meeting, and
thot 1s that not all voices are alway: heard in this business, and
that it's terribly importuant when you're thinking in terms of not
just achicvablie, but the long-range goals in their real-life contexr.

You need to oxamine the bureaucracy as part of the social environ-
ment in which you're Jdealing.  Ouce of the things that hecomes extremely
cvident waen you do that ts to see that burecancratic organizations have
as their first low, that of sclf-preservation.  So whenever there has
been uny cvidence or cont icting evidence of anything, whenever there
has been controversy ahbout satfety, for example, which we see from
time to time, there has been a real tendency to justify the status
quo, c¢ven in the face of what may be conflicting evidence. The re-
sponse 1s ulways that the system is working in its own way to protect
whatever this is. But, if you look closely, the system will work in
its own way to protect ttself. This is extremely important when there
is such a reliance on technology as the protector. 1 would remind you
then of the way a public address system can ccho. 1 would remind you
then of the safety or not-safety of pipetine welds. 1 would remind
yeu of the Teton Dam.  And, last of all, I would remind you of an air-
plane lost off an aircraft carrier--to suggest that the technical
isn't the only consideration in aiy onc time and place.

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD

Mr. MOSS: Terhaps 1t would be good to begin to respond to
some of the questions that have been asked. A number of them are on
the subject of the issues raised by Pavl Slovic dealing with public
perceptions of risk. One of them asks, "How do we interpret the ap-
parcent difference between the past major public opinion polls on
attitudes toward nuclear cnergy such as those reporting about 78 per
cent to 22 per cent for building more nuclear power plants, and the
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results you report from your recent work with the Eugene, Oregon,
on

fedague of Women Voters sample?

Mr. SLOVIC: f'm not sure when that poll was taken. It was
referred to, but it could well be that over time as risks become dis-
cussed they become more salient. That may be one of the characteris-

tics, one of the manifestations of the availability concept that 1
noted.

We all know that therce has been much greater public discussion
of environmental hazards recently than ever before. There's an in-
creasing trend in this respect, an increasing sensitivity. It may
he one characteristic of our response to allow probability-high con-
sequence risk that the more we discuss it, the more we talk about
it, the more concerned we get about it.

I don't think we have the fine tuning to be able to keep a quan-
titative degree of concern in mind. We may operate in sort of a
threshold manner that whenever possible we may sweep these under the
rug, and keep low probabilitvies to zero. We've got some evidence
that this occurs a lot. For example, earthquake risks. Many people
can sweep it out of their minds because there's only so many things
you can worry about at any one time. As we discuss these hazards it
may be that suddenly we cross the threshold, and then see them as
something yet that we have to be concerned about, and therefore our
opinion may change drastically about it.

Mr. MOSS: Of course, your sample was not of the same popula-
tion as the other study. Also your sample did show a fair degree of
support for nuclear power, at least a refusal to say that it should
be discontinued.

Mr. SLOVIC: The Battelle sample.

Mr. MOSS: The Battelle sample, right. Another question:
"Your presenta:ion assumed that the public is making a decision on
nuclear power or waste management. Hasn't a great many of the local
public alrecady made a decision that economic growth is undesirable,
and a social change is necessary, and that by stopping iuclear power
the mechanism will be developed to bring about this change? s nu-
clear power or waste management really the issue? Is risk discussion
even necessary?"

Some people, no doubt, think that one of the ways of uccomplishing
the restructuring of society towards a situation that they find more
amenable to their taste is through limitation of energy growth. Any
comment?

Mr. VARANINT: During the initiative process in California,
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that Kind ¢t comment sccmed to crop up an the Fastern trade papers

as 1f it were some hind of discovered fact or some hrad ot o collusive
or conspiratorial operation by the upper widdle cluss or 4 vertain
group of upper middle class in California.  1°d just like to point

out that some people who are opposed to nuclteav power share a certain
set of common principles, among which are some concern about high-re-
source, through-put growth, vic-ua-viez other forms of prowth and qual-
ity of life. For example, one might be able to help influence whether
his area looks 1like Palo Alto or the Iron Triangle, in terms of out-
come.

The second thing is that all socicety 1s sort of motivated by
groups of people--the war in Viecnam being an interesting cxample of
so-called upper middle ctuss elites being thrown in the can, and
fasting and so torth aud so on, and then the movement beginning to
pick up steam as its cttfects were better known.  1'm not saying
there's any relationship between those twe things. All I'm saying is
that 1 think the fact of lite, the basic movements, start with small
members of people who share a common goul.

I don't see thut as being conspiratorial. 1 sce that us a
fact of life--just as a smull group of people with common goals got
"atoms for peace’” off the ground and passed the U.S. Atomic Energy
Act. It's the sume kind of thing. T don't sec 1t as some conspira-
torial thing or something that ought to be shied sway from, or demon-
strated as one kind of principle surrogating for another. 1 think
that they tend to he corollary *to one another, and 1 don't think
that it's particulurly shocking in every sense.

Mr. CALKIN: One of the things that concerns me is that when
you try to sample, which you already have, as an attempt to influence
pereerved disadvantages, it's going to be something like this--"'or we
turn off the iron lung”--to take it to an unpleasan. extreme. 1t's
very difficult to get the sample free. [Pecople on the anti-nuclear
side paint an equally ludicrous picture, but when you have an attempt
to influence the perceived disadvantages you're only sampling either-
or on onc side of the fence. There is ne alternative in your sample.
There's no other technology against which people can halance a per-
ceived advantage.  So when you try to figonre out how they want to
assign the risk, 1t's a choice hetween one bullet in the head or two.
It's not o fair deck to start with,

Mr. MUSS: We have a few questions relating to the degree to
which this mecting is the hind of public participation that is soughr
artrer.  For example, one question asks if we feel this kind of meet-

ing is "truly public participation, or is it really a small collection
of special intevest groups? Does the general public even care, let

atone understand 2
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In fairness to the sponsors of the meeting, I want to siy that
they didn't attempt to have the panelists or the audience be a repre-
sentative cross-section of the public. Quite a number of notices
of the meeting were sent out--1 think about 15,.000--so they couldn't
be terribly selective in whom they invited. No reflection on the
panelists or the authors or the audience...But no one presumed that
this would be a truly representative sample of the population. Would
any of the panelists like to comment on this?

Ms. SHARPE: I've heard this question asked by many people
and many different types of people. The question is usually put:
"But how do you define 'the public'? How can you be sure that you
have gotten a hold of the public, or reached the public?"

Well, of course, you can't be sure of that. We're all multiple
men; we are one kind of public in one set of our lives, and we're an-
other kind ot public in something else that we do. We may be active
citizens on one sot of the nuclear waste issue, but even people who
arc not cnvironmentalists in any cther sense often are hunters or
fishermen. There's this kind of broad spectrum that many of us cover,
4 kind of continuum that we don't always perceive.

I think the first vhing that is known about public participation
is exactly what Mr. Calkin said, that public involvement is begun by
people who are influence makers, who can move and shape. If you
want something Jone and you're in an area, you try to reach that part
of the public, and they in turn reach other people. You just can't
go out and get a cross-section of the public that will be interested
in the same thing and herd them into the room. We do not in our
society have that kind of compulsion. The public comes voluntarily
if they're interested, and that's all you can deal with.

Mr. MOSS: This question for Paul Slovic asks if X-ray benefits
are accepted by the public. "Is the public fully advised of possible
risks before consenting to X-rays? Are procedures followed which would
tend to bring before the party being subjected to the X-rays knowledge
of the risks?' 1 think that part of it must be a rhetorical question,
because the answer is obviously no. Would you like to comment on
that?

Mr. SLOVIC: Yes. It seems to me that X-ray is a very widely
accepted and used technology. I don't believe that the public is
fully aware of the hazards involved. In fact, there was recently
developed quite a controversy over the use of mammograms for screening
where it's of some help to physicians. They have come out and said
that this is too risky to use as a wide screening device. 1t should
only be used for high-risk individuals. ‘Inis will be unsettling to
many people who will not quite know how to react to the fact they
do face the risk either way. 1 think it's probably obvious that we



[0S

don't have cnongh discussion ot the hazards that inmvolved an X-rays,
although certainly we've u ot more aware thian we were many years ago
when the technoloygy was Fiest putr forth.

Mr. MOSS: ilere are a couple of questions that 1 think cast
doubt at least in the minds of the questioners as to whether 1t's a
good idea to ruisc such issues:

"Does the public have the right to know? Aren’t there people
who don't want to hnow about the risks of nuclear power? Wwhen the
public becomes informed, we dictuate that this information be given
in benetit/risks--in other words, death terminology--which coreates
undue and perhaps unnecessarily high concern? Do we have the respon-
sibility not to cause worry to some extent among the non-informed
pubtic?”

In g similar vein, "Who are the credibic sources of information
who should be used to cducate the public?  You have stated that the
public is unable to cope with cests for rish-benefit anatyses. On
what hasis does one predicate positive henctits of further develop-
ment of nuclear power?" That one was addressed to Lois because of
the comment she made.  Any comments on the public's right to know
and avoiding worry on the part ot the public?

Ms. SHARDPL: I can hardly belleve thut's a scerious question,
because only under a totalitarian system can 1 visuaiize wunting to
keep facts from the public. You're not going to go around just forcing
facts down people's throats, but 10 say that you want to keep people
in ignorance for somecthing which may aftfect them. ..l can't belicve
you're serious sbout that Lind of statement. Now, if it causes people
worry--J think that Mr. Slovic is the one to answer that. 1 wonld
feel that people have a certain sloughing off quaiity. They don't
worry about cverytking that comes along. {on't you think that we're
selective worrjers?

Mr. B1SHOP: 1'd like to make a response from ua slightly
different viewpoint, that of a government cmployce who is charged
with obeying some of the laws, and make it quite clear that our legal
Tepresentatives in Washington have told me that the public in fact
does huave a right to know. They've told me by the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act. Tthey've told me by NEPA, and in fact it's told to us in the
Constitution of the United States in the First Amendment. So I think
the answer as far as the government officials are concerned is, yes,
the public has a right to know anything it cares to know.

Mr. ROSSIN: Can } ask a specific on this to my two fellow
panclists? Mrs. Sharpe mentioned a possibility of ERDA preparing
information for the public, and I would like Mr. Varanini to respond
to that, considering the experience in California over the past few
months.




Mr. VARANINT Podestr dndes crond the question.

Mr. ROSSIN: Uric oi thie 1o that got a lot of ink in
Calitfornia was the questron of i kba publivation and its impact on
the inltiative campaipn.  anal wonhd so 0 reaction be to the kind of
proposal that Mrs. Sharpe wosd roned o wowcat ago?  Why doesn't ERDA
prepare information on the hrect?

Mr. VARANINI: fhe waferaotoon that | ohave on that particular

ERDA document iy that 1t tended o choiracterize technology rather than
merely to report on ti. 1 think it's sort of inherent. I don't
know how you filter thal out, or wivs has the right to filter that out,
or if in filtering 1t oat vou’re mebag o counter-value judgment.

I don't think tiat that part.oi.av document will enhance the
future role of ERDA'S pubiications in terms of affecting the unbeliev-
ing public. Al L cun sav is that 1 hope they Jdo better. T'm sure
the watchdogs that wo duave withinn coctvis will blow the whistle if
they think they've jonc tus far 1 cithor way.

I just want to nike cne other point, hetore 1 get too pontificatl.
There are two other comnissioners here from California watching me
today, and during the mising peciods 1T think vou can cither validate
or unvalidate any ot the comments ' ¢ wade, and they have significant
points of view on muny ot the matters that are being covered here.

Mr. MOSS: Jay silbery ashs the question of l1da Hoos. You
talked about the "omnisciciyd” ot those favoring nuclear power.
You ignored the "omniscionce” of those opposing nuclear power.
For example, Barry Commoner's expertise ot his ability to pre-
dict how people will react to the conservation effort. At least the
technical people favering aucleur power have the technical expertise.
Would you like to comment?

Ms. HOOS: I"m sorry that you got the impression that I
Iimited the submissions of any sector cof any technical population. I
tried to point it out, und maybe I better recust It in a somewhat dif-
ferent framework. ‘Thut intformation and the whole body of information
is an extremely difficult kind of rescrroir. There is, as Paul pointed
out, the kind of collective process that goes through the information
before it becomes part of var gencral stock in trade.

There is always the business of LRDA trying to supply information;
there is a4 fine lince between informution and propaganda, and this we
saw very well in some orf the publications. 1 think we have to remember
something that Pirandello put very nicely into the mouths of one of
his characters, when he had hin say, "o tuct is like a sack--it doesn't
stand up until you put something in it." So it really depends on who
put it where and why.
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Mr. MOSs: We have abont o halt doson roloted guestions tor
Bitl Bishop dealing with the work of the ta-h torce. | think they're
exemplificed by this gquestion:  "Will your task force ceventaally ad-
dress the issues of the possible ways goals/eriteria can be imple:
mented?  Spelling out gencral goals is useful only 1 readistic imple-
mentation scenario~  arce also Jdeveloped.™

Mr. BISHOP: The answer is quite siwple, and that 1s, ne.  The
task force was tasked with the laying vut of guiding principles.  ‘The
next step done by the NRC staft is both o review of those guiding
principles and--once those are established as some sort of policy--
then laying out the performance criteria by whicvh ERDA and the industry
must live, and placing those into the body of regutations through our
regulatory process whicht inveolves, of course, some legislative, public
participation. These then will he, 1t you will, the battle plan tor
ERDA and the industry; and not in tact the guiding principles os
articulated by the task force.

Mr. MOsS: flere's o question that deals with the implementation
plan arrived at before toe establishment of goals: "Granted that for
any action there onght to be plan, and for any planning there ought to
be a goal, but assuming that we will not be able to develop soon an
acceptable goal, what will happen to action on pending matters relating
to the NRC and the nuclear industry?”

Mr. BISHOP: There are, of course, a number of pending acvtions,
Our friends in the critical community, our friends in the industiry,
have pointed out to us a great lack of criteria, a great lock of action
on the part of a namber of Federal agencies. In part, 1 think, in the
fast couple of ycars, that's been remedicd through legislative actien
in applying resources to the Federal agencies for furthering thot
action. In fact, those pending actions are going on absent the pgoals,
because those gcoals are cembodied in larvge measure in existing regula-
tions, existing programs at the agencizs, and the program  plans for
thosc agencies over the next few year:.

Mr. ROSSIN: Jothink the eftfort on the part of NRC to come
up with a sct of specific goals, while necessary in order to get from
here to therce. really at the same time--1 think there's a common-sense
goal which 1s the overriding one, and that is a safe and convironmentally
acceptable system that the couatry is able to afford, and will commit
itself to do. Lverybody realizes that this is the basic objective;
granted a structure of more detaijled goals, going along with this is
a reascnable thing to develop.

Ms. SHARPE: 1 think it would go farther thuaa that. I think
it's not easy sometimes in that list of poals te distinguish what 1
would call goeals from criteria. But the Federal government has a
regular system--goals, criteria, standards, regulations~-and ecach
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Mr. CALKIN: Larry, cadusce me a sevond.  there's a little
pussy  tooting gorngon here. What happens s cverything goes ahead.
Mr. MOSS: Here's o oquestion asked of VPaul Slovic: "On the

busis of your resecarch und analysis ot the literature, do you feel
that it's possible to define within u reasonably narrow range a level
of risk which is acceptable in the develonment and use of energy
provision systems which involve either conventional or novel tech-

nologies? 1f so, how might we¢ go about this?"

Mr. SLOVIC: o, I don't think we're able to define it that
carefully. I think that the level of acceptable risk will be contin-
ually changing. 1 think thils is one of the implications of the ana-
Iysis that Starr has brought up that shows that acceptable risk will
be a function of perccived benefit so that what is acceptable or what
is unacceptable today may well differ tomorrow when we suddenly have
a different perspective on what the benefits from certain energy sys-
tems are.  So I think it will be a very dynamic kind of thing.

Nevertheless, at any given puint, all 1 can suggest is that we
can intcrrogate represcentative samples about their values. One can
do this to any degree of specificity. You can bring people together.
You can give them the job of discussing these issues in order to com-
municate to you what their values are, what is acceptable, what isn't.
T think we can learn o lot from systematic observations of groups,
and sample any way that one wants and to bring = broad represcntative
set of viewpoints to bear on this.

Mr. MOSS: R. F. Williams of Electric Power Research Institute
asks the question which is clearly related to the last one. He says,
"Regarding the low probability, high consequence event and the tendency
of the public to become more concerned as the event is researched and
documented in safety analysis or elsewhere, has any research been done
on the 1mpact of the Rasmussen report on reducing the public percep-
tion of risk--for example, the introduction of electric power in the
late 19th and eariy 20th centuries?"

Mr. SLOVIC: I'm not aware of any research on the impact of
the Rasmussen report. Regarding the second question, yes, 1 think
that information can reduce risk if it comes from a credible or trusted
sourse.

Mr. MOSS: Mr. Williams also says the issue of credibitity of
facts in the record and sufficiency of response was posed by several
panelists but never fully answered. What is the appropriate levcl of
credible response? How much should be spent attempting to convince
some who may be unconvincible, and what is the responsibility
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real cconomic and social conscguences of their delay?' He adds that
Uperhups responsible ceaties should be asked to state in advance what
tests or praofs will satisfy as one test of therr responsibility.”
Comment?  Brant.

Mr. CALKIN: I think all decistons are organtc.  They can be
changed, and pceople wilt try to change them.  The most permancent de-
cisions tend o be those in the judicial branch. and cven those aren't
final unt il people go back te try to cither amend the law or the
Constitution. 1 can tell you as a participant that my adversaries re-
tieht cvery statate at the hearing, or they refight the vegulation,
and so do we, because in the long ran that decision is not final,
and it cither has to be propped up or overturncd depending on what
side vou're on.

You never make the case <o final that yvou could walk away from

it, L don't care whose side you're on. 1t is never tinal--and that is
the way the government works. | usaed to resent that, but now | con-
swder Pt an organic process, and I'm going to spend o fittic more time
on 1t

My SHARPL: 1 thiak that's absolurcly true; this is not a

one-sided thing. People who are in the industrial side feel that the
environmentalists are never really accepting a decision.  They just
kheep on working away.  People who are on the envivommental side have

exactly the same teoling.

That was one of the reasons tor my guestion abont implementation.
When o dectsion has been made which is Pavorable to the environment,
the corporations which have to do thar thing--put in that safety device
or put in that treatment if 1t's air polfution dnd 50 on--corporations
feel that this is additional cost, that there's no profit, They
don't resist it actively, they drag their feet; and the Federal govern-
ment and the states never have the staftf or the funding te enforce
these repulations.  So you sce 1t wurks that way on both sides.

I would go one step farther, Mr. Calkin. 1 wonld say that even
in judicial decisions these things are changed. I have long felt
that the courts, including the Supreme Court, respond to the pulse
atf the people. They respond to the fashion in thought, too. You
remember there was one time that they simply couldn't pass the Child
Labor Amendmuent--and yet nltimately the public opinivn had reached
the point where that was the only acceptablce way to go.

Mr. MOSS: "What ts the relationship between perception of
visk and behavier? What does it mean that people do or do not per-
ceive something as having high risk? Do you have uany theoretical
lLinkapes between how people perceive risk, and how or in what direc-
tion they will tahe action to change public policy, cte.’ 1 guess
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Mr. SLOvVIC: That's o very complex question. 1t really asks
abour how ithorough our understanding of the relationship between risk
asscssment, rish perception and behavior is.

First of all, the guestion is involved in what do we mean by
"risk, " and it mecans Jditferent things to different people. Risk in-
volves both probability of consequences and magnitude of consequences.
There is some evidence that how people perceive probability of haz-
ard will relate to their behavior. For cxample, we got some evidence
that if you belicve that the probability of rome hazard is lower than
a vertain threshold, then you sweep it out of your mind. You don't
want to be concerned dbout it.  You won't take protective action.

For example, this seems to be involved in determining whether people
will buy flood or earthquake insurance.

There seems to be some cvidence that atfter the movie '"Jaws" there
was quite a fear of sharks; people were changing their behavior with
regard to their swimming habits and that sort of ¢hing. I don't feel
that we really can preciscly document cxuctly how perception relates
to behavior in this way, but it seems quitc obvious that there is
a certain linkage here.

Mr. MOSS: We have a couple of questions here usked of Gene
Varanini probing some of the things he raiscd as part of his discussion
of what's happening in California. '"Concerning the high-touted Cali-
fornia scheme, have the governor orv the legislature or pertinent com-
missions identified in clear terms the criteria that they will apply,
in the name of the public, to determince thar the particular nuclear
operation is safe? 1lsn't it correct that the Jdecisions that are
going to be made by the state government will be ne more certain or
spund than the same decisions made by Federal agencies, for example,
EPA or the NRC, or « group of informed citi.ens?"

Mr. VARANINT: The answer is no. 1t scems to We that basically
what we have is the shared responsibility.

I think that our process ts one that basically starts in a fairly
orgunic manner to sor: of push the energy ctiiciency ahead of supply
stimulation. So we try to look to that first, and the utilities ave
asking us to look at it not only in demand target sense but In the
sensc of optimized suppl;, pluns. They're beginning to say to us, we
want to substitute nuclear for oil because it's cheaper, and we want
you to validate it on that basis, not because it's needed in the sense
of some alternate supply target.

We try to take a look at the need first, and whether there are
pure alternatives to supply stimulation--such as conscrvation or
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advance conservation concepts. Once we've looked at that. then we

g0 to supply stimulation and look at the technology and the accept-
ability of the technology. And only then do we go to site suitability
and externality regulation.

I think it basically is a design of a receptor where the state
governments are having to manage the externalities, the state govern-
ments are caught holding the dislocation problems. The Federal ap-
proach has basically been to promote and to develop, moving from east
to west in this country. 1 don't think thac those thrusts have been
particularly aligned, although they have been obviated somewhat
by additional agencies.

Basically, the agencies are after one another. 1 don't think
you see a unified energy policy, or unified energy approach. Now
whether California can pull this off may be a fairly noble experiment.
It may be impossible for humans to do that, and for governmment in
particular. We'll see.

Mr. MOSS: The second question for you, Gene, asks about what
you said concerning avoiding large projzcts because these could be
held up by enviroamentai or other protests.

"Isn't this a complete cop out? Shouidn't we design our political
and administrative systems so that public input can be had without
allowing for paralysis of the decision-making process, rather than ac-
cepting that paralysis as necessary consequence of public participation?"

Mr. VARANINI: To balance that out I said also that large-
scale disasters any place in the world would also bring the system to
a crunching halt. For example, if we lost a reactor or a reprocessing
plant in Pakistan, we might not just assign that to sort of hereditary
technological capability. We might assign it some risk in terms of
the technology itself. So basically what we were trying to point out
was that the reaction itself is a signal of acceptability or unaccept-
ability. We felt that one of the things we wanted to look at was
whether there were alternatives that people could agree on that were
in fact alternatives and were much wore acceptable.

One of the things we were looking at is smaller-scale nuclear,
for example, nuclear that stays on line more. Another thing we were
looking at was clean fuels in terms of methanol, LPG, naptha fraction,
in terms of alternatives to very high-cost LNG, and to use those in
periodic episodes of air pollution impact in LA to be able to use
our ojil plants rather than using base-line oil as peakers. Whoever
was werried about that is certainly welcome to a copy of this docu-
ment. It's basically a think piece which tries to set forth some
of those options,



Mo Muss: Mary Sinclalr of the Srers o lub ashe o retated

question ot e Rossin.  "Why is the teem 'detay' always applied to

the deciston making process at the point wo which public participa-
N

tion begins, or citizens want to exercise theiy rights?
Mr. ROSSIN: Podido't hnow that it we

Mr. MOSS: I suppose the implication orf the question i1s that
when people 1n the industry talk about delay of the decision-making
process they're usually talking about the period of public review,
discussion, debate, regulatory action and so on.

Mr. ROSSIN: Okay, you've cexplained a different guestion.
Once again, anybody who has gone throngh this process recognizes that
it takes time. It takes long periods of time, and the time for the
public participation part of the process is only a fraction of it.
This is a complicated, long process, and what the industry huas learned
is that they've begun to recognize the length of time that might be
involved and, of necessity, have factored it into their planning, be-
cause the conscquences of poor planning are very serious. As one
begins to understand what's going to be involved and what one is going
to face, one adjusts plans accordingly. That's just basic common
sense.

What 1 was talking about was not delay for the sake of carrying
out the public planning process. What I was talking about was recog-
nizing that these processes take time, trying to figure out how much
time they take., and simply including that in the weighing and balancing
when you look at all the other factors.

Ms. SHARPE: 1s there anyone herc from Northern States Power?
Well, I think that they should seek you out uand discuss with you
Northern States Power's planning processes with the public.

My immediate response, although I may have done you an injustice
when I immediately rose up, was that there really should not be "some-
where down the line later on” when you get into a hasslce with the pub-
lic. That's why I speak of Northern States Power because they have
been carrying on what is really fish-bowl planning from the very
moment that the thought of the plant was in their minds. DPcople were
brought along all the way, and there never was this '"final time" that
had to be allotted.

Mr. MOSS: We have a number of questions dealing with low-level
waste. The first one for Paul Slovic: '"Does the public have the same
perceived risks of nuclear waste, whether it be high-level or low-
tevel?"

Mr. SLOVIC: I don't know al! of the work that's been done on
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the perception of auclear waste. 1 oam veafly only familiar with the
Battelle study. Moaybe thatfs really tne only study been doue, and
maybe not, but [ don't rvecall that that study deaft with this guestion,
1 think ['d like to just re-cmphasize the potnt 1omade carlicr in my
talk that alwost ridiculousiy little offort has gone 1into fooking at
questions such as this.

Mr. ROSSIN: I agree that there has boeen o overy Lonrted amount
of sociul science work on these studies, but there is an implication
from Paul's vemarks that this iIs rvealiy quite a serious matter in the
nuclear power debate.  Yet, I've been scraping my brain to try and
think of any examples that other Industries or other ticids or other
threats--the food industry, aviation, air pollution--where as muach
thought has been given s the rudimentary stuff which is going on in
relation to the nuclear controversy. [t scems to me tt's o new ficld,
and almost an cxperiment as such.

Ms, SHARPE: Think of the chemical industry and the turbulence
they've had.

Mr. ROSSIN: But my point is the hind of studies that Paul is
talhing about haven't been done in any of these others, anywhere e¢lsc
in our society, to the best of my knowledyge.

Mr. MOSS: Continuing on the yuestion of low-level nuclear
wuste, two questions for Bill Bishop. 'The first: "Has the taskh fo-ce
adequately assessed current research on low-level radiation and its
potential long-term chronic public health cffect?”

And the second: "Two of the six commercial low-level nuclear
waste disposal sites have been studied and in both cases wovement of
buried radionuc!ides has been demonstrated. The gouals discussced here
seem in no way to address this present real-world problem of low-level
nuclear waste. What are the goals pertaining to low-level nuclear
waste management? Have we met these goals? If not, what are we
going to do about it? Can we hope to succeed in defining gouls ot
high-level management if we have a faillure such as those scen at the
low-level sites staring at us?"

Mr. BISHODP: Wow, that's not o question.. . that's a call fou
a lecture!

L.et me take the first question first, with regard to low-level
radiation and the effects which are presently controversial. As to }
the adequacy of the task force's considerution of those questions,
we looked into that briefly. [ would not say that that would be the
sort of adequate review that one would require in order to set limits,
and concern ourselves in fact with those controversial parts of the
questions of effective radiation.




We telt that o oo Uionl dovtes b ot oo any tarther concern

Pt we wonld have tooaddee oo aar U T O Lt 1S & N PR That

L, we had alveady stated the protection soaenst radiation offects wus

omcthoing of o part ot the ol it
“ow an to the que ctren about sormmer sad Tow Tevel waste Jdispousal
Jites.  Yes, there lanve been two rocent qnstances of fatlure or inade-

quite pertormiance of twa o7 the Lorial srtes. The one cuse 1s casy
to andalbyvoc, CThat was the Beatty, Lovadn Goc i which some material
wen Dllivitiy removed trons the sites Lo owae Jdone by the employceces

At the sites It was Jdiscoveraed by an anspectron, and 1t was corrected,
Most ol the material was vapable of heing trackad. Tt was, in fact,
a failure of the managenent Systoem Lo re.

Su, yes, that’'s soncthng we Liove to taky into consideration.
It been reviewed.,  we found no rnstance of harm to those people in-
Jodved, but dt's something that s ~<impdy not to be allowed in the
operation ot thosce @ iton.

fthe other ~ite as the Maaey Flat —ote an hentuckhy where radio-
naclh ndes were tound ottt -site. the mechansm rov thelr travel to that
lTocation 1~ not uncegunvocal Ty derfined. 0 <eems that o majority of
ttomiy haso heen above surtave, rather than through the geologn
medio, through faifures of the cyuipment involved and the handling
ot the waste at the ~ite.  Both of these instances are, therctore,
vases that ocan be corrected by operationa! chunpes at the <jte.

Sow, let's see as to the goals pertaining to low-lovel wiste man
have not heen faily taid out.

1=ston, mandated by several

aectient. b have te say that thosc

There 15 a tash force underway ot the v
legastative committees, looking cnte the =tate and Federal roles in
the regulation of those sites. A lurge part of the consideration by
that task torce has, in fact, been:  What are the intentions tor Jdis
posal of low-level wastes, not just in shallow, land burial but al
timately all the possaipilitiecs that exist?

So have we lard them out? 1 think mot. v we met them”  Not
in all cases. What are we going to do aboeut 107 Wait o couple of
weehs or months and we'll have that plan on the street, and we hope
to succeed in detining the goals or high-tevel waste - i1 we have

that veal-world problem still existing. | sce no reason to think
not.
Mro Moss: Here's a question which. as phrased, 1s not really

right on target with regard to the subject ot this discussion., but 1
think it can be rephrased to stimulate some important discussion. 1t
has to do with the economics of handling the back end of the fuel

cycle for waste disposal, and whether or not in setting appropriate
goals for the back end we might price nuclear power out of the competi-
tion. The question is asked by Bruce Green und Mary Wade:



"When the expense ot adequate woste mapagement or the cxpense
ot deatling wrth the consequenves of inadeguate waste muaniagement is
added to the cost of developing, building and maintaining nuclear
power plants currently or within [0 years, is nuclear power an eco-
nomically feasible endeavor?™

We haven't really spent much time talking about the way in which
nuclear waste management goals aight atftect nuclear economics, and |
will appreciate any comments on that point.

My, ROSSIN: Htilities are corporations, and cconomics play a
Lev role in their decision maning.  Those companies that have chosen
puclear power have had to fnclude in their thinking some contingency
allowances tor what other costs may come to bear on the technology.
fhey make the most realistic and rhe hest estimates they know how to
aake, and they may be wrong because there are a lot of uncertainties.
fothink it's in their best interest to make conservative und careful
estiuiteos, boecause obviousiy thev're the ones that are going to feel
the pinch rirst if their estimetes have been tfar off buase.

My Kknowledge of my own company's thinking, and that of & number
of other utilities, says that they have made conscrvative allowances
tfor possible casts at the back cnd ol the fuel cycle, and their de-
Jisnlons are visible in the selection ot nuclear as an option. |
don’t think thev'd muke those decisions unless the economics supported
it.

I don't want to get into the overall debate, but just one point
abeut atility decision making: A utility does make economic decisions
bertween whut it considers to be viable and environmentally acceptable
alternatives.  You put those alternatives up in front of you, and then
vou look at the cconomics hetween them, and this and many other cun-
siderations Jdictate some f{inal decisions. 1 think the answer at this
peint is that those who have selected--und are continuing to select--
nuclesr power feel that the economics are there.

Mr. MOSS: Brant, did you want to comment?

cconomic term--the cost not only of cstablishing what the tuil end of
the cycle is going to be, but continuing to utilize it, whatever it
comes out to be, it it does--is a perfect example of un externalized
cost which i1s horne by the public at large instead of the user.

M. CALKIN: Yes, Larry...the failure to address an immediate

It's throughout the cycle. We have it very clearly in the waste
end as I've just described, and we have it in reprocessing, in the
Nuclear Fuel Assurances Act. It's in the mining, bhecause we're not
handling the mining wastes. I happened to come through Mexico, and
we have a lot of it there, and [ can tell you it's stacking up on the



ground, and we've not wddre e the o apst e b bl th and - atets

problems of miners

Lvery one of those 1s o suhsidhy o 10 pernat- the prodect to Lo
sold without fully accounting 1w 1t. price whiet iy true conts aic,
and one of the reasons we've o the vooryy pulioy mess we're tn now
or lack of energy polivy me s-~is we'vo nener allowed the true cost
to be included in the price of the prodoct.

We went 50 vear. mininyg Appalachia without putting the price ot
repairs in the clectricity bill, and we're doing che same thing an
the nuclear fuei cycle.  Tt's pgoing to complicate our bives cnormonsty
and 1t's mortgaging the future at the ame i,

Mr. ROSSIN: took, T den't think there's anybody in the utilits
business who wouldn't prefer to sce costs accounted for properly.  lhe
internalization of costs s something that's coming. [t's a difficnit
matter.  Obviously, 1t it were simple and very clear it would have
been done long ago, because it's to cverybody's advantage, the utility,
the consumer, the repulator, and cverybody clse.

[t's an evolving thing and it 1s-n't here yet. Al I'm saying is
that this is not a situation that's unique to nuclear power. [t's
not unique to the pewer industry. There are externalitics all over
our accounting svstem, and in time I think we'll bhegin to internali.c
these and account for them more cffectively.

Mr. VARANINT: We've made some runs in Caliturnia on supply
models, and basically we found that utilities are cost minimizers to
the extent that they see costs. The real problem now is the guantifi
cation of social costs and marginal social costs in these projects.

I do think in all fairness to them thut when we try to validate and
mimic their planning process, they in fuct did minimize costs as they
sce them.

Mr. MOSS: Well, that's a good reason for internalizing ex-
ternal costs; because, in minimizing their combination of private
cconomic costs and now internalized social costs, they will work
toward achievement of public goals.

Mr. VARANINT: Yes, the only problem is that the public scr
vice commissions are committed sort of to a continuing process in
that they load them in the front with not a fully-quantified cost,
and reully the public service commissions have some ohbligation to
continue and pick up that back-end cost as it's adentified.  So yon
may go through one whole generation where your plianning 1s off
by some factor. But I think assessing blame is 1vrelevant.  [t's
reaslly a quantification problem and an institutional problem.



Mro UALKNEN. Podon't think o' quite that casy.  When you
Hove anoactive scchrny of Jepi~lation to pass oo the costs, ds in
the huaclear Focl Assorance Act, that's oot prcking up things you
haven't figurcd out how 1o assess values tor. [ understaset and ap-
preciate the enormons crap shoot that you show these are o, when it
cuties to Figuring out whot soiwe ot these true costs dre asd having

them properly assessed, hat it hus ot Jecir o henign process,

My, MOSS: Aother example of that is the vecent proposal of
the Federal government to take over operations of the Barnwell piant
amd to invest money in bhoth waste management and fuel fabrication. A

question for Gene Varanini trom Joo furnage ot Yankeo Atomic Blectric
Company :

"Has the assessment process which you are invelved in Caltfornia
itselt been validated? 11 T uanderstand your position as one which
advocates no movement until the validatron process occurs, then | oam
persnaded by vour argument tu suggest that you halt all assessment

unti!l the impact of the commission's work 1s assessed.”

Mr. VARANINT: Fine, thank you very much.
Mr, MOSS: The open-ended nuture of this progression is of
course counterproductive to doing anything. Any comments on whether

or how the impact of the assessment process should be analyzed?
Mr. VARANINL: Continuously.

Mr. MOSS: Let me close with a couple of questions that deal
again with the naturc of public participuation:

"Public participation seems to have been defined as a number of
clitist groups in competition to establish the supremuacy of their
effective beliefs, ideas or outright prejudices. 1f so, is the term

I

‘public participaticn’ not an improper tferm to use?

"Is public participation to the Federal agencics the 'public’
{man-off-the-streect) or is it the person or organization member whu
shows up at a hearing, or is it that 'public' who you are sure agrecs
with the Federal position, but doesn't show up at your hearing? Who
are you trying to reach?"

This must be a question for a Federal employee. Anyone can
answer those questions.

Mr. CALKIN: ['m not sure ! can answer the question; I think
it was to a large extent a statement. But, let me suggest to you
that there may be a different way to do things, and 1'm seeking pri-
vate funding to try this. 1I1'd like to establish at least for a select
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dagency or perhaps o state soverement o shadoy pove aaent which would
opeciate in the evening, when the citizens oo avarlite, which would
take testiwony fres huyeaucrats,

Mr. Muss: But you must admit thai not vy cvitizen would
show up for the meciings.  You still have the probtem of 2 sclectld
group.

Mr. CAILVIN: ! wonder how many o) the ugency pzople would.

Ms. SHARPE: 1 think that it's copping out somewhat to im-

mediately copclude that the peonlc who take part in what we call
public parvticipation arce in some sense an elirist group. Do you
wean they are clitist because they are batier eaac2ted, because chey
arce richer? 0+ do vou mean that they are elitist hecause they have
4 passion on this sabject?

I was cngaged 10 an interesting do at one time. -at the height
of the period when we werce talking about partivipatory democracy.
We haven't talked about participatory democracy in the last year or
50, but during the civil right days and when the social crisis of
the cities was so high, we heard a lot about paridicipatory democracy.
Al you people who were planners were having scucthing--whose speciai
term I can't think of now--where the actual planning for areas was
involving the people who lived there. Now all thosc things are going
on, and 1f you rthink that this Is the kind of public participation
ciarried out by Sierra (lub people riding down the Grand Canyon be-
cauge they can afford to 20 on that trip, you're mistaken. It in-
cludes all kinds of people--poor people, rich people, people of i
races, people of all backgrounds- -but the basic requiremenv is thit
they should be interested.

The organization from which I come, and in which I've spent a
good many years working, mekes a definite effort in its public mect-
ings to run many of them by invitation only, nct because we want to
be exclusive but because we want to invite a cross section of the
public so that people of different attitudes and experience and pre-
judices and biases--because we all come with those--are put togcther.
They can educate each other. 1It's not necessary for us to carry this
out. It's a tremendous spectrum of people involved ia this sort of
thing.

Mr. BISHOP: I feel somewhat required to respond on the part
ot the Federal agencies to whom we view as the public.

Public participation is often bandied ahout in our conversations
in the Federal government--and also in public conversations to which
we're privy--and it often sounds like a new populism.



When you come right down to it, this nation is a democracy; and,
in a democracy, we in the Federal government are required to listen
to all legitimate concerns, because we are the public servants.  That
sounds like a bland thing to say, but 1t's true. What we hear are
the spokesmen.  So, when you ask what does i1t mean to the Federal
agencies who are public, 1 think 1t really means the spokesmen of
the many constituencics that we serve.

Mr. MOSS: This discussion will he resumed tomorrow morning
with the presentation of two additional papers, and, with one excep-

tion, the same panclists commenting and responding.

session was o adrourned.



SESSION it GUALS AND CRITERIA {Continucd)

MODERATOR: LAURENCY 1. MOSS, ENERGY/ENVIRONMENT CONSULTANT

Presentation of papers by:
MARK SHARLERIN, Resources tor the future, Inc.

GUENE RGOHT TN, Institute tor Goyvoernment Studies, lniversity of
Calitornia, Borherey

Panel discussion with:
WALTON RONGER, Nuclear Satfely Associdtes

LOES SHARPE, Former Statf {ovordinator, Lnvironmental Department,
League of Women Voters bdncation Fund

EMILIO 1. VARANIND 111, Commissioner, linergy Resources Conserva-
tion and bevelopment Commission, California

IDA HOOS, Spuce Science Laboratory, University of California,
Berkeley

[VARS GUTMANIS, National Planning Association

WILILIAM BISHOP, Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mr. MOss: I would like to welcome Walton Rodger to the pangl.
He will be substituting for Dave Rossin. Walton is a chemical engineer
with 34 yeuars experience in reprocessing and waste disposal, mostly at
the Chicago Metallurgical Lab, Oak Ridge National Laboratory. For 12
years he was General Manager of the West Valley Nuclear Fuel Services
Plant during its construction. He is now a partner in Nuclear Safety
Associates.

The first paper will be given by Mark Sharefkin, who is a senior
research associate at Resources for the Future. Mark has a Ph.D. in
economics and a Master's in economics. He is a specialist in mathe-
matic economics and econometrics, presently working on two areas: the
first, conceptual problems in evaluation of environmental risks, such
as from toxic chemicals, nuclear power and DNA and nuclear power policy;
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and secondly, applications of differential topology to cquilibrium
theory. 1 hope he talks about the first one today.

"Choosing Among Waste Management Alternatives: Relevant Criteria
and Their Implicaticns'

MARK SHAREFKIN, Resources for the Future, Inc.

Mr. SHAREFKIN: This is a session on goals and criteria for
waste management. I will begin by stating two somewhat broad goals,
and then I will turn to a discussion of those goals. The two broad
goals were implicit in much of the discussion yesterday. Call the
first cconomic cffiviency or cost effectiveness. Whatever we want
to do we want to do in the least costly way possible, consistent
with other ohjectives.

The second broad goal we might call intratemporal and inter-
temporal fairness or equity; here we mean that we believe it unfuir
to impose unreasonable burdens upon futurce generations.

Now these ure very, very broadly articulated gouls and as zlways
there are problems of specification and interpretation. [ would sub-
sume, for instance, environmental objectives within the second, or
equity, objective because environmental questions most frequently
arc essentially distribution questions. The poals of intertemporal
fairness is easy to state but hard to pin down. Fairness to the
future is a little like fairness to your children; what is fair de-
pends upon what you assume about their innocence or malevolence.

A second comment, which I ask you to remember through the rest
of the talk, is that these two objectives, like others--even some
others embodied in legislation--are conflicting or competing goals--
full employment znd price stability--it is possible that we can't
have more of one without less of the other.

This raises two questions. First, how much do we teally ..now
about this trade-off in nuclear waste management goals? Do we under-
stand it any better than we understand the unemployment-infiation
trade-off? And what can we do, if anything, to understand it better?

The second question is the following one. Suppose we had full
knowledge--not necessarily certain knowledge, but at least complete



knowtedge v probuabrbistsc sense of the possible trade-otfs between
those two poais; how would we choose waeny ther?  bven 1f we had a
very precise understanding of how mach you had vo give up in  price
stability to maintuin a certain uncaployment rate, for example, the
choice of that combination would be u decision laden with distribu-
tional and other problems.  Similarly, ie the waste management trade
off case, cven if we had a very presisz understunding of what we had -
to give up in teruws of one goal for unother, the choice would be dif-
ficult.

Now, regarding the questicit of what the trade-offs actually are;
like muny of your, @ huve Jdrawn what knewledye | have from ERDA 7643,
the document that waes referred to yesterday as TAD. 1 think there is
a good deal of information in that dJocument relating to this question
of the trade-off between competing goals. And if you think we have
troubics in the price stability-unemplovinent case, we have, in some
respects, much more dobicate probivms in these exotic hazard cases.
Whether it is nuclear waste management and transuranic migration in
the biosphere, or the DNA cxperiments, our understanding of the conse-
quences of specitic qotions is very limted.

But supposc, tor this morning's purposcs that we had a pretty
complete, if not certain, understanding of the trade-off between ef-
ficiency and cquity objectives. This would only force us to face up
to the problem of choosing a sensible combination: that choice is
the subject of my conference.

[ warin you that that paper bears the hallmark of the conceit
that thinking abont thesce guestions matters, and the conceit that
trying to sort out the criteria--often invohed implicitly in making
these cholees matters.  John Maynard Keynes very beasutifully expressed
this conceit when ke sald that ideas, and titrle else, run the woild;
and that madmen in authority were distilling their frenzy from some
academic scribbler of years past. Admittedly, this leaves one wender-
ing from whence academic scribblers distilled their frenzy.

For something like a year, T have been struggling with a mono-
graph on what the vonceptual basis for criteria employed *n evalua-
tive studies of this new breed of exotic hazards; 1 lump under that
"exotic hazard" heading nuclear wastes, toxic chemicals and pesticides.
Evaluations «f these hazards ultimately rest upon some mcisnis of pre-
dicting the consequences of specific actions and then upon some sclec-
tion of critervia tfor choosing among those consegquenc: . My etftort
has been a very simple one, to sec what criteria arc cmployed now
implicitly or =xplicitly for these choices, what I think is right
with them or wrong with them, and try to suggest wnut 1 think would
bc better.

It is easier to do this in this kind of abstraci way, becanse
you are not burdened by the history of som: of these ticlds.  As
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many of you know--much better than IT--the histery of nuclcar power
regulation in all phascs of the fuel) cycle has been in large measure
a history of rapidly shifting public perceptions and regulatory ob-
Jectives and of successive industry and regulatory accommodations to
these shifving objectives, which, whatever else we think of where we
are now, has left us a little unclear about what choices we might
have made had we decided much earlier in the game, to pursue the ob-
jectives we now hold.

Let me burden you with one more distinction. In reactor suafety,
you are dealing with low probabilities. Accidents are very rare
cvents, both in our cxperience and if we give credence to the Ras-
mussen ceactor safety studv.  And so there really is no data base to
depend upon. [t is not like air traffic safety or auto safety, wherce
"fortunately' for the analyst there are lots of accidents and lots of
data to work with.

Under these cirvumstances, two kinds ot fairness considerations

arisce, quite naturatly.  The tirst kind might be called substantive
cquirty. This is the level of actually setting out criteria for

choives among competing technical alternatives. The sceond kind of
fatroess, harder for us to discuss, might be called procedural equity,
and 1s perhaps espevially appropriate where there is no "firm data
base.' Very often, the best thing--and the only thing--one can do in
these cases is assuore that o decision process has certain desirable

propertics.

Let me now state, 10 what I fear are somewhat abstract terms,
some hroad conclusions and generalizations, and then 1 will come back
to highlight the conclusions once again. [ have a list of five here.

The first, and this is somewhat impressivnistic, relates to somc
ot the claimed special features of the exotic hazards, nuclear waste
among them.  There scem to be three such special features: one, of
the large populations at risk; second, the element of irreversibility;
and the third, the possible intertemporal or intergencrational transter
of burdens.  These claimed special features uare not reually as novel
as they scem.  ln fact, in other contexts, we huve been dealing with
problems iike this for a long time, and 1 think there is a basis for
sceing how we tordle them--how we go about thinking about them and
tiving with them,  This conclusion might be called “the banality of
eactic hazards."”

1 belicve there is a substantial amount ot evidence which is of
direct relevance te the problem of selecting criteria in these exotic
hazard cases. 1 would argue very strongly that, whatever the evidence
on risk perceptions, there 1s considerable relevant cvidence on how
individuals do accommodate risks and trade in risk, when they have to
make trade-offs.  And again, individuals have been doing this all



their lives.  For example. people who have to choosc between brick-
laying and steeplejacking choose quite carefully, because the income
differentials between these occupations arce consistent with the as-
sumption of rational choice among risk alternatives. This evidence,
I believe, is useful, in a benchmark way, for talking about some
nuclear fuel cycle hazards.

Second, returning to this criterion of fairness: are these
ideas of fairness and equity really so new? 1n a sense they are not,
because very few public policy decisions are not profoundiy distribu-
tional. It is almost truc to say that if policy decisions don't have
distributional consequences, they won't wind up in the public arena.
1 don't know of a tax question that is not encumbered with distribu-
tional censiderations: thus there is considerable evidence on hand--
from what we have done in these other cases--regarding what we think
is fair, both intratcemporally and also intertemporally: Dbecause you
can't think about taxation of capital gains--or of capital share of
income, for that mutier--without thinking about fairness.

A third conclusion is that T believe it is possible to bring

Chons claimed special features of the nuclear waste management pro-
blems within some kind ot coherent framework, so that, where there

i~ the willingness to do so, the kind of picce-meal and out-of-context
dialy sis of nuclear waste management problems and of other fuel-cycle
hazard problems that have been so frustrating and so inconclusive,
can he resvlved. Here Tomean "resolved' in a somewhat restricted
G vouo tell me what you believe about future values regarding

e Leades of D obetween energy and enviroumential risk, what you believe
o technical waste disposal alternatives, and about what you think
1 iaii o dntertemporally; then T will tell you whether those beliefs
of yours arc at all consistent with your position on nuclear waste man-

dgcmont.

I'het guestion imposes a heavy burden. But, in fuact, any time we
discuss these guestions, we are framing answers to that guestion. We
do it all the time in other nonnuclear pluces, so we may as well be
explicit about this now. 1t is forbidding, but [ think it is better
than the wext best alternative which, sadly, is incoherence.

A fourth conclusion, which 1 list as a personalized judgment, is
thet under what 1 believe are reasonable assumptions regarding the
cleuwents of the problem that have to be specified, the nuclear fuel
cycle is dominating an alternative, in the sensce that other energy
citernatives are almost worsce in almost cvery dimension.

Following these four conclusions, 1 have a fifth, which 1 will
skip over quite quickly, because 1 don't have a lot to say about it.
1 think the heart of our problem in the nuclear fuel cycle and in
wirste management., 1s elsewhere. Therz has been a great deal of talk
it some of these scssions about what has been called the lack of
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credibility or lack of trust in government. This has been depiored,
but I am a little unsatisfied with leaving it at that. | think here,
as in other places, we have systematic mismatches of jurisdictional
level and decision-making power, and systematic mismatches of organi-
zational incentives and social purposes. These, 1 think, are the
sources of some of our problems of indecision. My own belief is that
either we take on the burden of trying to rethink through what our
institutional arrangements in this are or--we have never been short
of people who will govern us if we don't govern ourselves.

One example may illustrate some of these considerations. As you
know, for many many ycars running, there has been 4 controversy over
low-level radiation releases from nuclear power plants. The standards
governing those low-level routine releases have been reduced over time.
I think it is fair to say that there is a good upper bhoundary on the
health effects of exposures at current standards. 1 think it is fair
to say that if you look at how individuals value risk in the market
where they have te make individual judgirents about risk--again, 1
emphasize that all of us do this all the time, in choosing occupations,
appliances, and almost cverything clse. It you caleulate what indivi-
duats in the aggregate ave willing to pay to reduce low-level releases,
it will be far iess than what we, collectively, have paid, in capital
coests, for those reductions.

What arc the us.s and abuses of this kind of calculation? My
conviction is that it is valuable information, in the sense of at

feast forcing the guestien: why arce these hazards special and do we
want to value them in too special a way? 1 repeat that [ oum not
arguing that the standards are too high or too low. [ am arguing

that the question at least has to be faced and 1t is not being faced
now.

My experience, over the past year, in suny other fuel cycle hazard
areas, has becen much the same. T don't think we are facing up to the
gquestion ot what, if anything, is recally special about these hazards.

T will end there.

*
Mr. MOSS: Thank you, Mark. Any guestions of clarification
from the panel?
M. SHARPE: [ wonder whether Mark would go over his last point.

It is not c¢lear to me what he is saying to us about the people...when
he was discussing the aggregate ruling of some people in the market-
place, in relation to the low-level releascs.

Mr. SHAREFKIN: I assume everyvody hcard the question. Let's
enter a Jdream world, for a minute. For purposes of, T hope, clarity,
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letr's suppese that the only environmental problem associated with the
nuclear fuel cycle was the low- level reltease problem.  Suppose we, in
our collective wisdom, or any other institutionalist wus asked to set

a standard for sow-level releases. The casiest thing to say--a nice
numbes that everybody likes--is zero. They liked it in the Water Pol-
lution Control Act, although in some ways it is a physical impossibility.
They liked it in the Clean Air Act, becausc nobody wants to be against
public health.

But, all this does is defer the problem.  What kind of evidence
would you use?

You might ook at estimates of the health risks from exposure
to low-level radiation, and then you werld have to value that against
some standard -1 emphasioe might--in places where you can actually
tind cat what you and U und others are willing to sacritice in other
goods and scrvices for risk reduction.

In onr own behavior, nune of us acts consistently with the notion
that we arce willing to pay any amount to lower riskhs. We just don't
do it. We ly.  We bay lighter cars then we have to.  We ski. We do
a1l Kinds of things.

The clearest evidence of this, in my mind, comes out of context
whcere there actaally is some payment in hind.  If comebody asks me
what 1T wm willing to pay 7or risk reduction, and [ don't 1n fact have
Lo pay anything, then the question is, what would you be willing to
pay it you didn't huave to pay anything at all? To say the least, |
have an incentive to give an exaggerated answer.

When you do look at what people are wifling to pay, they are
willing to pay, at the margin, about $50,000 for a [ per cent reduction
in hazard fatality. suppose you had that fact, and supposc that--in
our dream world--there were no distributional questions. [If you figure
out what we should, on that basis, be willing to pay for a | per cent
reduction of the present standards, that will be far less than the
cost of that reduction.

That is not an argument for the conclusion that the standard is
too high. To me, it 15 useful benchmark information, in the sense
that you vome hack to people and ask them if in fact they do want to
pay this. And it nuclear hazards are valued ditferentially than other
hazards with the same consequences, then this is entirely sensible.

There are other cases where people treat hazard in very different
wiys. 1 like the risk I experience wher skiing. I don't like the risk
1 experience when 1 am driving around the beltway iIn Washington, D.C.

I don't think we have ever faced up to some of thesc questions.
Implicitly what we have done in many areas is to value nuclear hazards



very much ditferently than we value hazords of other kinds with the
same consequences.

Mr. MOSS: The second paper will be given by Sene Rochlin, who
received his Bachelor's, Master's, and Ph.Dh. degrees in physics at the
University ot Chicago. e has been associated with the Fnergy Resources
Program at the University of Cualitornia at Berkeley since 1973, working
on conservation and other areas of energy policy. Ile is now associated
with the Institute ot Covernmental Studies at the University of Califor-
nia, working on social, political and institutional issues associated
with development and wuse ot technology, and in particular with cnergy
supply and use. e has published books on scientific technology and
social change, aund was co-author and co-editor of the American Physics
Society study on eftficient use of cenergy.

rreversibility and Multipliicity: Two Criteria for the Dispusal of
Nuclear Wastes"

GENE ROCHLIN, institute for Government Studies., University of California,
Berkeley

Mr. ROCHLIN: Ruther than try to address the general, large
problem of whiat criteria and gouls should be, or what ¢ven nontechnical
aspects of neclour waste management arc or might be, basreally what |1
have tried to do is to take a very small cut through o very large pro-
blem. And I think | onght to state at the outset that the criteria,
which | am suggesting in this paper, are not meant (o he comprehensive
to address all the possible goals of waste management, but they are 2
set that address u small issue on which T feel there is possibly a con-
sensus.

That conscnsus 1s that radiologically hazardous wastes from the
nuclear fuel cycle should be separated from the biosphere, to a suf-
ficent degree and tor a long enough time, so that they present ne sig-
nificant risk to tife. Unfortunately, there would not scem to be a
consensus on the definitions of any of the words in the previous
sentence, such as, "sufficient,”™ "long enough,'™ or "significant risk."
Morcover, the impossibility of predicting socially relevant factors
over even such short periods on the time scale of nuclear waste as
a couple of hundred of years, precludes accurate estimation of either
the probability of an accidental or deliberate breach of containment,
or the cffects of such a breach on society.




131

in the absence ot coherent goals or comprehensive regulatory
standards, the suggested methods for waste management have generally
been divided into three categories:  short-term storage, long-term
storage and disposal.

The definitions have tended to shitt from time to time, depending
on the document and what year it was issucd.  But, | would argue that
the division of what 1s properly a continuum of possible methods for
waste management to these distinet categories 1s purely arbitrary.

In fact, it one looks at the record, U appears to cevolve pri-
marily as g way to organice technical 1nformation 1n respohse to ex-
terpal political pressures.  This has emphasized the difference between
the alternative methods rather than the continuity ot the waste dis-

posal problom.

The need toer perpetual care, for instaince, for a surface storage
facility is difficolt to weigh against the probability ot re-cntry of
a spave shuttle pachage. or the possibirirty that there is an undis-
covered underwater source of ot rescervoir in a salt Jdome.  In the
first casc, the domivant fullure mode is soclal. In the second case,
the Jdominant failare mode is technical.  In the third case, the dom-
inant failure mode is informationat.

When you foous on individual methods and therr idiosyncratic
deficiencies, the debute tends to be a little incoherent, simply bhe-
cause there is no common basis for arguing about the different pos-
sibilities for tuilurc: there is no shared basis for comparison. In
this way, the commonality of goals and objectives for waste manage-
ment teuds to be obscured.

What 1 want to suggest are two criteria: technical 1rreversibility
and site multiplicity--but 1 duon't want to give the second quite as
much weight as the tirst. 1 think the first is a more lmportant cri-
terion.

Thesce c¢riterta arce to be used to orpanize waste management methods
on a4 continuum that reflect isolation from the biosphere in the face
of uncertainty. And uncertainty includes, not only geological but
soctal and political futures as well.

i use the word "irreversibility™ in this paper in a context which
is daifferent from thut as T have scen it used in other papers in the
Confercnce. I mean to use "irreversibility'" the way | set out here,
which hus to do with the way the wastes come bhack to you and not with
the irreversibility of the decision process, which is entirely dif-
ferent.

All metliods for waste management have to take into account certain
things: long-term risks, short-term risks and operational risks, and



cost. In principal, at least, or perhaps 1n principal, at most, thesce
criteria are empirically determined and then they are used to establish
standards for performance that are supposed to reflect political judg-
ments, as to safety and affordability. But, the weighing of the im-
portance of these criteria is a political decision. Tt involves social
and ethical values, political negotiations and a considerable range of
other problems, which can be resolved only through the political pro-
cess and not by technical or pseudotechnical means.

I would argue that there is a persuasive case for subordinating
both immediate risks and cost to potential long-term hazards. T take
cost to be the least important thing in waste management. As a matter
of fact, I don't even use it as a technical determinant, but as sort
of an elastic boundary condition that an adequate and acceptable waste
munagement scheme must satisfy. Once you sclect the method according
to consideration of risks, then you can screen it for cost. If you
decide it costs too wmuch, you can go look at something clse. However,
the question is what level of protection you are willing to pay for.

Affordability, price, vost--these are « flexible social and poli-
tical decislon. 1t is unlikely that costs will be prohibitively high
In waste management; people seem to agree on that.  And within this
range of possible cousts and possible rishks, you screen out hy deter-
mining essentially what you are willing to pay for how much protec-
tion.

A similar argument is made for subordinating short-term and op-
crativnal risks to the long-term ones. The immediate risks of dis-
posal operations will be borne by the same pupulation who benefit
from the nuclear power that generates the waste.  The present can weigh
both risk uand benefit and make its own decision tor itself. This
does not mean, however, that immediate risks in cost may not be de-
creased by exporting the risk. 1In fact, in many present risks, risks
are exported.

One of the famous cases of exporting risk occurs in coual, where
coul is burned at rhe power plant and the risk is exported to the
Appalachians where the miners are.  This is a standurd way of exporting
risk within a society.

But, generally, ua society has ways {or negotiating internally
how that risk is distributed. It doesn't always come out right, but
in principal it coulid.

Or, risk can be cxported to other populations. You can simply
export the coal mine altogether to some other country. And once
again, this usually works; in its most extravagant form, it is called
colonialism. But, the other populations to which you export the risk
asually huave, within thelr grasp, somc means of remedying. The future
does not.



There s a natural desire 1o windmiie rishoand cost. The only
constraints, however, on exporting that risb to the tmpotent futurce
arce moral and e¢thical ones.  So, 1t we are poine 1o watch these arcas,

we arc going to have to behave in oo manner which prosumably reflects
some moral or cthical standards.

Now, 1 suggested there are two principles ot cthiical hehavior

to be followed. The Lirst of these is one which is really derived
from an argument by Kenncth Arrow as to what the cthical obligation
of a seller i1s. Tt is to provide the fullest intormation possible.

Arrow argues that an cthical seller Jdoes not withholdd information on
the marketplace, but provides the muaxinue amount so thet people cuan
choose properly.  So, we would arpue that the fullest information pos-
sible as to long-term risks and future costs should be supplied in the
decision making. Untortunately, the futoure s nnable to act upon this
information. But, it is my belietf that this iu no way absolves us

from the obligation to provide it. 1In a sensc, we have to act for the
futurc upon that intorsation. [t s hard to Imagine how you could do
more.

The second principle s to act s0 as to wminmmlze the emount of
Irreparable harm that conld occur as a result of present decisions.
This is sort of a touchy peint, I think. It sounds very simple. Act
s0 as to minimize irreparable harm.  Buat, in fact, cvery action has
uncertain consequences for the future. 1t is not possible to act,
particularly in a political centext, when you are deualing with more
than one person, when you are dealing with groups of people, when you
arce dealing with cxtending your present into the future.

Every time your avt, cvery time youn do anything., you extend into
che future a certais whount of uncertainty, 4 cevtain amount of ir-
reversible consequence.  This doesu't arguce against the right to act,
but it does argue very strongly against both the insistence that the
consequences can be controlled, which uliimately is totalitarian, and
the refusal to take responsibhility for the consequences, which has no
ncat name, but is familiar to most of us.

I define "technical irreversibility’ in an attempt to sddress
some of these issues. Ar 1 define it as the degree to which em-
placed wastes are resistant to recovery or release, either by accident
or by the deltherate application of technology. Its significance as a
criterion is thit the more irreversible a waste disposal method is,
the more confident we can be that the waste will remain isolated in
the face of both social and technical uncertainties, as well as per-
haps, limited or incorrect information about geolopgical futures. If
technical irreversibil’ty is high, neither cataclysmic natural events
nor the activities of intelligent and technologically adept beings can
readily return the wuste to the enviruonment or return them at a rate
which would cause severe harm.
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T have o wondertul example. 1 should credit Robert Budnitz, who
is acting director of the energy-enviromment division of the Lawrence
Berketey taboratory, with this one. e said his favorite example of
technical irreversibility is when his kids drop a peanut-butter-and-
jelly sandwich tace down on o sandy beach.  That 1s pretty irreversiblce.

But, it is reversible in the sense that you could, in principal,
go in there with a tweezers and a magnifying glass and get the sand
out of the sandwich. There is nothing to prevent you from doing it.

[t is just that the social cost is too high.

My ravorite example of o socially irreversible act--it has been
sugeested to me that one good example is to create a burcaucracy--but,
my favorite cxample is the pirate practice of burying a treasure in
some descerted spot and kitling everybody who knows where 1t is.  That,
mechanically, is not a very 1rreversible process.  You can dig o hole
and you put the treasere noand you cover it up; but socially it is
very irreversible, hecause what you do is destroy the knowledge which
15 required, the information which is required to allew the retrieval
to oveur. S0, accidental discovery is unlikely, since a deliberate,

but unguided scarch has o low probability ot success.

Irreverzibrloty 1: proposed as o criterion to provide some degree
of security apainst breaching of containment and failure of isolation
in the tace of unknown social, political, and cultural developments;
and to provide the greatest pussible security against the release or
misuse of these materials by any agent not cquipped to recognize or
cope with the danpers.

Now, this is sort of an arrogant position on my part, that 1 am
voing to sit here amd be able to identify in the tuture who is going
ta he able to know cuough about a nuclear waste disposal site so 1
will allow them to go in there and tuake the matertals out.

ATl } can respond is this: we can extend our knowledge and say
that, well, we know cnough about society to know if a culture in the
future, and this could be 10 thousand to 50 thousand yeurs from now,
develops roughly along the lines we have, then about the time that
they develop, tor instance, deep-rock mining techiniques, we expect
that roughly they will have ITecarned so many things. Since we will
have removed most of the fissionable materials, we cannot be as con-
fident that that socicty, when it develops in advance technology, will
understand or cven be fumiliar with nuclear and radiological materials
in the conmcentrated torm we have. Now, | can go that far. I ecan't
go much further.  But, you can se< that with o little careful thinking
you can try to extrapolate technicatl development as we know 1t and pro-
vide some security.

Stability against peolopical change is a minimim requirement for
site selection. It is generaily assumed that one is poing to look for



a site which s goolugrcally correet and geologically adequate.  Bat,
the degree of veversibility also depeands on the amount of attention
that a sitce might draw, by its geological festures or by identifiable
artifacts. dIntelligent life is notoriousiy incautious, particularly
when indalging its curiosity. Censtruction of o lurge concrete mau-
soleum, for example, would practically guarantec an invasion of the
site. 1 can't think of anything that would be more attractive to
somebody whe is playing around and says, "Gee, | wonder what is in
that luarge maasoleun?" On social prounds, T hold that to be quite
reversible.  In fact, additional irreversibility cannot be provided
by warning messages, symbols, or Jlubels.  You can't assume that even
4 society that has the technofogy to undo irreversible storage will
know cnough about radivuactivity to procecd cauriously, or that they
will be able to decipher g message they can’'t read.

And again, 1 e o lavoriate example--bincar B, a languasge which
was arvound for many thousands of years, and which in fact took 50 years
to decipher.  There is a wonderful buuk by John Chadwickh called, "The
Decipherment of Linear B They had alt these jars, and my favorite
story 1s, supposc the tahels on these jars said 1o Linecar B, "These
Jars contain a tervibie deadly porson and it you open them you will
drop dead.”  This is the sort of thing that you can do when you try
to provide lubels.

Technical rreversibrlity, then, - detined by o combination of
social and physical «lements. 1t 1s supposed to measure both the size
and the sophisticationof g technology or natural mechanism that would
return the waste to the biosphere in o tities er at rates that would
be radiologically signitficant. [t does tend to correluate fairly well
with scientitic and technical aptitude with sophistication in othe
things.

Okay, so0 you pget yourseltf o technically iirveversible site.  Why
have 1 put a sccend criterion wmultiplicity--when we could a1l go home?
The answer 1s, I am not all thet confident that we hnow what we are
doing. ‘There as always golng to be a certain amount of uncertainty
as to whether the method you chose for waste disposal is technically
sound. Or, In fuct, whether you have been able to think through all
the possible ways by which a site might be hreached.

I a single-site, single-technique method is used, you get the
question:  How streng does a basket have to he before you are willing
to put all of your eggs into it? One way to handle this is to provide
a lot of bashets and spread your eggs among them. The provision of
additional baskcts has two dimensions--multiplicity of sites and
diversity of options. I will address "options” a little later; this
corresponds to saying maybe all the baskets that 1 designed will fail
simultaneously and for the same recason, so maybe 1 ought to build three
or four different kinds of bashets as well. The purpose in cither case
15 to hedge against uncertainty and ignorunce by means of redundancy.
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For instance, the irreversibility of many types ot geological dis-
posals could be increased by making the number of sites very larpe.
This would reduce the potential risk due to the breach of any single
one.  An alternative approach might be to collect many years of pro-
duction, get a giant site, mahe it so deep and so strong and so rein-
forced that you are absolutely sure that that site is not going to
be brewched.  However, if you are wrong, the consequences are very
high. [ would hold that under the specified conditions, multiple
emplacement confers more technical irreversibility by my definition,
in the face of uncertainty as to social and geological futures.

it may be arvpgoued that in fact, by doing so, you increase the pro-
bability that somcthing will be released.  And this is entirely pos-
sibhle. 11 you have a whole lot of sites, you may be guaranteeing that
one of those sites will fail.  And then one has to look at the Jdamage
that is done, and ask whether there ts almost certain probability
that there witl be a lTow-level release.  Fssentially, it is the trade
oft hetween the Dw-probabitity, high-consequence aceident and a
whole serics of aot-too- Tow-probabitity, but not-teo-high-consequence
aveidents oither. You have to look at the inventory in the sites
betore you can makhe the Jdecesion. Tt depends on when you predict the
time. what the release of matervial s, how many people you may think
will ttve in the area, and o whole namber of other things.

Multiplicaity ot site does not, of course, provide sccurity against
fundamenti) conceptual or Jdesign crrors. 1 you arce tfundamentally
wrong about what you think about contaimment, you haven't gotten any
thing by making a lot of them; but it does roduce the conscequences of
deliberate or inadvertent action of intellipent }ite,

Both technice! dereversibility and site multiplicity are desivable
criteria for cevaluating waste management alternatves, and they can be
tused in some way to screen them.  For any type of bucledr waste, a sct
of combinations of the two criteria can be determined that bounds the
region of acceptable waste management.  That is to say, | will set a
minimum condition for irrcversibility and for multiplicity as a combina-
torial factor and say, this is my minimum, anything which exceeds this,
I start looking at other criteria to cevaluate it.

It should be kept in mind, however, that our obligation to the
future is also supposed to extend to the preservation of option uas
well as to the prevention of harm.  We have an obligation to try to
avoid irrveversible vonsequences of our actions. In that case, it may
be morce desirable to dispose of the waste by a method that is not
entirely irrceversible. For instance, a method as roughly irreversible
as present uranium ores for disposing ot spent fuel, would essentially
say, "Okay, 1 have no present use for spent fuel and 1 don't want to
reprovess, why are my only alternatives to throw awiy or reprocess?!

Why not put this in what amounts to an artifically-created ore



bed and say to the future, "You can po pol the plutonium out of the
ground, with not too wmuch wore time and eftort than we spent with
getting the uranium out for our fucl cycle.” Or perhaps, you want
to say, "Maybce you ought to be a bittic more curceful with the plu-
tonium than [ was with uranium.”

But, whatever you want to do, emplacement is possible that is not
beyond potential recovery; i1t would entail considerable cost and cef-
fort, it would not be impossible.

And again, these criteria could be used to screen that, to set
up the line which is ronghly comparable with present ores.  Somewhere
in this range, between the minimal acceptable and the maximum irrevers-

ible, there arce methods which exist.  You can then look among those
methods according to your secondary criteria, operational safety, cost,
and miany others.  Basically, that i1s my suggestion.

As for diversity of option, it is supposed to provide you with
more than one way in case you have a fundamental design error. What
does cquivalent between two options mean?  On this criterion scule, 1
hopce that you can say both of these uare roughly cqually irreversible,
if tor different reassens. 1 like them both about equally well, and
why don't we split the waste between both of them, perhaps? On this
sort of continuum criterion screening, along these or similar lines,
1t might be possible.

I have suggested two criteria, which have been constructed speci-
fically to address the reduction of future risk in the face of inherent
ancertainty and to provide for safe disposal without requiring the
guarantec of future ability to recognize, detect or repair areas of
failurces.

Decisions as to how to apply or weipgh these criteria, in conjunc-
tion with other wastc management criteria and goals, rest ultimately
with socicties and their governments. My purpose has not been to pre-
cmpt the process, but to try and construct the frumework that facili-
tutes consideration of the cthical and normative components in a con-
sistent and systematic way.

As with muny other human activities, the production of nuclear
power entalls risks for future generations who have no voice in the
present.  On that account, their welfarc should be carefully con-
sidercd. It is not within our power to puass on to the future a world
unchanged by our residence in it, nor is it cledr to me that we have
an obligation to do so. But, as our every act affects the future pro-
foundly, our minimum cthical obligation is to examine the conscquences
most thoroughly, to acknowledge them openly, und to minimize the poten-
tial for irremediable harm
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That obligation is not satistied 1f we lmpose upon the future
an obiigation to provide for social institution stability, which is
unprecedented in history, or if we attempt to trunsfer the responsi-
hility for repair or clecan up trom our shoulders to theirs.

There is no ethical or moral basis for placing social und tech-
nical requirements and obligations on the future for the sole purposc
of protecting them from our actions. The obligation to consider the
effects of errors in our techrology or in our judgment to provide
for inability to guarantce future technical performance, and our obh-
vious inability to guarantce social stabtlity and cultural continuity,
in fact, rests with the present.  And my basic premise is that an
ethically sound waste manugement policy should have criteria in it
that not only reflect our knowledge and our skills, but in fact, our
limitations as well.

DISCUSSION PERIOD

Mr. MOSS: Ay questions of clarification? 1f not. we can
open the discussion to suabstuntive guestions and comments.

Mr. VARANINT: I would ltike to make = few comments concerning
what T think this process is all about, and some of the confusion that
may be going through the minds of the public that are here to observe
the process. T think it may be a result, somewhat, of the latest pop
kind of academic investigation--a concept called *quantum logic.®
That is that man's thinking processes must he expanded beyond lincar
and sequential thinking. 1ts historical equivalent is saying that
Aristotle is to logic as Archimedes is to the quark or other unknown
components of basic matter. So, basically, 1 think, what you have
been presented with, and what we are presented with on this panel,
is sort of a gestalt. Where are we right now? What are we trying to
do here? And what arc we going to do that the next panelist can re-
act to?

What we have done 1s, we have separated technology from policy,
goals from process, and process from implementation. We ure being
subjected to sort of an cconomist's approach to tell us that praedial
optimal transactions, which don't take place in the real world anyway,
can't cven thecretically denl with intergenerational transactions,
or transactions between us and our grandchildren.



So, it scems to me, what we have to do is go back to yesterday,
to the process that we were cxposed to and which received, I think,
significantly short shritt. ‘tThe NRC paper of yesterday represents
the best way, in my view, to avoid enslavement of policy by theorctical
cconomic considerations, including intergenerational optimality,
hoteling rents, and other such processes where economic scarcity can-
not exist, by definition; yet resource scarcity resides, because of
reality.

I prefer to discuss the uniqueness ot the process that the NRC
task force set forth, and to expand on the resuits of their study.
You don't have that study before you; .ind so, in essence, you have
been asked to rcact to somcthing that you haven't seen. So you have
been subjected, in some sense, to a verbal biarrage from a multiplicity
of viewpoints without understanding, 1 think, ihe basic thematic docu-
ment to which this panct is being asked to react.

I personally applaud and support the NRC tash torue paper because
real-werld decisions have to flow from intuitive models rather than
hiked quantitation. And basically, at least, this intuitive model
sets forth explicitly what its assumptions are. I think that if we
sct forth that intuitive modct, then the second group which we are
going to discuss--organizations and responsibility--will have some-
thing to talk about relative to goals and policies. And finally, the
third group, which is going to talk about possibility and impossibility
to implementation, will have something to react to in seoauence.

And, at least, | will be able to go away from this conference
with an idea that we went from A to B to C in terms of process. This
report by the NRC rask force is very blunt and very tough. It will
be heavily resisted. And I think it is up to the people that are
here today to support it because if such support is not forthcoming,
we will have merely another stcreotype of the historical stalemate
that is going on currently in nuclear power.

Secondly, 1 want to make sure that you understand, you in the
audience understand, the significance and the importance of this NRC
document. Believe me, as a person who has to intuit to some form of
reguliation, which we glowingly refer to as the Socratic method of
regulatory processes, I think it really does sect forth some very,
very impoirtant things. They are things that you should react to,
think about, and in my belief, you should support. You should par-
ticularly support them if you have been critical of the public in-
volvement and the credibility of the process.

it is very difficult to try to go through this thing. but it has
some very pithy comments in terms of policies. Mr. Chairman, at your
direction, I think it might be relevant to try to summarize them
again, o that they can be refreshed in terms of where these policies
may fit, where we may be going and how tre next panecl interrelates,
one to the other.
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Mr. MOSS: I would like to take some time to dJdo that, but 1
prefer to do it towards the end of our time today than right now. |
think we ought to address a few questions to the authors.

I would especially like to ask Gene Rochlin to comment on how
the criteria he listed and the trade-off he described--for example,
the trade-offs involving probabilities of releases and consequences
of releasces in deciding on an appropriate level of muttiplicity--how
one would make decisions about things like that. Would you regard
this largely as an intuitive process, or as a process in vhich an
attempt was made to quantify these probabilities and consequences?

Mr. ROCHLIN: ! think that is a rather difficult question and
L am afraid the only answer | have may be a bit lengthy, but there
arc a combination of fuctors that enter.

In terms of the guantity of materia' for a waste site and the
effects on life, and vou have the ubility to go in with quantitative
methods as best you can, you can try to determine thut there are ten
to the minus sixth curies per c¢c and one thirty-seventh in this site,
or something like rhat, and if it is released at year 442, how many
curies will there then be? How much biological damage does that do?
And from that you cvan start to estimate what it would be.

But the problem you run inte and the reason why the quantifica-
tion never works is the next assumption you make--where the people
are and what are the pathways? The method has to be applied differ-
ently, 1 think, to dif'terent kinds of waste. For fission products
in short-term, short-lived thiags, you can behave fairly confidently
about your pathways and your population distributions and try to
caleulate effects and iwpacts and then use that as a screening to go
back and Jdetermine some of the parameters for the irreversibility.
You can determine for short turms, relatively short terms, into the
tutare. You can behave with some confidence about the degree of ir-
reversibility of your emplacement, But as the times get longer, your
uncertuainty increases and you have to start behaving more, what 1 would
call, psecudo-quantituatively, which means, you act us if you know,
hut in fact what you ure doing is behaving relatively intuitively.

Now, intuition can be guilded, certainly. We have the classic
cases of salt formation. As someone said, it has existed for several
hundreds of millions ot years, and so you are relatively contident
that it 1s going to exist for the next 10 and for the next thousand
and perhaps for the pext million. Your confidence in that informa-
tion essentially decreases with time. Again, that depends on the
formation.

[t :ock formation is your contidence in predicting the tuture

trom the past is higher because you have 2 quantitative erosion mech-
anism for deterioration, you can start calculating how fast could



anything go wrong. And again, you are behaving as it you counld
quantify--and my warning is that, in fuct, you behave intuitively in
a lot of circumstances where you would tike nnt to behave intuitively.
And what should not be donc is to pretend that that intuition is in
fact not intuition at all but calculation.

Mr. RODGER: I would like to say a couple of things about this
whole process which Dr. Rochlin is talking about, which I think is
really very interesting and very good. There are two terms which are
used in your paper--isolation and containment--and you seem to use
them interchangeably. We all do this, and [ believe they should be
defined quite separately, and I will do so in just a nioment.

And “her there has been a theme running throughouut here that the
tong-term problem far outshadows any short-term problem. And [ think
this is wrong, vastly wrong, and I would like to explain why.

First, for the definitions: 1 think "containment' means keeping
the waste within the confines of whatever place you put it. And "iso-
lation'" refers to the selection of that place in such a way that it is
hard to find. They aren't the same thing.

Now, [ believe that an awful lot of the thinking about this whole
waste disposal problem is confused because we lose sight of what our
goals really are. Very simply put, T think there are two goals, and
we are trying to do one or the other or both...probably both. The
first goal is, you are trying to assure that the public is adequately
protected in relation to its supplies of air and water. And the
second goal is that you are trying to protect an individual from harm
to himseif by intruding into that waste.

These are two very different problems and T think we get into
trouble because we treat them as one. The first goal, that is the
protection of the air and water, and that means for all times thuat
that is a sine qua non. If a method that we want to use can't do
that, you can't use it, that is all there is to it. But you should
recognize that this goal doesn't demand isolation in the way 1 just
defined it, and it doesn't require absolute containment. It requires
containment along the lines of the definition which you gave in your
paper, that is, that the degree of containment must be high enough so
that it gets back slowly enough and in small encugh quantities so
that the air or water is not contaminated ¢r made noxious.

You make the point that there is a difference in different kind
of wastes and 1 agree with that. But for most of the waste that we
seem to talk about, with the exception of pure transuranic wastces,
the achievement of this goal, the protection of the air and water, is
completely dominated by the fission product coantent...



For wastes of o reprocessing vragin, this domnation s typreally
by factors of o ‘Ywmdred to o thousand And this means that the de-
mands of the system to mect this goal ave a tactor of o hundred to a
thousund greuter for the tission product content than they are for the
transuranic content. it also means that by the time Uhe transuranic
content becomes controlling--which 1s a matter of two to three hundred
yeurs, something of that sort--the hazard potent:al for meeting this
goul has dropped by that same factor of a4 hundred to a thousand.
Furthermore, it has dropped down to the level of the ore body from
vhence it originally came.

1 believe it should be possible to maintain some degree of control
over a site for some, perhaps all, of that time, and to assure that
yo. have indeed provided the degree of protection thuat you think you
have. And by that 1 don't mean simply that nothing has happened in
the two tu three hundred years, but that you have been auble to make
enough measurements to narrow your uncertainty band in your calcula-
tions so you can say indeed it is behaving the wiay we expected.

So it seems to me that 1f you provide a system which mects this
goal for this period of time and until it has decayed down to the
levels of the ore body from whence it came, you have provided it for
all times. 1 find it very difficult to conceive of a process, geo-
logic, galactic, any way you like, that will now disperse it in such
a way that it does not involve the use of either large amounts of
energy, large amounts of diluent, large amounts of time or combini-
tions thereof, and that the concentrations will then not be all that
bad.

So, the primary goal, that of protecting the air and water, is
a short-term problem, and I apologize for talking about two hundred
years as a short-term, but it is the short-term as opposed 1o the
long-term problem. And note that the criterion that is i1nvolved here
is the inventory of the amount of material that you put away. And this
argues, in a way, for your multiplicity of sites.

Now, the second goal--that of protecting individuals from harming
theuselves by intrusion. This is dictated completely by the long-
term complements; the transuranic complements. We could assume, really,
rather than fight about how long that should be, that anything that
hasn't decayed in a hundred years ought to be considered stable and
there forever; and we treat the problem for the end of the hundred
years as though it were going to be there forever.

1t is here that it is important to provide isolation. You want
to keep an intruder from getting into the material. And what counts
is how much of the material, how much the activity might get into the
intruder. There is a physical limit to how much he can take into
his bodr and, therefore, that needs to be followed through to see what



145

can happen to ftim. fn this instance, the amount of material doesn't
matter; whitt matters is the concentration of these long-life materials.

For the rirst problem, which in eff.ct disappeuars ir a few cen-
turies, we arce worried with quantitics. For the second problem, that
which in eftect goes on forever, we are worried about concentrations.
I we make that distinction, we will be able to break this problem
Jdown tnto soluble portions. I recognize that the public doesn't per-
ceive the problem this way, but I say that is because we have failed
to desceribe the problem properly. And T don't blame those who have
blown the problem out of proportion, [ blame us technologists who
have let it happen.

Mr. ROCHLIN: Let me react to the first part of that first.
I agree with you and | am sorry if I gave the impression in the paper
that isolation and containment should he treater interchangeably; in
fact, they are two quite different things. Again, both of them con-
tribute to what you want to do and, in fact, you may choose a different
halunce between isolation and containment depending on what sort of
wistes you are getting ~id of. 1In a sense, for the high-level waste
disposal and salt, as we discussed yesterday, there is no containment--
rcally, it is isolation--because the containers, per se, disappear.
The idea is that it is in the salt bed where it is fairly remote.

However, on the other points, I am a bit reluctant to open too
many cans of worms, but--okay. I think the statement that it decays
to the level of the ore body from which it came, is a deliberately and
maliciously misleading statement that has been constructed by artifi-
cially taking the volume of the entire disposal area and averaging
the concentrated packages of radioactive wastes over that volume.

1 have seen the calculations and I have seen the papers that do
this. It is true that the fission products in less than a thousand
vears decay away to harmless levels. They decay way below the natural
0.2 per cent uranium ore before a thousund years. Somewhecre around
six or seven hundred years, more or less--it depends on whose calcula-
tions you use--somewherc out there in the several-hundred-year region,
a4 cross-over occurs where the actinides and their daughters take over
as the leading terms in risk and hazard indices. (And | am accepting
the present ICRP values, which T am told may be revised upwards by a
factor of five this year, but a factor of five isn't going to hurt
one way or another.)

At one million years, out...a high-level waste, solidificd pachage
according to some calcination and vitrification process...you have to
tahe an average number because the densities aren't always the same. ..
the hazard index in cubic meters of water to dilute thut waste to the
radiation concentration guidelines is something like three thousand
times higher than the 0.2 per cent uranium sandstone ores, and some-
thing like a couple of hundred times higher than four per cent uranium
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ores; in fact, out of the million years, it is roughty comparable to
pitchblende.

Pitchblende happens to be a very hazardous substance. ‘Tthere are
more radiation deaths recorded than weren't identified, because they
occurred largely in the past. There are more radiation deaths recorded
from accidental mining in the vicinity of pitchblende, particularly
in Czechoslovakia than there are ftrom any other cause of radioactive
death or 1llness with the exception of nuclear war.

The point is, thut when you drill into these formations, you drill
into the pockets. You don't necessarily Jdrill into the average forma-
tion. And unless you are planning to grind the waste up and distribute
it uniformly throughout the bed, then T will wpecity the RCG hazard
index is as low as that of the ore from which 1t came. But, in the
present disposal method, it is like a plum pudding and it is not fair
to say that each spoonful of pudding contains .001 plums; you either
hit a plum or you don't.

Mr. RODGER: You are still missing my point, Gene, and that 15,
that from the standpoint of the protection of public water supplics,
the concentration doesn't matter. It Is only the total quantity that
1s there.

It is true that we took the material from u fairly large vaolume
and compressed it down into a small volume and it is because we did
that, that indeed, the concentration 1s higher. Bat, the fact that
we have done it does not change the relationship to the drinking-water
problem...But the peint | am trying to make is thut we are dealing
there with a problem which involves individuals, not populations. And
it is only that a problem which extends beyond a relutively modest
time into the future, that the sort of thing thiat one tends to try to
use the word ''catastrophe' about, which I would say hud to involve
large groups of people, does disappear in this two- to-four-or five-
hundred year period. The concentration problem doesn't disappear for
ever, really, in all practical terms. [ am trying to get us to sep-
arate the problem into its two pieces which ure quite different.

Mr. MOSS: Before 1 call on Ida, do you find that a satis-
factory presentation of the problem, Gene?

Mr. ROCHI.IN: 1 don't have enough major disagrecments with
that to make it worth picking it up now.

Ms. HOOS: Well, it may be totally out of order for a peon
on the panel to make this kind of comment right now, but 1 should
really like to say that from my observation of what we are doing, we
sound very much, to me, like the gentlemen of Hindustani in that we
are all looking at the elephant and we are all seeing it differently.
We are all in the right and we are all in the wrong and we are going




to vontinue to be for the rest of the morning.

Therctore, | reastly should Titke to do something that may be
totally inappropriute, and that Is to suoggest to our chairman this
morning that we do owe something to posterity at this confercence.  And
we should tuke somewhat wore seriously Gene Varuninl's suggestion that
we try to move ahead somewhut and luy the groundwork, so the coming
sessions will be totally fruittul, instead of, at this point, retreading,
going back to what we know alrcady and what we will only be finding more
right and more wrong about before the morning is over.

Mr. MOSS: I do like this ldez of going back to the goal study
and maybe cven reading individual goals that are in the study to get a
pancl rcaction to them. 1 don't think the audience has that in front
of them, and they can get a flavor for the specifics and the reaction
of a diverse group of people to individual goals, if we followed that
procedure. Do you have a suggestion to make?

Mr. VARANINL: I think that the very debate that was just going
on here--if it is a debate--between the technical people, is sort of
an Indication of onc¢ of the things that the goals report tries to dJdo.
{ am a generalist and when someonc asserts that we put all the uranium
or all the waste on a highway from A to B, it is four feet high, versus
someone else saying it is two garages tull by the year 2000, I have to
take the technical people somewhat at their word untit 1 do some kind
of my own investigation.

I think the important thing is that the gouls reporet scts out not
just goals. One of the things we found was that there tended to be
sort of two schools of thought in how to proceed in these matters.

One is the planning school; what you do is you say, "We will have a
plan on waste disposal; we will acopt a plan and then all decisions
will be taken in accordance with the plan.”

1t is the biggest legislutive drafting cop-out known to man.
And you will see all kinds of things done that way.

The other way is a process; one in which these kinds of debates
cuan be resolved and the process itselt can be described as being
cither fair or unfair. T think that the report by the NRC task force
is misnamed; it is not just a goals report--it really recommends a
process. 1 would hope that the chairman would want to go through and
set forth that process so the people in the audience have an under-
standing of it. And--T hope to God we get the thing out sooner or
later so that they can comment on i1t at their own leisure.

Mr. MOSS: Well, let's follow up on that by reading onc of
the first recommendations of the goals report which does deal with
process, and get a reaction from the different panelists. 1t reads
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as follows: "Provedures shall be estublished that can be used to
ussess thoroughly the issnes involved i1n making decisions regarding
nuclear waste muanagement and to furnish opportunities for full par-
ticipation by the public in the decision-making process."

There is a footnote explaining what is meant by public. It is
"groups or individuals that have a particular. interest in the out-
come.” There is 2 sub-recommnendation under that: '"The existence
of scientific, technological and organizational uncertainties in any
waste management system shall be made explicit along with the logic
and procedures used to address these uncertainties.' Comment?

Mr. VARANINI: 1 would like to comment on what precedes that--
the finding that the conceptual framework and the data basis for
generating regulations on waste management are deficient.

It seems to me that is the real reason--what we are here for and
why we are proposing something: Is this something new or is it an
agglomeration of current' rules, regulations and processes?

The report savs that the present system is deficient, that un-
certainties will remain on such fundamental technical issues as geo-
logicability, isotopic migration and even greater uncertainties in
terms of nontechnological aspects of the system; | think that is an
important first premise and I happen to agrec with it substantially.
As a matter of fact, we are mandated by law in California to assume
that posture. So, I think it is a very important first premise and
I think that that tirst goal is reacting to that first premise.

Mr. MOSS: Do .1y panelists disagree with the first goal that
I read?
Mr. RODGER: I disagree at least with part of the interpretu-

tion of it. There are indeed some extensions of existing both tech-
nology and regulatory frameworks that need to be done. But, the
implication that there is an almnst starting from scratch, is certainly
not correct. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has in place and in
being ways of developing and administering regulations, and while they
may indeed need to have some extension and additions to handie the
special portions of this problem, they are not completely starting
from scratch. As far as the technological base is concerned, we have
so0 much of it that we are offered a multiplicity of choices and we
might be better off if we had a few fewer. So 1 don't agree with the
implication that we are starting off from a very deep hole in the
ground. We may be starting off from a depression, but 1 would dis-
agree to that extent.

Mr. MOSS: But that implication is not in the goal statement
itself.



Mr. RODGER: No, 1t is not in the goal statement itselt. Tt
tends to e in the additironal material which Mr. Varaninl was re-

ferring to.
Mr. MOsS: Mark, you had « comment?

Mr . SHAREFKIN: Yes. Gene Varanini, 1 am a little mystified
by some of your comments. Are you saying that whatever outcome that
process arrives at, that on some intuitive or other basis, you would
find that outcome acceptuble, irrespective of whatever criteria you
may feel are applicable in these situations?

Mr. VARANINI: I think we may share a common base of mysticism
because 1 am as mystified perhaps as you are at some of the comments.
But, being Italian, | guess my intuitive tendencies may be a bit
stronger than others. What | am saying is that the process has to
resolve real issues. You can't sit down aund design artifical or
abstract criteria and then reach a conclusivn that the conciusions,
basically, the process is that resolution of technical and policy
conr'licts. You don't know what they are and I don't know what they
are. That is the highest degree of clitism that 1 can think of--to
assume I know everything about everything and 1 will resolve the issues
by a set of criteria.

What 1 am saying is you have to have a process which engages the
issues and then you resolve them. We have only had about thirteen
hundred years of resolving some of these things in commen law, so
people don't beat on each other with sticks. It seems to me that that
conflict resolution has been reascnably well done; however, it is
evolutionary and the final step in evolution is extinction. 30, I
would just say I would prefer to put it in terms of criteria and pro-
cess. And I don't mean to be pre-emptive about it.

Mr. MOSS: But you are giving more weight to legitimate, open,
accessible process than to the specific objective criteria dealing
with a particular problem?

Mr. VARANINI: I think the process is sort ot the first pluce
that then erodes or evolves, depending on which definitiun you prefer,
into a routinized kind of process. 1 think it is this idea that some-
one perhaps didn't think about the steuam prohlem of a tloating reactor
going through the bcttom of the vessel into the sea. You hnow, sort
of a common iaymen's kind of interpretation of that problem. But,
the common understanding 1s that somcons didn*t think about it--or
if they did, they didn't include it in the paper--and things like that.
You tend to fill in a lot of those holes and it really reduces the
technical arrogance of many of thesc processes.

Mr. MOSS: Well, T think it is a good peint that is often
overlooked. Many of our panelists have stressed it--that feelings of



dissatisfuction with the process may be as important, or more impurtant,
than puarticular objective criteria and dectsions.

Ms. 1I00S: Une ot the things that we looked at very closely
in the process, which is what Gene is tatking about, 1s the way in
which decisions have been made.  And the methodology.  As you know,
the core of the methodology is cost-hencfit analysis. And cost-
benefit analysis has certain Kinds of built-in rigors and limitations.

[ was interested to read Lynn White, the historian, and his view
of cost-benefit analysis as applied retrospectively. You can sce how
terribly wrong you could have heen if, for example, in the puast you
applied cost-benefit analysis to sume of the things that we take very
much for granted in our civilization today.

l just want to tell you two of these. Once you translate these
into future terms, you can see really on what shaky grounds you are
in sticking too closely to the rigors of the mathematical model thuat
you develop when ycu do the standard cost-benefit analysis, that cer-
tain things have to he plugged in and have to {it, and the rest is
totally a procrustean thing.

Procrustes was the innkeeper who had an inn; and the hapless
traveler who happened to get there, if he fitted the bed, that was
fine, but if he wasn't quite big enough to fit the bed, Procrustes
stretched him to fit it, or if he were too long, the ends were cut
off. This is the Procrustcs method and that is cost-benefit analysis
in the present mode.

Lynn Whaete in his speech, to his historical society, suggested
that it would be a very interesting exercise to apply cost-benefit
analysis to the development in Salerno of brandy, the distilling of
brandy out of wine, because at that time this was considered about
the greatest thing that could have happened in medicine, becuause
brandy was very useful for curing dandruff and tics and ¥fallen urches
and rheumatism and just about any problem known to mankind. And so
this was great. But, within the next 500 years, liquor and hard
liquor had become such a scourge in northern Europe that already in
Frankfurt am Main vhere were all kinds of regulations and ovrdinances
about drunkenness and the problems of the drunken person.

Lynn White brings it up to the present day and asks you, the
reader, to do a little bit of a cost-benefit analysis about the con-
viviality that is contributed by having liquor at meetings such as
his. ! won't say unything about present company. On the other hand,

he also took you out and let you look at the carnage on the highway.
This was just one example.

Another example that he gave us was the development ot the chimney
flue as being a4 very important factor, not only in architecture, but
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in Tifestyle, to the point that the great families no longer all bived
with servants am. beasts by the tirepliace in the main hall, but in
fact, that they went ottt to different roowms. Lynn White makes the com-
ment that this had more to do with the development of the art of love
than Jid all the troubadours known to history.

1 would submit then that we have some thinking to do, not only
retrospectively, but about the futurce and the methods used. And this
methodology was cne very serious area of concern for us that comes
under this heading that Gene Varanini has mentioned in the process of
arriving at some of these goals.

Mr. GUTMANLS: Let me go back to my comment yesterday about
Bill Bishop's paper in which | expressed considerable dismay. Let me
repeat the dismay. Right now we have a statement from Miss Hoos which
says 1f we looked at cost-benefit analysis as they lookad in evaluating
the goals...let me assure you that those goals as stated right now do
not rcflect any cost-benefit analysis. For all [ know, every panel
member, perhaps, spends endless hours, months, years, agonizing about
cost and benefits of those goals. 1f so, they certainly kept them
secret, because the goals as stated do not represent any consideration
of cost and benefit.

My next comment is, apropos to this, Gene, just minutes ago in
his paper, stated to the effect that costs per se are of secondary
importance. There is a general consensus that they are not very
important in the state of affairs. 1 would like to disusgree with thut.
Perhaps they are not very important for the United States. When you
do deal with other countries, which are going to go into the nuclcar
problem area sooner or later, and already in it, the costs of disposal
are severe handicaps on them. I am really worried about it. 1 think
we should consider that particular point.

Mr. MOSS: [da, Jdid you want to respond to the point ubeut
whether cost-benefit considerations were included in these goal formula-
tions?

Ms. HOUS: 1 thought 1t was clear that we didn't feel that
under the circumstances and by the definition that we could or had to,
because the point is that what we were thinking of is the tull range
of cost and benefits over a much wider spectrum than that which is
available to any mathematical model that we have scen presented to

us.

Mr. BISHOP: l.et me make one comment and that is:  lvars, as
1 understand your predicament in reading through the goals as written,
yes, it is very brief. 1t was intended to be a summary document.
Yes, there are a lot of things that we wrote internally as working
papers amongst the groups. We are working on those now and intend to
include many ot them as appendices to the document. They weren't
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avallapdle to veu.. . tor that | apologize. The tact of the matter is
tha' we mntended at this session Lo have o summary paper.

Mr. MOSS: Let me gu oo to read another goal...lois?

Ms. SHARPE: I would like to support the stavement in favor of
emphasizing process. 1 think that all of the speakers who opened the
session yesterday and much ot what was saild earlier in the presenta-
tions yesterday, emphasized repeatedly the importance of the dealing
with the social and political side...that these were social and
political decisions as well as technical and economic decisions.

The only wny, I think, in which the social and political system can
enter into this system is through the discussion of process. I do
not see that g presentation of the uncertainties, which certainly
must enter into any sccial and political decisions, I do not see that
this necessarily means that we have to go back to square one. In
discussing uncertainties, the immediate set of things that you have
to get out of the way are the things you really know. That is the
only way you know what is still uncertain.

Mr. MOSS: Okay. Let's go on to another goal. I will read it.
"Decisions and actiens shall be based on assessments of the impacts
on both present and future physical, human, and societal enviroments.
Organizational and institutional issues shall be included explicitly "
Comment? Mark.

Mr. SHAREFKIN: Let me make one comment about® scme of the
things that have been said about analysis, because 1 think they reually
missed the point. Ida, nobody T know who does cost-benefit analysis
does it in ways that might be inferred from what you suggest. And I
think its main benefit, if any at all, has been in imposing certain
constraints on the kinds of discussion that gc on.

Now, I have trouble kiowing what & goal of this kind means in
any rteal terms. By the time that thing is specified, some tradc-offs
will have been made. My only feeling of the uses of analysis, Ida,
is that they are made in some kind of intormed way.

Could T make one comment about the question of process, Larry,
becuuse, you know, which process are we talking about? Would anybody
on this panel want to take a position that the outcome--let's say of
the licensing process that we have had in light water reactors for
many, many years now--has been a good outcome? One view of the reyu-
latory process, Gene, which I think is the process you were talking
about, is that it has been convenient to take some distributive de-
cisions that really belong as legislative decisions, and kick them
into another framework, so that the legislative responsibility does
not have to be taken. [ believe that from a basic value judgment of
representation that some decisions are properly legislative, but 1



have a 1ot ol trouble 1o the nuclear ficeld, on the basis of cxperience,
attaching any sort of validity to something that comes out of a regula-
tory process.

Mr. MOSS: I think whuat you are saying is that you are not
sutisfiod with the provuess us it exists, quite apurt from whether the
outcomes were the correct outcomes in terms of objective criteria.

Mr. SHAREFKIN: With the location of that procvess in essentiually
the poual-sctting process and the regulatory framework, no.

Mr. MOSS: To go back to this goal, does anycne object to con-
sidering both present and future environments, or having osrganization
and institutional ilssues included explicitly?

Mr. VARANINI: [ think it is important ito recall that the reason
is generally that the next panel is going to have to tell you whether
it is possible or not, or to the externt, if you mini-max 1t to the ex-
tent you can do it, or do we know how to do it? So, T think it is
relevant to make that point on all of these.

They may sound a bit blund, but my definition of process is how
in the hell do you implement them? That is process to me, and process
contains criteria. So, I don't think it is a mystical experience; 1
think it is a rational one. It doesn't seem to me you can start with
criteria unless you want to establish that criteria in private--which
is another major criticism of the current regulatory process, that
basicaliy what goes on is someone proposes a new program and then hus
to literally conduct a private transaction to explain to government
what it is they want to do. Then government makes some form aof pri-
vate decision in terms of rationalizing that new process and then
finally goes tc the public and says, "What do you think about the pro-
duct?--and, by the way, we will defend it to the death.” 5o, let's
just keep the thing in some perspective. These things have reality
in terms of what these next panels are going to have to grapple with.

Mr. MOSS: Harold Green can consider himself on notice that he
has to cover all the things we didn't resolve.

Let me rcad another goal. '"Values not easily quantifiable shall
be actively considered in the :iecision process." In other words, in-
tangibles have got to be weighed. Any disagreement with that?

Seeing none, the next one is: '"There shall be broadly based in-
volvement of interested groups, jurisdictions and citizens in decisions
and in the planning process.'" We had quite a bit to say about this
yesterday and I sensed agreement on that point.

The next one 1s: '"Other than federal jurisdictions, for example,



states and local government, shall be involved from time of inception
of ideas to implementation of the waste management system.'

Mr. VARANINI: My view on that is, if that doesn’t take place,
the states will invent a way to participate.

Mr. ROCHLIN: I would just like to make a comment at this point
that really amounts to throwing myself on the tracks of the last train
that charged through here. T think that the distinction is getting
muddied in here again about the criteria and the process, which is
something Gene Varanini set out in the very beginning. There are two
things about a process that has an unsatisfactory outcome that one
ought to think about. One is that you are unsatisfied with the outcome.
And another is that you are unsatisfied with the process. You have to
be careful not to throw the process out because something happened in
it that you didn't like. Some of these things address how the process
might be carried out, other than try to restructure the process by
which decisions are made. I think it might be very useful to try and
think about making a more clear distinction between things that are
goals in here that are meant to facilitate, improve or ciarify the pro-
cess of making decisions and other suggestions which are in fact at-
tempts to restructure.

Mr. RODGER: It is hard, it is impossible to disagree with the
gozl. Certainly the states and other groups are going to--and should
be--involved and I agree with Mr. Varanini that if you don't, the
states will invent one. I only suggest that it would be nice if we
came up with some innovative inventions which succeeded in putting
them together into a--if not a single--more cohesive and coordinated
proceeding, because we are wasting a tremendous amount of everybody's
time and effort in going over the same ground many times.

Mr. MOSS: Let me read another one. "The organizational in-
frastructure shall be able to respond successfully to both gradual and
abrupt changes in the rate and scale of activities.'” Comment on that?
Lois.

Ms. SHARPE: This seems to me to be ciinently desirable and 1

wait to hear how the next panel is going about implementing this.
Doesn't this seem to be what we might consider bureaucratic and admin-
istrative, whether on governmental administration or whether for corpor-
ate administration? Paradise would have been attained if we could
reach this goal.

Mr. MGSS: Well, at least we know which direction paradise is
in.

Okay, [ will read anovher one. '"The cellection, treatment, inter-
mediate storage and transportation of radioactive wastes shall be per-
formed in a manner that provides reasonable assurance that the public



health and setety will be protected. Procedures will be developed for
assturing that any wnintended tocirdent ot this stage can be dealt with

adequately.” There are some o those words cropping up agiain that you
veferred to before, Cene--"adequately," "satisfactorily.' Any comment?

is thac we can't do this. 1 think that is u whole other point to keep
in mind. One thing is te say that the goals arc such a level of gen-
crality that they are meaningless. And the other one is to say that
they are at such a level of generality that they are totally meaning-
ful. 1f vour vicw is we can't attain this, then you have to sturt
thinking about what the alternatives really a: both 1n genceral sys-
tems and in specific applications. 1 think it is something to keep

in mind, aut to just say the words are an inherent internal hcoiging
strotegy that can satisty any outcome,

Me. VARANINI : I just have 4 comment that, you Know, onc outcone

Mr. RUDGER: It seems to me that this particular goal addressces
operations which ure going on now. These are operations short of ulti-
mate disposal of the waste, the shipping of them, the packuaging ov
the transter of them. And they are all covered by regulation rate now.
1 don't have any objoections to the goal; bat T think this not only can

H

but is being done.

Mr. BISHOP: I would Tike to respond to that very briefly. A
point that I madce und maybe got lost ovver yesterday in my presentation,
is that where we went looking for goals was in many respects in on-going
programs by asking the simple question, "Why does the program have this
direction or focus?" There is no explicit intention to say in the docu-
ment that wmany of these goals arce not already being addressed with ex-
isting programs; they are, in fact.

Mr. MOSS: The next vne 1s...by the way, all the ones [ have
rcad so far, and the next few ones, deal with the shorter-ter pro-
blem. You remember Bill Bishop yesterday divided it into three time
periods. We will get to the Intermediate and longer-term gouals later.

VOICE: Larry, we have a question here.

Mr. MOSS: Well, i1s 1t really urgant? We have a fair amount
of ground to cover. Why don't you write a question or 4 comment down
like we arranged to do yesterday and we plan to o today, and pass it
up. And then we will attempt te cover it...The gentlemen is saying
that the method of asking questions and making comments from the
audience is not terribly effective because of the filtering process.

Well, almost any method we chose is bound to have some inequities
and some disadvantages as well as the advantages. For one thing, if
we had ecveryone present their comments and questions verbally, 1 sus-
pect we wouldn't be able to cover halt as many comments and questions
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verbally; 1 suspect we wouldn't be able to cover half as many comments
and questions as we could cover if we have un Initial screening and a
segregation of questions in the particular areas. I would prefer to
go on. Maybe, if you feel it is important, we could get back to this
when we open it up to questions and comments from the audience.

Okay. "Efforts shall be made to minimize the fraction of radio-
active wastes which are dispersed in effluent streams and to channel
as much of it as practical into a waste stream which can be captured
and contained.” I think the motive behind this recommendation is that
the possibility of transferring a waste disposal problem to an efflu-
ent problem, that is, increasing effluent to avoid the waste disposal,
should be resisted. Any comments? Ivars.

Mr. GUTMANIS: The general public still believes that there is
going to be zero effluents from nuclear activities--major activities.
This must be the wrong approach, but, the sensitivity is there. And
this goes back to the surprise of some of these goals. There is no
statement here which indicates the severity of this particular goal,
if it 1s a goal. 1Is this really accepted? By whom? 1t would be ac-
cepted eventually, or rejected, but again, the explanation is missing
here of the importance of this.

Mr. RODGER: Could 1 ask Bill a question about this particular
goal? It is not the intent, is it, of this goal to negate the consid-
erable body of existing regulation concerning the limitation of re-
leases?

Mr. BISHOP: Not at all. 1In fact, it is quite consistent with
the as-low or reasonably-achievable approach that both our commission
and the EPA have adopted in setting such standards.

Mr. MOSS: There might be some discomfort with the use of the
word "minimize." 1t suggests an approach to zero, regardless of--if
I could use the word, Ida--the "benefits" of further reduction.

The rext goal is, "'The responsibility for establishing the waste
management program shall not be deferred to future generations or to
unknown technologies.’ Comments?

Mr. GUTMANIS: Here we go again. What do they mean by unknown
technology? One technology is known and unknown, I mean, you know,
this is an nrea in which 1 am quite familiar. Look, the whole damn
thing is so unclear here, What is known and what is unknown about
technology? I am not asking for Bill tec define this thing; he cannot,
not to my satisfaction, at least. This is precisely the point T am
saying about the entire structure of goals.

Mr. BISHOP: Let me chance it. The goal was aimed at a com-
ment that we received from a number of scurces during the course of
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our rather intuitive deliberations.  Thuot comment was--that the next
generation ot technologies is going to he able to do better than today's
technelogy. The goal was cstublished to say that we should give the
best shot we can today at the waste that exist today with the technolo-
gies that we have today, und when hetter technologies come along, apply
them to the next generation of wastes.

Mr. MOSS: Could 1t be paraphrased: "Let's have on with it?"
Yes, Ivars.

Mr. GUTMANIS: et me go back aund be quite specific about this.
My problem is very simple, let me go back to Public Law 92-500--the
present cost of the Clean Water Act. uand implications of that, be-
cause it has direct problem with technology as defined. As they de-
fined technology over there with regard to the water abatemert tech-
niques, the IRS and some of the states will give you a rebate for any
capital expenditures made on those technologies which are explicitly
used for waste abatement. They will not make any rebate on those
technologies, which, in addition to abatcment wastes also incrcascs
production and so forth.

As a result of this, almost the entire effort in the abhutcnon:
area by industry right now is devoted to end-of-the-process abuatem .t
Very little, if anything, has been done about in process change, raw-
material change, changes in outputs and products, changes in processes,
changes in sub-processes and so forth, because of very silly rulings.
CEQ is upset about it; normal people are upset about it; nobody can
do anything about it. It has been passed. It has been passed, em-
bodied into 92-500. Here is the same situation. Something you said
...technology which is old and new, no definition is given. Apuain,
this type of thing just cannot be sloughed off. 1t cannot be ignored.
These things become almost a monument in their own right, cventually.

Mr. MOSS: 1 really think you Lave described a different pro-
blem, lvars. You have talked about how right now therc is a bias in
the laws that encourages investment and add-on pollution control
equipment, rather than investment in more integral solutions to the
prohlems ithat might also change production, and which could do the
job more efficiently using known technology.

Mr. GUTMANIS: No, Larry, let me explain. Working at Brookings,
we traced this thing back tor some time, and the origin of that pro-
blem, which exists presentiy, and it is a large problam, is precisely
the wording originally of some of the documents by EPA which explained
and try to define the goals, just as this commission is trying to de-
fine goals right now.

Mr. SHAREFKIN: T think therec is potential confusion, lvars.
What you are talking about 1s a technology-bascd standard, whereas
this is an omission standard und as far as I understand it, it would



not have any risk incentive effects. It is a ditferent questiosn.

Mr. MOSS: And to get back to something that Walt said, the
recommendation, basically, is that we get on with the job now of
dealing with the wastes we have and are producing now. Later on we
may choose a different method for future ways. Yes, Lois, did you
want to say something?

Ms. SHARPE: Simply that it seems to me that I have seldom
heard a discussion in «hich T thought there was more confusion. 1
think we are confused between what to do with goals, and what must be
the criteria later on that will help us to get to thesc goals. We
now bring in regulations. These are all quite different steps in
this process.

Mr. MOSS: Right. Let me go on quickly to read another one.
"The time period from generation of radioactive wastes and nuclear
reactors, other nuclear facilities, or during various activities of
the nuclear fuel cycle, to the time of ultimate disposition, shall
be minimized." There is a footnote to that pointing out that a need
is recognized, a possible need is recognized for cooling of either
spent fuel or the waste prior to solidification in shipment. Any
comment? T think it is another aspect of getting on with the job.

Mr. VARANINI: Does that mean that surface storage is gone,
even if today or tomorrow we find out that reprocessing is suspended
for a fairly long periond of time?

Mr. MOSS: I think that it is a goal that literally precludes
one outcome that is going to be argued later on in a major paper, one
that, perhaps, has more detail than these goals. do. Yes, go ahead,
Bill.

Mr. BISHOP: Perhaps there is a confusion in the word 'minimize."
In trying to make our statement succinct we may have succumbed to a
danger that the word doesn't necessarily mean to us that we will reduce
it irrespective of all other considerations, but in fact that the
guiding principle involved will ke to reduce it as much as we can, con-
sistent with other considerations.

HMr. ROCHLIN: I guess I would like to lean on that even a little
more, Bill. T am bothered by that same word '"minimize,” and would
like to strengthen the idea that there lies within the statements as
they are worded here, what to my mind are potential traps for arguing
things that T don't thirk that you meant to argue in your paper. For
instance, an argument that, whatever waste disposal method we knew
yesterday, we ought to start on tomorrow. The question of minimizing
time and minimizing waiting periods--1 think the way that these are
stated can be used too much to argue that we just ought to get on
with it regardless of evaluation.



Mr. MOSS: Yes, 1 think that this is an darea that might re-
quire further thought in rewording. Aaother one is, "To the extent
possible, ull costs of the waste management system shall be identified
and the financial resource assurced."” Along with this, a comment is
made about accepting the general principle that all costs of producing
energy shall be internalized. Comment about that?

Mr. ROCHLIN: Does that include the waste management costs
which are associated with decommissicning and decontamination of
facilities?

Mr. BISHOP: In principle, yes.

Mr. MOSS: The next one is, "The need to handle, treat and
dispose of nuclear wastes already in existence shall not dictate the
naturc of a solution fcr wastes yet to be generated.'" Would you like
to explain that, Bill?

Mr. BISHOP: Again, in being succinct, our reasoning does not
come through necessarily. 7The point here is that the waste that now
exists have had some things done to them. They have been manuged in
certain ways which muay preclude some options for their future manuge-
ment. We would like not to preclude those options for the wastces that
are yet to ve generated.

Mr. RODGER: As Bill clurified that point, 1 find no particular
problem with it at all. If the argument gets turned around to suggest
though that one is facing a vastly different problem in the future
than we have in the past, we should bear in mind that the problem
which exists is a very significant problem and we must solve it. And
I would agree though that we may apply different solutions to that
problem than we apply to wastes in the future.

Mr. MOSS: The last goal listed under the short-term aspects
of the problem is as follows: ''The waste management system shall be
designed in such a way that its operation does not depend on the cx-
istence of the commercial nuclear power system. Other nuclear fuel
cycle operations shall not impose restrictions which limit the flexi-
bility of the waste management system.' Any comments?

Mr. ROCHLIN: It isn't really possible to absolutely decouple a
fuel cycle from its waste disposal component. There has to be a
a transfer across the last interphase.

Mr. BISHOP: Quite true. The goal is addressed really at the
question during the shutdown period of the fission episode. but still
during the active use of nuclear power, namely, that as the resources
provided by the nuclear industry decrease, that should not limit the
waste management, nor should the shutdown of the last reactor keep
the wastes from the last reactor from being managed, disposed of.
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Mr. ROCHLIN: That is quite reasonable, und T must say that
didn't come through to me.

Mr. MOSS: There are a few goals listed in this intermediate
time period. The first one being, “The organizational and institu-
tional systems shall be designed so a3 to insure detection and rectifi-
cation of errors.' Comments about that?

The next one is, '""As the effects of radicactive waste management
are global in nature, the organizational and institutional systems
shall take an active part in effecting international waste manage-
ment agreements and policies."

We have a very cooperative panel that will agree to almost any-
thing at this point, I think. Maybe we will get tu a controversial
one pretty soon. Another one is, "The organizational implementing
systems shall not be self-perpetuating, nor shall they permit waste
management technologies to hecome ends in themselves, unrelated to
the needs of society.!" Of course, if you set up a governmenrt agency
for this, we have already agreed it would be self-perpetuated. Aay
comments?

"The organizational implementing system shall not be affected by,
nor require changes in the political system, nor reduce the amount
of democratic freedom, such as civil liberties.'” It is hard to argue
with some of these.

Mr. RODGER: Well, let's say I ftail to follow that one completely.
I just literally don't see that any of the things that are proposed or
likely to be proposed as a method of handling wastes are going to ser-
iously interfere with civil liberties. I think that whole thing should
be removed.

Mr. BISHOP: Once again, Walt, it is not a case that we are
implying that the presently proposed solutions would, in fact, violate
those goals. I think most of us would agree that everything that is
today proposed would, in fact, meet that goal. What we are suggesting
with that goal is that some of the implications of the present systems
be institutionalized by their mere articulation.

Mr. MOSS: The next one is, "The normal state of the waste wman-
agement system shall be specified as precisely as possible, so as to
maximize the likelihood of recognizing an undesired and/or unexpected
cvent. Institutional mechanisms shall be created that will be responsible
for rectifying any ecrrors.' Would you like to clarify that, Bill?

Mr. BISHOP: I think the point is that when you specify the
normal state of a system, you can look for any dJeviations from that
normal state and, at an early stage, detect a malfunction, and then
respond to it.

PR
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Mr. MOSS: Okay. ‘Lhe next one is, "Adeyuate documentation
of present activities and decisions to allow future generations that
basis for action shall be provided."” To a certain extent, this might
conflict with Gene Rochlin's social irreversibility goal. Would you
like to comment, Gene?

Mr. ROCHLIN: Yes. I wasn't able to read the whole paper. of
course, but I have a section in the paper that says that that is not
necessarily so, and that what one has to do is construct the docu-
mentation and the information system to allow future generations the
repair capability with as much care as one constructs the system, so
that you don't retain the information without retaining the capability
to act on it safely. T don't think that is an impossible goal.

Mr. RODGER: One might suggest that two of the goals get taken
care of completely by following through on Dr. Rochlin's analogy.
That is, when we finally put the last of it away, then you kill all of
the people associated with the organization and then you have uccuni-
plished his irreversibility, and eliminated the group.

Mr. MOSS: The next one is, "Budgetary considerations should
not provide a determining constraint in the development, operation
or error correction of a waste management system."

Mr. BISHOP: There is a point I should emphasize on that.
This is directed at the second time period, the time after the use
of nuclear power.

Mr. MOSS: Then there is this one, '"The intermediate storage
and handling of radioactive waste shall be performed in a manner that
does not prevent subsequent treatment and handling for ultimuate dis-
position." It is hard to argue with that one, 1 think.

The next one is, '"Retrievahility of radiocactive wustes with a
technical base at least as advanced as present day shall not be pre-
cluded." What was in the mind of the task force on that onc. Bill?

Mr. BISHOP: I think it is fairly straightforward. It is ad-
dressing the sort of question that Gene raised in his point about
making the plutonium mine. But, it is also one that we recognize,
and I think stated, what we left in because we heard that statement
by a number of individuals. It is not something that we, as a task
force, uniformly accepted, but we thought it required discussion, so

we put it in.

Mr. SHARPE: Does this amount to, in a sense, a form of stock-
piling?
Mr. BISHOP: No, the point of the goal is, in fact, to allow

further flexibility in the technology in the future, and the possibility
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of recovery from errors. But once again, T point out that 1t was one
that we thought was controversial. We heard no conclusive arguments,
but we felt it needed further discussion.

Mr. RODGER: As worded, doesn't it literally call for abandoning
the idea of a real ultimate disposal and that you have to have a re-
trievability feature?

Mr. BISHOP: It would eliminate some of the options, Walt.
I don't think it would eliminate any of the options that we presently
see based on conventional mining techniques, but it might eliminate
some of the options like rock melting and such, that have been pro-
posed and are not under current intensive investigation.

Ms. SHARPE: It seems to me that in a system now where the
materials program and resource scarcity is being broadly discussed,
and in spite of having sold off our past stockpile, stockpiling is
again raising to the fore with much mini-legislative proposals and
so on, some greater consideration might be given to clarification of
this wording.

Mr. MOSS: We are almost at the end of the list and now there
are just a few goals on the isolation of the waste from the human
environment over the third period, the long period.

Let me just read a couple of them. "The waste management system
shall not require stability of social and governmental institutions
for its secure and continued operation.' Another one is, "The waste

management system shall comply with all radiation standards, criteria
and regulations established to cover both normal operations and acci-
dent situations.' And then there is another, '"The system shall be
capable of meeting the criteria in all conceivable incidences of
radiological releases." Any comment?

And finally, there are two last ones. '"To avoid the possibility
of proliferating radioactive waste sites throughout the country, no
nuclear facility shall be licensed that at the end of its operating
life, cannot meet decontamination standards, or be dismantled and
physically removed from its original site to a waste disposal site.”

Mr. BISHOP: T should clarify that with one small comment. It
is also possible to call the facility, at the end of its lifetime,
a waste disposal site.

Mr. MOSS: But it would have to meet the goals that have bezn
set out for waste disposal sites. And the last one is. "The siting
and operation of a waste disposal fuacility shall be done to avoid as
much as possible the foreclosing of future options.” [ guess future
options dealing with the use of the land in that vicinity. Do any of
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the panclists want to make some gencral comments ushout the goals we
have read? | senscd u good deal of agreement with these gouls, at
least in principle. ‘lhere may be questions on interpretation of par-
ticular words and probably a good deal of uncasiness in the minds of
some as to how effective some of these goals can be implemented.

QUEST!ION AND ANSWER PER1IOD

Mr. MOSS: Let's turn then, if there arc no more panel com-
ments, to questions and conments from the audience.

I will read first the question from Mr. Mazur, who had his hand
up before, which is not precisely on the subject of the discussion we
have been having, but questions the structuring of the whole confer-
ence. I oam not surce that this is the right panel with which to air
the issuce, since most of you were not involved in the structuring of
the conference, but perhaps a few of you would like to comment.

The question is this: "How, quite specifically, does this forum
cncourage public 'input' in establishing a national nuclear waste man-
agement program? In what scnse, also, is "an exchange of viewpoints
heing solicited to assist Federal decision-making in nuclear waste
management."

Would anyone wish te comment about that? I thirn.. what we hope
for is that first, the individuals we have selected to be panelists
and authors retlect a spectrum of views. They have, quite obviously,
disagrecd on a2 number of issues. To this extent, a degree of public
input, or at lcast a nonestablishment kind of public, has now been
engaged in the process of presenting issues to governmental people,
who are 1n the audience, for their consideration. Now, when the
planning for this conference took place, one of the problems the
planners had was how to more fully involve everyone who wished to be
involved in this dis~ussion.

1t is not an casy problem to cope with when you have four or
five hundred people, how to most effectively engage in a diglogue. And
in fact, the dialogue, with the general audience, is circumscribed to
a large cxtent. That was one of the reasons for setting up the work-
shops, both the oncs that were originally scheduled and additional
cnes, which can be scheduled on an impromptu basis for people who
want to discuss particular issues, to get together.

1t was also another reason for having some time for questions,
during which time we attempt to select a sample of the kinds of
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issues and guestions that concern menbers of the audience, tor
the panel to react to. [ don't know if | have answered your question,
but that is about the best 1 can do, I think.

Mr. BISHOP: I would like to also make u brief response on thut,
and to make just two points. One is that this is just one of many
torums in which we are hoping for some sort of input. A point I made

yesterday, which may have passed over many, 1s that 1, at least, had
some initial reluctance to serve on these panels because my intent of
this meeting was to come and tisten. So the fuct that 1 am up here is
because I have donned another hat, as a member of a task force, which
was attached to the governmental planning process. In fact, you will
see that the bureaucrats are not on the pancl; they are in the audience
listening, and that was the intention.

(Question from the audience tnaudible.)

Mr. MOSS: The question is, could the purposes of the mecting
have been accomplished without anyone else being invited apart from
the panclists and the authors and the people from the government
agenclies?

[ don't think so. [ think that the discussions we have huad with
people in the audience, both informally and formally, through these
questions and comments, have been valuable, but that is for everyone
to judge for himself.

Ms. HOO5: I think there is one thing further to be said.
What happens informally is almost as important as what happens for-
mally. I have learned more from corridors and social hours and con-
tacts with people than just the sessions themselves. T=arlier in the
formation, when we were being given the ground rules, there was an
invitation extended that people in the audience, in general, who
were interested, should seek out the people they wanted to talk to
more. And so, it hasn't been a closed kind of thing. In fact, it
has been a good deal more open than many of the workshops and con-
ferences that it has been my tough luck to attend.

Ms. SHARPE: I would add one more thing. As you probably all
know now, the organization with which I have long been associated,
does encourage the exchange of ideas, between those who have different
points of view. I have spent a great deal of my life on trying to
arrange conferences that work better, where there was more exchange,
where there was a greter freedom of expression and so on and so forth.
I would suggest that it is not easy to do. And I would suggest, that
if the person who submitted this question, has a plan or a system or
1deas about how to do it better--if ERDA is going to go on and have
another series of forums of different sorts-~this would be a good
chance to suggest how they should be runm.
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Mr. MOSS: we have a number of questions dealing with the fact
that the audience has not had the benefit of dratt copies of this gouls
report that we have oll been discussing. And I guess, we might first
answer the question, and | will ask it of Bitl Bishop, if copics of
this report can be made availabie to anyone who wishes to have it.

And if they can be made available, how can individuals receive it?

Mr. BISHOP: As i burcaucrat involved in the process of pro-
ducing some sort of public policy, it is very difficult for me to
answer that in a straightforward manner. Let me suggest that the in-
dividuals who have that particular interecst come sce me.

M. MOSS: We would all remind you that we have been talking
about the need for a very open kind of process, and | am sure that
will be given due consideration.

We have a question with respect to the goal uf civil liberties.
[s this not saying that the goals and implementations be consistent
with the Constitution of the United States. What distinction 1s being
made?

Mr. RISHOP: No distinction. He is precisely right.

Mr. MOSS: How can we, the public, feel assured and accept as
a "solvable problem' the challenge of successfully isolating the long-
Lived wastes from the instinctive, investigative probing of man?

Mr. ROCHLIN: 1 think that that in essence is what I think Gene
Varanini and I were talking about--about the role of process. Ob-
viously, if there are people who are discomforted, the process does
have to work out. It does have to work out by a definition to the
level of public confidence that that is in fact true. Now, I have
no way of specifying that. 1 can specify it to my satisfaction, but
probably not to yours.

Mr. BI1SHOP: I would like to make ome quick response to that.
The auswer, 1 think, is in principle, to look for the motivations
that would cause mankind to go back to some such place. The only one
that we identified was the possibility of resources there. 1 think
the immediate answer is, to the best of our ability, identify future
resouce potentials of the site areas and avoid places where those re-
source potentials are high.

Mr. MOSS: Here is a question which probalbly deals more with
implementation than goals, but it has certain goals aspects to it:
"The Battelle lLab report states that the 'technoloev has not been
demonstrated' for any waste management alternative except liquid
storage, which has a high probability of dispersion. How can you pro-
tect the public today, let alone for all times, with undemonstrated
technology?"
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I assume that we would attempt to demonsirate technology and
then sce it 1t met criteria and gouls which were established.  Would
anyone wish to comment?

Mr. VARANINI:  There is a very valid point there and it wmay be
one of the reasons that we on  the panel are having as much problen
as you are in the audience in terms of where we 2re. And it scems
to me, the real reason for that is, the problem hasn't been reaily
set forth. We have sort of talked all around the problem, but we
really never did set forth the full nature and extent of the probiem.
We talked ubout it; we said it in generalized terms, but we didn't
get down to the nitty-gritty of the problem in terms of things like,
is NRC going to regulate ERDA? Is ERDA going to declare themselves
over and above NRC in terms of demonstration, so the technology ad-
vances without certain Kinds of assurances? Where does private enter-
prise come in? What constraints are they under? Who bears the cost
as costs are pushed from the use of the resource to its sequestering?
I think these are the Kinds of problems that are really being asked
in that question. And 1 think that, hopefully, we have muddled around
in it a bit, but 1 think that we probably should have sct forth the
reason why some action or some major change in action was required.
Perhaps some of those things aren’t resolvable in the near term.

Mr. MOSS: Here is a question that talks about the relative
emphasis given to the short-run versus the long-run problems. He says,
"Since our ability to predict consequences and/or probabilities, de-
creases as time into the future increases (for exampie, from unknow-
able climatic, geologic, demograuphic, cultural, technologic, etc.
changes), shouldn't we focus our concern--and hence, our judgmental
base for establishing goals, criteria .nd standards--on minimizing
the near-term, relatively confidently predictable, future impucts?!
The implicit assumption is thus that adequate near-term managemcnt
provides the best ability to protect the long-term future. Any com-
ments?

Mr. ROCHLIN: It is certainly true that one ought to select a
waste managenment scheme that minimizes, to the greatest extent, within
certain constaints, the exposures to current generations--particularly
something which doesn't get talked about too much: occupational haz-
ards to workers in the field. My concern over that in terms of the
ranking was simply that, to state that because the future is uncertain,
we should always act to minimize present exposure down to the lowest
level, vegardless of what that ultimate consequence might be 1is, 1
think, wrong. T am not saying that there iIs necessuarily a conflict
between those. but to the extent that such a conflict is possible, it
is my contention that the short-term exposure is the price you pay.

And 1 think there is an acceptance of that in terms of effluent omis-
ston. in tarms of occupational hazards, and possibly in terms of short-
term exposure, that 1s not trivial.
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There are aspects of the nuclear waste problem now, on which
these assumprions are implicitly made.  Let me make one--which is quite
interesting--which is that things are shipped around in vontailners.
The containers do not have zero rads at the surface. They are small,
but there is some activity when you ship nuclear waste in u container
in 4 railroad car from peint A to point B. Therc is a possibility of
some exposure to some member of the public or some railroad worker at
the surface ot that cask. It is not a large exposure. 1 am not suyiug
people are going to get fried, but there is some millirem <¢xposure
which 1s associated with that. And that is a risk you take already as
opposcd te dropping the waste into a hole underneath the plant, that
is, if the plant existed. And T think there are other areas like that.
And 1 am just asking that it be done sort ot self-consciously.

Mr. RODGER: Larry, that sort of zoes to the comment I tried
to make; namely, that we desperately need to divide this problem into
two parts, and that, by fuar, the worst part of the problem doesn't
cover such a long period of time that we have to get into these wild
uncertaintics. The other purt of the problem, which is a very differ-
ent type of problem, is going to last for a very long time, but it
should be studied scparately from the first cne.

Mr. MOSS: Okuy. Wce have a suggestion for an additional work-
shop. He says, "As a scientist working in nuclear waste managcement,
I would like to hear from 'the public' what they need to and want to
know about wuaste disposal, so that they can make a raticnal decision
on whether or not they would allow a waste repository to be built in
thetir community."

1t anyone is interested in following up on that, I suggest that
after we adjourn this session, that those people collect, perhaps in
this corner of the room and discuss whether you want to have a work-
shop.

We have a question or a comment: '"The discussion by the panel
might be summarized as, 'How many curies can dance on the head of a
pin?' The cbsession for quantification cbscures what is necessary
and should be undertaken. Is not the issue that the scientific and
engineering conmunity believes it can solve any problems of waste
management, while the opposition believes that the best way to solve
the preblem is to kill the technology that generates the waste?"
Comment? i guess yuu llave stununed ihe pancl.

Well, T will go on to a question about irreversibility. 1t is
in threce parts. The first is, "Why cannot appropriate irreversibility
of rad-waste isolation be done by returning radioactive rock to the
ground t» match the radioactivity of the mined uranium ore?" He even
suggests varying the concentration to match nature. Any comment?

Mr. ROCHLIN: Fine.
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Mr. SHAREFKIN: I have only seen 1t discussed in one place.
It is in the Union of Concened Scientists' book on the nuclear fuel
cycle. It says it is just prohibitive on these cost grounds. I

think cost is the reason for exciuding it, but without an estimate.

P RUDGER: Leaving out the cost all together, I strongly sus-
pect that it we were proposing to do that--and it is not an idea to
be dismissed offt hand--but if we were proposing to do that, we would
be accused of treating it us an effluent, and just throwing it back
into the biesphere.

Mr. MDSS: tlow much additional vcl
initial volume of mined ore, would be requ
scheme? Does anyone have an idea?

ume, as compared with the
ired for such a disposzal

Mr. RODGER: Yes, there is an EPRI report that does just ex-
actly that, and I tried to find my copy to bring it with me. Maybe
Mr. Williams could answer the question. The volume from a ton gets
down to 92 liters in high-volume waste, but I forget the size of the
cube of the ore that it comc from.

(answer from the audience inaudible.)

Mr. MOSS: The answer was 1.8 million liters as opposed to
91.

Here is a question also on the matter of irreversibility. '"In
meeting radiation standards, what standards will you choose? How do
you know that future standards--in say, 50, 70 or 200 years--might
not be much more restrictive, requiring retrievability and reburial?
Also, where will standards be utilized--for example, container sur-
face, ground level, site boundary?"

Mr. ROCHLIN: I don't know the answer to the second question.
1 think that is one of the things that is under development, probably.
With regard to the first, there are two things already in Bill's goal
statement that address that. One of them is to try to meet the as-
low-as-reasonably-achievable standard, which in effect, derived out
of a concern that whatever numerical value you set, it might turn out
to be tunought by people ten years hence as too high. And that is
part of the philosophy behind the ALARA.

As for the second part of that question, which is, how do you
know? You don't. You can act, I think, in your best conscience and
try to make clear to people in future generaiions that you have done
what you could within your knowledge. And, they can curse you and
they can kick you and they can beat you, but they can't accuse you
of having deliberately shafted them.
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Mr. MOSS: Any other comment?  Yes, Bill,
Mr. BLISIHOP: I will try to answer in a generic way the scecond
part of that guestion, which is that standards are usced as the guide-
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post by which the licensing procedure goes tovward, numely, that
licenses arce cither given or rojected on the buasis of the unalysis
of our staft, as to whether their system proposed will mect those
standards.  So, generically, at least, that is what the standards
are used for.

Mr. MOSS: Here is a question on guantification: A recent
study by Cornell University reported in the September 1976 ASHRAL
Journal roveals that their research shows previous estimates of health
effects caused by routine emissions from the nuclear industry have
ignored some of the more important isetepes und jnadeguate considera-
tion has been given to the persistence of radioactive pollutants. If
the nuclear cstablishment hasn't heen able to predict the effects of
short-term, low-level radioactivity, how can we rely on them to pre-
dict the eftects of high-Tevel, long-term radioactivity?

hings about that.
we can't do the

My. BISHOP: 1 would 1ike tn say a couple of
There is obviously no answer to the last question--i
job on low-ievel, how can we rely on thew to predict the effects of
“igh-level--but therve ave some answers to the first part of the ques-
tion. ‘There Is a petition that is in to the Commission by a north-
east group--I can’t remeiwber the name--to redo one of our rules on the
use of the S5-3 Table and the licensing of reactors to take into ac-
count these isotopes.  That petition is under review by the NRC stufy
now, and some recommendations will be given to the Commission shortly
on what to do azbout that petition. If the recommendation is to go
ahcad and grant the petition for rule-making, these questions will be
considered in a rule-making proceeding. The question of whether that
will take place or not is up to the Commission, of course.

t
£
1

Mr. MOSS: Here are a couple of questions for Bill Bishop
dealing with the draft report. "Is it correct that the geals'--
as read by myseif--"may or may not appear in the report of the tashk
force, or may be reworded before it goes to the commissioners?” |
think the aaswer is yes, lsu't that right?

Mr. BISHOP: The answer 1s yes to both guestions. [ suspect
mecst of them, in one form or another, will appear in the report tha-
goes into the Commission. Thelr wording may be changed.

Mr. MUSS: Okay. "In formulating goals for nuclear waste man-
agement program and in later fine-tuning these goals intc operational
objectives, to what extent has the public participated, or to what ex-
tent will it participate in the work of the task force? 1T belicve it
is not enough to include the public Ir one goal by saying it will be



las

included in the decision-making process further Jdownstreum, and to
leave 1t ut thut. There are techniques for pubklic participation--such
as, steering committees, workshops, planning balance sheets, and so
on.,."

Mr. BISHOP: In the operation of our task force, we went to
thuse that we knew of who had expressed some sort of concerns, elther
through the establishment of program plans, or through publications
of one kind or another. We were probably not inclusive of all who
had those concerns, but within our purview, we went to those who we
huew of . That was our first step at involving the public in finding
out what thuse concerns were from which the goals should flow.

Obviously, in setting the goals, there is only one place that
public participation can occur, and that is by saying that it should
veeur.  The mechanisms we did not specify in the goals. That is up
to me, [ guess, as the NRC leader in this respect, to set out the
mechunisms by which it can be done. 1 would commend to the questioner
a document by the Department of Agriculture, on the many techniques
thut the Forest Service uses. A lot of those are available to us.
Plus, of course, the procedures that we have already for rule-making
and licensing.

Mr. MOSS: Okay. "To what degrec is the development of an
allegedly tacceptable' commercial nuclear waste management program a
green light for a massive future commitment to nuclear power develop-
ment?  Is this prohable impact of the waste management program being
evaluated?”

[ will comment briefly about this. [ think that there is a Dbelief
among some that if they question such things as economic growth in
soclety, or a growing material standard of living, perhaps one that
has o significant effect in deterioraiing the quality of life as they
wonld sec it, that one way of accomplishing the obiective of redirecting
the course of development is through stopping certain technologies,
perhaps nuclear power development. 1 am not sure this was in the mind
of the questioner, but I think that is a strain that is involved in
this dJdebate about nuclear power.

‘to my mind, that Xind of strategy is likely to be counterproductive,
because it will lead to cocial divisions and confrontations that will
pretably not achieve the objectives of the person who wanted the re-
dircetion of soctal goals whereas, another kind of strategy, one in
which the full social costs of the different alternatives were estimated
and internatized, could very well lead to the same result.

In the case of energy, for example, higher energy prices with
tully internalized costs, causing a shift from energy-intensive activi-
ties to less cnergy-intensive activities. 1t is more likely to happen
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that way than to stop certain cnergy supply technologies. becausce any
attempt to do so, in the long run, 1 think, would mcet with defeat, if
some of the underlying reasons for proceeding in the same historical
direction of development, we have experienced, are not corrected.

Would other panclists like to comment? This is really getting
a bit far afield from this panel. We have some nominations for addi-
tional criteria. T am glad about that, maybe you didn't think of
cverything.

Allen Mazur of Syracuse University asks, "Might you add these to
your goals: "One, we stop producing wastes in period A'--that you re-
ferred to, Bill--"before society gives up its responsibility to manage
them (period B)." Would you like to comment on that? Was that implied
by the definition of thosec pertods?

Mr. BISHOP: 1 think it is automatic in the fact that it is
implied, yes.

Mr. MOSS: And then he suggests, '"...Reduce existing uncertain-
ties where possible.  Consider quantifiable, as well as nonquantifiable
values.  And protect, not only the public, but also government and in-
dustrial people"” From the public? "Do all this in a way that is good,
wise and safe as opposed to a bad, stupid and dangerous way.'" Well,
arce there substantially new criteria not covered by the goals you
hiave suggested?

Mr. BISHOP: 1 frankly didn't spot them, and if that is a lack
in my mental set, then 1 suggest the questiocner come catch me in the
corridors and straighten me out.

Mr. MOSS: Also on criteria, a question addressed to Walt
Rodger. "Do you concur with the stutement that only liquid storage
has been demonstrated as a waste management alternative? llow do you
defince '"demonstrated'?"

Mr. RODGER: No, 1 don't think [ wouid agree that only liquid
waste storage has been demonstrated. As a single example, the con-
version of liguid waste to, at least, a calcine solid and the storage
of that calcine in bins at Idaho has certainly been demonstrated.

And vhere are a number of others.

How would I define "demonstrated"? Of course, that is the horns
of the dilemma that the industry finds itself on--when, on the one
hand, people are saying that you can't use something that hasn't bcen
demonstrated; and yet you can't demonstrate it without using it. So,
we find ourselves in a bit of a problem.

Mr. MOSS: We have several questions dealing with this conflict



between itrreversibibity and other possible obilectives.  "Can the panel
Jiscuss the apparcut contlict between Rochlin's interesting “irreversi-
bility'" ¢riteria and what wmany sece as o desirability for, at least,
temporary retricvability option, say, a generation or two?" And--'"You
imply that high 'technical irreversibility' is desirable. Not so. 1
believe that the stored energy in nucleuar wastes, thermal and radio-
active, will be useful and highly desirable for tuture generations."
And then he asks the question, "How do you reconcile 'recoverability'
with "irreversibility'2”

Mo ROCHLIN: 1 can dismiss the thermal power of the radioactive
wastes tmmediately as being absolutely trivial.

Mi. MOSS: it is trivial except in very special applications
ke spacve power devices and so on.

Mr. RUCHIIN: Yes, that is a different issue. If one is talking
about space power, SNAP pencerators and Pa-238, 1T weuld suggest that if
the nucicar industry is in place. there will always be plenty of it
available from current reactor inventorices for any needs you can visu-
altize.  The question is, of course, after the nuclear industry ceuases
to exisl at some time in the future, will those materials be valuable?
And, essentially, that is what 1 did attempt to address in that cri-
terron, by making it not an absolute statement, irreversibkle-reversible,
but there are gradations ot reversibility. 1f Pu-238 is valuable for
SNAP generators then it is worth something for you to go into the
greund and mine it.  Su, you try to put these in, in a way that you
can po o inoand get them. But, it isn't simple. 1[It is not something
that a hid can do with a toy shovel

Mr. MOSS: “Civil liberties are constitutivnal. Freedom of
choice, upwara mobility and freedom to buy all the cnergy you want
are not fcivil!’ liberties, but are nonetheless important to many
people.  The gouals should (could?) also address the impuct of waste
manageaient on these 'social! libkerties.' Comments?

Mr. BISHOP: Again, 1 would invite the questioner to catch me
tn the corridor and suggest a way in which that can be done.

My, MOSS: But, the goals that were in the draft report and
the other ones that were suggested by the panclists, probably would
conllict with the social libertics that the questioner asked about.

Mr. BIsHOP: That is not intuitively clear.
Mr. MUSS: Well, it depends, 1 suppose, on--for one thing,
the cconomic cost. I think the implication of the question is, if we

spend o ot ot moriey to do these things. we may bhe depriving society
ot the use of scarce resources in other ficlds., But, the trend of



the pancl's comments is that cconomic tuctors arce not really deter-
mining in this.

Mr. SHAREFKIN: | would agree with the appended literati, if
the activity in question had no effects on anyone else.  But, it scems
to me that part of the matter iIs that it does in this generation and
other generations.  And we have this problem all over in road safety
regulation. You can just about make the same objection to having i
traffic light at & crossing and that it is depriving me of my liberty

te cross when the Tight is red. It certainly is.
Mi. MOSS: Okay. Here is a question asbout acveptable levels
of risk. "Much of the discussion has been concerned with what systoem

will be used to define the technology which will give us a certain low
level of public risk. Muck of this is entirely subjective and point-
tess, unless a level of risk is defined as a peint of departure.

Would the 'public'® accept a risk level cqual to that apparently al-
ready accepted in use of other energy sources, i.c., the deaths from
rining, transportation, pollution, ctcetera, from use of coal, estimated
to be anywhere from 2,000 to 50,000 a year? If so, current waste dis-
posal technology probubly represents overkill rather than inadequacy.. .’
I thinkh this is a point that Mark made before. "...I1tf they choose not
to be hypecritical, the public should cither let nuclear power pro-
ceed, or demand the shutdown of both. How do you reconcile these dif-
ferences in o setting up goals?  In other words, are you going to sct
voals by looking at auclear power in g vacuum and in comparison to the
noneaistent jdeal world, or in a real-world comparison to vther alterna-
tives in use and apparently tolerated?”

[

Mr. VARANINI: I think it is a strange paradigm to talk about
tne public exclusive of the real world. Fortunately or unfortunateiy,
they are the component that makes a large degree of reality in our
system without regard to some form of attempted quantification or cidu-
vation to resolve that reality, or to point out that that reality is
misperceived. it seems to me, the debates have gone on for ycars with
certain technologists telling them, the public, they have nothing to
four, thut we are in a system of overkill, and yet the public keeps
reacting.  There is a lot of pressure by certain elements in society,
and those are the elements that--as one of the other panclists de-
serrhed-are the movers and shakers o some lurge extent. | tind 1t
incredible to try to mahe a judgment that doesn’t involve the ability
for input of the public's overriding valucs within our system.

The other thing is, that deep down inside, maybe the public is
right. You know, rather than being arrogant about it, perhaps it the
collective Intuitivism really jsn't something to be just pushod aside,
that they have some life experience; they have seen hype jobs before;
they have been sold bills of goods on processes, governments, pro-
grams and everything clse. And perhaps when they view the process as
being another hype, that they are right. There really is a pussibiiity



of thatr. S0, it seems to me, you can't say by definition, we will ex-
clude the public or we will say that the pablic, to the extent it
identifies itself as "the public", is ill-informed and will proceed

on a quantitative bhasis without regard. Or you will have a whole
other set of decision-muhers in fairly short order, under our system,
I believe.

Mr. BISHOP: I would like to add just u briel note to what Gene
just said. The debate about perceived and real risks ought to be
changed somewhat. Rather than '"real.," we ought tu say "perceived"
and "calculuted” risks, both of which are real.

Mr. SHAREFEIN: Gene, 1 think you are getting yourself off u
real hook with a little populous rhetoric. There is no one “public."
There are many very divided publics on some of these questions. And
there is a real problem tfor people who try to luok at some of them in
some of the terms we discussed. It comes up again and again.

Let me take the exampie of housing insulation standards, or the
pubfication by the government ct the comparative cost of heating a
house with and without insulation. That activity is usually justified
on the grounds that the infermation is expensive for people to gather.
One could do one of these so-called cost-benefit analyses and justify
the function of the government on these grounds. On the other hand,
you are changing attitudes in that preocess and there is an etement of
paternalism, as there is in our own suppression program. There
is an uneasy balance there, Gene.

Ms. SHARPE: We may indeed, in the first answer to that question,
have been, according to some people's view, been getting oft on a popu-
lism kick, but I would point out that the tendency in this country hus
been to reject the rule by technocrats. We have been through this quite
4 number of times on issues, and this has been something which the
American people seem to have spurned. T would say the only real thing
that | can point to in which [ think in the way technocrats have made
the decision for us, is in the ready adeption of the dominance of the
automobile in the American life. This adoption has resulted from a
clesrly perceived advantage to the public.

in the case of nulear power, when the point comes that a cleuarly
perceived advantage exists, you may, indeed, find that the popular
feeling is less against it. We talked a lot yesterday about the lack
of confidence that people had and about the necessity for giving a
more persuasive explanation. This is onc of the reasons that T think
it is sc important in the goals that were put forth, that a great
deal ot effort is made to lay out, quite clearly, the uncertainties.

Mr. ROCHLIN: Semething that happenecd early in that statement
you read, comes through very clearly, which was: the statement is



subjective and theretore meaningless. I would argue persuasively that
subjective is not meaningless; subjective is fraught with meaning.
Objective is pretty meaningless, because i1t is numerical and thereforc,
not subject to a whole lot ol interpretation. Subjective impressions
rule people very often and the decisions will be made on that busis.

I wunt to touch also on the comparison because I think there 1is
a really important point. If people had forward projectcd the results
of scrapping mass transportuation systems after the second World War
and going so extensively to the automobile, or if they had forecasted
when the first coal-burning power stations went in, what the impact
of coal mining, fly ash and CO-» might be, decisions might have becn
different--or at least the rules and regulations and processes by which
those systems then in might have been changed. I don't think it helps
to argue that because these things went in, in an unthinking manner,
that some new technology which comes along should not be held to a
more stringent standard. And I don't think the public believes that
cither.

Mr. MOSS: I would like to handle a couple of comments very
quickly. They deual with what we have been trying to accomplish here
in this panel, and I think it gives us an opportunity to clarify that:
"This conterence cannot be used to assess effectively the validity of
the draft NRC document on goals. To attempt to do so is not only to
bypass an established review process, but to railroad one view or an-
other down the throats of those members of the public who are here
and who have not had an opportunity to review the NRC work.' We don't
regard this as a forum for putting a stamp of approval on the NRC re-
port. T think we do regard it as an opportunity for some interested
people representing a spectrum of views to react to some of the state-
ments In the NRC report, as one step in the long review process that
Bill Bishop outlined. Would you like to comment?

Mr. BISHOP: T would like to make just one point. To date,
that document is not an NRC document. Tt is, in fact, a report from
a task force which is still in draft form. And so it is not yet sub-
ject to the standard, existing review that it will have some time
when it becomes an NRC document.

Mr. MOSS- One last question for Gene Varanini. "Mr. Stan-
brough's question was not intended to exclude public participation,
but rather to ask what risk will they accept? Some will accept a
coal equivalent, somc apparently will not. ile is asking for some
positive action by the public to let the technocrats know what risk
level is acceptable.”

Mr. VARANINI: Yes, in California, in our process, we have a
mandated 36 months siting process that basically ends up with the
first interaction with the public over a four-month period with 22
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public hearings--by the Commission itself, not some deputized circuit
rider. And so, 1 think we have a system where we are listening, and
believe me, they have come in. We have an Indian tribe telling us
about various problems they have, and a whole variety of other parties,
who, I think, collectively, reasonably represent a cross-section of
the public.

The other point 1 would like to make, is: I am not really trying
to say that in any sense you should be down on quantitative analysis.
It should be just used properly in terms of how overbearing should it
be in terms of the final outcome of any process. And it certainly
should be used, if for no other reason, to test intuition.

Many times at modeling we will basically break down intuition
that seems to be conventional wisdom. So, I wouldn't want to leave
the impression that we don‘t want to do it. T would like to think
about quantification in the frame of the best and brightest, where
quantification is then used to overwhelm everyone else in the system:
who has an equally good idea of capability for input. And that is
just my point. It is not as dogmatic or as dramatic as it might seem
in the abstract, nor is it particularly populous in the pejorative
sense of that term.

Mr. MOSS: I think we have had a stimulating discussion. 1
thank the authors, the panelists, the audience, for their participa-
tion and patience. And I look forward to the discussion at the sub-
sequent panels when, I presume, they will address the issues that we
failed to resolve. Thank you.

Session was adjourned.
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SESSION IV: ORGAN I ZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND ALTERNATIV.S

MODERATOR: EDMOND ROVNER, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, THE NATIONAL
GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE

Presentation of papers hy:

MASON WILLRICH, Director, International Relations, Rockefeller
IFoundation

WILLIAM O. DOUB, Attorney, LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby and MacRae
Panel discussisin with:

EDWARD HEIMINSKL, Director, Energy Program, The National
Governors' Conference

JOHN GRAY, International Energy Associates, Ltd.
ELTZABETH DODSON GRAY, Free-Lance Writer and Ethicist

JOHN ANDLELIN, Administrative Assistant, Congressman Mike
McCormack of Washington

Mr. ROVNER: The panel consists of six people whe have been
chosen because we believe that they have six different viewpoints on
the question of what kinds of institutions exist, should exist, could
exist or should not exist, for the purpose of coping with the problems
raised by the waste cycle and the waste problems.

The objective of this section is really to get these six percep-
tions out on the table, as it were, and then to rely on you in the
audience to bring out the nuances, the implications of some of the
views that will be presented to you. Consequently, at the conclusion
of the presentations of the two major papers and the other four panel-
ists, we will go directly into the questions from the audience.

The first paper is going to be presented by Mason Willrich, who
is, by profession, a lawyer, ~ graduate of Yale University, Phi Beta
Kappa, magna cum laude, University of California at Berkcley, where
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he got his law degree, admitted to the bars of California, Virginia,
and rhe Supreme Court of the United States. He is regularly on the
faculty of the University of Virginia Law School, in Charlottesville,
Virginia, from which he is on leave at the moment to serve as the
director of Internationul Relations, chairman of Program and Conflict
in International Relations of the Rockefeller Foundation.

“"Institutional Arrangements for Radioactive Waste Management''

MASON WILLRICH, Director, International Relations, Rockefeller
Foundation

Mr. WILLRICH: ‘Ihank you very much, Ld. Post-fission radio-
active waste is highly toxic for extremely long periods of time.
Whether optimists or pessimists, as we look to the future, we share
an expectaticn that the vital imperatives of military Security and
encrgy supply will surely result in the crcation of rapidly growing
volumes of radiocactive waste in the United States. But is it right
to continue activities which generate radivactive waste when a safe
method for permanent disposition has not becn fully demonstrated?

An optimist may deny there 1s a serious probicm because time and
money will provide technology for a variety of solutions. A pessi-
mist may deny there is a solution because sometime, somewhere, man-
made or natural cataclysms will inevitably breach any technological
containment and toxic radiocactive waste may then spill or seep into
the biosphere.

The risks posed by radioactive waste must be viewed in context
and balanced against the benefits to be derived from activities which
produce the waste and the consequences if those activitics were
stepped.

Our security 4s a nation appears to rest in part on our nuclear
deterrent, and the well-being of every society depends on adequate
energy. The world urgently needs practical alternatives to fossil
energy, and nuclear fission has been demonstrated to be a practival
wdy to generate electricity.

I am currently in the final stages of completing a report to
the H.5. Energy Research and Development Admininstration, or ERDA,
or radioactive waste management and regulation. The study was done



under the auspices of the Energy lahoratory of the Massachusctts
Institute ot Technology.

Our report focuses on the management and regulation of post-
fission radioactive waste generated in the United States. ‘lhis in-
cludes so-called high-level and transuranic contaminated low-level or
TRU waste. The purpose of the report is to assist in developing
governmental institutions which are necessary for the safe management
of radicactive waste, currently and in the long-term. Indced, an
under'ying hope is that our work will accelerate such organizational
development within the U.S. government.

Today, | would like to discuss with you our principal conclusions
and recommendations, which--1 would emphasize--are still tentative.

Let me begin by describing the main features of the current gov-
ernment organization for radioactive waste management and regulation:

The safe management of post-fission radioactive waste 1s already
a4 present necessity, and an irreversible long-term commitment.

N rapidly growing number of spent fuel assemblies are accumu-
lating in temporary storage pools at commercial nuclear power plants,
pending @ government decision on whether to authorize reprocessing.

It commercial reprocessing is not authorized, the spent fuel must be
safely managed indefinitely. A relatively small volume of high-level
witste is being stored temporarily in tanks adjacent to u privately
owned reprocessing plant that is now shut down. Commercial TRU waste
has been disposed of previously in relatively small amounts, at various
shallow land burial and occan dump sites.

However, existing military waste will constitute a much larger
and more ditfficult management problem in the near future than the
waste being generated by the commercial nucledar power industry. A
targe and still growing amount of military high-level waste is being
temporarily stored in tanks. No specific plan or schedule for treut-
ment and permanent dispusition of this waste has been made public.
Rough estimates of the cost of preparing the existing inventory of
military high-level waste for safe permanent disposition run as high
as $20 billion.

The basic goals of .S, radioactive waste policy are unclear.
The basic technological c¢riteria for permanent disposition of cow-
mercial high-level waste arc containment and isolation from the bhio
sphere for as long us necessary to prevent it from being or becoming
a harmful source cof radiation. The basic technological goal regarding
TRU waste 1s undecided, although, if commercial reprocessing is
authorized, the quantities of plutonium contained in this category
of commercial waste will be comparablie to the plutonium quantities in
high-level waste.
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The technologicul criteria for mititary high-level and TRU waste
management dre unclear.  Somwe critics fear that surface tank storage
of already solidified high-level wuste will become a permanent dis-
position of existing volume,.

In general, radioactive waste policy contains no explicit criteria
to apply in developing institutional arrangements for waste management
and regulation.  Yet, institutional effectiveness 1s an essential
ingredient of safe management.

The existing organizational structure for radioactive waste manage-
ment is likely to be unworkable if left unchanged. The management of
commervial hlgh-level waste is presently divided between private in-
dustry and the Federal government. The private sector is responsible
for temporary storage, treatment, packaging and transport, while ERDA
is responsible for permanent disposition. Bifurcated responsibility
for the serics of waste management operations which are technically
and tunctionally integrated creates incentives for each sector to pass
through to the other as much as possible of the risks and costs.
Moreover, with responsibility divided, underlying tradeoffs between
short- and long-tevm considerations are Jdifficult to make. The ex-
isting structure thus tends to prevent, ciather than to facilitute,
the efficient management of commercial high-level waste.

All munagement tunctions for commercial IRU waste have rested
with the private sector until now. Preposed Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission regulations, however, would shift the tusk of permanent di=x-
position to ERDA. <Collection, temporary storage, treatment, packaging
and transportation would continue to be managed by the private sector.

ERDA is responsible for all stages in the managcment of most
military high-level and TRU wastes. Most operations are conducted
for ERDA by private contractors.

In the case of both commercial and military high-level waste,
permanent disposition is authorized only at a Federul repository on
Federal land. State land use regulation of the location of permunent
repositeries for high-level waste is tihus ultimately pre-cmpted by
Federal law. Nevertheless, u state govermment may effective oppose,
through political means and legal procedural delays, attempts by the
Federal government to establish a Federal repository within its borders,
without that statc's consent.

The existing framework for radivactive waste regulations, as dis-
tinguished from management, is tikely to be ineffective if it is left
unchanged. in this, NRC has primary comprehensive authority to license
commercial high-level and TRU waste operations from temporary storage
through permanent disposition. However, NRC huas relinguished regula-
tory authority over (RU waste te certaln states. State regulation



has been ineffective in some instances. The Department of Transporta-
tion has concurrent resulatory authority with NRC over the transpert
of radivactive waste.

NRC has authority to license the permanent disposition of military
high-level waste, but lacks authority to license the temporary storage
and treatment of such wuste. NRC has no licensing authority over
military TRU waste. Therefore, no independent regulatory agency
licenses existing military post-fission radioactive waste to assure
the public heualth and safety. Nevertheless, military high-level and
TRU waste constitute the vast bulk of those in existence, and inci-
dents have occurred which have raised doubts about the safety of
ERDA's military waste management coperations.

Ocean disposai of high-tevel waste is prohibited by U.S. legisla-
tion and interpational law, and ice sheet disposal in the Antarctic
is prohibited by the Antarctic Treaty. The Environmental Protection
Agency has concurrent jurisdiction with NRC over ocean dumping of TRU
wuste, although all such U.S. activity has been suspended.

The Federal scheme of regulations basically pre-empts state safety
regulations. State land use regulation may, however, operate to affect
the location of all radioactive waste operations, except permanent dis-
position ot high-level waste at a Federal repository. The location of
such & Tepository is a Federul matter which ultimately pre-empts state
law. lHowever, as noted above, political and procedural means are avail-
able for state opposition.

Pervading the entire framework for rudioactive waste regulations
are two further features. VFirst, EPA is resonsible for developing
generally applicable environmental standards for radiation nrotection;
and second, the National Environwental Policy Act requires a particular
procedure, including the preparation of an Environmental Impact State-
ment, for major Federal actions regarding radioactive waste manage-
ment and regulations.

A major area of regulatory uncertairty concerns whether NRC has
authority to license ERDA demonstrations of methods for permanent dis-
position of radioactive waste. Such demonstrations, though on a small
scale, may be potentially hazardous in themselves. They uay also
create momentum for rapid expansion into a full scale operation.

With this as background then, what steps should we take to
strengthen the capacity of our government institutions to deal effcc-
tively with the radioactive waste problem?

Our report recommends consideration of the following institu-
tional reforms in order to deal more effectively with post-fission
waste:
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Firast, U.S. radioacvtive waste policy goals should be clarified
to include institutional criteria. Important criteria would be:
strong, built-in management incentives; clear differentiation of
management regulation, and research and development fenctions; ample
jurisdiction for each functional component to perform ail interde-
pendent operations within an area of responsibility; and, finally,
adaptubility to a changing social environment.

Our sccond recvommendation is that a National Radioactive Waste
Authority be established as a Federally-chartered public corporation.
The authority would manage ali high-level and TRU wastes under U.S.
jurisdiction or contrel.

The Authority would be independent ot ERDA. [t would be governed
by a board of directors composed of membhers drawn from government,
nuclear industry, the uacademic research communsity, and the general
public. Except for ERDA research, development and demonstration
activities, the Authority would own alil high~level and TRU waste
facilities in the United States. This would include faciiities for
temporary storage, treatment, and permanent disposition of waste,
and any specially constructed waste transport containers. The Authorirty
would take over existing commercial and military waste fucilities.

The Authority would be self-financing. It would issuc bonds and
recaver the full cest of providing waste management services from its
customers. It would be authorized to conduct waste management opera-
tions itself or to contract with private industry for the conduct of
such operations.

The Radicactive Waste Autherity would thus be intended to provide
comprehensive, integrated, efficient management of both commerciul
and military high-level and TRU waste. It is noteworthy that the
Royal Commission on Environizental Pollutior has made a comparable
recommendation for establishment of a national nuclear waste disposii
corporation in Great Britain.

Third, with NRC as the primary agency, a comprehunsive reguldtory
framework should be established to assure the safety of all radio-
active waste management operations under U.S. jurisdiction or control.
All high-level and TRU waste operations, whether involving commercial
or military waste, would be subject to NRC licensing. Licensiay would
be required of existing, unlicensed military wastes, as well as tuture
commercial and military wastes.

Various categories of waste from diverse sources may be regulated
differently in appropriuate circumstances, but all regulation wouid
occur within a unified framework headed by NRC. Other interested
Federal and state agencies would play advisory roles.

Fourth, ERDA should continue to have primary goverument
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respons ibility for research, dovelopment, and demonstration of radio
active waste technology. Th:t responsibility would, however, he
separated from munagement ot industrial-scale operations on the one
hand, and regulation on the other. ERDA-supported radioavtive waste
rescarch, development, and demonstration activities would be coordi
nated with and responsive to the nceds of both the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and the proposcd National Radiocactive Waste Authority.

Fifth, the U.S. government should propose that an laternational
Rudioactive Waste Commission be established under the Interruationul
Atomic Lnergy Agency. International approval would be required tor
any disposition of high-level or TRU waste which would result in cm-
placement beyond the limits of national jurisdiction. The TALA Com
mission would also review and comment on proposals for permancnt
geologic disposition of high-level or TRU waste within national
jurisdictions.

Finally, it 1s important to consider the problems of transition
from the existing situation to what we have proposed. The recommenda-
tions are not especially sensitive to future scientific revelations
or technological development. While some of them may appeur to be
quite far-reaching, especially those regarding a new structure for
radioactive waste management, it is important to recall that they can
be implemented in most instances, with little impact upon lurge vested
interests,

Since research, development, and demonstration would remain ERDA's
task, the Radioactive Waste Authority could be launched without uny
delay in LERDA's plan for radioactive waste demonstration projects.

For cxample, the establishment of an independent Radioactive Waste
Authority would be compatible with, and could indeed provide additional
impetus for, ERDA demonstration of long-term disposition techniques,
and alsc an early ERDA demonstration of high-level waste solidifica-
tion at the Allied-General Nuclear Fuel Services facility at Barnwell,
South Carolina.

There is ivday, no leng-term management of radioactive waste, no
comprehensive scheme for regulation of such waste, and no commercial
reprocessing industry 1a the United States.

I believe that institutions can be developed which will provide
reasonable assurances of safe management of radioactive waste in the
U.5. und elsewhere in the world. We have an opportunity to do so now,
but it may well be our last clear chance.

Mr. ROVNER. Thank you; our next major paper will be given by
Bill Doub. Mr. Doub is a lawyer mot only by training but by present



full-twe vecupation, which Jdistnguishes hom trom most ot as. At
the monent, he has both <tute and Foderal experience over o number ot
administrations, He is o former chatrman from a people’s council of
the Marvliand Public Servive Commission, a former member ot the United
States Atomis Energy Commission, the author of a report for the Federal
governmeint on organizing ftor energy, a report that, at the time it
was 1ssued, a number of us found quite stimulating but found it hard
to find, as a matter of fact; uot the most widely distributed report
ever prepared by the Federal govermmeni. We mailed it out and dis-
covered w2 were not Jduplivating anvbody clse's cfforts ulong these
Iines, Butr the report has now come back into serious censideration
because of the wmplications of fractured and fragmented kinds of
responsihilities at the Federal level and at the state level.

Mo Doub is the auchor of @ number of artictes. He has spoken
widely; he ropresents a number of business firms in the industry who
have not only .S, interests but have interests abroud, torcign
companies that have interests here. [t is with a great deal of
pleasure that [ present Bill Doub.

“Problems of Orgenizational Structure in the Federal/State System

WILLIAM 0, DOUB, Attorney, DeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby and MacRae

Mr. DOUB: Thank you, Ed, very much. Good afternoon, ladies
and gentiemen.

During the period [ have been here and for the past 10 years, it
has repeatedly been said, and I guess it will continue to be said,
that the management of radioactive waste is one of the most serious
generic problems facing the nuclear industry today, and, as such, it
poses a distinct challenge to our federal system of government.

I remember just about a year ago, at the time of the Atomic
tndustrial Forum meeting in Washington, | was asked to speak, and 1
selected this topic, and 1 said in cubstance that the waste constipa-
tion within the utility industry, the nuclear industry, both currently
and in the future, particularly in the future, could be relieved, in
etfect, by the laxztive of decision making und not more research. And
I beilieve thar today.

It is all too evident that this challenge to decision making has
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not been met, and, consequently, the problem is worsening to the point
that it is threatening the continuation of the industry.

I would like to attempt to examine this problem from an institu-
tional point of view--the interfacing of different levels of govern-
ment in the management of the place--and to suggest a redefinition of
governmental interests to meet that challenge within our existing
federal structure of government.

I want to make it very clear at the outset, that 1 will primarily
be discussing Federal-state relationships as they affect low-level
waste management, for this is an area where there exists both experi-
ence and demonstrated need for rethinking of old solutions.

Low-level nuclear wastes are being generated at a steadily in-
creasing pace, as we know. By the end of 1976, it is currently
estimated that there will be over 11 million cubic feet of low-level
radioactive wiaste accumulated by the nuclear power industry--even
with piutonium recycle, and a liquid metal fast breeder reactor, and
exclusive of decommissioning waste--will average between 330 and 350
cubic fecot.

This estimate includes 5.4 million cubic feet of transuranic-
contaminated waste. Military waste alone will contribute something
in excess of 1! million cubic feet.

Comparisons are cdious, but I would remind you that for comparvrison
purposes, the waste produced from the nuclear program will be consid-
erably less than those produced during the same period by coal-fired
gencrating units employing scrubbers. You might want to look at the
new book, '"Nuclear Power Is Good for Your Health.' It has some
interesting figures in it and comparisons, if nothing else.

There are a number of reasons that can be given as to why the
disposal of radioactive wastes has not received the attention from
both the nuclear industry and the government it should have had up
until now. There is no existing commercial market for the byproducts
of nuclear fission. This must await authorization of the commercial
mixed-oxide fuel cycle. Even then, plutonium recycle will create a
residue of waste without present commercial value.

There is also a sharp dislocation between the benefits of pro-
ducing these wastes--i.e., nuclear power generation--and the costs
of disposing of them, which makes it difficult to apportion these
costs along with the fuel cycle. There has been, therefore, no real
economic incentive to settle upon a sclution of both thc technological
and regulatory problems associated with the management of the waste.
In the case of the nuclear generating industry, technological solutiens
imnediately translate into dollars saved.
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Balanced agatnst historical and even current govermment amd pri:
vate incrtia is tncreasing public concern about the eftects of radic.
active wastes on mankind now and in the tuture.  The public, tnomy
judgment, 1s quite properly voncerned ahout their veversibilety
decisions regarding the management of waste, and about the abifity of
poiitical und social institutions to deal with inis problem tor the
centurics currently required. This concern, which to a large degree
is fueled by a lack of knowledge, is reflected 1n proposed moratoria,
in-being and proposed rule-making petitions, public interventions,
and state legislative activity directed toward restricting or stop-
ping nuclear waste disposal and nuclear power by one means or another.

The regulation ot radioactive waste disposal 1s shared by a
multitude of Federal and state agencies, as Mason has mentioned. At
the Federal level, there are at least five such agencies which seck
to exercise jurisdiction over portions of the problem.

ERDA is responsibie for developing an eovironmentally sate waste
management technotogy and tor establishing and managing Federal radio
active waste repositovies.

The NRC as an agency, and currently with the 25 Apreement States,
re;nlates the disposal of low-level and toansuranic-contaminated
waste.

The principal taskh ot the Envirommental Protection Agency 1s the
promutgation of gencral radlation protection tundards.  In addition,
pursuant to the requirements ot the Natiopal tovironmental Policy Act,
EPA reviews and comments npon individual ond programatic Environmental
impact Statements for nucloear facilitices, and advises states on the
public health aspects of radicactive matcrials uvnder the Public Health
Service Act of 1970, as amended.

The Marine Protuction, Rescarch, and Sanctuavies Act of Y72 as
ameaded, the Sufe Drinking Water Act of '74 und the Federal Water P'ot-
lution Control Act of '72 all grant to L'\ additional authority over
radicuctive materials. LEPA will be the pemmitting suthority for occan
disposal of radioactive waste, should that cver ocenr. As a result of
its hroad standard-setting authority and its NEPA activitices, EPA has
the significant impact on the nuclcar wastce disposal industry, even
though it lacks specific regulatory jurisdiction over all but ocean
disposal! of rthese materiatls.

Then we have the 11.S5. Geological Survey. Tt advises and assists
NRC in assessing the geologic and hydrologic attributes of specific
waste storage sites. This involves the actual surveying of sites,
such as those operated by Nuclear Engincering Company for low-lovvel
(wastes), in Sheffield, [1linois, and Nuclear bFuel Services in West
Valley, New York. USGS is also participating in a cooperative program



with the e oo e davelopment o regulalory criterta pertaining te
these pin vl patacters. Ut the nereasangly active role of USGH

in the Preensing of nucdear power plants can he taken as o predictive
mode ], one can eapect that that apency, 1t fett unchecked, will soon
bBe enerotaang a stamdard-setting and quasy regulatory role all 1ts own
with roespect 1o radioactive waste disposal tacilities.

Reptulation of rad -waste disposal, as T mentjoned, does not just
oveur it the Federal tevel. Under Section 271 of the Atomic bnerpy
Act, andividual states may assume regulatory and licensing jurisdiction
over by-product, source, and special nuclear material in quantities
not sutticient to form o critical mass. - ot December 1975, ARC had
concluded agreements for cooperation with 1h states.  Five of these
states license the burial of low level wastes at commercial burial
Sptes. With the exception of Bashington and with the addition of
I1tinors, all o1 the commercial burial <ites are located on ~tate-
vwned land.  The SRO and EPA, amonyg other Federal dagencies, supervise
state-licensed commercial tacilities.

Ihe Federal government, regrettably, has not promulgated o uniforn
set of ¢riterta with respect to the specitic content of these agree-
ments with the states.  In 1961, the Atomic bnergy Commission approved
criteria under which states may assume regulatery control over radio-
active materials conssstent with the conpatibility requirement--that
is, vompatihle with the Federal program of Section 274 of the Act.
These criteria are broad, woctuliy out ot Jdate, and offer the states
na puidance as to the specific clements of the state regulatory pro-
R,

The Atomic Energy Commission, together with the U.S. Public
Health scervice and the Conference of Radiatiyon Control Program Direc
tors, in cooperation with the Council of State Governments, proposed
such criteria in 1873, but they were never tormally adopted.  The
result is a tremendous variety in state requirements with respect to
the Yacilities under discussion here.

Concurrent regulation of low-leve: rudicactive disposal by two
levels of government, compounded by a lack of uniformity ut the state
tevel, vreates obvious procedural problems for the waste disposal
industry--and 1 underiine procedural.

There is a wide disparity in regulatory requirements among the
several states as well as between the Federal government and the
states.  The variation in regulatory requirements also mears variation
in the consideration of health and safety as well as in environmentai
matters with respect to waste disposal facilities--variations 1n prac
tice, having little or no relationship to dany present or past health
or safety problems.

One must also question the ability of the several states to



AP

adiinister the cogalatory citon coquired here, becauss ot thoro more

Limrted tinancial ro-ource o, el oo hiical experte e,

Regardless ot whoethor o cate bas topulatory jurisdictyon andor
Sectron 20, state and locat s mnments ) restonstie to the colvern
and pressures i thesr constitoonts, have beon attemp Ting o exerodse
what they consider to be therr tohoerent policve powers over the guestion

of whether aed how radtodctive waste widl altimately be disposed of.

hansas vetoed the welection of byons s g proposcd walt bed
burial ground ror high level cadioactive waste.  Gouernor Mrlhiken ot
Michigan recently demanaded ascmance trom the Federal pgoveramoent et
Michivan miay e able 1o veto an, s1te withon that state wclected by

ERDA for samilar oxperoment s connectrent paesed o law thas Jane
regulating the transportation o raedioa tove material ~hipped trom orv
through the state to g waste doapeeal site or tacrlits Sew o Yark Uity

promulgatcd amendwents 1o the ooty health voder onocttoct prohbrting
the transportation ot cudioactive materials waothen the cors bomts,

Suttolh dounty, “ew terk, s consrdering rmtar oo bation, as
veoansannate, Qiiro, and New torkh oo dobatne whethor to o aacionde radio
JUive materials aon the state’ o mere stongent regelations governing
hasardous materials, Massachiseetis 1 constdering legisiatien to

mortror mulear Jnstallatons,

hentucky fues coadted a Toe per pound cacise tav on the recerpt and
burtal of ol radiosc tive matertal o amd container s corany rnto Kentuchy

tor burial

Noa Lot teotake this batter example. This caample of state activity
alone b reduced the monthly guaentity ot materials received at Nuclear
Lupineering Company's Maacy Flats waste disposal «ate trom 78,000 cubic
feet to 2,000 cubic tect.  This tax, by mposing what amounts to i
5000 per cent oincreasce in burial costs, has prot only resulted in oa
severe loss ot revenue tor the owner of the fucibity amd has virtually
closed the sate, but paradoxically has also resulted o g loss of
reventie for the state--as these wastes are now beng shipped to other
focales,

Whether this or any of the other attempts of state and local
povernment to enter the trelds consistent with the Atomee Loecpgy Act,
the Commerve Clause ot the Constitution, the Supremacy Clause of the
Constitution, the Thth Amendment, or what have you, those issues can
be left to another day.  But one can be assared that other such in-
stances as | have mentioned will occur in the tuture, and states will
cndeavor to eacrorse contral over nuclear waste management .

It heatd be cvident trom the toregoing discassion that the
Federal state anmtertace mechoanism in the radioactive waste disposal



arva is dvstunctioning.  There is a woetnl tack of antertface among and

withoin the different fevels ot government.

Flis an turn has spawned w host ot problems tor the industry and
repulators alihes such as, tack of <ystomatic site sclection criteriy
tor future disposual <ites, and of uniform standards for determining
regulatory issues, w back of timely and offective licensing by state
and Pederal regulators; and the failure of cither the Federal or stare
governments to establish perpetual care and maintenance provisions
for commercvial disposal sites and 1o assure the adequacy of additional
tunding provi~ions to mecet such reguirements,

Fhe SRC has not, an fact, determined in two years the type of
radioactive wastes that can be safely buried and disposed of by shallow
burial, with the result that South Carolina, New York, and Kentucky
hove scrsed the rewulatory initiative and prohibited the commercial
burial of transuranic-contaminated waste.

There i o clear stalemate in procedural regulation in this area,
aind thas stalemate, perhaps as much as anything else, is responsible
tor the lack of public trust in the decision-making process as it

artects the nuclear industry.

Perhiips one reason that institutional solutions to this stale-
mate have not been fortheoming is that the problems invelved in a
program calling for shared Federac-state regulation are just damned
Jifficult to solve.,  Radioactive waste disposal presents an area of
regulation which reguires, on the one hand, the resources, expertise,
and uniformity of Federal regulations; but, on the other hand, inti-
mately attfects the legitimate concerns of state and local governments.

Theretore, one s presented with a problem req.eiring accommodation
of thewe anterests,  Further, any institutional solution will impact
upen evisting burcaucriacies and, in all likelihood, call for a reduc-
tion in the scope of power of some of these institutions and organiza-
tions.  Neediess to say, making such a propos=al, let alone implementing
1t, will not be politically popular. A specific problem involved here
iz that the regulatory solutions fashioned toduay will affect a sub-
stance which will tar outlive their passing. This raises institutional
chatlenges such as creating a regulatory system which can be self-per-
petuating and dependent of the nuclear industry as we know it today,
or oeven existing social or governmental institutions, as all of these

may change.

what is called for is clearly bold, decisive leadership. Finding
dan institutional solution, theretore, requires first and foremost a
realistic evaluation and accommodation ot the interests and abilities
of the governmental jurisdictions currently competing for control of
these tacilities.  This evaluation has to be conducted vertically;
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that is, Federal state, as well as hovicontally- -1 e, NRE, LRDA, bt

Iy my opinion, dmy och cvaluation vould ovcasion the following
suggestions, and they are pnst suggestions to mohe us all think:

One, a reasscertion of eatensive Federal ficensing jurisdiction
over the management of ltow level radioactive waste.

Two, a convomitant redudction o state administrative responsibility
with respect to these wastes, and the institutionalization of a4 mean-
ingful state role, that is state participation in certain defined arcas
of decision making.

Three, the apporatment of the Noclear Repnlatory Commission as
lead agency i the regulation of these wastes, including the sole
authority to promulgate standards with respect to the method of dis-
posai and maintenance ot these low-ltevel wastes, s well as procedures
for conducting, operating, safc-guarding, and varing tor the facilities.

And, four, both for Jow and high level wastes the possible
utilization ot 4 neutral body of caperts to advise on the selection of

of geographic areas {or the ltocation of these tucilities and ceven
perhaps to advise on funding tor their perpetual care and maintenance.

It scems clear from the complexity and hazardous nature of the
subject being regulated and the concomitant demand for finuncial and
technical resources to deal successtully with the problem, that only
the Federal government can provide a system of uniform and cffective
regulation.  The scope of public concern attendant to the disposal of
these wastes is no less intense than that involved in the constructicen
and operation of utilization and production tacilitices, which are
currently regulatred, in their radiological aspects, exclusively by
the Federal government.

Farther, low-level wiaste pose some of the same problems with
respect to their dispo al, alithough of a lesser order of severity,
as high-level wastes, which have always been repulated at the Federal
fevel.

Although under this proposal, states will lose much of their
dircet authority to license and regulate low-level waste disposal
facilitves, this van be compensated for by institutionalizing and
thus assuring state participation in decisions to be made at the
Federal level.

Stiuce whatever solution is eventually adopted tor the peographic
distributien of these wastes will occasion locully perceived inequi -
ties, 1t becomes doubly important to assure maximose Lale participa-
tion in the tull range of decisions affecting the wpecitie location
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uation of the environmental and health and safety aspects of the
facilities' construction, operation, and future maintenance. FPro-
cedures have got to be designed to accommodate this puarticipation.
These could vary from state comments on specific Federal licensing
activities to joint hearing boards composed of representatives from
both levels of government, at which these issues and other issues of
specific concern to the state could be ventilated.

The states could be encouraged to participate through the com-
ment mechanism in the development of site-specific monitoring and sur-
veillance requirements for these facilitics, to be implemented at the
Federal level. The Council of State Governments couvld be effective
in this regard. States could contribute inspection teams to work
along with their Federal equivalents to ensure proper enforcement
of Federal regulations.

Maximum state participation in waste management matters will of
necessity involve a number of state agencies. Not only should there
be consultation with state public health agencies, but also the role
ot the state public service commissions in waste matters generally
hias to be taken into account.

At this time, there is very little guidance available to state
public service commissions as to the economic and technical consid-
crations involved in the treatment of waste for purposes of utility
rate mitking. As the nation's nuclear progran develops, the state
public service commissions will have to make important decisions
atfectine consumer interests in terms of their electric bills.

it the Kentucky burial site should be closed because of the state
excise tax, then the additional transpoertation costs for burying the
wiaste efscewhere will have to be borne by clectric consumers. (Guidance
as to the cost of utilities of handling nuclear waste must be part of
any comprchensive Federal regulatory program. Disparity in the treat-
ment of the utility waste management costs by the state public ser-
vice commission can only result in a variation of the ultimite cost
to the consumers of the power produced from nuclear generating plants,

At the Federal level, there is a c¢lear need for one agency to
step forward and exercise the full decision-making burden of regula-
tion of nuclear waste. 1t seems clear te me at the present time that
that agency should be the NRC because of its historical expertise
with respect to the regulated material. NRC has both the enabling
authority and the machinery to adopt the necessary standards and
reguluations to govern the disposal of all types of nuclear waste.
ERDA should retain its RED function in this area consistent with the
philosophy behind the dismantling of the ARC.

There are two discrete issites involved in nulcear waste management
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which severely test the capacity of the carsting burecaucratie st
ture in terms ot both 1t public credibrivty and objectovity. These
pssue s are, of course, the geographic tocation of waste Jdisposal
tacilities and the tunding of their perpetual coare and nontenance.
The highly political nature of these issuaes s o matter of much con

coert.

ne method of achiceving tmportant and carly decrsions on these
subjects and with a greater potential Yoy poublic acceptability would
be the creation of a neatral body of oyvperts.  This hady could be
composed of tadividuals drawn from both publie and private lite,
either in the form of o new Foderal advisory body, which need not be
a quasi-governmental corporation as Mason supgests, or perhiaps cven
as a o separate function of the existing advisory committee on reactor
sateguards.  Mason's suggestion, | othink, o~ good. 1 think 1t is u
tittle extreme. Tt seems Lo call for the takeever of all such facite-
tivs by the povernment, be they commercial or poversment owned,

UE o quast porvernmental corporat ton were scelectoed, [owould agree
with Mason that it ~foabhd he cmpowered to 1asue bonds and Pronance its
activitics as well o to Jund the perpetua! care and masntenance of

wastoe disposal tuoriitres,

The tmmedrate torden ot the solution, © thiok, tulls apon the
NRC to a large degio: Foomust act now to tedssert its bicensing
jurisdiction over oo disposal, o werd as e wrasp the administra
tive tnitiative in proposnyg standacds and Jratting regnlat tons to
govern cetfectively thee most challenginy probhlom.

This does not mean preceprtous aotion; bust orather, thoughttul,
effective resotution.  Thank you.

e, ROVANER: Thank you, Bill.

The first pancelist is John E. Gray who currently s the president
of the Internavional Energy Associates, Ltd. He is o director of the
Atlantic Counciri, Geomet Explorations, fuc., Institute for Public
Transportarion of New York. He is the chairman of the huclear Fuels
Policy Working Group of the Atlantic Council and a member of the
Nuctear Energy Subcommittee Council for Economic Development. He is
formerty o consultant to the Ford Foundation, MI't Center for Policy
Analysis, the National Science Foundation, FEA, Ldison Ulectric Insti-
tute, and others.  Formerlty the president of NUS Corporation, Project
Manager of Shippingport Atomic Power Statien, he is an cengincer by
training, having his Bachelor of Scicence degree in Chemical Enginecring
from the University of Rhode Island. His credentials would take up
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the rest ot the afternoon, so [ would rather he spoke fur himscelf.
Mr. Gray.

Remarks of

JOHN GRAY, Internatiovnal Energy Associates, Ltd.

Mr. GRAY: I was promised that my remarks can be brief and they

will be.

I would like to say that the focus of this particular panel is on
the nstitutional arrangemen®s that should be accorded to radioactive
waste munaypewent. I would begin by saying that the problem 1s with
us, and has been emphasiced as so being. We have in place a large
amount of waste resultant from the U.S. military program and we have
an increasingly large amoant of radioactive wastes being generated
from the use ot nuclear tacls in generating electricity. As I am sure
ail of yon realize, something like 11 per cent of the kilowatt hours
used in the United States o this year, 1976, will come from nuclear
generatron plants. Basced on plants being worked and in place, and
considering all forms of ¢lectric generation, by the year 1985, some-
thing cloese to 30 per gent of the electricity in the United States will
come from nuclear gencrating plants.

S0 we are not dealing with a hypothetical problem; we are dealing
with a problem that is with us today. It won't go away.

What to do about it institutionally? 1 am attracted to support
Mason Willrich's two-pronged attack, one on the compl-=tely ccherent
regulutory approach--i.e., by giving the NRC the authority and responsi-
bility and the lead role, and having the Federal government tackle the
problem. 1 am also compelled to believe that a waste management
authority which has the responsibility for putting in place and opera-
ting the facilities required to mznage radioactive wastes is sound for
the reasons that he advances, plus another that we have discussed.
That reason is: that while ERDA has the nominal responsibility four
the operational management of waste storage facilities, ERDA's role
as the U.5. agency responsible for all energy research and develop-
ment and demonstration is, in my opinion, substantially incompatible
with its assuming operational roles for those activities thar really
derive from the research, development and demonstration.

Some of us had suggested a couple of years ago that it would
bhe very handy to have a clearly delincated responsibility for waste
management, outside of ERDA.  This came in the context of being on u
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group that tairly consistently- -in a pohite and correc t ot of way
-~beats ERDAY over the head with the thought that 1t 1~ vperative
that ERDA get on with the business of Jdeveloping and denonstrating
commercially, waste managemnent in a manner that world allow for aceep
tance by the body politic that it can be done gl os being done.

A very smple and pragmatic thought thot cvolved wos that it
would he highly desivable to have in place @ properly-o astituted
government institution that would 1tself be responsibic tor cetting
cn with the job of doing the waste management and thus provide added,
proper pressure on ERDA to move torward ot an accelerated pace on
completing the rescarch, development, and commercialization activities
that it i1s chartered fo perform.

I don’t have mach to add to that. I think, however, tiat the
weh that Bitl Doub weaves as to the exasting and developing intrica
cies and difficulties of PFoderal -state relatiens in the regulatory
area is in itself g compelling argument in tavor of atteaptaing to
wrap up the responsibitity and assipn ¥t sipzalacly to NRC.

Mr. ROVNER: Our next speaker will be bdwaed Helmonskr who is
a physicist--opposed to us lawyers--with his degree tfrom the thaver-
sity of Michigan. He is presently empioyed as the director of the
Energy Program of the Nutional Governors! Contoereace; and previonsiy
served as the director of the Office of Science and Technolopy for
the National Conference of State fegistatures, in which capacity he
organized and staffed a conference in Nevada., less than two years
ago, on the same subject.

Remarks of

EDWARD HELMINSKI, Director, Eneryy Program, National Governors
(onference

Mr. HELMINSKI : As i representative of the National Goverpors!
Conference, [ have to commend Bill Doub on his views, and | am really
sad that he is still not officially a commissioner with the Nucicar
Regulatory Commissiaoin.  that kind of attitude within the Federal
goverement, especially at that level, is what is neceded today to
establish the kind of institational decision-making provesses that
necd 1o he established 1o deal with nuclear power.
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Lot s cead o vou o quote that was made by Governor O'Callaghan
i Acvads o conterence about the couperation of Federal and stuate
government - Governor C'Callaghan in his nresentation regarding the

nuclear wante disposal facu ity in Nevada, suid, "The lack of meaning-
ful cooperation betweon boederal and state governments was indicated

by MO Waste Storape Proposal. lostead of hacing participated in

the developruent of that proposal or even having hecen supplied with
Jetarled anformation prior to the release of the draft of that state-
meat, Nevada was contronted with a 35-day period within which to
cvaluate o obt-page proposal that could have had overwhelming emotional
and economic ampacts on this state. I had 45 days in which to form a
COMMITlee to review the preposial, to solicit recommendations from that
corittee, and to evaleate those recommendations and transmit comments.
he woere piven 35 davs to develop a document thuat had taken several

Veurs ta prepare.

bssentially, that o where Federal -state relations are today with
respect to the developmeat of nuaclear power itself and in nuclear
waste management . What needs to be done, prior to making suggestions
Tor o radioactive wasto S lurage areas or any permanent institutional
arranpements, ois a4 startenent from the President, dealing with the
national neced 1o establish o waste manasgement policy --or more so, a
radioscto e matertal management policy and organization.

Votramework has to he established to involve state and local
doevision makers an the design of the type of institution that will
direct thar band of actaivity. It is not sufficient to have state
and docal government potiey makers resct to a proposal by the agencies
ar by Congress i terms of legislation tor a new agency. State and
Tocal policy makers should be involved in the evolution of that type
of anstitution. Thun we probably would not be faced with the type of
problem that faces us today. The states would not have been co-oped
on the decision-making process; they would have part of it, they
would have heen respousible tor it, and they would have been respon-
sthte for implementing it.

I would like to take issue with a couple of other things. One
1s, we arce looking at this conference in terms of waste, and I think
it is very difficult as you look at the fuel cycle, to separate waste
trom radioactive materials. When does your waste become a resource
tn the tael-reprocessing mechanism?

I think it is pertinent aid critical that the United States
develop a policy with respect to radioactive material manzgement, and
not deal with waste specifically, in the long term.

In the short term, we do have a problem with wastes that are now
residing at nucleoer power plants.  They must be either disposed of or
cveled into reprocessing facilities, if that decision is made, so we
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have to louok 1o the shert term at waste as a problem. wmilitary waste
as a problem, and handle thot situation possibly in an interim dis-

posal fashion, or in a parmanent disposal tashion, but the decision

has to be made today or start at it.

The design of a decision has to be started today to handle what
we have; in the long term, a different solution must be designed and
that solution must deal with radioactive matcrial and not waste
specifically, because you get yourself into a real problem of dis-
tinguishing what material is not waste, what can be useful and what
material is waste, if you look at the whele nucleuar fuel cycle.

Most of the involvement of state government in the regulatory
aspects of nuclear power and nuclear waste management was mentioned
by Mr. Doub and it is increasing. [ ought to clarify one other thirg.
There are pieces of legislation occurring today and will continue to
occur, that wtll include a provision that the governor have the veto
of the siting of any energy facility or any facility in his state,
uniess the administrator or the Presidciit can prove that the siting
of that facility is in the national interest. He will have the burden
of proor upon himself, and those kinds of provisions are appearing in
legislation. They appeared in the oil shale commercialization act,
and they will appear in OCS activity, as the governor's exert their
strength on the congressional legislative process.

*

Mr. ROVNER: Cur next speaker is Elizabeth Dodson Gray. 1
hesitate to identify her with any organization because in fact, she
is here to represent those people who are not represented by organiza-
tions.

She was educated at Smith College, with a Bachelor of Divinity
from Yale Divinity School in 1954; in 1974, co-authored with her
hushand, an MIT colleague, a book, "Growth and Its Implications for
the Future,'" which was prepared originally for congressional com-
mittee hearing. In 1974 to '76, she was part of the lecadership team
teaching a seminar at the MIT Sloan School of Management on Strategies
for Sustainable Growth. And is presently on the board of Massachusetts
Tomorrow. [ present, probabhly, the only non-institutional view that
may be heard over the course of these three days. Elizabeth Dodson
Gray.



Remarks of

ELIZARETH DODSON GRAY, Free-lLance Writer and Ethicist

Ms. GRAY: 1 am sure vou all noticed from my resume that there
is o kind of 20-ycar lupse in which I disappeared from what was orig-
inally a professional life as a religious educator at the college
level, into being an Episcopal ciergy wife, and mother. And since
from what 1 gathered yesterday and today, I may really be one of the
few live, walging around, unaffiliated publics that you all have at
this conference, I have asked Ed Rovner for a little extra time, to
try to give you some sensc of what I feel is the gestalt--the world
vicew, the life space of people like me, and especially women like me.
At this point, [ wili quite unashamedly be representing the Jane Doe's
of the world. Not the John Doe's.

Many of you all are male decision makers. 8o 1if you will for-
give me for a little while, 1 would like to take you into my world
and inte my head, zo that you can understand that when the decision
about nuclear waste or even nuclear power comes at me as an unaffil-
itated citizen--1 sheuld say I am on the Board of Massachusetts To-
morrow--1 have put in some of my years as a part of the leg work of
the Lcague of Women Voters--basically I am a non-demonstrator, a non-
picketer, a kind of woman who has stayed at home and done my thing
for many years, despite my graduate ané¢ professicnal background.

I want you to try tc understand that when I come to make a de-
cision on some of these matters, it is not made in a vacuum. [ had
the feeling yesterday from Pawl Slovic's paper that the whole business
of risk perception was really from what I would perceive as a vacuum
--that 1s not really the world in which I live. I would like to ex-
plain to you why, and it involves a little bit of my personal history.

I was rarried in 1957 and in 1958 became pregnant. Like many
other women in my time, 1 had trouble slceping and I took sleeping
pills, and later discovered that had it not been for the woman at
FDA, I could possibly have had a thalidomide baby, because I took
those same kinds of pills. but I didn't happen vo take thalidomide.

We were in St. Louis at this point, and my child, since I could
not nurse her with my own breast, was on milk; and at this time,
because of nuclear fallout, the strontium 90 count of the milk that
was produced in the St. Louis area was the highest in the whole U.S.
So here 1 was with a child who was beginning to grow her bones with
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this marvelous high strontimn 90 count. We were adeesed thiat we
might do better with dry mitk sou we moved 1nto this, but | kind of
held my breath and hoped for the best.

I then had o wiscarriage between my first and second child, and
I don't remember what medications 1 was given becususe T orealiy wasn't
concerned about it. I trusted my doctors ahsolurely.  So [ had a
child who turncd cut to he a bov, and if you stay with me, then, my
children were like five and eight. We were oot troveling ip Califor-
nia in the summer, camping out, and I came to the horrifying conciu-
sion that there was something wrong with my breast, and that breast
cancer wuas not just something that happened tn other people, but God
help me, might be happening to me.

1 went through & breast biopsy and 1T was fucky. v cyst or shat-
ever it was, was benign.  But it wuas a very consciousness-raising
experience for me 2s a human being, hecause | discovered that while
my hushand and 1 sharce almost identical professional consciousnesses
or gestalts, suddenly when | passed through the barrier of someone
who had come that close to having hreast cancer, I suddenly realized
tnat I had woved into another vhought worid, I koew in my tody, that
[ not only was going to die in a way that my husband didn't apparently
really know, but that 1 could discover tomorrow that ! had two or
threc months to live on breast cancer, or from any other kind of can-
cer. And that was very interesting to me.

Okay, we go on in my life. We learn about polyviny! chlorides,
and what they do, and we lcarn about kepone, and then we learn about
DES, and I draw a sigh of relief becuuse whatever it was [ took, 1
produced a female child so 1 don't have to worry about her having
vaginal cancer. Then very recently I have discovered that this is
appavently not true and there arc etfects on boys--and now 1 have got
to go back to my gynecologist and find out if what 1 took was DES.

I listened to the NBC television documentary narrated by Betty
Furness about the 5,500 chemicals in our food. Before 1 saw this, 1
had begun to note the this®s and the that’s ahout the additives. |
started checking the things that I bought, und I had realized that
wheir you talk about Red Dye No. 2, that our favorite summer mcal was
barbecued chicken made from a prepared barbecue sauce, black cherry
Jello--which my son really adored with chunks of pineapple in
it--and this was our favorite summer meal and this was no doubt loaded
with Red Dye No. 2 for @ period of years.

i have worn for 20 years of my life a very reddish-purple lipstick,
which | am alsc now cqually suve I have eaten off huge quantities of
Red Dye No. 2.

We are up to the NBC documentary. There is a Kind of cap on
this, when the scicentist near the end of the pregram tells me that
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when we are talking about 5,500 compounds mixed together inside your
body, we are not talking about something that some people will be
vulnerable to, we are taiking about combinations of things which mossi
of us will be vuinerable to when you are dealing with that variety of
compounds.

Somchow, semewhere along in here, it began to dawn upon me that
...preparing food for my family was a lethal operation. I beguan going
to the store and thinking...my daug ier is on a diet...my son has this

..what he likes und doesn't like...I have got my economy needs over
here as a clergy wife...and yet shall I so choose what I now under-
stand is in clams...that is killing baby secals...the toxic things in
fish...the DES and hormones in beef...what my environmental friends
tell me are the hormones in chicken...the additives and all the pack-
ages on their shelves--what in God's name do I feed my family every
day that probably may not already be poisoning them? Becausc now, -
finally 1 have gotten it through my head that it takes about 20 years
fer the cancer cffects of this business to show up.

And 1 find myself looking at my family and myself and my children,
and feeling like walking time bombs for the Cancer Society already.

All right, are you still with me? 1 have two or three friends
who dic of cancer at my age. Almost all the people I know who are
dying are dying of cancer. Somebody must be having heart attacks,
according to the statistics, but 1 don't know people who are having
heart attacks; 1 only know people, grandparents, parents, friends my
age--my daughter had a friend who has already died of leukemia, and
she has a4 friend who has a brain tumor.

All right. We are down to my latest batch of friends who have
just had their mastectomies because they, being five years older than
me, have heen taking hormones for their menopause, which I haven't
potten to yet. And I am suddenly very grateful for that flash of
intuition in my life which prevented me from taking birth control
pills. I had a scnse that my hormonal system as a woman was so compli-
cated that that was the only time I didn't think the doctors knew
cverything. I didn't think they really understood that system, so 1
never bought into that. But as we learn about that, 1 have escaped
the hormone problems, you know; my friends are having mastectomies.

My daughter, going off to cellege this year, depending on how
she fcels about having sex with a variety of people, bas birth control
options. We now know that the 1UD damages, that the birth control
pill damages certain percentages, on and on and on. I chose mechan-
ical means with spermicidal jellies and I now contemplate what <0
some years before my husband got a vasectomy did chemically to my
vagina--and it is really not pleasant to coptcempliate.

Then we learn about PCBs in motherfs milk and I wonder how [
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would feel as o yvouny wother today, 1t 1 huad been abte to warse my
children, looking tenderty down at the preture ot this chidd here
nursing on my breast and wendering about the P8 connt that was
going imn.

Now, my fricnds, rhis is the world an which 1 trve, when some-
one says to me, "How do vou feel about the puclear option?'"  And you
have got to understand (his becausce 1 now understand that | oam the
first generation, who ns one of my friends put it and I quote, "who
have pesticide in our fat, asbestos in our tungs and radioactivity,
or something, ir our bone marrow.'" And as Betty Furness put it in
the documentary, we (meaning peoptle my age) have been guinea pigs
for all of thesc new things that have been discovered and put into
our process since after World War Il

What I um talking about, in the peneral public, is what 1 feel
is the consciousness-raising technique that | think is different than
technologicai optimism or technological pessimism, and 1 would like
to coil it a loss of technological fundamentalism.

I came from a Southern Baptist backpround, so when 1 osay "funda-
mentalism'™ | mean th2 religious attitude that says, "1 only have two
options. [} must believe the Bible absolutcely or if | can't believe
it absolutely, [ am cast adrift upon scas which I personally cannot
manage, namely, deciding which passages 1 will believe and which pas-
sages 1 won't. And therefore, 1 can only belicve in everything or
nothing."

I should say 1 am not a religious tundamentalist. T am capable,
apparcntly, of living emotionally and intellectually with choosing
the possages in the Bible that 1 find relevant amd potent, ard com-
pelling for my personal decision making. lowever, reared as g Southern
Baptist in a very fundamentalist background--and my mothev was a funda-
mentalist--1 am very well acquainted with the fceling abont life that
says, "It is all or nothing." 1 must have absolute confidence in this
thing or I can’t have any contidence at alf.

It scems to me that the general public- -and myselt amonyg them--
has had 10-15-20 years ago, a position of marvelous kind of innocence
--innocent, technological Pundamentalists, tn which we honestly felt
that all of the experts knoew moie than we did, knew it all.  We knew
therc were some side offcects of the medical drugs that were ziven us,
but we honestly had the contfidence that these must he pretty minimal
or they wouldn't give it to us, snd they would watch them. e had
no real sense of what would happen 1 they were wrong.

I now know--uas a person, in wmy gut--that medical technology
and perhaps most technology does not vow hnow cverything.  And furthee-
more, when they arce wrong, § will tirve with the conscequences. D dwdn't
know that bcfore.
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Two weceks ago Bohad danointeresting expertence We revisitoed the
Arch 1n St. Louis. You khnow, thosce of you have been up an the Arch,
you start out and all ot a sudden this thing begins to lurch, and
you have this sense of wanting to regain your balance, uand this kind
of feeling...cevery nerve in your body...like when you thrst flew up
in an airplanc...kind of wanted to stop it und readjust and do some-
thing steady to your universe. And | started correcting my head for
this by saying, "Don't worry, they have designed it properly. They
know all about it and nothing will happen.” And I suddenly rcalized
that this is my traditional assurance to myself to deal with my human
feelings of uncertainty as the plane took off, or as this thing lurched
--but | didn't belicve that anymore when 1 said it to myself. They
know all about it when they designed it, but [ suddenly felt...1
don't believe that anymore. So 1 can't feel confident. 1 kind of
quivered all the way up to the Arch, and this is when 1 realized that
I had been a technological tundamentalist, in my non-expert faith; 1
was cast out in the seas of having to decide, point by point.

Now you scientists, you technologists, do feel confident tc make
these kinds of decisions that 1 feel confident as a somewhat trained
Biblical scholar to make. But for the rest of us people, particularly
when we know that, it my doctor is wrong about my treatment and 1 die
of the consequences, it is not going to really bother him the way it
1~ going to bother me.

Unfortunately, the whole nuclear question as far as 1 am con-
cerned, what 1 porceive of the consciousness of the private citizen,
is within this kind of gestalt of what the private citizen has learned
about the tailure of other kinds of technology.

Okay, now if 1 would for just a minute put on my MIT hat, and
what | now know and could phrase it as on the basis of what 1 feel 1
have fecarned, T now realize that what we are dealing with is complex
systems. What | know of systems analysis...Reality really is a svstem.
Everything affects everything else, and is composed of all kinds of
interacting, natural systems in the biosphere, and interacting social
systoems,

when we do things which are conceived as well as we can possibly
conceive them, T don't think because we have not really understood
how complexly interactive reality is, we can really anticipate the
cffects that we will have--and what 1 have come to call "delayed
effects” hecause it tikes a long time, apparently, for complex systems
to have some of the reactions that they will have when you do things
within them.

And ] now hnow that all of this cannot be calculated, that we
don't know all of this, and that we probably never will, as least for
the lonyg toreseeahle future,
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[t scew o ome that Locan never go back to the hind of nngies

tioning trast that U had betore. While I teel L understand this an
terms of complex systems, the average person that ©oam tryang to
represent does not understand it or can verbalice an these ways. But

I think they feel it in their gut--and this 1s what you have laheled
"loss of contfidence in technology.”

I have had the fecling that some of you feel quaintly that, if
you massaged the public differently, if you brought them into decision
making, this would go away. It is pot going te. 1t is like innocence.
It is not going to go away, and once you make this realization that no
human technology is goiag to be able to anticipate all of these delayed
effects, whether they be social or biolovical or the interaction of
them, you arc never going to have such sublime kind of contidence in
sailting ahecad. And 1 would assume that the pcople who have become,
over a period of years lately, what you would label as "technologicil
pessimists,'" this is precisely wheve they are coming trom.

This has made me, for example, a supermarket drop-out. 1 guess
I must be fabeled a "passive aggressive.' 1 um not the kind ot person
who rushes out to the first citizen activist committee, to walk on a
picket line about what 1 now know, and which I feel strongly about.

I have dealt with the situation basically by trying to drop out.
I go to my doctor as seldom as possible, 1 tuke as few medications
as possible. 1 literally go into my supermarket, buy non-additive
hread, take my vegetables and fresh fruits home and scour them to
attempt tw pet the pesticides off. We have become just about vege-
tarians. We use milk and cheese.

I have come to secc that it is no longer in my self-interest to
absorb into my body, into my family, many of the products that have
been produced by our technological scciety; it is no longer in my
sclf-interest.

Now when you come at me with a nuclear decision, I think a
person like me is only going to be propelied into the picket lines
when you want to invade the very precarious private space that 1 am
trying to forge then without moving to Maine or to a desert island,
to protect mysclf from what 1 begin to see, of very dangerous effects
of my socicty.

And when you begin to invade my space with nuclear plants, people
Tike me will say, '"No way. Someplace else, but no way here." Because
that is one of the few defenses that I have, because 1 don't sce that
I can reach out and change that technological society that [ feel
very much trapped in and by as a woman.

There is, in some of these papers, this whole business of risk
analysis. They say, '"Well, there is no technology without risk. And
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all these wonderful things that we have given you, and this is the

price you must pay.'" Very frankly, my answer as a woman is, [ don't

see why that is necessary. You guys, mainly as males, established

this technological system, this production system, you created these

products, supposedly for me as a beneficiary, and now you tell me

that the price of doing that is that statistically many of my numbers
..sec, | no longer believe it is a few.

I think when you add up my water pollution and my air pollution,
my medical pollution, my cancer ingestion, my this and a million
things, my statistics of not being a victim go down to zilcho. 1 can
go up in an airplane with the confidence that one in 10 million flights
goes down. And I can trust that. But when 1 see the multiplicity of
ciarcinogens synergizing in our society and synergizing in my human
body as a sink, it is not just the air and the water out there that
are sinks of all this--it is my body and my children's body.

I no longer have any confidence that 1 won't be one of those
statistics. Because [ was also struck yesterday by the fact, in that
whole discussion about risk, no one mentioned the fact that ours is
a4 death-denying society. 1 am sure you have read about that in all
kinds of ways. We can't face the thought of death. We cosmeticize it,
we push it aside. Only very recently, and only because in my opinion,
so many people are dying of cancer, are we finally beginning to face
with books and with all kinds of things, what many of us are going to
have to do and do sooner than we might normally; namely, die.

1 don't think you can do accurate risk analysis in the society in
which the people doing the risk analysis--part of their consciousness
is to deny death. And, furthermore, when a part of their conscious-
ness as men in our culture is impinged on by the masculine conscious-
ness which says it is unmasculine to feel fear, to feel that you are
vulnerable, the whole schmeer.

Therefore, 1 see two things in the masculine decision makers'
function in our culture which does not give me confidence in their
ability to even do accurate risk analysis; namely, they like--we all
like--to think we will never die and I think most people do until
suddenly something really comes inte your life that makes you realize
that you really are going to die. Maybe tomorrow. And that is what
happened to me. So, two reasons--the death denying and the masculine
consciousness--do not give me confidence in the ability of our male
decision makers to even accurately assess risk. 1t seems to me the
odds are enormously weighted toward saying, ''Yes, these are risks...
but we will go ahead, my friends."

All of this gives me the feeling as Betty Furness also said, that
1 am not a beneficiary of this system. 1 begin to think that ! am a
victim.
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I think if this becomes u part of vour perception, 1t cnorwmously
complicates, 1f you will, the nuclear issuc--boecause the nuclear issue
fits into this. It is not just that we are taking chances with the
nuclear, the nuclear is only a part of the things that we are tuking
chances about.

1f you think that my consciousness is the only one that has been
atfected, | would like to draw your attention to the National Enquirer.
I don't know how many of you will read this; it is available in super-
markets. 1 don't know how many of you guys shop, but 1 was put onto
it because it has the largest circulation of any paper in America. The
field that | like to think about intellectually is consclousness, and
a male friend of mine said, "Look, you ought to look at this, it has
the largest circulation.”

If you think I have a thing about cancer, the National Enquirer
has the biggest thing about cancer. 1In their latest issue, there is
a headline on the front that says, "Five Top Candy Bars Contain Traces
of Chemicals That Cause Cancer." And the hecadline inside says, "Five
Top-Selling Candy Bars {ontain Traces of Cancer-Causing Chemicals.”
They could pose a serious Jong-range health threat to America's
children.

I submit to you that this is where many of us are living, and
this is where we come at the whole nuclear thing. Thank you.

*

Mr. ROVNER: Thank you. Our final panelist for this purt of
this afternoon's program is Mr. John Andelin, who is obviously a
Californian. He has his degrees from the California Institute of
Technology, Stanford. He has served as i member of the technical
statf at Hughes Aircraft in Culver City, Malibu. After that was a
senior research scientist in cryogenies at the Ford Scientific lLabora-
tory, a research associate in solar physics at Harvard, and since 1971,
to the present time, is the administrative assistant to Congressman
Mike McCormack who is a member both of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy and the Committee on Science and Technology. Mr. Aadelin.

Remarks of

JOHN ANDELIN, Administrative Assistant, Congressman Mike McCormack
of Washington
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Mr. ANDLLIN: Thank you. I feel a little i1l at ease, coming
on after, I think, an impassioned appeal for a more concerned society.

I discovered that I share the majority of those concerns, at some
level, and many at the same level. 1 found that perhaps the only one
where ! was a little less sure, cr in less agreement, was in fact, the
nuclear question. 1 suppose that is because when I look at it from
my own background in the days when I was a scientist--if I can claim
that after five years in the political world--we have lived with and
evolved with, and grown up with radiation, and what a fulli-blown
nuclear industry or no nuclear industry will do, is modify that, to
the bulk of the population, by a truly insignificant amount--a frac-
tion of a per cent, something on that nature, and so the effects that
will occur from that are almost certainly going to be plus or minus a
percent of the effects that already are occurring from that.

The questicn of the organic pollutants that we have dumped into
the atmospherc and the rivers and our food is something quite different.
They are new, and 1 think without any question we don't know what
those cumulative effects will be. Our bodies have, by and large, never
encountered them.

The only other comment I have relative to that, other than a
tairly wholehearted agreement with her, is that those concerns need
very much to be expressed at meetings like this, and to be incorpor-
ated into the decision making, not of just the nuclear fuel cycle or
nuclear waste management, but how we run society and who tells us
what they are worried about. Technological justice without social
justice, emotional justice, isn't what we want. And so people have
to be secure, by and large, with the decisions en masse. And the
National Enquirer and a large number of Jane Doe's and a large number
of John Doe's under the surface agree with those. We have got to
take them into account.

In fact, 1 guess I would say, by the mere reaction of the audience
to a very serious study, of laughter throughout, implies a great deal
of personal insecurity about these same issues.

I would like to address some of my own thoughts pricr to hearing
that, however, and give you just a couple of minutes of discussion.
Following from that and the general tone of what I heard today, is
that what we are stuck with is a lack of decisions, but we need to
make those decisions with uncertainty. We just don't have all the
facts.

No action whatsoever is a real decision. If you don't do some-
thing or other, the consequences will continue to flow. Time doesn't
stop and wait for you. As has been pointed out, we have nuclear
wastes in abundance today and we had damned wel: better do something
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with them. What we can sce clearly is we have not, in the past,
dealt adequately with the problem, at least institutionally. You
can't even tell in detail whether we have dealt with it adequately
technically, at this stage, because we Laven't proceeded to try and
test and evaluate and listen to opinions about the options we have.
What I see technically looks pretty good to me, but we haven't
really addressed it and we haven't explored it thoroughly, and we
don't know how many people haven't yet spoken up saying, but look,
what about...? This kind of a conference will Jdo something.

[ detect a very substantial agrvement in general, over the pro-
blem. T think we can all nitpick about the details and 1 certainly
would, given that chance. I think that is not the tone that has heen
set and not the appropriate one for this atternoon. We need decisions
and we need a decision methodology as well, and hy that what 1 mean,

1 think, is clearly expressad by several people before. Not only do
you need decisions today, but you want to know what kinds of inputs

went into those and what inputs will be important in the future, to

modify them in case they weren't the right decisions, or in case we

later decide to modify these somehow.

What that means is, if you make clear decisions and you open the
decision-making process, then citizens and state governments and in-
dustry can proceed to operate with that in mind. They kind of know
the ground rules. When you get a new game, you open the box and you
read on the cover to find out what the game is yon are playing. Very
few people sit down and play a game, especially when the stakes are
real, and people say, "Don't worry, we will teach you the rules as
you go along." A little while later they say, 'Well, that applied
before, but the rules are a little different in this case."

What we need fer all of society is a very open decision-making
process.

In the details of what has been discussed, I totally agrce that
a regulatory process should be made more coherent. 1 see no reason
not to put it in a single institution; NRC is fine by me. Pick a
different one--I think the detail structure isn't important. NRC is
there; the decisions and the process need to be decided today. 1
would be very happy to see them much more strongly coordinated.

1 think Ed Helminski's comments--make sure you coordinate with
the state governments--is also a critical onc. lLet's go do that. 1
think the details of the management--while I personally will agree
that Mason Willrich's suggestion is a fine gne, I am not sure there
aren't others. If that is the only one available to me, a yes or ne
vote, the answer is certainly yes. If I have got some kind of a choice
or several months to explore it, which is in fact the reality that
this will be explored over the next six months to a year, 1 would
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expect, 1 would like to hear what the options are before 1 put my
nickel down now. But it is a finc idea, and certainly collecting the
waste management authority somehow in some entity, and taking -are of
its fragmentation--that is critical.

A few other comments 1 would like to make. 1 think this meeting
is on the order of 10 years late. I am sorry it didn't occur a long
time ago and that this isn't a modern versi.n, and that we are not
saying, '"Wasn't that easy? Now let’s look at the really hard problems
...food additives, whatever it might be."

We need decisions. Decisions have to be made by people and I can-
not take the organizational scructure of the Federal government and
put names in the boxes at the moment. I do not know who the President
will be, in spite of being an insider. It just isn't quite apparent
yet.

I dor't know, certainly, which members of Congress will and won't
return. [ have some modest ideas, but that is nct clear. Assuming
they return, however, the organizations that are uniquely responsible
for what we are talking about here today are the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. 1If you are going to reorganize, restructure, the Joint
Committce on Atomic Lnergy may not exist next year. [t has been around
a long time. There is a large body of interest which says that it has
outlived its usefulness. It has been, in various terms, arrogant or
careless or something. The House Democratic Caucus has made a formal
recommendation that it go away. The House Democratic Study Group,
which is 2 majority of the liberal Democrats in the House, has recom-
mended that the Joint Committee not be abolished, just have its authority
stripped. That decision may well be made in early December. That is,
prior to the next Congress there will be a Democratic Caucus meeting
in early December, and there may not be a Joint Committee. So if you
want decisions, it is not clear today. I would like to say, "Well,
here is how the decisions might happen.' It is not at all clear today
who is going to make them or how. I can only tell you why they haven't
heppened in the past, in the past couple of years at least, because of
this lack of interface, because of the way Congress is structured.

I have already cheated. I have used the word "Congress," as if
there were such a thing. I was explaining a few weeks ago something
about the Congress and I cCrew a box and I put the word "Congress' in
it, and a couple of lines down, I said "House" and "Senate." And !
realized I was wrong, and 1 erased the word 'Congress' on the top.
It is the House and the Senate. It is the only branch of government
where you can have a stand-off. There is one President, there is an
odd number of Supreme Court Justices, and there are two Houses and
they are totally equal. They explicitly take account of politics, so
within each House, there are caucuses and coalitions and whatever
names you care to have for vested interest groups that form together
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for the moment, to do the next step in some issue.  And when you have
got 500 members of the House and Scnuate clected from a small population
base, each of which is representing the interests of his people, you
can't really expect much in the wuay of leadership out of that. ‘'They
can well modify existing propousals in administration, but the Congress

cannot lead, that I can see, in any sense.

For example, when 1 wuas listening to some of your discussion, the
subject came up about the states, individual states not wanting a par-
ticular nuclear waste disposal site; and I was thinking to myself of
what a typical Congressional solution to that would be. We have re-
cent experience of a solar heating and cooling bill and an electrical
vehicle bill, which was a demonstration program, where 5,000 or some-
thing or other, mechanical things were put out into the world, and the
question was, '"Where will they be put?" And the typical Congressional
answer was, ‘'We'll divy them up equally per Congressional district.”

You are catching on. Given the discussion that perhaps dispersed
sites is the proper way of storing nuclear wastes, [ can well imagince
your Congressional solution being, one per Congressional district.
With the proviso that if you can buy off somebody else to take yours,
or if you can offer enough to get somebody eclse's, you can have as
many as you want or don't wan.. That will, in fact, cause a great
distribution of wealth, hecause there arc scveral states and several
sites that would love to have them, and 1 think it would be very dif-
ficult to do in some of the districts in New York City, for cxample.

So, I don't think that is the ideal solution, but if it is left
to Congress to lead all by itself that is the kind of a political
compromise decision that is most likely to tuke place. [ think what
we need, loud and clear, is an overall program, as we have heard, for
all of the technological changes that arc occurring to society, and I
guess I go beyond that.

! was speaking yesterday at a conference on '"technology assess-
ment." I told them it is the wrong title for the discipline. It is
really a "decision-impact analysis.” You make a decision-- or if a
time comes when you recognize that a decision could be made, then you
really would like to know what is the impact of not doing anything,
versus choosing one of these options.

What we really need is to have that laid out very clearly, at
least for cnrergy options. When I look at health delivery and sociagl
ijustice and court system, welfare problems, I can't solve those even
technically. The energy problems are simple technically. All that
is left--which of course is the hard part--is the social and the polit-
ical problems.

But at least we have taken care of, by and large, the technical
ones; with the rest of it, we are a lot worse off. I would love to
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see a coherent statement out of any President, wherever it comes out,
saying, ''Here are the energy problems, here are my proposals, here is
what 1 want done." A clear program--and hand it to the Congress, and
something will come out withir two years. But if it is not a clear
program; it has not been and it appears to be very heavily ccuched

in vested interests--and I don't mean just this most recent administra-
tion. As far back as I go, our energy policies have been distinguished
by either neglect or what aopears to be vested interests.

A clear, concise statement of something that looks honorable to
begin with, I think, could wind up a very good energy policy, and 1
suspect that the nuclear questions and the waste questions would fall
out from that in a relatively straightforward way, and I think indica-
tions of a conference like this mean that we are beginning to bring in
more intcrests, and we are beginning to address the public policy is-
sues, not just the simple technology. "hank you very much.

*

Mr. ROVNER: Thank you, John. As advertised, we will take a
five-minute bhreak. When you come back, we will be announcing where
the cvening sessions will be and what they will be on. Meanwhile, I
would like to have whatever cards with questions or comments ycu want
to forward up to us.

Five-Minute Break

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD

Mr. ROVNER: Could we start sitting again? While people arc
racing to their seats, let me make a couple of announcements.

The ERDA Resource Center will be open until 6:00 this evening,
and will open up again at 5:00 tomorrow morning for all the insom-
niacs who have urgent questions. If you stayed up all night, eat
breakfast and be there at 8:00.

There will be three workshops this evening. The first one is
on the subject of the NRC Task Force on Goals. There are a number
of questions regarding the Task Force Report, and the question of
identifying goals is obviously terribly important in articulating
concerns regarding waste management. Bill Bishop and several Task
Force members will be available, Thursday evening, from 8:30 in Tower
Salon 2.
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The workshop on International Issues has been changed to Salon
3 and 4.

There will be a workshop on the State's Roie in Siting Selection
Criteria. Mr. Helminski and 1 and Mary St. Clair from the Sierra
Cilub, Saginaw interveners, will be there and, I hope, anybody else
who is interested. We want to explore the questions of how sites are
selected and the roles of various parties, and who is entitled to a
voice in it. We will have a brief represeptation of the current
status of federal siting criteria, and then some discussion as to
what we think it ought to be. That will be this evening at 8:00 P.M.
in Tower Salon 1.

I have the questions, that we have tried to go through. I will
try to read those that are really questions rather than comments. In
some cases, I am going to have to summarize two or three questions,
because they relate to the same issue.

The first question...is a question for Mr. Doub. '"Would you ex-
plain further your views on statc involvement in the management of
nuclear materials? What obligations exist for the states and what
limitations are there in the states?"

Mr, DOUB: Well, that is a hard question to answer in terms of
the role of states. 1In a consentual democracy such as we live in,
decisions have to have support of the public. You can go back in
history, as John Andelin mentioned, and look at the failings of the
AEC. One of the problems was that the Congress, because of the lack
of interest of the public, was willing to delegate the oversight of
atomic energy to the Joint Committee. And then if you use Nader's
quote, the symbiotic relationship between the Joint Committee and the
AEC produced nuclear power, commercial nuclear power, as we know it
today.

In point of fact, it wasn't until commercial nuclear reactors
began tc be built around the country in the middle sixties that the
public really became aware of what nuclear power meant.

Now, they have only heard the bad side of it. Mrs. Gray said
something to the effect that she is not a technological fundamentalist,
and she is going to think about her own seif-interest. Well, I don’t
blame her a bit, but the point is that the public has to be educated.
They have got to be given the facts. And therefore, decisions have
to be made witn public participation for informational purposes. That
is one reason.

And that means participation by the states. [t is no easy answer
to say Federal pre-emption. I noticed that the Department of Trans-
portation just on September 19, came out with a procedure by which
conflicting transportation regulations involving a nuclear material
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would be resolved...there is a methodology for resolution by the De-
partment.

With regard to whether the state is exceeded in its authority:
There has to be accommodation of state interest, because land and
water use planning is a historical state prerogative. On the other
hand, you can't have a state vetoing or having the right to veto
energy projects which are essential for the national welfare. We
see this not just in the nuclear power area, but in many other areas.
LNG, tankers in the Puget Sound have become a political issue, importa-
tion of LNG, what have you.

J think one of the answers to it is that there has to be a coor-
dinative mechanisn between the Federal government and the states, which
local and national energy objectives and goals are related to the
states in terms of objectives. Then the state decision makers can
make decisions with some understanding of the implications of those
decisions which are in their particular area of authority. You can-
not remove the states from the process.

1 can give you the more definitive answer of how you could do it
in the case of nuclear power waste disposal--with joint hearing boards
and independent neutral panels of experts involving state representa-
tives, site selection and all that--but the basic point is that the
public has a right to be informed. I will quote John Andelin again--
that this Conference is 10 years too late--but in a different sense.
This is again an example of the need for informing.

We all can learn. I learned a lot from listening to Mrs. Gray.
Certainly nuclear power, where it is today--it is unfortunate that the
public's perception of it is sc clouded and in many cases, sO erron-

cous.

Mr. HELMINSKI: With respect to the involvement of states, the
point has to be made that we are not talking about the state geolo-
gists and the association of state radiological experts. We are
talking about the governor's office and the legislative offices. Very
often our Federal agencies think that if they work with an association
of administrators, with the name "state" in front of it, they are
working with the governor.

I think ERDA is now paying their dues for that in the State of
Michigan. They did not inform the governor's office that they were
going to start test drilling, I believe, for geological information
in that state with respect to waste disposal.

"States' mean the elected policy people within those states;
and when you talk about '"local government," you are speaking about
the elected officials in those states. They may not get personally
involved, once they are informed of what is going on, but they most
assuredly have to be informed of what is going on.
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Mr. WILLRICH: I would just like to cmphasize a point that 1
think Biil Doub hinted at. The question that was raised here 1is
really a much broader one and much more important one. I think that
the question of Federal-state energy relations is one of the key
issues in the whole national energy policy mix. Tt is unresolved,
not just with radioactive waste but with energy resource development
questions, and with facilities siting questions. It pervades the
entire situaticn.

How to resolve it? 1 think it has to come as a political matter.
It won't come until there is very strong Presidential leadership with
a reasonable plan and with state participztiorn in thinking through
the consequences of chat plan. Until the Federul-state relationship
is worked out, so we can make decisions not just with radioactive
waste, but in the whole range of resource development and energy intra-
structure questions...the United States is going to become increasingly
a threat to the security of our allies, and all of the countries in
the Middle East, because the way that it is going to be resolved is
by increasing oil imports. We are going to look back in another 10
years at the delay that is going on righv now, and say that we are
indeed the entire world's problem.

Mr. ROVNER: I have a questioun herc for Mr. Willrich and John
Gray. Suggestion was made that the ERDA management role is inconsis-
tent with ERDA's RED function. T'Would ERDA's management of Ouak Ridge,
Fort Smith and Paducah diffusion plants also be inconsistent? low
can we avoid the additional delays which would result from additional
studies, environmental statements, and so on, which the new manage-
ment agency would have to undertake?"

Mr. WILLRICH: It might well be u good idea to scparate the
operation of the enrichment facilities from ERDA. This hus been sug-
gested and considered seriously for some time, and in fact one of the
analogs for my own thought process in thinking through the radio-
active waste authority was the earlier proposal for a government en-
richment corporation.

Mr. ROVNER: The sccond part of that question was, '"How can
we avoid the additioral delays which would result in additional
studies, environmental studies, statements, etcetera, which a new
management agency would have to undertake?'

Mr. WILLRICH: This is because of where we are at with radio-
active waste. We haven't gone through the demonstration step yet,
with commercial waste. It is going to take some years to get through
that. What we would be doing is, in a sense--as John Gray said--
creating a market for radioactive waste management technology. This
is somewhat lacking from the present structure, where we have an RED
oriented administration; there is no demand pull for the technology.
But there is an R§D organization that is continually concerned about
improving the situation.



211

Mr. GRAY: I think Mason mzkes the point--the matter of re-
moving responsibility for production of enrichment services from ERDA
has been considered and studied and appears to be a rational thing to
do if somebody cares to do it. As far as the lost time on the other
matters, most of this stuff has been studied tc date, and any new
work, such as environmental impact statements, have their own time
demznds anyway, regardless of how it is going to be done, in my
opinion.

Mr. ROVNER: 1 have a question addressed to Mr. Willrich, but
I suspect it goes to anybody on the panel as well. '"Both this morning
and this afternoon, we have heard that any high-level waste manage-
ment program must be structured to respond to any changes in the
social epvironment, either gradual or abrupt changes. What do you
mean by this statement? What changes in social environment could you
foresec, predict, or feel now would have to be considered?"”

Mr. WILLRICH: think the author was addressing himself to
the point that in any such institution, one of its characteristics
would have to be a capacity to adopt to change in conditions, social
as well as technological. One cannot predict history forward. And
when you are talking about social change, I haven't found it very
useful to think about predicting. What it is useful to think about
is the fact that there will be change--but not to try to think too
hard about what the nature of that change is going to be. To pro-
viue enough options within your management structure, however, you
are going to go about things so that when there is change, it can be
somehow accommodated. John Andelin mentioned this, that one of the
things one wants to think about in making decisions is to crank in
some inputs that assure flexibility in case you guess wrong.

The thing that impresses me is that we need to get off the mark,
the thought that somehow, even if we establish the radioactive waste
authority, that that authority is necessarily going to be in existence
even in the year 2000. I would expect it would be an unhealthy situ-
ation if it were in existence in the form in which it was launched.

Mr. DOUB: I think we have got to recognize that regulation as
we know it in this country, is essentially a 20th century device.
It is true that the ICC was created in 1887, but it wasn't until the
early years of this century that we saw the state public service com-
missions and the FTC and the FCC and all the other associations come
along.

The intention was to regulate the natural monopolies, and then
it moved into a new area, and this is what we are struggling with.
This is technulogical regulation. A very recent development. Not
just economic regulation. That is, the setting of rates, issuing
of permits and granting of tariffs--but also regulating a technology
in terms of health and safety of the public.



The problem is how do you make it dynamic so it can react to
changed circumstances as regulation should? Tt is a natural tension
point between the regulated entity and the regutator. There are cx-
amples that when that tension doesn't exist, that it does not operate
in the public interest and loses its purposefulness.

There are constraints on the system, but there are also constraints
that make it adaptable to change, and that is what we uare talking about.
How do we set up a program which can adapt to technological changes,
and at the same time, meet the demands for the public as those inter-
ests are presently expressed and known?

Mr. ROVNEK: There are a number of questions that have com
down to the same basic inquiry, "What kinds ot management incentives
can you visualize for the kind of administration you are suggesting
that would be vomparauntc to the incentives that may cxist for private
industry in their activities?"

Mr. WILLRICH: Money, stutus, responsibility and ample authority.
Mr. HELMINSKI: I Jon't think profit can be an incentive with
respect to nuclear waste. | have convinced myself that if we concen-

trate on waste, we are forgetting about tailings and then we are for-
getting about the fuel reprocessing industry. 1 think profit cannot
be the motive for private industry getting involved. There are things
that can be done to maximize profit and mirimize safcety. We have seen
that over and over again, when private industry has gotten involved

in trying to solve the problems that have cithoer been left by tech-
nology--solving the problems that really are the bane of mankind.

When they are given that responsibility, the profit motive is not
enough to have them curry out that responsibility in un effective
manner.

Mr. ROVNER: [ have pot a question here which | think is a sort
of hometown question. ''In the context of your recommendation that NRC
have all regulatory authority over nuclear waste management, in which
ways do you recommend that the authorities of EPA be diminished?”

Mr. DOUB: Well, that is a loaded question. [ think that Ed
Helminski put his finger on it, when he talked about the bad coordin-
ation--he used the example in Nevada of Governor 0'Callaghan--through-
out the regulatory system. One of the things that I have observed
15, wec are moving to regulations and management by consensus. Every-
thing is put out for comment. Everything is circulated among the
interested parties. Now that is not the kind of coordination and
leadership that resolves these problems. (oordination and leadership
is involving the interest before decisions are made and arrived at,
not after the regs are proposed or the decision is made, and then
put out--bhut getting the input early, and then decisively moving
ahead. In this whole waste management area, it isn't a technological




problem. There are many technotfogical ways to handle 1t. It ¥s w

leadership problen.

The problem with the fragmentation of authority within the
United States government is that--truce, the authority was very care-
fully drawn in terms of the legislation, and, amazingly enough there
is rittle overlap--but onc agency can offectively veto an encrgy pro-
Juect by cither acting or not acting.

Going back to regulations of 24th century contrivance, this is
the problem--the complexity that has developed within the system within
the past 20 or 30 years.

Mr. ROVNER: Let me tollow on that with o related question.
[t says, "Docs your reasscrtion of Federal authorjty mean rescinding
the present agreements of cooperation with the several states that

an

now have them, or rencgotiating them?

My, DOUR: I think renegotiating them.,  When 1 say the
authority should be vested in NRC, T omean NRC should make the decisions
with regard ro the licensing--that the criteria, standards, regulatvions,
monitoring and all should be commented upon; hearings should be held,
enforcement should include stuate interests in the enforcement process.
We  have to get the program moving, and somebody has got tu have the
bit in their mouth, and i think that is NRC. And nothing is happening.
We have got to move i1t.  NRC has got to take the bull by the horns.

Mr. ROVNER: I have @ question for Elizabeth Gray. "Bhot would
1t tuke to persuade you that o nuclear waste disposal policy i adequate.
That is, to move you out of the 'nothing stage' of your 'all or nothing'
dialectic. More to the point of your gestalt, what symbolic ¢ransforma-
tion is required for differentiation of the waste disposal problem for
the overall problems of nuclear power?"

Mrs. GRAY: Let me break it down and try the first part first.
"What would it take to persuade you that a nuclear waste disposil
policy is adequate? That 1s, to move you out of the 'nothing stape’
of your 'all or nothing' dialectic?”

I don't really know. I really suspect that we have here a political
Timit. We may be able to find states that are willing to take a waste
disposal plant, but I honestly have the fecling that we are contronting
a4 situation in which many of our citizens are not going to be chunged
by the information that you all are going to present to them. It may
have more to do with the total gestalt that I was trying to tell vou
about, and not especially just the reaction to the nuclear problum.

But 1 don't sece any way that you people can separate the nuclear pro-
hlem from the general gestalt of the public about their situation.

[ don't think it is scparable, and T would like to make a comient



here about the whole business of limits. If I put on my MIT hat,
Jay Forrester has made what 1 think is a very shrewd observation,
namely that we have solved many of the easy technological problems,
ard we are now in a situation where we are up against a series of
curves: the rezlly hard technologicual problems, whatever they are,
and social and political limits.

One of my observations about male decision makers, is that they
tend to say, “These are problems, but damn the torpedoes, full speed
ahead! We nced lecadership; there is a problem, we must solve it."

[ just would like to say that I don't think some problems are solv-
able, and 1 am not referring now to the waste disposal problem. I
think we have herc a genuine political limit in terms of the reactions
of many people to wanting those waste disposal plants. 1 don't think
that is going to go away. 1 think that is what our luncheon rpeaker
had to say, that we are going to have to confront some of those, not
that there are limits that we are going to convert or go around, Or
reduce or yvrvansform, but limits that we are going to have to accom-
modate to.

! don't know what this says, trankly, about where we are going to
put the waste.

Another comment about limits: 1 find this discussioun about organ-
ization fascinating, because I hear on the one hand people saying, 'We
must organize it into one beautiful organized chart and we can localize
the authority and know where it is, and it will work." Then I hear
other people, sociologists saying, "Ah, but when you get that, you
have this set of problems which you all can fill in."

Then there are those who say, "Because of that set of problems,
we ought to disperse it into several overlapping things so pcople can
check on one another.” As I understand our political system, that
was exactly the way our founding fathers went. We set up a political
system of checks and balances, because they didn't trust any central-
ized authority.

But, as we know, when you have several systems, you have frag-
mentation, things fall down between all the other things that you
guys have just articulated. This leads me to the conclusion, logically,
that both of these systems stink.

Okay, where does that leave you? It leaves me that we have a
genuine organizational problem that is not going to go away, for lots
of human reasons that 1 as a theologian could namec to you; namely,
that people are fallible and greedy, self-interested, competitive
and all kinds of nifty things, in the way we reclate to one another.
Somehow that doesn't scem to go away when you put them in ERDA or
the national government or the state government, or any place else.



We have solved a lot of organizational problems in our day, we
have gotten a lot of good things in our society, because the male hus
had this attitude that a challenc2 can always be solved. But it is
part of my superstructure, inte lectually and theologically, at this
point, that everything does not fall into that category. There really
are some limits upon what human beings are capable of, because we are
not gods; we are fallible. I understand much of what you are saying
about vour organization systems to be, that we need infallible struc-
tures; and I don't think that human beings are going to create in-
fallible structures. Now once again, I don't know where this leads
us. But 1 havc the quaint feeling that we are peering into some
genuine, what I would call, organizational limits and political limits,
within which we are going to have to find some solurion to our pro-
blem. 1 don't know what they are, because obviously those wastes are
still sitting there. But I don't think that some of these limits are

going to go away.

Mr. DOUB: 1 wonder if I could make a comment, because Mrs.
Gray fired a shot over my bow. Having served for two years with Dixy
l.ee Ray, who was chairman of the AEC, I wouldn't dare to respond. But
I would say that the Rasmussenr report on risk analysis, whether you
attack its methodology or the fact that it was performed predominantly
by men, you cannot deny the results with regard to what it showed,
and that is that nuclear power represents an infinitesimal risk and
in comparison with other risks presently accepted by society, the
minimal.

Mrs. GRAY: I really would like to respond to that. I would
just like to say that that is another example of what I mean, because
it may be a very rational study which is convincing to the people who
deal rationally with risk analysis, but that does not mean that it has
to be or that it will be convincing to the kind of person that I am
trying to represent. That person can function strictly on the basis
of his or her feeling gestalt when he or she goes to the poll to vote
on any of these present options that are given to her. Simply because
it is convincing to you as rational decision makers, you think that it
is going to be convincing to other people, as you try to pass them
and it isn't necessarily going to be. People don't make all their
decisions on that basis, they don't have to. There is no law that
will say, when they go into vote on nuclear power, they have to take
that study seriously. And it is just not going to happen, in my
opinion. You might like it to. I don't think it is going to happen.

Mr. ROVNER: I have a question for Ed Helminski. 'How do we
begin resolving the question of states' rights versus the national
good? For example, offshore drilling, western coal, oil shale, tankers,
nuclear waste disposal?"

Mr. HELMINSKI: I think the only way I can answer that is
to start involving the states--the policymakers; namely, the governois
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--in the development ot those policies. There arce some tradeotts
that get the West mabkes wrth the kast at times, and | ocan point to
one: the National vovernors® Conference this year passed a policy

endorsing safety regulation of natural gas. On that committee, we
had the endorsement of the State of Hew York; there werve Northeastern
states on that cemmittee, in addition to Western states and North-
western states . There 1s a recognition by the governors, by state
tegislatures, that they have to give up something to get romething

in return.

As far as limits of the energy use, the State of Minnesota has
enacted un cencergy conservation policy that far surpasscs anything that
is going to come down from the Congress or the President at this stage.
Therc are other states that are looking and speading therr dollars on
solar enerygy, without the assistance of the Federai government.

In order to resolve the national good with the states, the states
are going to have to be talen into account in determiniag the national
good--that there s at least some channel of communication to the
public.

Congress 1s not a very good channel of commumication to the
public: it serves the high-pressure lobbyists, whether they are en-
vironmental groups ov they are highly-paid industrial lobhyists.

State government doces have a more direct contact with the people.

If it is informed, possibly the public will be better informed. 1If
the capacity of state goverument is built up to interact effectively
as a partner in the Federal decision-making process, possibly the
public will be better informed. It is after all, to the benetit of
a state legislator or a governor to reflect his immediate constitu-
ency's needs. tate legislatures are represcentatives of the people
in the statc and not Common Cause. If you look at state government
in that regard, and they gain some respect at the national level in
that regard, we will resolve some of the regional interests ot the
states.

We do have problems. New Mexico tried to tax the electricity
going into Arizona. There are problems with respect to water in the
West, and whose water are you going to use to develop all of that
shale and ¢oal? The states are beginning to recalize that they cannot
stand alone, and if they are left to their own meuans they may force
a2 national energy policy on the country that would probably be reflec-
tive of the public.

They do, however, nced management capabilities to do this in the
Federal government; but the way they design programs, and the way they
fund programs as far as states are concerned, indicates that the
Federal government is not interested in giving the states the money
to establish the capacity to govern.
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Mr. ANDELIN: I listened more intently when he complained that
Congress isn't the way to or from the people. I think I basically
agree with almost everything else that he has said. I guess I would
say that therce are many ways of access to and from the public at
large, and one of them is the press, and "press’ I mean in the very
generic sense. I consider press to be anyone that somehow is speaking
to or writing for more than a few people, and that clearly includes
the typical conventional press, teachers and the clergy. And I would
like to see a much larger, morc widespread dialogue take place in the
press from both directions, which doesn't take place now.

Mr. HELMINSKI: " would like to add that we are a federated
nation. We are a federal system and it is the states that are the
nation, and not the reverse.

Mr. ROVNER: We have focused exclusively up until this point,
on the legislative and executive branches of the government. We have
a question here that is put to Bill Doub and Mason Willrich. "This

discussion ubout the roles of Federal agencies and the states and

the Federual executive branch has ignored the fact that the judicial
branch is making, by default, the important decisions, even though

they arce ill-prepared to do so. Would you agree with this statement?"

Mr. DOUB: Yes, I absolutely agree with it. Some of the ex-
pansion of regulatory authority has been a result of judicial inter-
pretation of acts.

[ will just give you one personal example. A few months after
I was appointed to the AEC, a Federal judge called me up, who just
happened to live not too far away; he had an appeal from the Federal
Power Commission. He said that now that I worked for the government
that he wanted to come over and talk to me about the case. And he
didn't quite understand even the buzz-words, the terms used in that
particular matter, and we had to talk about that. And he was making
a decision which affected the entire nation and involved literally
hundreds of millions of dollars. Now the Ash Report on reorganization,
suggested that there should be an intermediate court of some sort for
appeals from regulatory agencies. That is a concept worth considering.

Mr. WILLRICH: 1 think that if you look at the role of this
judiciary, it really has been into the problem right along. Occasion-
ally it has pushed the regulatory agency into a more expansive regu-
latory mode, but by and large, the decisions have been telling the
agency that it really hasn't done its homework. When a judicial
decision comes down that way, if you stand back and look at it from
the public viewpoint, it 1s a pretty glaring kind of situation, of
what the agency has in fact done. This is certainly true of the
current moratorium that is in effect on nuclear power plants licensing
in the United States as a result of the circuit court case.



Although it is much casier to see the glaring deticiencies by
hindsight, when yoa look at what was done from the time that the judge
makes his decision , what we are talking about is the judicvial branch
stowing things down to some extent--but the wiay ta speed up is for
the participants in the decision-making process to really do their
homework the first time around. To think through the problems them-
selves--and not constantiy expect some sort of broad public participa-
tion to do all their homework for them.

Mr. ROVNER: Any of the lawyers around who want to run the risk
of being disbarred? A question for Mason Willrich. "should we have
a nuclear fuel cycle corporavion, including the whele tuel cycle from
enrichment fuel fubrication through waste disposal?”

Mr. WILLRICH: This ts certainly an option, onc that it scems
to be emciging. 1 think it may come about by what is happening
pragmatically in the industry--which is that the one reprocessing plant
which is presently built (all built except for the buack-end of the re-
processing plant) wmight well be taken over by the povermment as the
result of the private sector simply throwing in the towel. How long
will a joint venture between Allied Chemical and two major vil companies
continue losing $15 million u year cash tflow? To say nothing of the
capital that has been poured into the facility.

So, if that happens, if the government moves in and takes over
that plant, you will in fuct have nationaliced the commercial end of
the nuclear fuel cycle business in the United States, for the moment.
[ don’t think that step is necessary. The rcason why the waste
authority 1s interesting, is because that i1s a social cost. There is
no social benefit. [f we move ahead with commercial reprocessing,
and plutonium recycle, it will be because there is benefit from using
plutonium and reccovered uranium as fuel. So that the private sector,
with the profit incentive, can have incentives to do the job.

Mr. ROVNER: This is a question which follows onto what you
just said, "Are you passing on only the cost and risk to the Federal
government by ua corporation that limits itself to the waste disposal?"

Mr. WILLRICH: Let's not talk about nuclear waste, radioactive
waste. Let's talk about sewage. How, in point of fact, do we handle,
however inadequately--

Mr. ROVNER: We just could say 'badly."

Mr. WILLRICH: We handle it badly, but nevertheless in terms of
management structure, there is always room for improvement and if we
launch the radioactive waste authority, that could be improved from
the day it is launched onward. But, the fact of the matter is, just
in terms of institutional arrangements, that we set up municipal cor-
porations to manage our sewage, in a metropolitan area, and those
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corporiations issuc bonds. Indeed, they are frequentiy tux-exempt

folks, so our sewage is treuateud, thanks to the tax breaks for the

rich folks. This is a very well-known device for handling waste--
a municipal corporation.

Basicually, the idea of a Federal authority to handle radioactive
waste is simple: here is a particular kind of waste that is partic-
ularly dangerous. 1 won't comment on whether it is any more dangerous
thuan the waste at the local level. It does need national management,
but there is nothing unique about the idea of a Federal corporation
to manage that kind ot waste. We do it all the time at the city level.

Mr. ROVNER: [ have a substantial number of cards left. Most
of you who have ashed these questions have given an identification,
so that some of the panelists may want *o answer them in writing at
their leisure, or they will be around for a fair amount of time and
you can ask your questions <lirectly on a one-to-one basis. Some of
the cards that came up are really not questions but are comments,
ich I will of course, give to the people to whom they are addressed.

v h

Let me ask one more question. ''Because an agency cannot be truly
independent, to what branch, executive or legislative, would your
Radioactive Waste Authority be responsible, and what types of accountu-
bility have you suggested which would strike the proper balance be-
tween political isolation and administrative responsibility, beyond
the scparation of functions and broad responsibilities, what demands
or controls can or should be put on the chief administrator?”

Mr. DOUB: A chief administrator would report to the board
of directors, and the board of directors would be responsive to all
kinds of constituents, pressures, in other words, the kinds of things
that they represented to some extent, on the board. Basically, the
cntire corporate structure would be subject to the will of Congress.
1t would have to enact the enabling legislation to get the corporation
off the ground. And if you don't like the Congress, you have &n
opportunity to change it every two years.

Session was adjourned.
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SESSION V: I1SSUES IN IMPLEMENTATION OF NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
FROGRAM

MODERATOR: HAROLD P. GREEN, PROFESSOR OF LAW, NAT{ONAL LAW CENTER,
GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

Presentation of papers by:

DEAN E. ABRAHAMSON, School of Public Affairs, University of
Minnesota

EUGENE B. SKOLNIKOFF, Director, Center of International Aftairs,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Panel discussion with:

DANIEL CALLAHAN, Director, Institute of Society, Ethics and the
Life Sciences, Hastings Center

DAVID J. ROSE, Professor of Nuclear Engineering, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology

BARTON Z. COWAN, Attorney, Eckert, Seamans, Cherim and Mellott

ROGER E. KASPERSON, Professor of Government and Geography, Clark
University

Mr. GREEN: We're going to be discussing this morning public
policy issues in the implementation of nuclear waste management pro-
grams. Our first speaker is a man of many parts. Dean Abrahamson
holds a Ph.D. degree in anatomy and physics and he is also an M.D.

He has had experience as a reactor physicist with Babcock and Wilcox,
a senior research scientist at Honeywell. He has been a memb-r of
three different faculties at the University of Minnesota: tue facul-
ties of medicine, anatomy and physics. And in his second incarnation,
he is a member of still a different faculty at the University of Min-
nesota; he is professor of public affairs.

He has been involved since 1968 in both the United States and
the Scandanavian countries in various activities with respect to
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nuclear power and other environmental matters. He's a wember of the
board of trustees of the Natural Resources Defense Council.

It gives me great pleasure to introduce Dr. Dean E. Abrahamson.

“"Social, Ethical and Moral lIssues in the Implementation of Radioactive
Waste Management Objectives"

DEAN E. ABRAHAMSON, School of Public Affairs, University of Minnesota

Dr. ABRAHAMSON: Thank you, Harold. During the conference, it's
been pointed out, and 1'm not going to dwell on it further, that con-
tainment of the radicactive waste products from this fuel cycle is nec-
essary for a very long time. Others have pointed out that there is no
existing program for the management of either the military of the com-
mercial waste. Incidentally, T find it curious that there's even a
distinction made because at least from other than the narrow regulatory
standpoint, it would seem that the constraints on the management of
one should be the same as on the other. Finally, it's been pointed out
that there is little, if any, confidence in the industry or its pro-
nouncements over the years.

We have not addressed at this meeting the question, do we need to
produce more of these wastes? Depending on how time goes, I may or
may not address that. But it certainly is a topic of some interest,
and to pretend that it doesn't exist is a little silly. I should also
remind thoss who are going to draft an impact statement that in con-
sidering alternatives, this is one that will have to come up.

1'm going to assume, at least for the moment, that more of these
wastes are, in fact, going to be produced. Or, on the other hand, we
could assume that we have some now--which is certainly the case--and
just ask a few questions that have occurred to me and cothers; questions
that T have reason to believe are of interest to the public--at least
to that segment of the public that takes an interest in these matters
and modifies its behavior accordingly.

The first question: Is it reascnable to strive for complete con-
tainment of the radioactive waste?

To date, the management of nuclear waste has included sizable rc-
leases to the environment. Some long-live nuclears are routinely re-
leased either at reactors or during reprocessing. Other wastes are



being sequestered rather casually; for example, urarmum mildl tadlings,
solid waste buried at Maxey Flats and other examples.  There have becn
rcleases ot high-level wastes, for example, uat tanford.

Consider for a moment the prevailing view of waste management, of
pollution control, in gencral. It is regarded as an cconomic problem.
The absolute containment of waste is not regavded as making cconomic
sense.

The pollution control literature has many statcments of the var-
ious methods to arrive at economic balance between control and releases.
For example:

"The correct issce is the optimal degree und type of pollation,
the optimal mix of environmental effects, and the optimal degrec of
personal abusce vii work or loss of leisurce. The correct probliem is
that the oprimal degree of pollution is not uscertainable, becausce
we do not yet know hew to determine the values of relative wamounts
of pollution and prosuade the public to heed these goals.”

In addition, there is the dogma of the growing power of tech-
nolugy and the declining importance of the enviromnment. | give two
examples from receut cconomic biterature.

The Journal of Feonomiv Literature's 1970 survey ot the literature
of environmental cconomics begins with, "Man has probably always wor-
ried about his envivonment because he was once dependent on it.™

In a 1974 article, ceonomist Robert Solow assures us that thanks
to "the productivity of naturai resources increasing more or less ex-
ponentially over time, it is expected that the world can, in ceffect,
get atong without natural resources.'

Unless there's a radical departure from estublished practice, we
can expect decisiens regarding the management of radioactive waste to
be made in the context of the above remarks. Growth in cnergy use is
imperative, tfor upon it depends the continued domestic health and
national defense.  Hence, it must be used; and we simply musé not be

deterred by inadeauacies in waste management.

Economic reality dictates that some "optimisl' balance be struck
between degree of centrol and quantity of releases. The balance is a
changing one, dependent in large part on the values associated at any
given time with infringing upon the productivity of the entcrprise in
question--in this case, electricity, Also, in this framework, there
will be a technical solution--or at least {ix--and further, maintain-
ing the health of the hiosphere is of decreasing importance.

This set of assumptions is getting us into difficulty with the
management of waste in general. It may also be responsible for the
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inadequacies of past and current practices in the management of radio-
active wastes. What it amounts to is that we have been trading small
marginal gains in present welfare for large marginal losses in future
welfare from reduced or impaired ecosystem services. LEconomics can-
not demonstrate that such is not the case. Present benefits are
measurable and future costs are not.

To be sure, there exists in the economics literature discussions
of infinite prices, and also zero discount rates, being used in special
civcumstances. But 1 don't know of any example where these have ac-
tually been applied in the real world.

How absolute, very long-term containment fits into this backdrop--
which includes the dogma that "the correct issue is the optimal degree
and type of pellution, the optimal mix of enyvironmental effects'-- ye-
mains to be seen. Private expenditures that do not increase private
profit are only grudgingly made, regardless of the social necessity of
doing so.

It would also be well to remember that under currently accepted
regulatory schemes, the ahsolute quantity of wastes which are released
tend to he proportional to the magnitude of the enterprise in question.
Tu be sure, this is being addressed in other cases; but how far can
we procecd aiong these lines with radioactive wastes?

It huas been demonstrated in other cxamples, usually after the
activity wias well advanced, that other pollutants induce cancers and
genetic changes and so forth. But we've known from the outset that
the nuclear wastes have these properties.

It may be possible in principle to decide what level of personal
abuse we are willing to accept--that 1is, those of us who are able to
take part in the decision--for example, from the risk of cancer; but
it is not so easy to decide on an "optimal level' of damage to the
genetic pool. There's a lack of moral sensitivity to future, random
deaths which are discounted heavily both because of being in the
future and because ot being random. Present value of kilowatts is
not discounted but future deaths are--an ethically questionable situ-
ation.

The second point: How about management by 'dilute and disperse"?
An old and cherished method of waste management is to dilute and dis-
peirse. At first glance, it would appear that this practice has heen
rejected in the case of nuclear waste, but it has not. As has been
noted, certain of the wastes are released routinely from the reactors
and reprocessing plants.

Ther<e will be renewed interest in these routine releases with
cither attempis to expand the activity, to add new elements to the



activity, with the vealization that there's environmental build-up of
exposure resulting from cven these low releases, or with the possible
publication and verification of new rescarch which relates the inci-

dence of maiignancies and genetic changes< to radiation exposure--and

part of that happened last week.

Also, those components of the waste stream which are most per-
istent and, quite incidentally, the most tuxic. are a2lso thosce which
re most suitabie for vommercial purposes. Many of us remember the
hole host of schemes to mine the radioactive wastes to cextract the
usable materials. Is not using, for example, americium smoke detectors,
plutonium-powered cardiac pacemakers, neprupium-powered watches, tri-
tium landing lights, and so forth--there's a long list--1s that not
just a variant of "diilute und disperse”? Should we be permitting
such uses which necessarily involve distributing throughout society a
large number of individually small packets ot radicactive wastes,
particularly when we seem unable to devise acceptable management
strategies when the wastes arc under relatively tight control?
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That's the one aspect of waste management which--nearly as T can
tell--hasn't been discussed here. But the literaturce, the nuclear
industry literature, is replete with discussions about commercializing
the wastes, turning them into elements of commerce.

Another point: Who is responsible or who will he responsible
tor the waste? Who can assume the responsibility for assuring--as is
being asked, for example, in the Initiative efforts--that there's no
reasonable chance of radioactivity escaping into the cenvironment through
imperfect technology, acts of God, sabotage. or other causes ?

At an almost trivial level, compared with the situation which
could evolve within a few decades of rapid nuclear proliferation, the
current situation with the wastes at the ncw-abandoned Nuclear Fuel
Services plant in New York serves as an example.

The utilities which produce the wastes disavow any responsibility.
They had, after all, contracted to have it carted away, reprocessed,

and stcred.  Now this "someone' seems to be rather undetined. Tt is
even claimed--based on an admittedly incomplete record--that nation
states themselves do not persist forever, nor do governments. Does

this suggest that we must either establish some institution which is
likely to persist independent of the stability of nation states or
governments or clse seck a waste storage strategy which is complietely
independent of human maintenance and surveillance? And do such exist?

Should the wastes be retrievable or not? 1f we assume that our
social structure persisits unperturbed, then we can probably use
engincered surfuce storage with ease of retrievability. This option,
of course, preserves flexibility for a muaber of things which could
develop in years to come. On the other hand, there's a cost with -



an increased environmental risk and others, too. Deciding on which
to choose depends on our assessment not only of technical options but
also of future social stability and our responsibility toward future
generations.

What legacy should we leave to future generations? Any of the
waste management options, except probably shooting the wastes off into
the sun--and maybe there, too; I don't know--seems to carry the implica-
tion that future generations for a long time to come, if not in per-
petuity, must assume the burden of assuring absolute containment. 1Is
this a reasonable legacy?

Where would the wastes be put? There's not exactly a clamor from
the public intended to encourage the location of nuclear waste reposi-
tories near them. The reaction from Michigan to the announcement that
sites there are to be evaluated for their potential as high-level waste
repositories is typical.

liow will the land use decisions be made? Who will have to assume
the risks associated with living in proximity to these wastes? It
should be noted that this issue is being raised in other energy-related
contexts as well. Nobody seems terribly anxious to live near--or move
to accommodate the siting of--power plants, refineries, transmission
lines, or a number of other facilities.

Will arriving at the "optimal level of personal abuse" necessitate
what would widely be interpreted as coercive measures carried out under
Federal authority?

Perhaps coercion is not inevitable. The traditional way to handle
a population which is not responsive to the first overtures of moving
to accommodate development is to either use the police powers for
eminent domain or buy them out. But there's a growing evidence--for
example, with the controversies over high-voltage transmission lines--
that these approaches are not working.

1f coercion and physical displacement to accommodate radiocactive
waste storage siting are deemed necessary, the logic would be some-
thing like: National security demands nuclear power which inevitably
produces waste which requires some waste management which must be con-
ducted somewhere and this is the best place so you must be moved.

When one of my social science colleagues read this last week,
he pointed out that this is prison logic, that these are prison ethics.
And then he asked, '"But who are the prisoners?"

A couple of years ago, a Palestinian social scientist came to the
University of Minnesota, and he made a number of appearances to dis-
cuss his particular interests. During one of these discussions, he
drew an interesting--although, of course, speculative--parallel between



his people and people in the United States who would be torcibly re-
moved from theiv land to make way for energy developments being under-
taken to support values which they did not share. 1 think that is

not such a bad parallel after all. In Minnesota people involved with
transmission line controversies either are, or about to. take up arms.

Another point: What are the implications of totally cngineered
systems? 1Is it necessary to go to a totally cngineered system, even
in the short run? What are the inherent assumptions about managerial
stability, of social stability, or a system which depends on a nuclear
"*priesthood" or "dedicated cadre'" or something equivalent, which is
by definition relatively isolated both physically and socially from
the rest of society? True, there are precedents--for example, in the
military. There are also examples of what may occur--for example,
war in Southeast Asia.

Further examples come from the human or social services. We
assume across a wide spectrum of problems that our so-called needs
will be handled best by those who know better, those who have claimed
a particular problem is their domain. The result of this assumption
in far too many cases is a sense of confusion, isolation, and impotence
on the part of the client.

Clienthood assumes incompetence, dependency, and control. Demo-
c¢racy, on the other hand, requires individuals to understand their
problems and bechave in their capacity to act in their own behalf.
Good clicnts make bad citizens, and what we desperately need now is
good citizens. Some technologies also make bad citizens.

How about this problem of candor? A rccord of the nuclear in-
dustry as well as others--I don't want to single this one out--shows
instances when the public has not been kept fully informed. This has
been done on a number of lz2vels. Sometimes there's been outright
deception and oppression. Sometimes it's been just such things as
cosmetizing the language.

I was amused when '"hazard analysis" became "satfety reports' or
whatever they were called. Assemblyman Warren yesterday pointed out
that the public is going to be kind of interested when it learns that
"core disassembly” means "explode,'" and that kind of stuff. That's
part of it.

There's another level. There have been soothing statements to
accompany virtually every environmental release of radicactive mat-
erials. There's never a "hazard.'" There's never a '"problem.' One
wonders why there's regulation at all. You get the notion that
they're making popcorn over there at the reprocessing plant or the
llanford waste storage or whatever it is.

At another level during, for example, the Brown's Ferry incident,



the population was not kept informed of what was going on, even though
there was a chance that evacuation would be necessary.

There's clearly a problem with reconciling objective reporting of
the hazard or potential hazard and the risk of public panic. We recog-
nize that. There's a high tax on telling the truth. But 1 think that
this industry should have learned now in over 10 years that it can't
get by any more in not doing so.

Who shall decide and with what information? A central issue 1in
the nuclear power debate is who shall decide. The question applies
to not only the broad issue of the acceptability of nuclear power but
also to the various considerations of economics of waste management,
of control of safeguards and so forth. The decision about adequacy
of radiocactive waste management and about acceptability of nuclear
power which hinges in part on the perception of adequacy of waste man-
agement objectives and means proposed to meet these objectives will
be made by the public acting through the established political pro-
cesses. 1 don't think that anyone questions the right and obligation
of the technical community to responsibly address the issues and pro-
posc the means. But the public at large will decide on adequacy.

The importance of the adequacy of waste management is widely
recognized; for example, many if not all of the proposed initiatives
on nuclear power include consideration of waste management. But I
know of no example of the public being asked to make a decision on
the adequacy of a nuclear waste management option, and it is unlikely
that such will ever be the case. Rather, the public has been and
will continue to express rtself on the broader questions of the
acceptability of nuclear power.

To date, the nearest to an uncluttered test of the political
acceptability of nuclear power has been in the recent Swedish elections.
The party in power pri.or to the elections advocated major expansion of
the nuclear option. Incidentally, that was far from completely un-
cluttered. That was cluttered in all kinds of ways, but at least to
the extent nuclear power played a role in it, it was to abandon or not
to abandon--with no mucking around in between, like they've been doing
in Montana and California and so forth. The question was put "let's
stop it," and that's what I mean by uncluttered.

As it developed, the nuclear issues were--according to the Swedish
press and the involved politicians--the decisive issue., Whether or not
the promises and claims made during the heat of that campaign can be
kept remains to be seen. But people participated through the ballot

box.

We may surmise or hope that many of them were guided by their
personal evaluation of the social, ethical, and moral implications of
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nuclear power. 1t is unlikely that many of them were able to or were
particularly interested in making a “technical™ evaluation of the waste
management program or of the other technical issues. Their notions of
the technical situation were probably based on what they were told by
individuals who they had reasons to trust--individuals who themseclves
were acting as spokesmen for institutions that had a reputation for
being reasonably accurate and, above all, being candid about similar
or related issues in the past.

The representatives of the nuclear industry and the experts in
nuclear technology are, | think, distressed that their assurances
about the ease of managing nuclear wastes, and about other things
nuclear, are not accepted by a sizable fraction of the voting public.

In a recent discussion on the ethics of energy development, Dr.
Robert Seamans said, '"Many who are fearful of future radioactive
disaster seem to lack confidence in two things: the moral sensitivi-
ties of the scientists and engineers who are producing the technologies
and the technologies themselves. The anti-nuclear critics sometimes
Teave the impression that scientists and engineers in the nuclear power
industry ure godless men.'

Implicit in Dr. Seamans comment is the notion that sclentists
and engincers arc themseclves resolving nontechnical issues. How else
could their "moral sensitivities" even be at issue? Or does competent
science and competent engineering depend on the practitioner being
morally sensitive--and what would be the implications if the answer
were yes?

As to the adequacy of the technology itself, the record is clear
that Dr. Seamans is correct. There is a lack of confidence. But
the public, and many of the leading nucleuar critics upon whose work
much of the public concern rests, are neither interested in nor ahle
to make their own evaluation of the adequacy of each of the technolngies.

Why is there a lack of confidence in the interpretations offered
by the nuclear establishment? Time doesn't permit it, but I think one
only has to look at the record. Not only in waste management situa-
tions but in other things, comments ahout economics, comments ahout
availability of uraniwm, comments about the status of the various
technologies. To simply restore confidence in the institutions re-
sponsible for nuclear waste is a social concern which must be given
high priority.

Also, is there not a point in which moral and ethical issues
are involved by overly optimistic or pessimistic public announcements
about how things are going?

I believe that it has been decided that the adequacy of nuclear
waste management objectives will be decided by the public as part eof
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the broader question of the acceptability of nuclear power. But we're
continuing to see attempts to internalize on the decisions on nuclear
power, including waste management, to those who are accustomed to
dealing with the technical aspects of the issue. If nuclear power
decisions are political, then the perception of the adequacy of the
process, and as to the adequacy of current and past industry practices,
is important. In many instances, the perception of an issue's signi-
ficance from a technical standpoint or on the status of a management
strategy--whether or not this perception is significantly at variance
with what the experts will note to be so--will be the deciding factor.
Perhaps some genuine public education should have been included in a
plan for implementing radioactive waste management proposals.

I'm not going to talk at all about the option of not producing
the wastes. We don't have time.

Considering the waste management implementation questions that 1
was asked to talk about hore today, I was reminded that the first ex-
posure I had to the public policy side of nuclear power involved the
management of wastes from a nuclear power station. In early 1968, a
few weeks after I began thinking about public policy issues associated
with reactors, I was concerned about estimates of the tritium releases
to be expected from a boiling-water reactor. There was a discrepancy
of several orders of magnitude between "expert" testimony which had
been made before the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, internal re-
ports of a major reactor vendor--people were brown bagging stuff out
even then--and computations which I had made.

As it turned out, there is a potential problem with tritium, but
in the context of reactor licensing in 1968, it should not have been
a significant issue. It was important, however, because the situation
had been misrepresented. Because of that, other questions came to be
asked, and the public's faith in the adequacy of then-current practices
of the management of routine releases of waste was reduced.

Tritium management was important not because of substance but be-
cause of process. The only reason that the tritium issue was even
raised was because there was evidence that the magnitude of these re-
leases~-however large or small, important or unimportant--had been mis-
represented.

Could it be the same with the general management of nuclear wastes?
Could it be that the process will prove to be more important than the
substance. Look at the record.

Over the past decade there have been assurances ad nauseam that
there is no problem with the management of these wastes. Isn't it
strange that in some cases--for example, during consideration of major
accidents--we are admonished to look at the record, but there are no
such pleas when waste management is the topic of inquiry?
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The record here is difterent. 1t contains suppression of the
National Academy of scicnces report: Maxcy Flats; flunford; Lyons,
Kansas; higher than expected levels being tfound 1o occans and giant
sponges--1 wonder what that meuans--; wet holes in hew Mexico; leaking
drums at Rochy Fluts; reprocessing at Morvis, [llinois; and so forth
and so rforth.

[t is that the problems are exceedingly difticult? 1s it that
the nuclear estublishment is not really trying to resolve waste is-
sucs but has simply responded over the years with n facade of paper?
Or is 1t that our itnstitutions are simply not tupncd up to Jdeal with
a waste product that’s not amerable to the traditional approach?

P 1s o disgrace that slmost 15 years after Oyster Creekh we appear
to be no tfurther along in the management of radioactive wastes.  Even
the low-level wasto management, probably regarded as the least diffi-
cult ot oll, hus, aceording 1o a revent issue of the AIF publications,
been tound to he Vshot through with majer shorteomings.™ Our institu-
tions don't scem 1o want to, or are uanarn!e to, deal with the issue.

Is the problem with nuclear waste substances or is 1t partly process?
And at this stage o the giine, who can we trust to be candid?

To simply restere contidence in the institutions responsible for
the management of nucloar waste is a sovial concern which must be
given high priority. PBot restoring competence must precede the restor-
ation of confidence.

[ don't hnow--it may cven be too bate--1 cun't make up omy mind.
But I've pot a sneaking suspivion that the industry and the technical

critics have had their day and the jury's out.  Maybe that's not right.
Maybe the jury isn't gnite out yet and we wot one more lick at things.
1'm not even sure abgut that. 1 think that perbaps the political

machinery s out there grinding around with the cvidence that's avail-
able today thinking that 25 years is cnough of o time to build one's
case. It may be that the time for restoring confidence has past.

The opportunity slipped starting in 1968. Maybe not. | don't know.

In ¢losing [ just would like to pose to cach of you the same
question thut was presented during a TV debate ia the spring of 1976
to then Prime Minister of Sweden Qlat Palme by challenger Thorbjorn
Fatldin. it applies, 1 thiak, to wasle management questions as well
as to cthers.

"Mr. Falldin:  '0lat Palme, can you stand here this cvening on
this platform and guarantee that you give to the generation of today
amd the coming generations a better society when you want to give them
a4 nuclear power society? Can you give this gouarantee here this
cvening?'  Mr. Palme sald nothing.”



Thank you.

Mr. GREEN: Our next speaker will discuss what may very well
be the 364 question: How do scientific experts interact with the lay
public in implementing nuclear waste management goals?

Professor Eugene B. Skolnikoff was originally educated at MIT in
electrical engineering. As a Rhodes scholar, he obtained a Master's
degree in politics and economics at Oxford; subsequently a Ph.D. in
political science at MIT. He served for a period of five years in
both the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations in the Office of
Science and Technology in the White House. He is presently profes-
sor of political science and director of the Center of International
Studies at MIT. His primary academic interest is in the general ques-
tion of the relationships between science and government.

It gives me great pleasure to introduce Gene Skolnikoff.

“Interactions Betwcen Scientific Experts and Lay Public in I(mplementa-
tion of Nuclear Waste Management Goals'

EUGENE B. SKOLNIKOFF, Director, Center of International Affairs,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Dr. SKOLNIKOFF: Thank you, Harold. I wish I had the $64
answer to that questionm.

The court opinion that required radioactive waste disposal to be
considered in the licensing of reactors gave legal weight to the grow-
ing public concern about the management and control of this part of
the nuclear fuel cycle. It served to emphasize once again the growing
difficulty of dealing with technological issues in our society, issues
that raise central questions of decision making, of management, and
of regulations.

In fact, the ability to reach decisions about technically complex
and necessarily risky issues and to proceed with implementations of
those decisions, is becoming one of the central concerns of governance
in industrial society. It is not too strong to state that fundamental
values of our political system are at stake.
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Exsential needs of the society must be met, bat 1t decrsion pro-
cesses to mee! those needs become stalemated, the [ rossure, for more
aathoritarian modes of gevernment will grow. “he preservaiion of
open decision processes that do not tead to stalemate s a Jdifficult
task that is likely to get harder, not casicr, in the tutiive.

The management of radivactive wastes that we've heen discussing
these last three days is an excelient example of such 2 compiex and
risk-laden issue. It relztes to the hasic requirement for cnergy,
but z21so involves lonpg-term questions of safety and control. Tt is
closely ti1ed to issues of national security and raises emotional
specters of nuclear danger.

Moreover, it also has the characteristics of 1ssucs that are the
hardest to Jeal with: the Jevel of wncertainty is hipgh, the technology
is esoteric and not eastly accessible, the cvaluatiens of risks are
contentious--cven amony experts--and the opportunity for demagoguery
on all sides of the question is, therefere, substantial. Morcover,
signitficant cconomic and political intcerests are at stake, further ox-
acerbating the problem of dealing with the issues successifully.

Other papers of this conference have been concerned with analysis
of alternative pulicies for radiocactive waste management and some of
the questions thiat ure involved. 1In my paper. 1 have singled out a
few ot the considerations of particular relevance and difficulty but
they’ve sll been meationed carlier, and 1 won't repecat them now. But
in attempting to come to grips with these issues in the policy process
and to carry out the decisions that are reached, there are a number of
observations about technology in the public arena that 1 helieve need
to be hept in mind. Let me run down a few.

Fivst, rhere's no such thing as a riskless technology.

with technologies often make acceptance of risk difficult in practic
in the political process. The risks associated with technologies al-
recady in place are often ignored when new technologies with evident
risks are being considered.

fhis is obvious, but the subtle characteristics of Tish associated
+ o
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The patent risks of a new technology are not easily weighed
against the much less certain risks of foregoing the technology. The
risks of a new tcchrology arc easily seen and may arouse emotional
reactions because of their nature rather than their scale--obviously,
particularly relcvant to nuclear issues.

The new risks may threaten differen. segments of society than do
those of existing technologies. And the risks of new technologies may
have Jdifferent characteristics (for example, individually assumed
versus being soclally imposed) than those that arc already part of
everyday life.
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Obviously, we are dealing here with comparisons of risks and of
benefits associated with those risks. But this is not a wholly quanti-
tative comparison, even if all the information about the technologies
and their effects were available. Risk comparisons are partly quanti-
tative, dealing with apparent matters of fact, but are also bound up
with emotional, economic, political, and personal aspects that are
necessarily subjective.

Sccond, agreement by experts on the risks associated with the
use of specific technologies is not to be expected, even for those
aspects that are apparently amenable to quantitative assessments.

It is obvious that if overall risk assessment is subjective, it
must involve matters of value as well as of faet, so that no one would

expect agreement a priori.

But why is agreement on the quantitative or factual aspects not
usually or easily achievable? The problem is simply that policy choices
involving new technology are concerned with future actions and thus
necessarily involve uncertainty. That means that assessments involving
extrapolations of present informaticn--which in itself may be imprecise
or in dispute--and, therefore, depend on judgments, analytical com-
petence, and imagination, among other things. All of those not only
vary from individual to individual, but are alse affected by an indivi-
dual's attitude or stake in the issue and its broader implication.

The range of disagreement to be expected is not predetermined.
It will vary with how much is known, how big a step from the present
is being proposed, whether there is agreement on what the issue
actually is, and how much testing, experimentation, and study is pos-
sible.

A rough consensus among most of the experts is possible if a
great deal is known about the technology, the issues are reasonably
clear and agreed, the number of relevant professions small, and the
nontechnical stakes are not too large. For ¢xample, the fluoridation
controversy--there was agreement among most of the experts, by compari-
son with debates over the current issues on nuclear safety. Of course,
on new, complex issues, these multitudes of conditions are rarely
satisfied.

In general, the more significant the technological step under
discussion, which usually correlates with the importance of the issue
in social terms, the less likely there is to be agreement by the ex-
perts on the definition of the issue and on the technical aspects.
Uncertainty can be reduced through research, but it rarely can be
removed entirely in advance since in large part that could only be
done by actually introducing the technology and observing its effect.
Even that is not sufficient where scale or long-term consequences are
the basis of important disagreements.
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Unfortunztely, it is olwo unlikely that the disegreements among
experts will be sharp, ocmeunnirle to clear expotition.  There are likely
to be variations in the competence of experts.  And the velationship
of any important techrnolozical issue fo hroader concorns usually

guarantees that Jifferent groups will seso the questions in different

terms.

Third, no o whoy has hegome & party to @ onablilc nalicy debate
can remain completaly lisinterested, 0 that hiag 51 neint af view
necessariiy coliors risk assessments.

This i¢ a rovoilary to the preceding point in that tne existence
of inextricable valuc aspects of most issuces implivs that compliately
disinterested analyses by cxperts, or {ov that matter Ly any party
to an issue, are not possible. Obviously, this is a metter of degree,
and is affected by the extent of an individual's iavolvcment and the
significance of an issue.

i
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Scientists as well as politicians are not immune. Scientists,
too, are likely to be influenced in their professional judgments hy
their policy preferences. In faet, 1t is not uncommon to ohserve
scientists and others who use their expertise in an advocacy roln con-
sciously or unconciously using infermation selectively. This does
not mean there are no important and useful benofits te be realized by
going as far as possilile to reach agreement on the techaical aspects
of an issue; quite the contrary; but the limits must be reccgnized.

\.1

Note that the inevitahle existence of hias applies te all parties
of interest. Public intervest groups are also strongly affectzd by
their goals and their environment as are industry or governnent vepre-
sentatives. The problewm, of course, 1s not to rutc out all anaivsts
as ineligible, but to Jdetermine how te proceed recognizing that an
important issues most people are interestad partios.

Fourth, the particzipation of the Jay public in technologicni
decision making does not guurantec sensible decisions, nor that there

is understanding of the jissues involved.

Public participnrion in decisjons ahout techrology cor hove many
justifications. The most pragmatic is the public's increasing wariness
about thc effects of new tochnology--which we heard auit
in the last two days--and the growing nced to allow pa
interested parties in ovder to reach the decisions trz
acceptable.

But this chjective of greater public participnation often founders
on lack ¢f responsible attentior by the public, or is reflected in
plans for unrcalistic citizen feedback schemes, or involves graups
who do not necessarily reflect the views of those they claim te repre-

sent.



Time, attention, interest, and competence to understind the details
are often lacking. In factors such as manner of presentation, person-
ality of the protagonists, skepticism of authority, and often widely
varying personal objectives--such as concern over employment versus
environmental protection--condition the quality of public participation,
especiully when--as 1s almost always the case--public exposure time is
extremely limited.

Inevitably, therefore, the public, or rather the different publics,
must have available formal or informal means to be ''represented." If
clected representatives are not sufficient representation, and increas-
ingly they are not, other means and institutions are necessary. And
the representation must be such that it provides, and is seen as pro-
viding, effective participation in the decision process.

Fifth, access to relevant information and analysis is a necessary,
though not sufficient, condition for effective participation of in-
terested parties--cor their representatives.

When Jealing with high technology issues, there is often a natural
monopoly of relevant information and competence on the part of govern-
ment or industry with the greatest stake in proceeding with the tech-
nology. At the same time there are usually few individuals outside
the immediate protagonists who can digest technical information, reduce
it to policy terms, ask the relevant questions, understand the alterna-
tives, and participate meaningfully in policy discussions. 7lie public
debates over weapon systems in recent years were only made possible
because former government and industry employees with both experience
and knowledge elected to enter the list.

The need for information and analysis to be more widely available
may be just as difficult to meet in unclassified civilian technology
areas even without security problems. It is essential that it be met.
It will require crascious measures to make information available and
to build a cadre of analysts able to use that information.

1t is counterproductive for the protagonists of the technology
to assume they are better off if the public at large is ignorant
about a technology, leaving decisions to knowledgeable experts. To-
day's skepticism about the effects of technology coupled with techno-
logical ignorance leaves society prey to demagoguery. The absence
of trusted, responsible analysts enhances the power of irresponsible
analysts, just as the absence of trusted, responsible protagonists
of technologicai systems enhance the power of special interest groups
in industry and govermment,

Disagreement among experts who have been given access to informa-
tion certainly complicates the problem of reaching decisions, but it
is even more dangerous to allow opposition based on fear and ignorauce



by withholding intormation. The challenge is to bduild a process

based on information and knowledge so as to be able o reach accept-
able policies even if vhey are not necessarily optimum from any single
point of vicw.

That injunction leads directly to the finuai proposition which in
many ways is a prercavisite for reaching c{fective agreement on com-
plex, risky, but neceded technological action.

Sixth, the willingness of a society to accept the tochnological
decision that is not fuily understood and that carries the risk of
unfavorablc consequences along with its benefits, cven when there has
been adequate opportunity tor debate and participation, depends funda-
mentally on the existence of trust and confidence and the esscntial
fairness of that socicty.

No efforts at public participation, discussion, disscmination of
information, or other measures with regard to 4 complex technology
carrying possibic risk, will be of much usc in achieving willing accept-
ance unless there's a substantial degree of trust in the system.

In the not too distant past, decisions by cxperts with littie
public discussion were relatively casily accepted. Early decisions
about nuclear power, many technical military and forcign policy choices,
and others in complex technological areas were made with little public
debate. The cxperts had legitimacy. They were trusted to represent
all interests on subjects not accessible to the public at large, and
It was assumed the issucs could be treated largely as techrical ques-
tions.

Bur that trust was later seen to be misplaced.  Some decisions
turred out to he representative only of specific, navrow interests.
Others turned out to be made on too narrow a base of knowledge cr
anatysis. And some had serious adverse consequences.

As a result, we arve in a new cra in which the testimony of ex-
perts, cospecially those in government or industry, is often devalued,
chatlenged, suspect.  Yet that, too, must not be allowed to last; for
inmobility is also a decision and may also have serious consequences.

There must be a middle ground in which there is sufficient open-
ness to explore issues adequately, and sufficient trust to rcach clos-
ure on a debate and accept a decision even when that applies injury to
SOme parties in interest or more general risk to the socjety. That
can ouly happen if the process of decision is, and is scen to be, fair
--which also means that it represents everyone--or at least those
most atftected by the decision.

Willingness to share information, to open 1ssues for discussi
o bring in the public carly and honestly will contribute to tebuilding



that trust and confidence. But it must be recognized that this is o
broader issue that relates to the socicty as a whole, not just to
technological questions. In that sense, the ability to involve the
public successfully in decisions on and implementation of policies for
nuclear waste management is dependent on deep-seated developments in
the general political climate in the United States. There's enly a
limited influence that the manner of dealing with this particular is-
sue can have on that larger question of trust in the system.

What are the implications of thesc propositions? Our goal is to
he able to reach decisions about a technically complex and necessarily
rishy issuc--radioactive waste management--and to be able to implement
those decisions. To what policies and measures when combined with
specific issues involved do these propositions point?

It is obvious, first of all, that there is no panacea. 1ln part
this is so bzcause, as noted, the ability to deal with this issue is
dependent on broader questions of the attitude in the society at large.
In part, it is because the technical issues of nuclear waste manage-
ment cannot be separated in the policy process from the issues asso-
ciated with nuclear power, such as the need for reprocessing and
breeder reactors or from the licensing of reactors themselves now man-
dated by court decision.

Can they be totally separated from larger social issues such as
energy policy, nuclear proliferation, economic growth, inflation,
and Middle East politics? In part, it's because there are no short-
cuts or assured outcomes of an open policy process.

There are a series of approaches and policies that are relevant
to the goal. Let me just try in a few minutes to spell out a few of
the more important ones:

One, the open policy discussions that start at early stages.

An obvious, if general, injunction which, however, is not casy
to carry out. There's little meaning unless other steps are followed
to make information and cxpertise available outside government and
outside the involved industry, which 1 suggest later.

All deliberations in government cannot be open. That results
¢cither in immobility or the development of different forms of internal
communicat ion--telephone calls instead of memos, instead of few formal
documents, and so forth. Industry, also, has legitimate need for pro-
tection of proprietary information in the development of corporate
plans. But self-conscious efforts can be made to create cpportunities
for meaningful public discussions of policy options before decisions
are reached. As 1 said several times, it is important as well that
these eftforts be seen to be honest, and that they are genuinei - held
before agencies have decided on their policy choices.



folicies for menagement of nuclear waste will neussarily be aired
in the hearings »quanu for the licensing process for nower reactors
and the deveiopment of hnviconmental Impact Stetements.  In fuct, it

seems like:y that waste management will become a major factur in reactor
licensing dehates--obviousiy, it already is. But it would he a mistake
to think of these hearings as the first step in ettalnlﬂg pudlic inputs
in the decision process. Rather, thro gb a : w*l]
suggest, there should be ample OpPPOTIuUNi:

elaborate options, encourage independent
discussion.

t Ti to
analySJS, an! engage in public

Two, involvemeat of other institutlions.

The development of analyses and optinns should be cuarried out not
only inside the government, and with the industry that is directly in-
volved, but also with other institutions in the private sector. This
can serve the multiple objectives of making information and analysis
more generally avaiiable, providing more options from a variety of
perspectives for consideration in pulicy deliberations, and of contri-
buting consensus-building among institutions perceived by the public
as having less of a stake in particular policy outcomes and thus, in
SOmMEe sense, serving us their representatives.

[nevitably, if the governmnent sponsors such analyses, it will
mean supporting studies carried out by groups that may ultimately turn
out to be critics of the policies chosen. If the studies are in fact
sponsored heforc decisions arc made, there may he encugh reflection of
them in the decisions to allow conscnsus to grow.

In any case, one can hope that competent studies will scrve to
make disagrecements clearer and more easily debated. Since disagree-
ments and vavying assessments are unavoidable, any steps that sharpen
the real issues under dispute are likely to reduce cenfusion and make
ultimate choices much easier.
wd involvement means that on inpertant issues

The need for widesprea
it would be wise to commission studies by more than one outside insti-
tution.  There's nothing wrong aund much to be gained by seeking analyses
on the sume issues from multiple sources.

Government support for analytical studies alse carries some oh-
vious dangers. Over time, it may influence the attitudes of those who
become dependent on continuing funding and thus that prectice can be-
come o way of co-opting potential critics Providing for Jiversity
of sources for funds from various parts of the government can holp to
alleviate that danger; hetter yet are analyses that are wholly sup-
ported from private sources.

Three, outside veviews of major policy analysis.
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When a government agency comprissions a mejor study it intends to
use as 4 basis for pelicy decisions, it should also fund outside re-
views of that study to develop comments and to highlight issues. The
Rasmussen study is an interesting example in the sense that the critics
were given some time to comment on the studv before it was put in
final form, but were expected to find the rwsources to do that entirely
from their own sources. And one of the effects of that is there has
been growing criticism--which is probably now being given greater
emphasis than it ought to be--simply because it was not included in
the deliberations of the report itself.

Four, public forums.

Public forums presumably such as this one held frequently or on
a continuing basis can provide occasions for airing of issues, for
expression of the views of various groups, and for feedback. Again,
these will mean little urless there is adequate information and re-
sources available for analysis outside government or industry.

Five, continuing regulation and control.

The nuclear waste management problem appears to require continuing
political regulation and control to an unprecedented degree. The most
dramatic aspect is the persistence of hazards over time scales weil
beyond the lifespan of recorded society. That implies that the measures
for dealing with waste must not necessarily be dependent on organized
human intervention. But it does not automatically mean the risks can-
not be made acceptably small.

Clearly, this aspect of the subject needs to be given special
attention early in public studies and discussion. It appears to be a
rather novel issue of public policy, though in fact not so different
from problems of dealing with toxic chemicals, many of which are also
highly persistent in the society and very stable.

Certainly, it's easy to dramatize this issue beyond its actual
significance. It may well be wise for this reason alone, if for no
other, to create a new government body for the management of nuclear
wastes that has single-minded responsibility for the problem. That
wili serve to enhance the priority accorded to the issue over a longer
time and also help to separate promotional objectives for nuclear
power from management objectives for handling the waste products.

Another aspect of the problem of regulation is more traditional,
whether entrusted to existing agencies or shared with a new body.
The history of regulation in the United States shows how easily the
original basis of operation of a regulatory agency can gradually alter
until it becomes the captive of the segment of society which it was
designed to oversee. I won't go into the various reasons for that.
I think you're all familiar with them.
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There are no sure ways of preventing this from happening, though
assignment of management authority to a single agency may give the
regulatory problem more continuing visibility and thus more attention.
Another more ambitious course of action is to decvelop institutions
outside those directly concerned with management or regulation, to
have responsibility for analysis and challenge to government policies.
Regulatory agencies are more likely to be independent regulators if
interest and knowledge about a subject is more widespread. Some steps
along these lines have been suggested.

Let me suggest a few others of an institutional nature:

One is in the Congress. Congress increasingly provides a route
for the expression of public concerns for the dissemination of informa-
tion and pelicy options. In addition, Congressional resources for
independent analysis of technology related subjects are improving
through the creation of the Office of Technology Assessment, the
strengthening of the Congrc:sional Rescarch Service and the General
Accounting Office, and the d=velopment of the new Congressional Budget
Office and some other new institutional developments.

Congress, thus, is coming to have the competence to develop
analyses of issues and proposed policies that can provide some of
that counterweight to the dominant technological capability of Ex-
ecutive agencies and of industry. In this role, it can serve as a
route for expression of general interest and as a means of maintain-
ing technical competence outside government and industry in complex
technological areas.

Conscious development of Congressional resources for this pur-
pose could also be a route to stagnation if the result 1s increased
Executive/Congressional confrontation. If, however, the Executive
Branch recognizes the role the Congress will play in questioning its
policy recommendations on technology related issues and. therefore,
reaches out earlier for more public involvement and debate, the re-
sults could be better and more timely agreement.

These Congressional resources can also play a role in the regula-
tory process in the sense of being alert to problems that emerge once
the technologies are in place. OTA specifically has such a responsi-
bility and could be a useful buffer against the narrowing of the de-
cision base in regulatory agencies.

But that doesn't go far enough in the question of development of
institutions. And it seems to me we need to concern oursclves with
institutions involved both with advocacy and institutions that are in
some sense seen as objective. As society becomes increasily committed
to complex technology, the problem of competent criticism in the ad-
versary political process that we have, becomes ever more difficult.
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The rationale for this paper can, in fact, be thought of us stemming
from that growing problem.

An interesting question going well beyond what can be discussed
in detail here is whether and how the government in a representative
democracy should see itself as responsible for the creation and main-
tenance of institutions designed to be analysts and critics of govern-
ment policy, and of the regulatory mechanisms established by govern-
ment.

Many institutions perform those functions now, especially univer-
sities and public interest groups. The resource base is often in-
adequate or sometimes raises conflict of interest questions. Can,
should government agencies provide funds for institutional support of
their critics? There has been concrete support from some Congress-
men and Federal judges for just such funding to outside groups by Ex-
ecutive and regulatory agencies.

In discussing the institutionalization of analysis and criticism
of government policy, it must be clear that there is not always an
obvious distinction between objectivity and advocacy. There is a
tendency to deplore individuals, particularly scientists and engineers,
who use analysis for advocacy purposes. Presumably, that is because
it implies distortion of the analysis or at least selective use of
information.

As noted in the earlier propositions, there is inevitable pres-
sure leading to bias or something less than disinterest as soon as a
person becomes a party to a public policy issue. However, that does
not mean we are doomed always to discount everyone's views--that is
everyone with whom we don't agree--as hopelessly biased.

Here the traditions and mores of the scientific community and
of the universities become very important; for society needs institu-
tions both for advocacy and for objectivity.

The existing base of individuals competent to understand high-
technology issue. and their implications is narrow. That implies that
groups involved in such an issue, but not adequately represented in
the government's decision processes, are likely to be under-represented.
Individuals or institutions able to work with the technology and to
have access to information are needed in that avowedly advocacy role
to represent those interests.

But also needed are institutions outside of government able to
provide a base of expertise, not beholden to specific government
policies or industrial interests, that could analyze issues and pro-
vide a base of resolving disagreements.



Complete objectivity is not achievable; but, over time, a striving
for distinterustedness and reliance on scientific norms could bring
confidence in such institutions and help them provide capabilities.
Their authority would come from expurtise and competence built up
over time--not from any formal grant of responsibility. Whether such
institutions should be sought among those that are already In existence,
or new ones created, or both, desarves much attention and discussion.

The "science court' is presumably one such propoesal; but, in my
view, 1t is not a likely success and may even be a diversion. Other
ideas are possible or have been suggested and need development. My
own guess is that existing institutions--particularly universities,
the National Academy of Sciences, and research centers already en-
gaged in the task and working in the areas--are more likely candidates.

The judicial process in the United States is also becoming a
major institution for the resolution of disputes related to technology.
The abilty of that process io deal adequately with technolopy issues
is very much in question and needs urgent attention and probably inter-
vention. The development of institutiens competent to deal with tech-
nologically-related policies and accepted as disinterested and veason-
ably objective could have an important role to play in the judivial
process.

I'm impelled in this discussion to recognize that there is a cost
to the authority of science and technology of having scientists and
engincers operating in both advocacy and adjudicatory roles. Th's is
likely to be a real cost. But since we already see scientists and
engineers in advocacy roles to the discomfiture of some of their col-
leagues, there's little to do but accept it and focus on the devcelop-
ment of needed institutions.

Lastly, let me mention something about industry. All too often
in the Urited States today, attitudes towards business are polurized,
with many seeing industry as dominated solely by improper motives
uncritically arguing for reduced regulation of industry.

In fact, the technological society requires change and techno-
logical innovation. The source of that innovation, which is largely
in industry, can be adversely affected by a system that makes change
too difticult or removes the incentive for innovation. But imposi-
tion ui restrictions with such effects can be prevented from happening
only by rc-establishing the trust, the reasonable confidence that the
polic. process will reflect the concerns of all interested parties,
and nov only those with narrow economic interests in the outcome.

Industry, then, must be very much a part of the measures for
openness described above. Industrial metivations and objectives must
be adecquately and fairly represented in the process. That also implies
a willingness by industry to recognize the need for full and informed
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participation by other interested parties, including those who do
not share the same objectives on particular issues.

In conclusion, radioactive waste management represents the kind
of technologically complex and risk-laden subject that cannot be is-
olated from the social issues in which it is embedded, and yet which
must be dealt with just because of its relation to broader social
issues. 1t is essentially a paradigm for the kinds of central ques-
tions with which the society must deal while preserving a democratic
political process. It is particularly relevant because the nature of
the technology implies adequate measures over unprecedented spans of
time.

The delicate baiance between a regressive stalemate and authori-
tarian decisions about social policy must somehow be achieved. In
large measure, whether we're able to do so or not will be determined
by the ability to build a decision process with competent participa-
tion by those concerned and with willingness to accept the decisions
that result,

Thank you.

Mr. GREEN: We now turn to discussion by our panelists.

In my seminars [ have a lot of fun when I challenge my students
with the hypothesis that the decisions and the decision-making pro-
cess with respect to highly complicated, technical issues will De
improved if, for example, the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
included a component of public philosophers, theologians, and psychi-
atrists. [ cannot offer you a poet, a theologian or a psychiatrist,
but 1 can offer ycu this morning a genuine card-carrying pbilosopher.

Daniel Callahan is director of the Institute of Society, Ethics
and the Life Sciences, otherwise known as the Hastings Center, Hastings,
New York. He has his doctorate in philosophy from Harvard, has taught
at Brown University and the University of Pennsylvania. He is the
author of numerous books and articles on abortion, population, and
most recently a book on ethics and technology entitled *The Tyranny
of Survival."”

He's a member of the Institute of Medicine of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences. Many of you will recall that a year or two ago Time
magazine had a profile article on 200 young American men and women
whom it characterized as the future leaders of the United States
society. Dan Callahan was one of those 200.



He comes to us as a philosopher who knows very little about any
phase of nuclear technology. But he has thought and written a great
deal about similar problems in other areas and I am quite eager to
see how he will react to what he has seen and heard here.

Remarks of

DANIEL CALLAHAN, Director, Institute of Society, Ethics and the Life
Sciences, Hastings Center

Dr. CALLAHAN: In my league we would call this an experiment
in human experimentation. I guess there is informed consent. Harold
has given my excuses in advance so I won't elaborate on my ignorance.

Rather than comment directly on the two papers, I would like to
pick up a theme which has been common here and certainly has been re-
ferred to in both the papers. That is the question of our obligation
to future generations.

I take it that one of the major ethical dilemmas concerning the
storage of nuclear wastes is not so much that we will have to live
with those wastes but that those who come after us will. And the
question then seems to be more one of 'what, indeed, dv we owe to
those future generations?"” than ''what steps might we take now to dis-
charge whatever obligations we may have?"

Let me begin in a rather simple fashion and state what seems to
be some of our obligations to the present generation, to those now
living. It seems in general we have an obligation to citizens not to
harm people without their consent. We have an obligation which Profes-
sor Skolnikoff developed very nicely--an obligation to give people a
voice in those decisions which will affect their welfare.

1 think, too, we have an obligation--call it the obligation of
benevolence if you will--an obligation to promote the satisfaction
of the basic needs of human beings. Note that I said '"the needs of
human beings." We're not obliged, it seems to me, as citizens to
promote all human desires.

Unfortunately, one of the major philosophical cenfusions in a
technical society is the confusion between what people need and what
they desire. The level of need in technological societies is cast at
a very high level, a level which in less-developed societies would be
seen as expressing more of desires than of what human beings funda-
mentally need to live decent lives.



1f T could make my own declaration, I would say that we do not
as human beings, at least in affluent societies, need a higher stan-
dard of living. We have a good enough standard now. Cur problem
perhaps is how better to distribute what is available, but I don't
see that we have any basic need to go on. We don't need a growth
ethic--though surely we desire a growth ethic.

Given that context, it seems to me that there is, however, un-
fortunately, little evidence that people in our sort of society have
any desire whatever to curb their desires. They want to satisfy all
wishes and fantasies, and want thus to go on and on upward, presumably
to something better and better. I, myself, consider that ultimately
foolish and I think we probably live in an ultimately foolish society
for thinking that we simply can grow and improve and improve indef-
initely and infinitely.

Nonetheless, that seems to be the society we're in. And in that
context I think it is necessary to assume that the quest for nuclear
power, the use of nuclear power as an energy source, will und indcced
must continue. If we lived in an ideal world, I would personally
want to say, ''Stop." We don't, however, live in an ideal world of
rational people and in that sense I think our ethics have to lwe
developed in a context of not just what ought toc be, purc and simple;
but what ought to be, in the context of what is likely.

At this point, two things at least seem likely:

First, that the quest for continued improvement of living stan-
dards and the maintenance of a growth ethic will persist; and secondly,
that we will in fact exhaust ocur hydrocarbon reserves sometime fairly
early in the next millenium, at the present rate of coasumption.

Given those two reality principles, it seems to me that we nmust
go ahead with the development of nuclear power, the development of
nuclear energy sources.

Therefore, it seems to me that our main obligation, given that
reality, is that we must now get on with the work of developing those
sources and we must also willy-nilly, but perhaps something more
rational than that, run the considerable danger which that develop-
ment brings with it. Given that context, what can Le said about our
obligation to future generations? (By this, I mean those generations
which are three, four, and more generations away. When I speak of
the present generation. 1'm speaking primarily of our generation plus
the next two or three successive generations. By future generations,
1 would mean those who are much farther down the road.)

It seems to me that our first obligation is not to leave them
worse off than we are at present. They should have at least as much
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potential tor thoir future as we have tor our future. And sccondly,
[ think that we ought to act in such & way that we do no harm so basic
to the environment that they cannet undo that hwurm.

Now 1 think if we are not willing to give up what 1 consider the
lustful search for higher standards of living or the growth ethic, we
must then take steps which will minimize the risks to which those
future generations will be exposed. We must, to put it very bricfly,
leave them frecedom of movement.

My own feelings--as 1've examined in a very amateurish and super-
ficial way the literature--is that I personally am not convinced that
we need to devise a permanent and absolute solution, good for atl
time, te the waste disposal problem. We need only a solution which
will be safe for the next few generations, and a solution which wauld
allow those who come after us three or four generations down the road
to be in a position to themselves take the next step in solving their
own future problems.

1f 1 may use an image, 1 would use that of a kind of reclay cace
We probably cannot solve for all time the waste disposal problem. W
need only to devise a solution--whether that's conceivable o1 wot
will leave to others--we need only to devise a solution which wili
allow us, so to speak, to pass the baton on and let those who take
it be able to act with that enormous impediment.

I would also want to argue that if we continue our present con
sumption patterns of cnergy, depending only upon the hydrocarbon fucls,
then we will be acting most irresponsibly--if we do nothing in looking
toward the day when they :un out, or if not run out, are in such short
supplies as to create ultimate social chaos. Given a choice bhetween
that latter form of irresponsibility (of doing nothing whatever) and
the known dangers of nuclear power development and the storage of nu-
clear wastes, it seems to me that the latter danger is to be preferred.

That's a very brief argument which T can develop further during
the discussion period.

Let me say a final word, however, about public participation. |
mentioned to Professor Skolnikoff last night that it seems to me that
we have really not confronted the very interesting and difficult
question of what public participation means in the case of making
decisions which will affect future generations, when we cannot in the
nature of the case have those in the future participate in that dis-
cussion. That seems to me to raise a very special and difficult hind
of isrue.

I would only note, however, that while it's pretty evident that
there are various initiatives against the siting of power plants and



the like in various states, |'m not sure exactly what the moral sig-
nificance of that is. 1'm struck with the fact that--unfortunately,
an aspect [ think of technology affluence--we do live in a society
which secems to want things hoth ways.

It is not only that we don't want nuclear power plants in our
backyard. Tt turns out that we don't want oid-age housing in our
backyard. We don't want housing for low-income groups in our back-
yard. We don't went half-way houses for drug addicts in our backyard.
We don't want de-institutionalized mental patients in our backyard.

In short, if one wants to think of some of our social waste products
of a technological society, it seems that we all want all of our pro-
blems solved, but we don’t want to have to live personally with any
of the likely solutions.

It seems to me that if we're going to have initiatives, if we're
going to have various groups protesting the location of our waste pro-
ducts, human or otherwise, in our midst, we are somehow going to
finally have to fish or cut bait.

Either we're going to have to give up the advantage of thc gen-
eral solutions we're looking for, or somehow we're going to have to
learn to make those kinds of personal sacrifices to live with the
hazards which, at present, people don't seem at all willing to live
with.

‘Thank you.

Mr. GREEN: Our next speaker, David Rose, although not u law-
yer, lives hy the lawyer's ethic; to wit, I don't care what you say
about me as 1ong as you spell my name right.

Within a few seconds after his arrival here today, he informed
me in no uncertain terms that his name was misspelled in the prograu.
He is nnt David V. Rose. He is David J. Rose. I trust you'll make thu
necessary adjustment.

Dave Rose is a professor of nuclear engineering at Massachusetts
Institute of Technology. He has been in that position since 1958,
with some deviations. From 1969 to 1971, he was director of long-range
planning at the Oak Ridge Na:iional Laboratory. In 1968, he was visiting
scientist at the U.S. Atomic Energy Authority. Prior to MIT, he was a
scientist with the Bell Telephone Laboratories.

1t gives me great pleasure to introduce Professor Rose.
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DAVID J. ROSE, Professor of Nuclear Engineering, Massachusetts Insti-~
tute of Technology

Professor ROSE: Good morning. I apologize for coming here
only this morning anrd not having shared with you the rest of the
important debates and discussions. Unfortunately, I had to be in
Boston until Jate last night. But I've read the papers, the advance
sersions, and have played in this area a little bit before. So I'll
make some comments.

On the two papers that have just been given, some remarks about
Professor Skolnikoff's presentation: He points out that one gets
assessments that tend to be one-sided or at least to present a point
of view which then makes it difficult for somebody else to critique
in a fair way. Also, I point out that it is very hard to commission
a review of a study or a critique of a study before the study has been
made.

One can, of course, fund studies by groups supposed to be pro and
con--although it is not always possible in advance to tell what is
"pro" and what will be "con'"--but this adversarial process deesn't
work in the present public sectors as it does in the courts of law.

I think using the adversarial process as a paradigm is a poor
thing, because a fundamental piece is missing. There's no judge in
the middle. As a result, one finds the advocates of one view or an-
other railing at each other, throwing stones at each other, and no
one keeping track of good order or decorum.

Regarding the Congress, it is the surrogate of 215 million people,
so it makes policy decisions. It isn't always that great and I think
you'll all agree.

Also, the OTA has tended, unfortunately, at times to he timid.
I hope that it staffens itself up to face some of these questions.

I feel very uneasy about solutions or approaches to these pro-
blems that tend to be amoral. I don't mean immoral; | mean amoral.
as if one can analy:c them to death because they have very large
ethical and moral content. And I'1l come to that a little later.

Regarding Profvssor Abrahamson's paper: My understanding of the
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Swedish election s o bit Jdifferent. Thaot is thut the Center Party
actually lost power. Although, te be sure, Mr. Fulldin ends up as
the new prime minister, the complications are much more than one gets
by just sceing who's in and who's out.

Also, the critical question to be asked here is whether this per-
formance of nuclcur wuste manugement--which has been inadequate as
Professor abrahamson points out--will it be projected into the future
or not?

If it will not, then our problems will clear up. If it will,
then our problems will not clear up. And that has to do with the
nature of people and the nature of institutions. 'istory doesn't tell
us very much about whether these problems will assuredly be solved.
Early steam engines were very hazardous, but they were improved to our
henefit. Ancient weapon systems were hazardous, too; and they have
been improved--but not to our bhenefit. So, you see, it is a compli-
cated business.

Now 1 have o fow more comments which T actually wrote out, about
tfive points or so.

1'd just like to sce both here and in th» preceding sessions an
increasing recognition that no technological or social arrangements
can be made "perfect” or risk-fres or acceptable without exception.
Thus, the question of '"compared to what?'" starts to be addressed more
meaningfully.

As a corollary to that, I raise two pcints:

First, the statement that the decision process must be seen to
be fair in addition to being fair, a point made by many people--that
has iimitations because we can be the hostage of one untruthful per-
son who says that it is not fair.

The second thing has to do with risk-freec options. Eric Fromnme,
a psychologist and philosopher, wrote eloquently on that issue in a
very short article in the New York Times in December of last year.
"Consider," Fromme said, ''someone who will not touch a door knob be-
cause he might pick up a germ of some fatal disease. We could call
such a person paranoid. But at the same time, we cculd not assurve
this person with absolute certainty that it is impossible. Thus, a
peison would be simultaneously paranoid and also logical. And we see
the difficulty that comes along with insisting on absolute security."

Fromme then goes on to make the point that no activities are risk-
free, that all must be viewed in comparison with alternatives. A per-
son who insists on ahsolute security, and will go to any lengths to
attain it, will paradoxically decrease his overall security by ex-
pending inordinate and inappropriate resources with one purpose to



the neglect ot the others. He wuas not speaking ot the nuclear waste
problems; he was speaking of our foreign policy. But it fits here
well enough.

The second major point that 1| will make 1s rather simple. By
reading all [ can of the papers submitted to this conference, 1 see
few fundamental disagreements; [ see personal preferences peeking out
between the words and phrases. And that is natural.

The third major point relates to mortgaging the future, a point
made by the previous specaker and made by many others. ‘The point is
often described as nheing peculiar to nuclear wastes. It is by no
means unique, as we consider fossil fuels and other things, too.

Piato wrote about how all the trees were cut down in Attica for
fuel, leaving behind a land that was a skeleton of its former state.
And Rome fell from social collapse stimulated in part by loss of fuel
and food within easy transport distance of the city.

Watch out for the biomass solutions to the encrgy probtems. We
use up gas and oil and leave a poor carth to those who come lataor.
If you ask somebody about his concern for 100,000 years from now il
he says it's great, then you'd better ask him how much oil and coul
he is using now. If you want to use oil and coal at the rate that
God makes it anew, then your lifetime supply of coal is about two
kilograms and your lifetime supply of oil is about 100 milliliters.

Fourth, we see developirg a more-or-less common attempt to treut
this problem via what has come to be called the "process of technology
assessment.” The NRC paper is notable in this vespect. Regarding
issues of implementation, 1 see several large gaps that should have
appeared in any rational technology asscssment, and T don't see them

in any of the papers.

One gap--the needs and opinions of other nations. Professor
Skolnikoff's paper mentions it, but almost cn passant. [ think that
a large sector of the world is going to go nuclcar and we are parties
to the debate willy-nilly. The majority of the papers here pronote
the view that the nuclear waste problem is not local, neither in space
ror in time. [ agree. Thus, it behooves us to join others in seeking
acceptable solutions.

But what do we mean by that? What do we mean by "acceptable,"
as Professor Abrahamson asks? It depends on many things--perceptions
of opinions; options, closed; perceptions of options left open to
the future for various times as was discussed before.

Also, coming into this technology assessment and how to implement
some kind of plan, we have a large waste disposal problem now alluded
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to by reference to the weapons waste, and what will be done with

that festering mess?

Lstimates run to $20 billion or more to clean up the Savannah
River in Hanford, Washington. ‘the same persons who in the old AEC
were suppressing information about that problem until the earty
1970's, were simultancously saying that commercial nuclear wastes
would posc no diftficulty. An aroused public may actually demand
that these wastes be cleaned up just as a4 sign of earnest intent.
And that hasn't been discussed to my knowledge here.

Also, the relative comparisons--a social cost in time and space
of other options, as | mentioned before.

A fifth major point: How did the problem get this way? How did
the debate get so disheveted and the quality of the discussion so poor?
Something is missing. Something is wrong.

We live in and reinforce an uncharitable society. By "charity"
I mean in the sense of the Latin curitas or the Greck agape which
go hand in hand with "trust." People fight each other because they do
not get their way in everything every day. And that can be said for
some on both sides of thesc issues, both those that want to produce
power and those who do not, those who want more and those who want
less, those who would impose their views upon others without thought
of what the others might wish,

Understanding, trust, and charity arise from knowledge and wis-
dom, but not just from those alone. The issues require public de-
cisions, as we all agree.

I persist in the belief that the way to ensure good decisions is
to have a well-educated and well-informed public. That is the guar-
antee against tyranny, whether of bad rulers, of bad ideas, or even
of bad technology. This is an unabashed proposal of Jeffersonian
democracy, a form upheld as an ideal, but ignored very much in the
practice.

Technology has outrun public understanding of it, of its impor-
tance, of its consequences, and of the consequences of doing without
it. When our educational systems--both in the classroom and in the
rest of life--do their proper work, then problems like this will be
much more easily resolved.

Mr. GREEN: Our general chairman, Alan Campbell, would like
to make a few comments. Immediately upon the conclusion of Dr.
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Campbell's comments, we'll take a brief recess tor purposes of a stretch.
In order that we can accommodate the maximum possible questions from

the floor, 1 intend to resume this session precisely 180 seconds after
Dr. Campbell concludes. You might take advantage of the three-minute
break to get up to me any questions you would like to have put to the
panel.

Dr. CAMPBELL: Very briefly, you are undoubtedly aware that
the President yesterday issued a statement about nuclear proliferation
and other matters related to nuclear power.

We, unfortunately, do not have enough copies of the press re-
lease to distribute to everyone. However, there are copies available
to read in the ERDA Resource Center; and in addition to that, as some
of you may have noted, the Energy Daily does carry a summary of it.

I would merely point out that the statement argues, to use
the exact words, that "the U.S. and other nations can and should in-
crease their use of nuclear power for peaceful purposes." And then
there are several statements concerning waste management and I refer
you to the Energy Daily about that, because it carries them specifically.

Secondly, indicating the kind of public concern which exists
about the topic with wiich we are concerned, the Conference has received
a telegram which I will read:

"] would like to express my strong support for the kind of pub-
lic dialogue provided by your Conference on the public policy question
surrounding radiocactive waste management. Your recognition that nuclear
waste management is not just a technical issue to be left to the scier-
tific experts, but a crucial policy choice for the Americun people, is
a healthy and positive step in the beginning to deal with this important
issue. 1 am grateful for the participation of so many experts in your
discussions, and I look forward to reviewing the text of this Confer-
ence. My best wishes for a full and productive meeting. Sincerely,

Jimmy Carter."
I £1s0 point out that a summary of the goals document which was

discussed yesterday morning will be available--500 copies of it,
enough to go around. [t is supposed to arrive at 11:00 a.m.

Thank you very much.



Mr. GREEN: Will you pleasc take your seats so we can get
underway?

Our next speaker is Barton Z. Cowan. [MHe's a graduate of the
University of Michigan and Harvard Law School. He is a partner in the
Pittsburgh law firm, bckert, Seamuns, Cherim and Mellott.

Because he is a4 lawyer, he, of c¢~urse, approaches the task at
hand with a relatively uncluttered mind. He does bring with him some
ciutter, however, since for the past 10 years he has been heavily in-
volved in legal aspects relating to nuclear technology. During the
past five or six years, the majority of his professional time has been
devoted to problems involved in the licensing and regulation of nuclear
power facilities in connection with his representation of a major manu-
facturer of nuclear steam supply systems and other plant hardware. He
was involved as one of the counsel in the notorious Emergency Core
Cooling System proceedings, and he is currently involved as one of the
counsel in the so-called GESMO proceedings and is a consultant in the
Clinch River Breeder licensing case.

He also spends a portion of his time on environmental matters,
inciuding state proceedings concerrning fossil fuels and nuclear power
plants. It gives me great pleasure to introduce Bart Cowan's unclut-
tered mind.

Remarks of

BARTON Z. COWAN, Attorney, Eckert, Seamans, Cherim and Mellott

Mr. COWAN: Last week when I spoke on a platform where Harold
Green was the moderator, he said that my presentation was one of filling
in the blanks. Sco I think I've gone from a blank mind to an uncluttered
mind. T don't know if there is a distinction there or not.

Let me begin by saying first a word about bias. I don't believe
personally that people either inside or outside of the nuclear industry,
whether they're engineers or scientists, or lawyers or social scientists
or what have you, become suspect in their views merely because they he-
come more and more involyved in their work. As Professor Skolnikoff said
in his comments, we are not doomed to discount everyone's views as hope-
lessly biased.

I think there's a great danger for the public to perceive the
issu2 of waste management implementation as a black hat/white hat issue.
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I don't think it is. 1 don't think anyone has a monopoly on the “truth."
And 1 dislike seeing implications that one side may be searching for
candor and the other side may be made up of men of perhaps questionable
moral sensitivity who don't want to deal with the issues. 1 think

that does a disservice to the quality of the discussion and the sound-
ness of the outcome.

As to my perception cf the issue involved in implementation--
I'm sure they are colored by my experiences, appearing as a lawyer reprc-
senting a part of the industry, when proposals for implementation, if
you will, have been put under the scrutiny of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969.

In the Conference program which we all received, the purpose
of this Conference is said to focus on issues which should be consid-
ered in the Environmental Impact Statements to be prepared in connection
with the making of decisions on nuclear waste management.

As you know, NEPA requires, among other things, that the decision-
making process has to take into account a consideration of alternatives
to the cost up to the proposed actions. And the culmination of the
NEPA process is the risk/benefit analysis in which the action under con-
sideration is weighed in terms of the gains which will accrue to society
from undertaking the action proposed, and the risks or the costs which
are involved to achieve those gains.

As I apply the NEPA methodology to the subject at hand, I find
I would add several questions to the list which Dr. Abrahamson raised
during his presentation.

First, what are the costs and what are the benefits of not taking
action, timely action, on any one of the several alternatives for nucleur
wiste management implementation?

Second, what are the costs and what are the benefits of those al-
ternative actions if, as Dr. Abrahamson suggests, the adequacy of local
waste management objectives are to be judged as a part of the broader
question of the acceptability of nuclear power?

My bias is that a consideration of the issues raised here cannot
be done in a vacuum without an exploration of the alternatives. And
what is needed is a sense of balance.

The questions raised during the presentation by Dr. Abrahamson
scemed to me to be relevant to ask. But I would fault the list for not
inctuding the NEPA imperative of consideration of the alternatives.
This is not to say that | agree with the conclusions of Dr. Abrahamson
or at least those which [ think were implicit in his remarks. 1 de-
tected an undercurrent of an anti-nuclear power theme which obscures at
least the validity of some of the points which were raised.



And part ot the matter which was rarsed, it seems to me, wandered
sumewhat farv trom the issaes involved in this Conterence, "public policy
tssues 0 nuclear waste management,' and dealt with the larger question
of nudlear power aceeptability.

I again vefer to the Conference program:

"1t is not the purposc of this Conference to debate the accept-
ability of nuclear energy." And ycet discussions about growth and
whether growth is good or bad involves just such debate.

since growth has been raised, | want to make a couple of com-
ments concerning it. [ agree with the article heading and the con-
clusions of the articles which appeared some months ago in the New
York Times Magazine section. That article was headed "No Growth Has
tu Mcan Less Is Less." 1o me, this has serious adverse consequences
for our society and the worlid.

If we enter into u "growth/no growth'" debate, NEPA demands--
and | think a rational debate demands, even apart from NEPA--that we
consider the consequences of '"no growth.'" 1t is not an answer to say
that we are trading small present gains in welfarc for large losscs of
future welfare, because I think the implementation of '"no growth' can
lead to just as much, and perhaps more, coercion on the local front as
we try to ration down the road--and can lead to more disruption on
the worlid front--than the implications of "growth."

I1'd like to make a couple of observations on the puper presented
by Professor Skolnikoff. I thought it was especially telling in its
statement that the propositions apout technology in the public uarena
have to be kept in mind in coming to grips with issues involved in radi.
dactive waste management and in carrying out decisions reached. 1 wish,
however, that he had had time here before you to develop certain themes
inherent in those propositions, to a further degree.

For example, as now appears obvious, there is no such thing as
a riskless technology. This is frequently forgotten, or at least not
presented, in the debates over both nuclear power and nuclear waste
management. No doubt it was the constraint of time that caused Profes-
sor Skolnikoff to limit his remarks in this regard. 1 hope we can
bring some of them out in later discussions.

When his presentation turned to the series of approaches and
policies which he deemed yvelevant to the goal of an "open and fair
pulicy'" political process, I find 1 differ with some of the approaches
suggested. For example, he seemed to suggest that the role of Congress
should be substantially expanded beyond the establishment of options
and priorities and the creation of the administrative framework within
which to carry out these options.
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While Congress no doubt needs to have the capability for an
independent analysis of the adequacy of the job which it has mandated,
I personally do not helieve that that capubility should have as its
implied goul the estublishment of another bureaucratic layer that can
or should act in the guisce of a gquasi-regulatory agency.

To me, the proper role of an independent analytical organiza-
tion advising the Congress is to provide the Congress with the appro-
priate infurmation, utilizing the best management techniques known, as
to the adequacy of the job being performed by the independent regula-
tory agencies--which are the creatures of Congress--and by the Execu-
tive in the energy field and 1n the field of nuclear waste management
When we get Congress mixed up in the direct role of trying to do direct
regulation through an advisory group, I think we are headed for trouble.

1 also believe that the paper of Professor Skolnikoff under-
estimates some of the difficulties inherent in implementing some of
the other approaches suggested in his presentation.

Let me say a word uabout openness and candor, or the need to
establish trust as it's been put here. | think the need is well per
ceived. The real question is, how do you do it? Openness and candor,
I find more often than not, are essentiual; bul, alone, openness and
candor will not establish the trust. There is no doubt that there's .
need to restore confidence. And 1 don't think there are any simple
answers, maybe because all too often the trust--and hence trust--is
in the eye of the beholder.

However, I believe that if the public is informed about the
alternatives, about the consequences, about the benefits of the
various paths, the public decision will come out--and 1 do not fear

for that decision.

[ don't happen to think that the dccision is necessarily best
which is made while undergoing cross-examination in an adjudicatory
proceeding. There are limits on the use of the adjudicatory and legal
process, in terms that a lawyer thinks of them in the courtroom, in
arriving at public policy decisions. And 1 suggest that implementatiun
of nuclear waste management alternatives will run up against those
limits if the techniques used by lawyers in courtrooms over the past
200 years are attempted to be applied in deciding which way to go and
what to do.

Perhaps, in the final analysis, the overall nuclear debate has
become too polarized to expect that any presentation of one aspect of
that debate--whether it's nuclear waste management, or reactor safety,
or low-level radiation releases--can be adequately addressed in a
manner that's bhalanced and objective. But ultimately the iudgments as
to whether the risks associated in nuclear waste management or in other



aspects of the nuclear debate are acceptable, in light of the benefits
to be gained, must be considered iu public forums such as this where
rational debate can occur.

We can't begin to address the 1ssues until we open up the process.
I think the process is a lot more opened than some of the comments would
suggest, and | think this forum has provided u good start in opening
up many of the 1ssues.

Mr. GREEN: Our tinul panelist this morning is Dr. Roger K.
Kasperson, professor of government and geography at Clark University
in Worcester, Massac..uoictts.,

Prior to his present appointment, he served on the faculties of
Michigan Stiate University and the University of Connecticut. He has
written widely in the field of political geography, citizen participa-
tion, and envirommente! pulicy. A study of his on the diffusion of waste
reuse systems in Amcrvican cities will be published early next year by
the University of New ingland Press.

For the puast twe years he has served as the director of Project
RARL, @ study funded by the Ford Foundation concerned with disaster
prevention in the nuclear encrgy programs of Cunada, the United King-
dom, and the United Stotes.

br. Kasperson.

Remarks of

ROGER E. KASPERSON, Professor of Government and Geography, Clark
University

Dr. KASPERSON: In commenting on these two papers, 1 shall
address myseilf to the larger issues raised by the authors; namely, the
nature of the public policy process that we're talking about, and the
strategic options open 1o society at this time.

Reginning with the first, it is essential at the outset to
place the public policy issue in perspective.

In our sensitivity to the distinctive qualities of the radioactive



waste manhagement problem, there is a dunger thul we may overlook the
degree to which it shares o number of characteristics with other tech-
nological problems facing society. Professors Abrahomson and Skolnikoff
have pointed out that in fact there are a number of hazards; now with
Professor Rose's help, we include the foreign examples, which also in-
volve long-term, highly uncertain, and possibly irreversible, change.

These commonalities, however, extend behond questions related
solely to the nature of the hazards. The beluated societal response to
the radioactive waste management problem 1s part of a much broader
picture: the growing inability of socicty to deul with the prolifera-
tion of technologically-created risks.

A study soon to be published, anualyzing some 45 recent hazards
arising from technological growth, will show that early-warning signs
of danger were missed in some 40 per cent of the cases, that in three
or four cases no one seemed to be really on top of the problem at its
onset, that in half the cases the problem was allowed to grow even
after the danger became apparent. Particularly problematic were =l
cases where information wus scanty uand/or disputed by experts.

From whut we know uabout society's response to technolopgica:
hazards then, the radioactive waste disposal issue should not suvpri-
us. In fact, had not the nuclear controversy erupted carlier over
other risks in the fuel cycle, it is entirely possible that the waste
disposal hazard would have escaped society's attention und that this
Conference would not be tuking place. So while it is surcly appropi-
ate to lament the failure to develop the nceded technology and to
complete a comprehensive risk assessment for the entire nuclear fuct
cycle, it is also important to understand the extent to which this
issue is a sign of the times.

On the other hand, any effort to characterize the radioactive
waste disposal problem as simply one of a broad class of hazards way
seriously mislead policy makers. Whereas hazards may be compared in
generic characteristics, policy issues assume meaning because of their
location in a particular web of events, institutions, and experiences.

Paradoxically, comparisons of the radioactive waste disposal
problem with other technological hazards may well revedl common ele-
ments, and yet simultaneously conceal the real nature of the policy
issue. The essential question is not how the experts in the confer-
ence define the hazards, but how the Jane Doe's of the world see it.
And, there, I am concerncd that the sands of understanding now slip
through our fingers.

As Professor Slovic pointed out earlier in this Conference, our
knowledge of the public's definition and assessmert of the waste dis-
posal hazard is rudimentary at best. Yet the evidence to date sug-
gests that deep-rooted public concern.



The 1975 Harris Polb and the 19 o Canadian Sational Survey both
touml that the waste disposal problew ranks surprisiugly high anong

the percelved disadvantages of nouclear power.  Surveys conducted by
my colleagaes and myself in Canada, the United Kingdon and in the United
States over the past wwo years confirm these findings.  Professor Abra-

hamson has puinted out that nearly all ot the state tnitiatives which
hauve qualificd for the bhallot, or ave in process, include some radio-
active waste disposal provision.

in Sweden, 1 oshaie, |othink, bro Rose's shepticisne about the
participant and press acoounts and the degree of exaggerstion ot the
nuclear issues that aay be involved in thoem; on the other hand, 11 1x
clear Lo ome that concern vver radiooctive waste disposal and nucleuar
proliteration seew to be the two mijor issues in the Swedish disenchant-

ment with naelear energy.

Thus far, the dowminant public concern has been conceptualized
as being over long-teem safety.  The Buttelle study of public values
associated with nuclceur waste disposal, ot which we heard from Pro-
fessor Slovie yesterday, clearly revealed that of the fouar fuctors
stadicd, long-term safety was a aijor public concern.

Yet | owonaer whether the convept "long-ters sutelty' encompasses
adequately the scope of public epprehension over the intergencrational
tssues in radioactive waste disposal.

In the Battelle research, the most dramatic diftferences in
values vecurred between nuclear technuloglsts whe see short-term safety
as the most significant problem and environmentalists who rate long-term
safety issues substantially higher than all other groups.

The reasons for this, I suspect, is that suggested by Professor
Abrahamson: Environmentalists and much of the public have embraced the
ethic of man's stewardship over the carth to as greut a degree ds pos-
sible one generation should not irvefutably despoil the earth for future
generations.  Now while we as scieatists might rise to our feet to con-
test the romanticism and/or myopia in this ethic, such a protest will
do little to resolve the realities of the public policy i1ssue; and
that is the issuce at stake here today.

There is ulro evidence of concentrated opposttion among those in
our population with medical concerns. Lven if it could be estublished
that the long-term risk of waste disposal appvoached zero, there could
still be strong public resistance to the progrem, ecspeciually among
women.

I might note parenthetically, if yuu're not aware of it, public
opposition to nuclear energy--and 1 :uspect to waste disposal--is highly
concentrated in women. If you want to explaln that away by an argument
that women are less informed and have less knowledge than men, you
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might be interested to know as they accumulate more knowledge, their
opposition grows, not decreases. The same is true of men, but particu-
larly, and more so, of women.

Similarly, if firing wastes into outer space were feasible and
neuarly risk-free, it could well also prove entirely unacceptable as
public policy.

Augmenting this general argument is the fact that radioactive
waste disposal shares some of the larger issues of nuclear power, issues
which are distinctive if not unique among other technological hazards.
One purt of this distinctiveness arises from the origins of nuclear
energy and the other from its collision with the broad-base social
movement--the environmental movement. Nuclear energy, as Elizabeth
Gray so vividly brought home to us yesterday, generates public concerns
exceeding the actual risks involved because of the anxiety associated
with the fear of nuclear war and of cancer. A broad range of public
opinion research lends empirical credence to this hypothesis.

The second source of Jistinctiveness lies in nuclear energy us
a centralized complex technology managed largely in Washington. It
collides head on with preferences of the environmental wmovement for de-
centralization, low-level technology, non-growth, and grass-roots pur-
ticipation.

If this characterization of radioactive waste disposal as a
public policy issue is at all correct, it is entirely possible that while
technological issues may be soluble over the short run, the public policy
problem by contrast may well prove to be relatively intractable. oOne,
the surrogate of safety, either long-term or short-term, may nol 1ncor-
porate all elements of public concern, particularly those that are non-
cognitive and ethical in nature. 7Two, the creation of demonsirative
technology in probabilistic risk assessment a la the Rasmussen study
may, therefore, fail to allay existing public concerns. And three,
given the reality that the environmental movement is at war with nuclear
energy as a technology and that waste disposal is simply ovne of the
battlegrounds of this wur, one should expect a nuclear conflict to per
sist whatever the solutions over the short term.

('11 skip over some comments that 1 had on institutional ques-
tions, though 1 should note my agreement in substance with Professor
Skolnikoff's analysis, and turn to the question of strategic options.
This major aspect of the policy issue I think is concerned with what 1
believe to be two major strategic options facing society at this time,
either overwhelming the problem with a crash effort or instituting a
more deliberate process which provides time for societal clarification
of issues in debate. The choices represent horns of a diiemma, for
both threaten nuclear energy prospects in different ways.
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Nuclear energy regulution, perhaps becuuse of the undie emphasis
upscn reactor design and quality assurance as the major means of assur-
ing nuclear safety ducing the 1960's and the resulting incomplete
assessment of fuel cycle risks, manifests a history of timcly response
to risk followed by a massive but hurried-up effort te, 1f not resolve,
overwhelm remaining doubts an! opposition so as to keep nuc.ear energy
on an even keel. Both the Emergency Core Cooling saga and the current
rush to assure safety ugainst theft and sabotage illustrate this pro-
cess.

The legucy of lost opportunities for progress on the waste dis-
posal issue over the past decade has some important implications for
the current situation. While one can perhaps accelerate risk assess-
ment fivefold or sixfold over several years, public policy is often
not amenable to the same type of speed up process.

Where the issues are highly uncertain, laden with troublesome
ethical considerations and have a history of rancorous conflict, time
is needed for the weighing of conflicting infovmation and for nego-
tiation and compromise among contending forces. And it 1is not enough
that we have an open decision process, of which we've hearu so much
during this Conference, or that a chance will be given for the public
to comment on drafts or voice in its viecws at hearings.

Any effort to override public reservaticns before the emergence
of societal consensus could well provoke a new round of challenges to
existing institutions, detract further from the legitimacy of existing
policy-making processes, and needlessly endanger the future of nuclear
energy as a whole.

A more prudent decision process--which strives to internulize the
policy conflicts over rudloactive waste disposal in new and existing
institutions, works for increased credibility and legitimacy among
friend and foe alike, and provides the desperately needed time for
social institutions to grind and digest policy issues--carries its
prices as well. Further delay in an already seriously disrupted
schedule for new and planned nuclear plants will exacerbate the grow-
ing ecconomic problems and perhaps threaten the momentum of decisions
on nuclear energy.

But past mistakes have in¢li prices. The viszk dssessment re-
search and public discussion of issues connected with the back end
oi the fuel cycle with willful human acts of sabotage and theft and
with nuclear proliferation to allow for pubiic policy acceptable to
society, simply have not occurred. In fact, the policy issues may
not even yet be well defined much less adequately debated. And ex-
isting institutions may not, as Professor Willrich has suggested, be
equal to the task,
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In this context. and 1 conciude, uny attempt to overwhelm cur-
rent societal reservations and conflicts with an Environmental Impact
Statement alleging essentiully zero risks from radioactive waste dis-
posal would be--in my view--a tragic error, une destined to intensify
rancorous debate and detract from autheritative resolutions of the
waste disposal problem.

QUESTION AND ANSWER PERiIGD

Mr. GREEN: I have a bunch of questions. I sssume there will
be some more on the way up. I would ask the panelists to try to be
crisp and brief in their responses in order that we can cover as many
questions as possible. In order to set the tone and start with a
simple question, there’s one for you, Dr. Callahan.

Reference is made tg "Leviathan" written in 1650 by Thomas Hobbes
in which Hobbes argues fov the need of every person to coaoperate in
collective society in order to preserve the basic safety and mutual
support. Do you think that is relevant?

Dr. CALLAYAN: I would say, yes, materially relevant. 1
would also remind people that Hobbes feit that the state was bhasically
built upon a fear of death.

Mr. GREEN: I guess, Dr. Skoinikeff, the next one is for you.
What do you view ds the role of the state govermments in developing
and exercising the functions of developing and previding for competent
criticism?

Dr. SKOLNIKOFI: Mason Willrich and others touched on some of
that yesterday. Clearly, the closer you get to the public at large,
that is the more you move down away from Washington and towards the
local level, the more opportunity there can be for reflection of local
views. And that is ovbviously an important part in any process of
debating what are the issues really at stake.

1 think it's a mistake to assume that discussions at a local
level are automatically going to be more candid, open, and more sat-
isfying in the sense of exposing all of the issues than discussions
at any other level of government; becise they, teoo, are often beset
by problems of bias that can color the debate and put a different
kind of a framework daround it.



At the state tevel, | don't have anything very substuntial to
say. 1 think there is a problem that was brought out ycesterday very
clearly uabout what happens in a4 process in which every stute hus a
major regulatory role which may be different in a Jdifferent tframeworh,
different set of guidelines and conditions, than on the Federal govern-
ment ievel. And 1 think there is g need for sume Kkind of uniformity
across the country.

I agrec also with the voint that Dave Rose mentioned thut we have
to recognize ithe important internationul uspects of this as well. But
I don't have any specific comments about the state governments' role
except to say that it is what [ said at tfirst--4 very important part
of the expression of loral views in the gencral process.

Mr. GREEN: Dr. Abrahamson, you are criticized fer articula-
ting "an uncluttered moral absolutism'" in the politics of technology.
And in that connectlon, you dare asked why you failed to cite the evi-
dence of the acceptable and benign effects of radiocuctivity present
i1n the natural world.

Dr. ABRAHAMSON: Could 1 have the guestion? Just for clari-
fication I wanted to read it again: "low can you fail to cite evi-
dence of acceptable and benign effects of radioactivity present in the
natural world?" Well, if somecbody can demonstrate that to the satis-
faction of those bodies responsible for setting exposure standards, 1
think it would be a relevant question.

[t's clear the assumptions being made, invelving the dose-re-
sponse relationships of radiation to human health effects are those
things upon which those standards rest in low-dose regime, are assump-
tions. That is, it is not proven that there is a zerc threshold. 1t's
not proven that it's linear in the low-dosc regime and so forth. Those
things are taken as assumptions for purposes of establishing standavds.
And the whoie discussion of response to low levels of radioactivity
is based on that set of assumptions. And T don't believe and the
literature doesn't reflect that waiaral radiation is benign.

One thing 1'm curicus about, very curious about, and thut is why
the public perceives the risk from radiatien from the auclear industry
to be substantially greater than that from the medical industry. 1've
always heen curious about that. I tried to stir up the physicians a
littie bit to talk about it, and it deesn't get anywhere.

Mr. GREEN: I have a question addressed to Dr. Skolnikefi but
1 suspect that Mr. Cowan will probably desire to comment. You are
asked, Gene, whether it is not true that considerations of industry
proprietary profit are the chief source of the lack of credibility
of the experts' assurances of public safety.
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Dy, SKOLNIKOFE: t'm not quite sure how to answer that., ['m
not ¢uiite sure | understand the question. The question is meant that
the perception of industrial biuas, economic interest, is the cause of
the lack ¢f credibility of industrial information. 1f that's presum-
ably the guestion, 1 think there obviously is an attitude at large
that there's a sense in which industry and the economic interests
that uare represented cannot, therefore, be trusted to provide informa-
tion that is goling to be completely open or that may point to conclu-
sions adverse to the economic interests of the industry involved. And
I think there's a public perception of skepticism along those lincs.

I would emphasize thut, in practice, it's not restricted to in-
dustry alone, though that may be the most serious area of perception.
Certainly government agencies, for example, have been known in many
casecs instde and outside of govermment to provide information that
tends to support the particular position they want to take ratne: iban
making intormation available that might conflict with their policy
goals. That's not surprising. Everyone does it.

One ot the major problems of policy making inside government is
how tn get accurate and adequate information out of the various depirt
ments of government that may not necessarily support the position tne
particuiar agencies want to take. That certainly was the rcason, lor
example, tor creation of the White House Sclence Office by President
fisenhower in 1957; he came to realize, as he had known all along from
his Army days, but came to realize more fully, that he could not depend
on the vbjectivity of the information being presented to him on weapon
system information.

So 1 think it is not surprising that people behave in what they
see as thelr own best interests in releuase and in the attitude they
adopt towurds irformation and analysis. I think the problem is that
industry has a particular load to bear because of the perception of
the publie that information from industry is likely to be geverncd by
cconomiv interests as opposed to simply policy preferences and,
therefore, there's some special opprobrium that's attached to that.

Mr. COWAN: I would only add that | think that the perception
of industry as having economic interesis at stake is a source of some
of the credibility problem. 1t is certainly not, in my view, the chief
sov.ree, as I think the question stated. 1 think there are other rea-
sons why we have a credibility problem within the nuclear power com-
munity, and industry is only one aspect of that.

One of the interesting things to me i1s the apparent failure to
recognize that, in the final analysis, it the problems are as sc.ere
as the critics of industry suggest, the economic interests of industry
are to solve those problems or the imdustries involved will go under.
and that trequently is not recognized in the credibility problem.
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Mr. GREEN: Dr. Kasperson, you are complimented on your astute
tdentitication ol anigue corcerns of radioactivity risks in its public
manifestation as being nontechnical and as being hazard and discontent
surrogate, primarily for women and nontechnologists. And you arce ashed
in that connection how such potitical und psychologicul science can
be more directly integrated into the decision-making process.

Dr. KASPERSON: First of all, I'm not sure that 1 agree with
the way thuat my position has been characterized, so 1 should put that
record straight, [ think, at the start.

One ot the issues is that the notion of risk needs to be eapanded
in a larger scosce. | owould argue, for example that the notion of risk
has been largely treated as risks to man, to people. And any risk to
the biosphere has been treated largely in the sense that the changed
biosphere may then pose some risks to people. 1 think gquite independent
of that, there is a concern with the risk to the biosphere, particularly
rish which is irreversible. And, thus, my comment that cven it the
rish to man could be stated to be near zevo, that might not resolve the

problem.

The sceond point is--what 1'm trying to get at is sumething that
I think Paui Slovic wis talking apart very carefully and looking at an-
alytically; unfortuwately, he could have used more time to expand
those points--humar response to risk and to different types of risks
are ditferent.  Risk can't be simply aggregated and then compared
from one technology to another in terms of how the public responds to
it. The public responds differently to different risks. ‘Therctore,
all visks can't be reduced down to some common denominator as a quanti-
tative figure would give as, at least for the sake of public policy.

[ would arguce from this that the nature of the public response
to the risk can be analyzed in the sense that the public weights dif-
ferent risks ditferently.  So one canthenappreciate the tuct that even
though one risk may be small, the public apprehension connected with
it is very large. In fact, one could quantify that. Onc would have
to do it for ditferent groups in society, but, in a way, the Battelle
study Jdid at least part of this and suggested ways that that can bLe
done.

We need to be much more concerned with not only detining and
coming up with a technological assessment but essentiully the same-
scale effort into what the public response to vhe risk assessment is,
what are the public apprehensions. | oreised a question to the goals
management group which is that almost cvervhody who's lTookald at citicoen
participation has pointed out the cracial importance of  as souvn us
you start defiuning gouls to start detfining what are the goals in the
public mind. What arc the nature of the appreliensions and so forth?

And T would have liked to have scen a very strong psychologieal
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compunent poing into that poals segment because the danger 1s that the
goals we may identify may be either not tne goals identified by the
public or very low priority gouls.

As 4 way of trylag to do this analytically into the decision-
making process, I'd recommend to you in the current issue of Science

a very interesting uarticle about the implications of looking at social
vilues in the decisron-making process.

Mr. GREEN: br. Rose, you are asked whether in view of the
growth and healthy tunctioning of groups opposirg nuclear power the
press should not extend its role of critical assessment and its demand
tor cthicul conduct te such opposition groups das well as to the propon-
ents of nuclear technolopy.

Dr. ROSE: There's something o there shout "if you stop beat-
ing your wite.” Do 1 bhelicve the press ought to do this? There's a
presumption in there that it hasn't. [ think probably the press has

not excoriated some ot the bad critics, and that's 2 value judgment
as well as 1t bas excoriated some of the bad propoucuts of nuclear
power. The reason i~ pretty clear and thot is that such beating of
the establishment tends to sell pupers.  Su there is a call for re-
sponsibility. But most vverything 1've read i the paper about any-
thing | have to do with it is wrong, so | don't have o great deal of
fuith in the public press at the moment

Mr. GREEN: Yhank you tor the crisp snswer. | hope all of the
other panelists will be equally crisp.

br. Abrahuamson, let's try your crispness on this one.  The stute-
ment is made with reference to a recent pronouncement of the hatiunal
Council of the Churches ot Christ pronouncing the plutonium and plu-
tonium economy as immoral. It is stated that scrutiny of this pro-
nouncement by moral philosophers strongly questions the ethical
analysis used, on the ground that the pronouncements seem to be more
cmotional than ethical. And you are asked: In view of that stated
deticiency, through what type of forum should the moral issues of
nuclear waste management be addressed? After you're finished answer-
ing that, it is requested that Dr. Callahan state his views.

Dr. ABRAIPAMSON: Al right. There have been & number of com
ments 1n response to the recent pronouncement of the National Council
of Chuyches. And I think we can look for a continuing series of resolu-
tions on these natters. Some people like it; some people don't like
it, and so on.

In trying to prepare for this meeting, 1 got as many papers as

I could lay my hands ot written by rolks that [ thought could help me
tell a moral tssue from an ethical issue from a svcial issue. 1 was



267

left rather unsatisfied by what 1 heard there. 1 don't want to per-
sonally say that somcthing is & moral argument instead of an ethical

argument. | can usuaily tell when it's not a technical argument and

that's the point at which 1 stop.

Now this business about '"more cmotional than moral,” to me that
question has no content. 1 cannut tell what the questioner has in
mind because the terms to me--on the basis of how I see them used by
people that one has reason to expect should be using them properly, [
don't sce the common pattern, and 1 just simply can't tell.

But the second part of the question, that is in what kind of
torums should this be decided, it seems to me that we've got a system
here that most of us agrec is the one to usc and that's the political
process as it grinds around out there. And we toss up in there and
we sec what happens.

I most emphatically think that these are not issues to be de-
cided by the proponents nor by the opposition and most singularly not
by the techniciuans that are involved. But beyond that, | can't say
much.

M. CALLAHAN: I think the forum is simply the pelitical pro-
cess very generally, making room for those who at least specifically
identify themselves as trying to raise moral issues and press moral
arguments.  On the question of whether various statements are more
emotional than ethical, that seems to me very much a matter of what's
in the eye of the beholder. 1 would say thut there are realiy--let
me oversimplify--two competing moral traditions that I'm aware cf in
this country. One T would call the philosophical tradition; the other,
the theological tradition.

In the philosophical tradition, I think the emphasis has been
until maybe very recently on adequacy of arguments. The philosophers,
at least those who are trained as moral philosophers, belicve it is
not their role to moralize for society, to lay down pronouncements,
but rather to go about the business of deciding what counts as an
adegquate moral argument, what certain evidence one needs to bring to
bear to make a moral case, the elucidation of commonly accepted
ethical principles.

The theological tradition has by and large been more complex.
And it seems to me that it has been an intention of many church groups
of late to feel that it is their role to be a kind of moral witness
and to take stands and thus to lay out their "here-I-stand" proposi-
tions with a great deal of emotional force and sometimes without
attention to the niceties of argument which might satisfy professional
philosophers or even some of their professional colleugues who are
moral theologians.
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Dr. ROSE: I'd like to comment on that because by strange
c¢iocumstance Professor Abrahamson and I were participants in the debate
in the Riverside Church last January that brought all this to a head;
he, arpuing one position and 1, another. He is strongly associated
with the National Council of Churches. (I am set to write some policy
things for them on these kinds of things and our approach is quite
different.)

I would differ with those who say that it is not the proper role
of theologians to be moral or to pass moral judgments. What the hell
is 1t for, if not for that?

But | find I hold very much with Lucretius in the first century
who said, "We hold the carth in usufruct not in freehold." And I
agree with Professor Abrahamson and those in the environmental move-
meni that we must be very careful because there’s only one earth and
it is very fragile. And we have increasing power to destroy it in
ways that we don't know.

Also, there uare many other very complex questions about the rest
of the world. If we do one thing, then the rest of the worid looks at
ns and says, "Ah, they are doing this. Then that means something to
them."  For example, using nuclear power or not means that there will
hc¢ or will not be a large demand on fossil fuels. And the old question
of nuclear wastes looks very differeat 1f you look at it from the world
point of view than from the naticnal point of view.

The ecthicul debate as far as I recall it last January was that
they objected to the incompleteness of the NCC statements. They said
the work wiasn't done or not finished, only partly done and pieces
had been left out. With that, 1 agree.

Mr. GREEN: Dr. Skolnikoff, there's a question here that kind
of c¢riticizes your judgment as a political scientist and suggests that
it may be atrributable to your engineering background.

You are taken to task because you failed to provide in your talk
a historical, social, and political perspective that would activate
our cultural strength evident frcm previous populist opposition .3 new
technology; for cxample, the muckraking attack of 1da Tarbell on the
standard Oil Trust. ['m not sure whethe» the questioner is suggesting
that populist muckracking was good or bad; but, in any event, it says
you didn't discuss it.

Dr. SKOLMIKOFF: That's true.
{Lughter)

.

Mr. GREEN: That's a very'crisp answer.
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(Laughter)

Dr. SKOLNIKOFEF: I don't know how to give a crisp answer on
this question.

(Lauyhter)

Let me just say one very brief thing which is that I by no means
think that the pressures--if you want populist pressures for participa-
tion--are bad. The question is how do you have a society work when
you really have a demand for participation on issues that are very
hard--1 use the word, accessible? They're very hard for everybody to
participate in because they don't necessarily understand all of the
high technology that's involved. That's not a new question. It is
certainly an old question. And you can substitute any expert area
for the problems throughout our history of attempting to deal with
complicated issues. Really, the issue is more compleaity than it is
technology.

Mr. GRELN: Dr. Kuasperson, a couple of related yuestions
which I'm going to try to combine. Number one is purely informational.
You're usked, what were the results of the Harris poli iu 1975 and
the Canadian poll, on nuclear energy.

Dr. KASPERSON: There's a lot of information there. The ag-
gregate figure of support for nucleur energy depending upon how it's
measurcd was high in both of these polls, lower in the more recent
Gallop poll that came out during the summer and in the Canadian poll,
the closer the reactor got to the individuals' homes.

My. GREEN: Then you are asked the basis for your statement
that increased discussion of nuclear technology issues seems necessar-
ily to increase opposition to nuclear energy. And, how can that be
correct in view of the California referendum which turned out two-to-
one in ftavor of nuclear in June, whereas it was two-to-one against
nuclear the previous February in the polls?

Dr. KASPERSON: As 1 made the comment that I'm very suspic-
1ous of interpretations of what the Swedish elections suggested about
nuclear energy, I have the same reservations as do many others with
interpreting exactly what the California referendum tells us. Had not
the three legislative hills been passed, it could have come out quite
differently. Also, there are probably some mistakes in the tactics
of the environmental movement there in the closing weeks.

But my statement on the relationship between knowledge rather
than ameount of discussion, although presumably they're related- -not
always, as we saw the other night here--we in our research in three
countries have developed a test of the public's knowledge of nuclear

technology.
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We have formulated a scale of that knowledge. Then, holding a
varicty of things constant, we've looked at the relationship between
kpowledge and attitudes to nuclear energy. We find a consistent re-
laticnship acress hoth men and women, and holding a variety of other
fartors constant, suggesting that the move knowledge one acguires
about puclenr energy, ot least the current YWinds of knewledge that
people are getting about nuclear energy, the greatasr the opposition.
T'd be hapry to share that with anyone who'd he interested.

Mr. COWAN: Could 1 add a comment? It seems to me that if
increased discussion or knowledge indeed leads to increased opposition
1t's because it's part of the nature of the people who are having the
increased discussions or increased knowledge.

The demand for participation, assuming that the technologists
and the government people are already participating, are by and large
from the people in our society who already have a relatively comfort-
able standard of fiving and who are among the better educated to
start out with, what some pcople call the upper-middle-class American.
And, the increascd discussion leading to increased opposition does not
nceeessurily follow if the increased discussion includes representation
of those whose voices are not very often heard in this debate--of those,
for example, from the labor movement or those to whom the issue of
minimal standards of living and minimal survival in our central cities
is much more important than the question--sometimes somewhat esoteric--
about how much the risk is with one technology versus another.

Dr. KASPERSON: Just a quick respensc. 1 agree in part with
that. 1 think it's very much connected with current information sources
and with current levels of support, and that could change over time.

But on the other hand, some of this may be noncognitive in the sense
that the more one talks about nuclear energy the more, for very many
people, you raise a set of fears connected with nuclear energy. Thus
my point earlier on: that to document risk assessments on auclear

energy widely in the public may actually be to create apprehension at

the same time.

Mr. GREEN: Bart, there's a question for you. I[t's pointed
out that the President has more or less placed a ban on reprocessing
nuclear fuel and exporting the technology. And you are asked whether
in your professional opinion industry might have a basis for attacking
that new policy on the ground that it was not preceded by an environ-
mcntal impact statement.

Mr. COWAN: 1 have not read the President's statement, and 1
have not really considered the question of whether the National En-
vironmental Policy Act is applicable to pronouncements of this type
by the President.



It certainly did strike me when | Leard the President's ban
yesterday that that was one avenue that wight be explored if indeed

it is important to challenge 1t at such a highly visible way. 7
don't know. There are a lot of components about what you do when you
go to challenge a pronounccment like that. For example, let's assume

you're successful. What does that pive you? That has to be factored
into the equation.

Mr. GREEN: Dr. Rose, could you comment on the degree to
which we have already performed the momentous nuclear waste burial
experiment albeit with much less finesse through underground testing
of nuclear weapons?

Dr. ROSE: Yes, 1'11 comment on that although 1've not been
a party to that kind of thing. [t shows some illogicality in the way
the debate has gone because 1f we imagine that the nuclear waste pro-
blem is insoluable, what have we been doing banging off these weapons
down under the Nevada desert?

But if we believe that the nuclear weapons testing is reasonable,
then what are we doing worrying about the waste disposal problem?
There's some tllogicality that neceds to be considered because there's
a great deal of plutonium and other things that are put down in a
relatively haphazard wuy. I don't know the total amount, but I'm sure
it's cnoughthat by standards of nuclear waste disposal which we're
talking about herc, it would be vastly excessive.

Mr. GREEN: I have a question in the area of moral philosophy
tfor Dr. Callahan. You listed a number of moral obligations. Is there
not at least one more, that is an obligation on the part of the oppon-
ents of nuclear technology to familiarize themselves with information
at least to the extent that they do not parrot untruths and distor-

tions?

Dr. CALLAHAN: I would say yes and 1 would assume they
would agrec as well with that.

Mr. GREEN: A question for Dr. Abrahamson. 1s it not true
that you are espousing a populist ethic that the government is not
allowed to restrain individuals and individuals can do no wrong?

Dr. ABRAHAMSON: It is not true. And if it's so interpreted,
I'd better go back and review the drart of the paper. 1 can only
speak for myselt on this. 1 can't even pretend to speak for the en-
vironmental groups with which I'm closely associated.

But when 1 started in this game, I couldn't care iess about
building or not building nuclear power plants. I had been trained
in physics, spent a little time designing reactors; and during that



pariod sither of training or in the corporatce sctting, it was never
discussed--not a hirt. No discussion, nuthing at all about the hazards,
of implicatiors of reactors being there, of copital problems--1 mean
thar whole series of things. Tt was just another job. 1 designed re-
actars, huilldt thermostats, whuat's the diftference.

£'s iac baggage [ carried with me when ¥ frest started
sokisg ~t thais thing., The thing that troubled me was the ineon-
istencies. Why was one thing written in one place and anether written
in another? Why was it that when we did o seuarch of the biomedical
library at Livermore on reactor cffluents thut the search came out
empty--nothing? There was nothing.

And

U e

Further, 1 fell under the influence of Burry Commoner who ut that
time had just written a book called "Science and Survival' where he
argucd vehemently that the scientist who spoke publicly as a scientist
hud an obligation to not state a position, not to take & position pub-
Ticly, and to bhe uhjective, and so forth and so torth. Now 1 believed
that for o long time.

Thew it became clear that 1 ocouldn't any more in geod conscience
pretend that T didn't care bevause [ found that I did care. And 1 had
to decide for myseit ahoat this and what T decided long ago is that 1
wint to osee a geod, clean fight. I want to sece both sides of the is-
sucs adequately represented. T want the decision made on the merits
and whenever it is, fine. | may not like it, but so what? That's
the pame.  That's the systoem we're living in and thei's one that 1
accept. { odon't mean to espouse the point ot vicw that was reflectcd
in thet question.

Now ene ather ~hing oir this, and this v Lind of o comment back
to an ¢ 'rlier questicn: ['m troubled by the critics and the induast-y
and the pro-nuclear people alike by failing to discipline those mrome
their numbers, that is discipline themselves, whe make statements in
variance to what they know us individusls: to be the facts.  That
troubles me o lot and | don't know how to handle it in some cases.

Mr. GREEN: 1 have a couple of related guestions that I'm
going to put to e, Abrahamson and Dr. Skolnikoff. These questions
ceally relate to two things--the differences cited hy Dr. Skolnikoff
between the known rishs of old technology and the unfumiliar risks
of new technology; and sceondly, the expressjons ot the lack of con-
fidence in the ability of experts.

The questions really beil down to this: Cin the nuclear contro-
versy perhaps be eaplained in two ways--firse, that in the past the
risks of new technologics were not assesscad but the principle of
caveuat ecmptor prevailed, but that now we do assess the risks of
technolopgy in advance and that it Js this advance assessment process



that stimulates thc controversy? And the scecond alternative or cor-
relative explanation that is offered which is reluted to that is:

[s it not pessible the nuclear controversy exists with such intensity
because there's built into the nuclear licensing process a first-
rate opportunity to ralse questions?

Dr. ABRAHAMSUN. The first guestion is, to what uatent is
nuclear controversial because an attempt has been made to assess the
risks and that some parallel was made about situations in the past
where it wasn't?  lhere's no question that the time that this issue
arose embedded in things like discussions over DDT and food additives
and SST, when lurge numbers of people began to appreciate that there
had to be some effort made to assess the probable or possible impli-
cations of arn activity prior to its inception, or at least prior to the
the point that it expanded out of hand. That whole climate of things
certainly played a part in the way the debate over atomic power
evolved.

My personal view is that on most of the issues, including high-
level waste manugement, it would not have been controversial had the
responsible agencies and other persons been candid and forthright
and responsive in the beginning.  Look back at 1867-1968 when this be-
gan. The discussions begun and 1t was clear within a few months that
it wouldn't be [ikc Ruvenswood and Malibu and some of those other
things thut were just local skirmishes. It wus clear that it was
cvolving inte a national discussion.

What was the response, for example, of the Commission? In those
days we cualled them "de-commi-sioners." The feeling was they elected
to pretend that they didn't have to respond. 1T taink one can't ip-
nore this background in which the thing was embedded. But 1 think
that much of the controversy resulted from a failure to provide in-
formation, a failure to respond rather than the converse.

Now the other thing, cculd you restate it? The controversy ex-
sists because of a licersing opportunity?

Mr. GREEN: Right.

Or. ABRAHAMSON: No, 1 don't think so. Again, 1 think a great
deal of frustration--shall we suy grass-roots frustration--with atomic
power huas come about because of the procedural aund other difficulties
for local individuals and groups to participate in these licensing
things, not because of the licensing per se.

Dr. SKOLNIKOFF: Just et wme comment very briefly. 1 think
it is clearly true that we have never 1n the past assessed new tech-
nologies the way we are trying to do toduy--and not with very great
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suc.ess today either. But today there's a very tundumental differ-
ence, a difference in degree which in f{act is a difference in kind in
today's world. And that is that the new technologies we're talking
about do not by and large result from the kind of diffusce decision
making that wos always true in the past.

At the time of introduction of new technologies, very rarely
was there an occasion for the kind of assessment or discussion or
hearings that we are now becoming much more nsed to; and that was be-
cause of the nzture of the technologies. Increasingly we are dealing
with technologies that are globual in their effects, that have major
implications on the society, not just technological.

For example, one of the big issues of nuclear technology iz the
capital requirement .  What is that going to do if you had anything
like the origira! plans for nuclear reactors? Where are we going to
be able to raise the capital to carry out those ambitious plans?
That's something that affects the whole econcmv and has nothing to
do with the kinds of issues we're talking about here.

That scale of the technology, that danger of the technology, it
seems to me, is a rather fundamentally new situation, which is one of
the reasons now that appropriately we are tvying to understand earlier
what its implications are. And there is a focus: the Federal govern-
ment necessarily is involved at the beginning. Nuclear technology
is one of the best examples--as a matter of fact, in some ways the
only large-scale example, if you rule ocut agricultural technology--of
public funds being used to develop commercial civilian technology.

This means that it's part of the polirical precess in a way that
was never true before at the time of introduction. Other technolog?
certainly came into the political process once in place through all
kinds of implications but rarely at the time of introduction. And I
think that's the major difference.

I would agree that the hearing process is not the only reason
why these questions would be raised.  Let's face it; nuclear technolegy
is very dangerous ardd it's got all kinds of implications for health,
for scecurity, for nuclcear war, that makes peopie very sensitive to
what the issues arce. T Jdon't think you can get away from that.

Dr. ROSE: Regarding whether a lot of information about nu-
clear power has contributed to the debate. I think it has tut not in
the sense rhat there's been too much information. 1 think there's
been an imbalance in how the information has been presented. especially
iabout the alternatives to nuclear power and other sorts of things that
can he deae.  1t's led to an unbalanced debiate.  There was a lot of
Inforsuc ton about ane pert beular aspect--say. the nuclear options--
amd very Birtle about the fossil fuels, which happens to be one of my
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whipping boys these days. ‘The debate was bound to be unbalanced.

As to whether the licensing and legal process has been used for
ends that had not been originally envisioned and for ends that are not
always above board, [ tend to disagrce with those who say it hasn't
been used. It has indeed. I know the case in Boston where the Pilgrim
IT reactor was shut down on a court orvder because of highly improper
statements about the changing fuel rods; it was kept shut for about
three months at a cost of nearly $25 million to the taxpayers of Mas-
sachusetts.

On the other side, 1 just brard the other day, a steam raiser--
not a power plant but a steam raiser--discovered a loophole in the law
that he could only burn low-sulphur coul. To make his precipitator
work, which works better with high-sulphur coal, he found a loophole
i1 the luw, he cculd actuually inject raw sulphur and burn it. .

Mr. COWAN: I apree with Dr. Rose that the licensing process
has been abused partly because of the built-in opportunity that it
atffords for delay in gettinyg to and coming up with the decisions that
need to be made as a result of that process. But I don't think that
the licensing process explains away why we have the controversy. I
don't think it's the cause of the controversy. It merely provides a
first-rate opportunity, as 1 think the question said, for a public
forum tor furthering the controversial debate.

Mr. GREEN: Dr. Kasperson, this question is addressed to your
suggestion that the powers that be not try to unduly accelerate the
resolution of the nuclear waste problem. You are asked whether your
proposal that we await a societal consensus does not in fact give
the minority veto authority. And you are asked, moreover, in view of
the asserted fact that the opposition to nuclear energy is the devil's
own work, whether there is any hope that such a consensus will ever
be achieved.

Dr. KASPERSON: 1 guess I should explain what 1 mean by a
consensus. [t's not that 1 expect that after we talk ourselves into
exhaustion that we'li all come out with some universal agreement about
whut should be done. 1 think that there's a consensus that the issues
have heen fully stated and that the sides identified, and had a fair
crach at, the process. And at least there's sufficient acquiescence
in society to permit a policy to go forth by decision makers.

1 think in fact that that kind of a process can take place. |t
will require an effort which is not ordinary but extraordinary. I['m
not enamored with what 1've seen proposed. so far as the same old pro-
cesses that have heen nsed on other kinds of issues, and 1 don't be-
lieve that that has provided adequate participation and adequate
devclopment of policy options. So [ do think we need that change.



R

276

Mr. GREEN: Dr. Skolnikoff, what do you expect in terms of a
solution to the radioactive waste management policy from the new Gf-
fice of Science and Technology Policy in the White House?

Dr. SKOLNIKOFF: 1 would assume that that office, if it works
properly, will have a substantial role wot just inside the government,
but, more importantly, the way the legislation is written now, outside
the government as well in helping to clarify the debate, helping to
make sure the information is out, and helping in fact to do what Mr.
¥asperson just said--ailow all views to be heard.

That does not necessarily mean that the decision that follows
will be agreed to by everybedy. I would hope the office would play
rele in developing the kind of confidence and trust in the operation
of the system that 1 think is absolutely essential to anyone's heing
willing to accept decisions that effect them adversely.

Mr. GREEN: We have waded through most of the gquestions.
There are a couple of questions that I have conscicusly omitted be-
cause they were in the nature of speeches or statements rather than
questions. And some very good questions that I have refrained from
putting because it would probably take zll day for even a single mem-
ber of the panel to try to respond, let alone everyone who would want
to get his oar in. The questions will, however, be delivered to the
powers-that-be and 1 understand that they will at the very least ap-
peax or be dealt with in one way or ancther in the published pro-
cee

a
eedings.

1 understand that the paper referred to earlier summarizing the
geals paper is now available as you walk out. Dr. Campbell wants to
say something before you leave.

Dr. CAMPBELL: A couple announcements about this afternoon's
session. As ycu know, it's to be a summary session and we will hear
from each of the session chairmen on what they believe has emerged
either by way of consensus or disagreement within their panels. If
the chairman of the working sessions wish to make a brief statement
as to what occurred at their werkshops, they may do so. I have re-
ceived one such statement, and if there are others, I wouid be pleased
to receive them.

Also, among the participants a group has gotten together and has
prepared a statement about the Conference and the issues involved
which they would like to make during the summary session. I've de-
cided that I will permit that to be done, and they can do so orally.
If there arc other groups among the participants who would like a
similar opportunity, they will be granted it.

Session was ad jour ned.
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Mr. CAMPBELL: I have thus far received word from only one
workshop that it wishes to report. 1If there are others who would
like to report I hope they will let me know very soon.

I've alse received only one statement to be made about the Con-
ference from an ovganized group here, organized or unorganized as
the case may be. If thcre are to be others I would like to know
about that as well.

We wiil begin, as the program indicates, with summary reports
from each of the sessions. The first part of the Conference had two
sessions chaired by the same person who was not able to stay through
today. He has therefore asked a member of the panel of those two
sessions to give the report for him. You have already met lois
Sharpe because of her involvement earlier in those panels, so with-
out further ado 1 will turn the microphone over to her for a summary
of the two sessions on goals and criteria.



Summary of

SESSIONS il AND i}

Ms. SHARPE: To remind you of the principal issues and concerns
that surfaced during the two sessions on gouls and criteria requires
three processes: selection, condensation and some distillation.

Some subjects were given fulier treatment during the sessions, or
snippets of attention a number of times; and these will merely be men-
tioned or passed over because they will appear in fuller development
in the Conference proceedings.

This report is organized under Five topics, not chronotogically.
These five are: risk acceptability, cost, geals, criterita, and in-
formation. One principal theme, basic to estahlishment of goals and
criteria, was risk acceptability. Again and again this question of
what-is-risk was raised from the floor, or w.s mentioned by a panel-
ist. There was no indication that anyone at this Conference thinks
that nuclear technology can be exploited at no risk at ail; but dis-
agreement about the risk and the risk ratio was implicit in many of
the questions and responses.

The differences in risk calculation and perception arce a driving
force behind the public's insistence on a voice in discussion and de-
cision making. Socio-psychological issues are critical; yet, as Paul
Slovic, the first speaker of Session II, pointed out, factors of risk
perception and risk acceptability have received remarkably little
study to date. Nevertheless, recent results suggest that in principle
it will be possible to answer the public's value and perceptions in
a form that will be useful for decision making.

From his review of psychological determinants of perceived and
acceptable risk, we all will, when we have the proceedings, be abic
to understand somewhat better why people have such difficulty making
trade-offs between risks and benefits, and why very strong evidence
is required to change pecple's perceptions.

While there are those who think a system should and must be de-
signed that will make it possible to reach decisions without too much
delay, the discussion also showed that acceptable risk may not be the
same tomorrow as it is today, since attitudes and values change.
Every decision, therefore, remains mutable. In the words of one
panclist, you remember, "every decision must continually be propped
up or struggled against."



[t is the puael's opiniun and agreement that the work of the
sort that Paul Slovic reported is necded and should be supported, for
the new answers it Lrought out are an important contribution to under-
standing and to the basic issue of credibility.

Turning next then to cost, cost entered into the goals discussion
in a number of places. 1u the final paper of Session III, Gene Rochlin
mentioned that utilities have nc market incentives to absorb these
waste manugement ¢osts, so government action--that is, regulation--is
necessary to accomplish desired goals.

Now this does not, in the opinion of members of the panel, how-
ever, imply that utilitices do not realize that it's appropriate to
bear these costs. The dollar costs of wastc munagement measures were
ranked low in priority by the subjects in the Battelle Institute study
that Slovic described. We may assume that the respondents believed
that higher costs would be justified if they improved short- or long-
term demand.

Rochlin, in discussing oriteria tor waste disposal methods, also
takes cost as a criterion of lesser importunce, and uses it not as a
technical determinant for Jdefining an acceptable method, but as an
elastic boundary conditiun to be satisfied. Oncv a method is sclected
according to considerations of risks, it is then to be examined to
determine social and cconomic costs of operation.

Rochlin sees affordability as a flexible social and political
decision. I'm glad to be able to report to you that there is one
subject on which all thce members of the panel and the four speakers
were in complete agreement. Internalizing all costs for nuclear
waste management received a fair share of attention in the meeting,
and the unanimous support of the panel.

Centering indirectly now on goals, the second paper of Session
[1, you will remember, dealt with goals proposed by the NRC task
force. Goals that are still subject to review through the usual
agenry review processes, but which were called to your attention as
the guiding principles articulated by this NRC task force. The goals
emerging from that group effort are not new; they were described by
Bishop as a collection of some guiding principles, part technology
and part common sense, to serve as a framework for an operating waste
management cycle. As proposed, this report lays a heavy burden of
proof upon the proponents of nuclear power.

Now I don't intend to go over this list again. Adoption of these
or other goals will be, of course, only the first step in a process
that will move on into development of the implementing regulations
and the regulatory guides by which general aims can be transformed
into specific requirements.
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But goals, like campaign speeches, each tuken by itself sounds
reasonable. The problem arises when goals conftlict, and when some
are incompatible with others; as, for example, technical irreversi-
bility versus retrievability. Now the real challenge lies in identi-
fying the interrelationships and the conflicts in goals, not only as
listed in any proposed document, but also as enunciated by different
constituencies.

Mark Sharefkin's paper in Session IIT suggested other bases for
the choice of alternative goals. He emphasized, first, cconomic ef-
ficiency; and, second, intertemporal fairness and equity; the latter
including distributional and envirommental equity. But clearly eco-
nomic efficiency and intertemporal equity are incompatible, which
leads to questions of trade-off.

Do we have adequate problematic understanding of the trade-orfs

between these two goals? he asks. If we had a better understanding,
would we know what to do? A better understanding of effects would
make it less difficult to make choices. Such understanding resis on

means cf producing consequences, he says, where there is u Jasge
population at risk.

Rochlin, in his Session 111 paper, suggested two critercs tut
organizing waste management options: technical irreversihility and
site multiplicity. Of the two, Rochlin considers the tirst, irreversi-
bility, the more important. Use of these criteria, he thinks, wonld
best ensure that nuclear waste would be permanently isolated from
the biosphere despite social and geological uncertaintics or techaicai
or judgmental errors. He proposed these two criteria as the best
means of translating the goals of nuclear waste management, which he
identifies as public health and safety, ethical and morual responsi-
bility, obligations to the future, into a clear basis for open and
conscious policy choice.

And lastly, a word about information. Rochlinm emphasized the
ethical necessity of providing the fullest possible information to
future populations, but repeatedly through the panel discussion on
both days the necessity of full and candid information and communicii-
tion with the present population was discussed.

The purpose and significance of geals, criteria, standards, and
regulations must be understood by the interested public if the credi-
bility gap is to be closed. And only with this candor, and through
processes compatible with our democratic system of government, will
public agreement on goals and criteria for nuclear waste management
be possible. Thank you.
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Mr. CAMPHLLL . Thank you very much, Lois, for 4 succvinet bui
complete summary o! ut least most of the points raised in those ses-
sions as | heard thom.

We now turn to a report on the fourth session of the Conference,

which was related to organizational responsibilities and alternatives,
and the chairman, as you know, of that session was Ed Rovner.

Summary of

SESSION 1V

Mr. ROVNLR: The topic for our panel was really a4 review of
the institutions and the need through institutions to Jdeal with the
problems raised by radiation waste.

Mason Willrich, in his puaper which [ commend to ull 1 some de-
tail, first I think laid the foundation when he described the complex
incidence of regulation of high-level waste and of low-level waste,
and of controls at different points in the handling of these wastes,
of each of them separately, und proposed what he considered to be u
solution to the basic problems, which were as follows:

Number one: To get a rational single system for handling both
high-level and TRU wastes by creating institutions that have the fol-
lowing criteria: management incentives...to separate management from
regulatory and each from research and Jevelopment...to ciarify juris-
diction over the environmental question...and there must be a capacity
for such institutions to adapt to further changes.

Number two: Create a radiouactive waste publiv corporation with
a board of directors on which there would be representation from the
public, the industry, and the university community. It would sell
stock on all U.S. waste facilities from temporary storage through
final disposition, and would cover both commercial and military wastes.

The question was raised and not answered--not disposed of, let
me put it that way--as to why such a public corporation would be more
responsible to the public will than would a government agency. 1 think
it's a problem worth exploring further.

The third point mentioned by Mason Willrich was his recommenda-
tion that we should select a single agency for all licensing, based
on safety considerations; it would operate under a unified framewerk,



as would other agendcios that have mnaspection and control responst -
bilities.

Fourth, ERDA should have the prime responsibility for all research,
mwchmmmu,;mdukmmmlnnimu

Fifth, strengthen the international mechanisms to deal with sea-
bed disposal, and so forth. And he made the point that this transi-
tion ought to be donce as quickly as possible.

Kill Doub followed Mason Willrich's paper, and basically endorsced
the idei of centraliczing on the Federul level, an single agencies,
these bosic redefined responsibilities and reaggregated responsibili-
ties. e pointed out that LEPA is dcquiring increasing jurisdiction
not only over nuclear power but over stuate policy and programs. He
noted that the Federul regulations and standards are wezfully o ot
date, and the Federal agencies provide neither technieal assistance
nor funds for the states to expand their awn L apacity.

He pointed out that state regulatory poscrs are ot very wei
used; the procedures vary from state to stutc and fron subject o sl
ject, including the policy regarding burial ot the TRU waste. e
favored Willrich's proposal and said that in his jodpment the sture.
want and should have a meaningful role in waste Jdisposat, but they
should not be individually permitted tu cacroise the plenary authority
over them. The existing Jack of a meanrtngtul nterfu.e between Feoderst
and state government is a problem both for the regulators and for in-
dustry, in his judgment.

A change in the regulutory process sould rosudt an some tustitn-
tions yielding power; what he called tor was an independent and sely
perpetuating institution, and pointed out that this would not be
politicilly easy to bring off. He suggested there should be g reas
sertion of Federal jurisdiction over low-level waste, and would assigu
a different role to the states than the one that they now have.

He rccommended that there be one Federal agency ftor regulations,
and that there be a body of neutral experts to advise the povernment
agencies and to evaluate their performance.

John Gray, one ot our panelists picked because we thought that
he could essentially be reflective of some of the industry perspec-
tives, started out by noting that 11 per vent of our electricity
today comes from nuclear generators, and by 1985 nuclear gencrators
will account for about 35 per cent of our electricity. He too was
attracted to Willrich's suggestion.

He said that ERDA is developing a weakness because of its in-
consistent roles as a line agency and its rescarch and development
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respoiisthilitices. e osocmended that wasto matagement should be

handled outside ot FRDY,

Ed Heldminski, who was ot the pancl to represent some of The vicws
of state govermment, sturted vt by culling for a rethinking and an
upperading of the attrtade. rogarding Federal-state relations. He
called tor o radroactive aaterzals policy as o precursor to one dealing
with waste, and made the point that there 1s a short-term policy of
how to handle these materey dis that have been produced by the military
programs and by some of the commercial programns, which arc now building
up cither at the mititary installutions or around the commercial re-
actors, that must be Jdealt with in the short teem.  These would, for
winit ot any better word, be called "waste,' but that waste 1s a judgp-
ment inoamd of itselt.

Waste is o judgment that the particular commodity on hund is
cither undesirable or s dangerous and has to be disposed of; and a
chunging technology may determine shifts in what we call waste and
what we treat as waste, and that all radicactive material should be
treated inoaccordance with o single policy and single approuch, so
that as the concept of what s waste changes, the same agency would
be dealing with ot

He pointed out that governors scekh o veto over energy facility
determinations primariviy as o guarantee that they will be given a role
in the process, and that decis,ons will not be made to force onc state
to do what 1t does not want to do, while ignoring the desires of a
neighboring state tu pertform that very tunction.

We then heard from Pl zabeth Dodson tray o who 1s representa-
tive, we believe, of the unorganized public.  And summarizing her pre-
sentation is iike tryving to describe a painting. 1t was...l think
one "gestalt," to usce her own word, ot the perception that women who
are not imvolved in the industry or the regulation. women who are not
Jdemonstrators and so on, find themselves, or at least as they per-
celdve themselves, even as we neet.

She noted that we live in a primarily male-dominated society.
Over the years women have learned that medical treatment they accepted
had long-term adverse affects, and that food and cosmetic additives
were dangerous.  She said that she once trusted the technologists
but had lost taith, and subsequent revelations indicated that many of
these treatments and many of these tood supplements and so on were
not only not in our best interests, but were adverse to the people
who had bheen given them.

She said she no longer believed that new technology served her
interests, and the loss of contidence extends to all technologies,
including nuclear. Her message was: do not depend on policies which
arce themselves dependent on public confidence.



I think that was our judgment as to the message she was trying
to give to people who are both regulators, industry, critics of ex-
isting policy, architects of alternative policies--there was a crisis
of confidence in technology, which in fact may frustrate the effort
to have rational debate.

Finally, John Andelin, who we asked to come because he represents
that branch of the Federal government which is too often ignored,
which is the Congress. He said that this Conference, in his judgment,
should have been held 10 years ago. He said there have been too few
decisions made and too few facts have been identified. Inaction is
itself a decision and a policy.

He noted that our goal must be clear decisions, so that we can
operate in reliance on them and review them periodically. He is at-
tracted to a single decision-making authority, but specifically re-
served judgment as to whether it ought to be confined to waste
materials or all radioactive materials.

He said that the President, whoever he is in 1877, must lead in
making comprehensive recomrendations. The changes in who serves in
the Congress and in the jurisdiction of the various committees mukes
it inappropriate to rely on the Congress to initiate comprehensive
change. Congress is better suited to respond to proposals from the
President, he said, and he urged that such proposals should ensure
that there be a meaningful role for state governments.

All the participants in the panel agreed that the courts, al-
though presently poorly equipped to do so, make policy today because
there is a gap or a gross inequity in the regulatory mechanism.

Let me say what we did not cover--and which I apologize for; I
do not think we had the time, and I think that it does require some
study--the question of the nature of the institutions. What we dis-
cussed primarily, what this panel went through, was whether there
should be more than one or a single one, whether it ought to be at
the Federal level or the state level, whether low-level waste should
be separated from high-level waste, and so on. But we did not discuss
the nature of the institutions in the quest to make certain that ap-
propriate parties, in interest to the resolution of any of the ques-
tions which come before such agencies or institutions, will have
reasonable access to the institutions.

1 think this is part of what Mrs. Gray was talking about, which
is that there is no confidence, that there are disinterested, qualified
parties who can put, if only for the moment, an end to the dispute.

All of us who are lawyers are accustomed to the idea that when
the Supreme Court finally denies certiorari you pay the ticket and you




go home, the case is ovver. But we're unot dealing with that kind of a
problem. We have no ferums now that can even resolve indefinitely
into the future muny of the questions, because people feel that they
are not afforded a fair shot at that forum, that their views arc not
being urticulated, that their views are not being researched, that
their views are not being considered in the magnitude and the quality
that they should be.

Until we can devise and utilize institutions which generate that
kind of confidence, most uf the people on the pancl felt that we are
going to be doomed to dates which have little hope of producing long-
term, stable, and basically accepted final decisions. Thank you.

x

Mr. CAMPBELL: Thank you very wmuch, Ld.  the final substantive
sessicn was related to the implications in this ficld, implications
particularly in relation to their ethical and moral aspects; und Harold
Green was chairman of that session and will give the summary of it.

Summary of

SESSION v

Mr. GREEN: Thank you, Dr. Campbeli. 1 found what 1 think
was an unexpectedly broad consensus. There is danger in my saying
that, because I find the consensus not only in what was said, but
also in what was not said; and beyond that, in what [ infer would
have been said if various people had actually spoken on particular
sitbjects.

I think there was a consensus that the problem of implementing
wdste management goals involves major social, ethical and moral is-
sues, which it is difficult to separate completely from technical
issues; and this is primarily because of the problem of drawing in-
ferences from uncertainty.

These moral, social, and ethical issues do involve fundamental
issues. T think there probably was general agreement, or would have
been, with Skolnikoff's point that although some of the alternative
options can be discussed in quantitative terms, even the quantifica-
tions are bound up with emotional, economic, political, and personal
aspects.



1 think there was also a consensus that in discussing the al-
ternatives no one can be completely disinterested, and even the most
competent and objective experts cannot be expected to agree. The
breadth of the area of likely disagreement among experts varies di-
rectly with the magnitude of the technological step, and the substan-
tiaiity of the potential social consequences.

Secondly, I think there was a consensus that it is impossible to
separate the social, moral, and ethical questions relating to nuclear
waste management from the nuclear power question in general, and that
question in turn cannot be separated from the ethic of growth.

Dr. Abrahamson argued that the driving force of growth in itself
rests on an ethic; he seems to take issue with this ethic, although
he does not explicitly embrace any particular alternative. But it is
clear that Abrahamson believes that the ethic is one that ought to be
debated.

Mr. Cowan, on the other hand, assailed Abrahamson's view, and
seems to regard the growth ethic as an unquestionable premise oa
which public policy should be built.

I think Dr. Callahan provided us with some useful insights; he
peinted out that growth is something that we may desire, but which
we do not really need; therefore, it is debatable. But he then went
on to say that in an imperfect world ethics must be developed in the
context of what is likely and not what we wish would be the ciuse,
and that since it appears that the growth ethic is going to persist
our ethical standards should be tailored to the apparent certainty
of growth.

Third, there seems to be a general consensus that although the
waste management problem has some distinctive characteristics, it is
not totally urique. One respect in which it may be unique is that
we have known of the adverse consequences of radioactive waste from
the very beginning of our involvement in the problem.

Kasperson suggests that the problem, the social, moral, and
ethical issues of radiocactive waste management would suffer the same
degree of public disinterest as analogous technological risks in
other areas, had not the more dramatic issues of reactor safety been
present as stimuli for public concern. In Kasperson's view, waste
management is merely one of the battlegrounds in the war between the
environmentalists and nuclear power.

Dr. Kasperson alseo performed a uscful service in reminding us
that the risks as perceived by the public are more important than the
risks as understood by the experts.

With respect to the moral, ethical, and social issues involved
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in particular options, there Jdid not scem to he very much in the way

of a4 consensus. With respect to the question of long-term contain-

ment of radioactive wastes, Abrahamson points out that the technoecrat
experts tend to accept some degree of pollution and some degree of
injury to society, particularly where the injury is inflicted upon a
random population on a statistical basis, where cost-benefit analysis
indicates that such a level of injury or insult is economically optimal.

Closely related is Abrahamson's assertion that experts perceive
that natural resources are hecoming increasingly productive, thereby
diminishing the perccived need for conscrvation of natural resources.
In summary, Abrahamson argucs that we are increasingly willing to
accept marginal gains in present velfare in exchange for larger mar-
ginal losses in future welfare,

Closely related to this is the issue of retrievability or non-
retricvability of nucleur wistes. A present decision with respect to
this is necessary; uand the quality of the decision, the nature of
the decision depends upon society's view of its responsibilties to
future generations, as well us society's view us to the potential
ability that future generations will have to fend for themselves.

Kasperson points out that nuclear technologists tend to emphasize
short-term safety considerations, while much of the public has embraced
the ethic that the present generation is the steward over the earth
for the benefit of future generations. It's kind of interesting, in-
cidentally, that nobody pointed out that that stewardship ethic is
explicitly adopted in the National Environmental Policy Act.

br. Callahan, I think, made a tremendous contribution to our dis-
cussion when he attempted to define what our responsibility is to
future generations. lHe said in effect that we have a responsibility
to future generations, but not toc much of a responsibility. And we
do have a responsibility not to leave future generat’»Hns any worse
off than we are, and that we have a responsibility not to do irrevers-
ible harm.

He comes out by saying that we don't need any eternai solution
to the problem that will last for all generations; it's enough that
we provide an answer that will last for two or three generations,
and that we can have confidence that future generations will be as
smart as we are, and will be able to figure out what to do about
future generations in the future.

With respect to long-term sncial or government institutions,
there is a question: can we really ensure their existence? How can
we create an institution, for example, that will last for twice as
long as the period of time that has elapsed since Columbus discovered
the new world?
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Skolnikoft has some skepticism abont the permanence of cffective
institations. He points out that they tend to hecome captives of
thelr constituency, and that the focus of their concerns rends to
narrow. He tells us various ways that we might real with thas, but |
don't think he came up with a solution in perpetuity.

Another question that has been ratsed, relates to the hipgh degroe
of omniscience apd infallibility that is requirad to vonstruct &
totally rnginecred system, free ot error, faults, or failure. Boes
an institution of that kind require, as Abrahamson suggested, the
establishment of a specialized, elite cadre, or a new priesthood of
waste managers? And do we want that, in a democratic society?

Abrahamson also raised the question as to where will radivactive
wiastes be put temporarily, permancntly, or n transit. Putting it
another way, will the people for example of the state of Michigan be
called upon to bear the burdens of perpetual maintenance of waste in
order ro give the people of, for example, New England an adequate
supply of electricity?

{ thought uagain Dr. Callahan pertormed a distingurshed service
when he told us that that's not a unique problem. The sume problem
exists with respect to old people, insane people, cemeteries, and
other kinds of what he characterized very bluntly as "social waste."”

Turning to the question of poliricul institutions for the imple-
mentation of the radioactive waste manajement goals, [ think that
there was a unanimous agreement on the nart of the cntire panel that
this is a real problem; there is a real problem of acceptability, a
real problem of selling a waste management program to the public. And
the discussion en the assumption that therce was such o probiem; that
is, where did it come from in the past; and secondly, what should we
do about it in the future.

There was general agreement that implementuation of thesc geals
is dependent upon public confidence in the experts who devise the
implementation measures, and that openness and candor on the part of
the experts was dictated. Dr. Rose, interestingly, seemed at least
moderately to dissent from thut; he pointed out rthat society could
become hostage to the vagaries of a single untruthful scientist.

Beyond that, there were some shades of opinion, and I can't
characterize this as a consensus. Abrahamson points out that there
are serious problems of credibility with respect to the muclear waste
problem in the past; that the establishment has been grossiy over-
optimistic. And he pointed out, in what 1 thought was a rather
damni.g comment, that public confidence must be preceded hy competence.

Skolnikoff pointed out that therz had becen past problems with
the credibility of atomic energy experts, although he did not
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explicitly state that he thinks the problem has extended into the
present era. He did, however, point out that there still exists a

distrust of nuclear experts,

hasperson told us that present institutions relevant to this
question do not have cradibility.  Cowan argucd that openness and
candor will not an themscelves restore confidence.  He seems to place
@ large measure of the blume on those who conaenn nuclear technology,
cven atfter it has been conclusively demonstrated that their condemna-
tion hias been shown to he without merit.

Callahan points oot that the guaestion of trath and responsihility
Tves proaarsly on the eve ot the heholder, in any cvent, Skolnikofft,
anconcerned about who is responsible for the mess we are now in, did
give us a fairly detailed blueprint tor linkage between the experts
and the public in the dmplementation of waste mandgement goals,

He tells us that, number one, the process mus. be open and can-
did, and that this apen and candid discussion must start at very early
points. Both Kasperson and skolnikofft, adlthough both of them of course
entorce that view, were quich to point cut that such open and candid
discuassion may in fact lead to increased opposition to the technology.
But 1t scems, however, to be implicit that that kind of open and can-
Jud discussron will, in their view, over the long run, increase public

AUCeptance.

I think there was a general agreement, subject only perhaps to
the caveats of Cowan, that it's importunt to involve other institu-
tivns, other government institutions, educational institutions, re-
seatch institutions, envirvonmental institutions, in the process of
decision making, and that the government should assume a responsibility
for funding from diverse sources, diverse agencies, and hopetuily pri-
vate agencies as well--funding for the involvement of maltiple insti-
tutions.

There seemed to be almost a general sgreement that the government
ought to fund major policy analyses, like policy analysis of the Ras-
mussen report, to test its validity.

I don't think anyone disagreed with the notion that a public
forum such as this one is extremely uscful, desirable, and ought to
be repeated many times over. There was some discussion as to whether
we need o new kind of government agency to control the waste manage-
ment program. 1 think there probably was a consensus that we do.

To the question, how do we keep that from becoming a captive of
the industry? Skolnikoff suggested that organizations like GAO,
Office of Technology Assessment, Congressicnal Research Service, the
Congressional Budget Office, may have an important role to play.
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He supgested also that new agencie., new institutions be estab-
lished for, as he put it, "advocacy and objectivity." Rose secmingly
dissented from the part about advocacy, saying that he had some
question as to whether advocacy would werk where there really 1s no
judge to keep the advocavy going.

Finally, Skolnikoi{f’s sixth point dcalt with the necessity for
bringing industry along in this new structurec.

I guess the final thking that is worth noting was Kasperson's
point that alchough it's possible, by pushing one or more buttons,
to dramatically accelerate the development of waste management tech-
nology and risk assessment, to compress that development within a
period of relatively few years, there is really no button that you
can push to speed up the process by which public opinion organizes
a consensus that a desired technological program ought to be adopted.

He points out that there is a need for time, for balancing the
considerations for the various groups talking with ecach other, arguing
with each other, jawboning, comprowising, negotiating, to try to work
things out; and he strenuously urges the establishment not t~ try to,
as he puts it, overwhelm societal reservatiens and conflicts by putting
out, for example, an Environmental Impact Statement that alleges that
there are essentially zero risks in radiocactive waste management.

Such an effort to ovierwheim, he tells us, will only increase
rancor and will detract from an authoritative resclution of the pro-
blem. Instead, he urges that we work strenuously to internalize the
existing conflicts within existing and new institutions.

and then finally, the last important comment that 1 think emerged
was that offered by Dr. Rose, who reminds us as to the vital necessiiy
for obtaining input as to the needs and positions of other nations.
The ruclear waste management program iIs not one indigenous to the
United States; it's one that cuts across the entire internztional
spectrum, and althcugh we did not deal with that in the formal program
here, 1 think it's an aspect that we ought to keep in mind.

*

Mr. CAMPBELL: Thank you very much, Harold. I now have the
brief threc-paragraph report from one of the workshop sessions. [I've
been asked to read it to you, and I will; if there are any other work-
shop session reports T hope that they will so be indicated when I
finish reading this brief statement.
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Summary of

WORKSHOP ON RISK ANALYSIS

This is the summary of the workshop on elements of risk analysis
in nuclear waste management. The scope of the workshop was limited
to consideration of the need for standards dealing specifically with
risk from accidents or incidents 45 opposed to controlled releases.

A brief review of current standards addressing risk, regardless
of the promulgating group, was presented. This was followed by a
discussion of the suitability and usefulness of such standards, pav-
ticularly as they would relate to waste management efforts.

No effort was made to discuss the risk acceptability issues, nor
the quantification of risk. Two general conclusions could be drawn
from the workshop, in the opinion of the panelists and participants.

There was a general agreement that risk-oriented standards, cri-
teria, obiectives, and the like would he useful; however, concern was
expressed that the expression of such standards in probability terms
for some applications such as geological disposal may not be appropri-
ate due to the uncertainties involved, and the tendency for calculated
values being given inordinate weight.

In the second conclusion, there was a great amount of discussion
regarding the capability to quantify long-term risk with any degree
of certainty. The workshop apparently had some difficultly reaching
conclusions.

Are there other workshop reports? If not, I would like to re-
quest Truett Nettles of the Environmentalists, Inc. of South Carolina
to make 2 statement for a group of environmentalists here who have
been meeting together during the course of this meeting. Mr. Nettles.

Remarks of

TRUETT NETTLES, Ervironmentalists, inc.
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Mr. NETTLES: ‘Thank you very much. We've had a sort of an
informal skeptic cawucus meeting in the evenings. We have formulated
a policy position, and we have also prepared a statement on this Con-
ference and some recommendations for future conferences and future
mechanismas for involving the public in all the problems ussociated

with nuclear encrgy.
I would like to read first our poticy position:

Environmentalists, Inc., of South Carclina, is joined by the
undersigned individuals and organizations in recommending that ERDA,
NRC and other responsible Federal agencies adopt the following pro-
posals for management of spent wuclear fu2l waste:

1) Present nuclear eunergy implementation priorities must be
reversed; solutions to waste management programs must be found first.
These solutions should be the basic determining factor in all pro-
duction and operational cdecisions.

2) Plans should be initiated for the building of facilities
designed for the storage of spent nuclear fuel in its own fuel rods.
This is one of the alternatives for managing waste discussed in ERDA
76-43, entitled, "Alternatives for Managing Waste from Reactors and
Post-Fission Operations in the LWR Fuel Cycle."”

3} The primary criterion for solidification of liquid waste
from past operations should be zero release of radiocactive elements
to the environment.

Now, many of the individuals who signed this policy statement
represent citizen grvoups from around the country. Obviously, since
this policy statement was formulated during the Conference, the re-
spective organizations have not had an opportunity to formally adopt
this stetement. So it should be remembered that this policy or state-
ment ¢f position by those of u3s who signed it is a statement of prin-

ciple.

There are copies of this available from the press room. Just to
let you kncw where some of the groups are that signed this: my own
group from South Carolina; also Public Citizen Congress Watch--that's
the Nader organization in Washington; we had Concern, I[ncorporated
from Detroit, Michigan, the League Against Nuclear Dangers from
Stevens Point, Wisconsin; Fnergy Probe from Toronto; the Audubon
.vciety of New Hampshire; thc Lake Michigan Federation from here in
Chicago; the Environmental Policy Center in Washington; a group
called Four Laws on the Board; and the Coalition for Safe Power, both
of Portland; the Coalition for Safe Electric Power from Rocky River,
Ounio; and other individuals.

If there are other individuals who have not signed this statement




and would like to do so, Cynthia Sampson will be here after the ad-
journment of the Conference, and those who wish to sign the statement
may do so.

Miss Evelyn Stebbins, representing the Coalition for Safe Electric
Power from Rocky River, Ohio, has drafted, with the support of those
of us who signed this document, a statement on this Conference and
some recommendations for future activities; and I would like to read
Ms. Stebbins' comments at this time:

The thought behind the holding of this Conference--that is to
allow public comment on the nuclear waste management program--is to
be commended.

The announced purpose of this Conference as set forth in the pro-
gram was to provide a public forum in which to identify and to discuss
the iegal, institutional, social, environmental, and other public
policy issues relating to nuclear waste management; to encourage public
input in establishing a national nuclear waste management program; to
improve public understanding of the implications of the technical al-
ternatives; and to provide for an exchange of viewpoints strongly
focused on the issue which should be considered in the environmental
impact statements which will be solicited to assist Federal decision
making in nuclear waste management.

Well now this is all very good; unforturately, many of us, and
those of us who have signed this statement, feel that these purposes
announced at the beginning of the Conference have not been adequately
met. Some of the reasons we feel this way I would like to tell you
right now.

This Conference is held in Chicago, for three days during the
middle of the week. There are maybe two or three of these citizens
groups who have paid staff. The rest of us who are here are either
unemployed or self-employed and were able to get away. 1I'm self-
employed and sacrificed my own working time to come here and do this,
and it's very difficult to get citizen input into a Conference like
this, when you hold it in the middle of the week in a place like
Chicago.

Now I understand a national conference has to be somewhere, and
it just so happens that I had to travel a long distance, but 1 think
consideration should be given to the time and the place of future
conferences such as this.

Obviously no matter how well constructed or constituted a panel
is, it could never reflect all the various attitudes of the various
segments of the public who are interested in this problem. Some of
the citizens who were providing some of the most active opposition
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to all the phases of the nuclear energy in our country, these sort

of people, if they are in fact the ones who are slowing down the in-
dustry or whatever, these arc the people whose concerns need to be
addressed by this Conference, and many of these views were not specif-
ically expounded by the composition of all the panels.

There has been little opportunity for a really public forum to
allow the expression of views, nor has there been any attempt to
attain the viewpoints of the public involved in the Conference other
than the questions, though of course the questions were good. And
also the workshops were very good; this provided one of the few places
where we were allowed to really get into an open and flowing dialogue
with technical people, industry people, environmental people, and who-
ever else happencd to be in the workshop.

We thought the workshops were good, and the social hour was
pretty good too; that's where I had some of my best exchanges of in-
formation; [ guess, when people have a drink they talk better.

We understand that there was in the budget for this Conference,
funding available to supplement or reimburse citizens groups. It's
regrettable that the availability of this funding was not communicated
to different citizens groups around the country. I think we would
have had a much stronger representation of citizens groups if they
had the money.

We fully recognize that we already have serious nuclear waste
problems here and now, today; and whether you're opposed in general
to nuclear energy or whether you think it's the absolute and only
answer to our nation's needs, everyone agrecs thut the wuste manage-
ment is something that we need to discuss and come to a satisfactory
conclusion on.

The soluticn to the problem of high-level defense waste and com-
mercial waste, however, cannot be reached in a vacuum. The total
problems of these high-level wastes, and problems with tailings and
problems with low-level wastes, and problems with accidential releases,
and continuing production of nuclear waste, all of thesc must be fully
and completely integrated into the final decision in order to assure
the full integrity of the waste management system, in which integrity
is absolutely necessary.

One of the necessary ingredients in a successful waste manage-
ment program will be public participation, as we heard repeatedly in
the Conference. A public participation program cannot he one, how-
ever, in which the public is invited to sit in and listen to a series
of presentations; no matter how great the various papers are, and no
matter how articulate and erudite the various speakers, this is not
going to satisfy people who are concerned, to just sit out there and
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listen to more information which they may or may not understand or
appreciate.

We would like to recommend for future such contferences, hoping
that they wll be held, the following things to be implemented in
order to assure better public participation in this very important de-
cision that this nation faces in choosing the best possible solution
tc the nuclear waste management program:

There should be, of course, full availability ot all information
to interested parties in an easily accessible place. My organization
has been involved in different areas of the nuclear energy question
for a long time, and we have developed some expertise in locating and
ferreting out from the various agencies and institutions information;
but even for those of us who have experience with it, it's difficult.
Therc is a problem on the part of the public with getting concise,
understandable information.

We think it would be a very good idea to hold smaller, regional
meetings in the future. | think you would attract a much greater
public participation, and make it easier for them to travel to, and
get away from their jobhs to participate in this kinu of conference.

Regional citizen advisory panels should be established for pro-
gram planning purposes. A good example of the possibility of this is,
1 beliceve, ERDA sponsoring this Regional Energy Conference in Boston,
which is going to be held at the end of November. Citizens have been
invelved in the planning of that conference, and I think they'll find
that the citizens get a lot more out of it when they can help plan it,
and have a lot more input to it at that level.

The most important thing I have to say about the future is funding.
I1t's absolutely absurd to expect to get informed questions from environ-
mentialists and other concerned citizens when we have to come here on a
skateboard and everybody else is paid and their cxpenses are covered.
We have a very difficult time in our efforts, recruiting and reimbursing
technical assistance and legal assistance, and just covering the cost
of our publications and our communications and things iike that.

I resent it, and [ know a lot of people who are working aloug in
this thing also resent it, when we hear complaints that our questions
are not intformed, or that our sentiments are not sophisticated enough,
or that we don't understand what's going on.

Well, how can you cxpect us to? We can't really afford to meet
you halfway. We'd like to; it's silly to expect groups like ours to
come across in a real sophisticated fashion when we simply  do not
have the financial resources to do it.

We have some very great apprehensions for the future. Will we
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get all the facts--not just the good ones, but all the facts--trusting
that we'll be able to make the decision about which facts are good und
which facts are bad? And will the public be listened to and be re-
sponded to? And what are going to be the criteria in this decision
making, and who is going to make the decision?

We hope the decision making will be an open public process, and
the ultimate decision reached will be onc that will satisfy as many
people as possible. 1 hope that the sponsoring agencies take thesc
remarks that 1've made this afternoon in the manner in which they were
intended, and that is constructive; they're criticisms of the Confer-
ence, and cxpressions of hope for the future, but they're offered in
a constructive way.

I think this Conference has been a very good step in the right
direction. 1It's a first step; it may be 20 years late, but it's a
good step in the right directien. The many problems that are facing
us, as we deal with alil the diffarent ramifications of nuclear energy,
provide a new opportunity for us as a society to develop better and
more appropriate decision-making processcs.

The gestalt referred to yesterday by Miss (Gray requires new levels
and new mechanisms for public involvement. This is something which
even in our democracy we have not secn before.

So I hope that this Confercrice can be a beginning of a new ex-
periment in public involvement in decision making in our society, and
beyond that, bring in people on the national level and on the inter-
national level, so that we can work together to answer the crucial
questions that face us in these problems that we've talked about in
the last three days. Thank you very much.

*

Mr. CAMPBELL: Thank you very much, Mr. Nettles. I have not re-
ceived any other indications that there are any other statements...
yes, please, would you like to come around where there are steps.

Remarks of

CATHERINE QUIGG, Poliution and Environmental Problems, Inc.

Ms. Quigg: ['m Catherine Quigg. ['m with a Chicago-area en-
vironmental group, Pollution and Environmental Problems, Inc. [ just
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have a brief statement I'd like to make about the Conference.

How do you open to public debate and participation an issue which
has never been fully and adequately discussed in any stage of its de-
velopment? Are we to believe that suddenly the nuclear establishment
will do an about-face and tell the whole truth about the end of the
nuclear fuel cycle, when it hasn't done this about the beginning or
the middle of the cycle?

I would also ask, how do you solicit pubiic participation on what
you must acknowledge is thus far an unsolved problem: the long-term
burial of radioactive waste? The emperor has no clothes. How do you
decide betwen the unacceptable alternatives presented in the Battelle
report for managing existing commercial high-level radioactive waste?
Liquid storage, high probability for dispersion; conversion to cement
technology has not been demonstrated; shale fracturing technology has
not been demonstrated; shale cement technology has not been demon-
strated; calcination technology has not been demonstrated; aqueous
silicate technology has not been demonstrated; conversion to glass
technology has not been demonstrated; salt cake technology has not
been demonstrated.

It would seem that a technology that produces the toxic, non-dis-
posable product should be stopped at the front end. Strangely, par-
ticipants in this Conference were precluded from mentioning this
obvious deduction. Are we going to be involved in garbage disposal
but not in garbage production decisions?

In conclusion, [ would like to participate in your public decision
making forums; but you have given me no reasonable choices. I suggest
you go back to work. Thank you.

Mr, CAMPBELL: Thank you very much. I would like to point out
something which I'm sure most of you know. There is a notice out,
published in the Federal Register, inviting statements about the En-
vironmental Impact Statement--the generic statement--before that state-
ment is issued. This permits becoming involved in the process before
a product has been produced by it. Such comments are due by November
15th, and should be presented to the appropriate officials. And the
person directly involved is Mr. W. H. Pennington, who is Director of
the Office of NEPA Coordination; he is present at the Conference, and
has been here throughout it.

I know many of you have seen this notice in the Federal Register,
but if you have not, it is available, and it does invite participation
before the statement itself is issued, even in summary or in draft
form.
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Now are there other statements that people wish to make, or
questions that they would like to ask? If not, allow me about three
minutes to suggest to you that we have participated in an effort here
to open the policy-making process; whether it is sufficiently open is
a matter, obviously, of debate. Nonetheless, it has been more open
than has been generally true in Federal policy-making, and certainly
more than has been generally true in the nuclear field.

Whether the art of policy-making has been advanced by our effort
here I am not certain; but I suggest it be kept in mind there is a
distinction between substantive and process matters, and that the sub-
stantive issues, it seems to me, have been presented in depth and with

clarity by the various and sundry panels.

Process is a more complicated question, because the concern for
process often has hidden within it underlying substantive policy
issues, and therefore should not be considered as neutral. After all,
an advocate of states' rights is normally advocating states' rights
not because he's a firm believer in that as a concept, but rather
because he believes that states' rights will produce a policy outcome
which is more satisfactory to him than would be some other way of
making policy. And there is that element in all process concerns,
and I think we should accept it and understand it.

Further, processes are often thought of as educational rather
than as participation in policy making. It is believed that if the
public understood they would accept certain policies; and therefore,
what is needed, it is argued., is an education process, rather than a
policy-making participation process. There is also the fact that
in the process new information might well be presented that people
had not known before; and in that sense process can make a substantive
contribution to decision making.

Finally, there is the issue of whether one accepts in such pro-
cesses the display of what could be considered intuitive or nonob-
jective knowledge, feelings and the like. It seems to me in a demo-
cratic society it is inevitable that one must, and it is therefore
terribly important that policy-makers who see themselves as rational
analysts be aware that there are other ways by which people learn
things and come to have views, and that they must be as responsive
to those as they are to knowledge that is produced by the more tra-
ditional, rational processes.

In relation to this specific Conference, 1 would point out again
that there was a limitation on the subject matter by restricting it
to the waste issue, and there has been a good deal of criticism of
that, and I respect that criticism. I will, however, repeat what I
said at the heginning of the Conference, in order to concentrate
a’tention, to focus attention, and perhaps to advance understanding,
that the restriction served a4 useful purpose.
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1 would, however, add--as 1s probably unnecessary--that the whole
system, of which disposing of nuclear waste is but a part, must be
looked at in its entirety. 1 am concerned that our institutions do
not seem capable of doing that.

I1f I may just take a winute to try to illustrate what I mean,
because I think it is terribly important: Obviocusly underlying the
issues discussed herc is the question of the need for additional
energy, and where that energy is going to come from. And that is
related to the importance of growth in a society. And I w#as pleased
that this issue dil emerge at our last session this morning.

However, even then it was not raised, it seemed to me, in as
sophisticated a way as it might have been. For example, growth re-
lates not only to the question of how much in total a society has,
but to how that society distributes what it has. And if one believes
there should be some redistribution of wealth and income in our society
--as I'm sure a good number of people here do, in terms of what I
know about their buckgrounds and interests--then the question becomes:
how does growth relate to the distribution issue?

I think it can be demonstrated that redistribution has occurred
in this society only from the growth increment; that there has been
a political inability to redistribute what people already have. 1
therefore suggest that in asking the question of whether there ought
to be growth, one should not forget that it relates to the very
nature of the society. Unless the political resistance to redistribute
can be overcome, only growth will permit any redistribution to occur.

So within this context, the energy issu«, and behind that the
questions of safety and waste management, take on general importance
that I think may get lost in the process of preparing environmental
impact statements, and the other orderly processes gone throusgh.

The issues often become so narrowed that the most important issues
are frequently not considered.

Finally, in relation to this specific Conference, just two or
three words. Can agreement be reached on technical issues? I think
that the reason it is difficult to answer that question is because
we have difficulty defining what is technical, and what is not.

For example, is it a technical issue that an organizational
system which will be subject to great pressures must remain in place
over a very long period of time? It seems to me it is not a technical
issue, and yet it is terribly important to the technical decisions
that will have to be made. Decisions cannot be divided along a tech-
nical and nontechnical dividing line. The interactions and inter-
relationships must be considered together. And I believe this need
was demonstrated by the kinds of debate and discussions which took

place here.
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In relation to the economics of waste management, I was surprised
that very little attenticn was given to cost. Apparently, that is
because the alternatives being considered in the waste management field
possess costs relative to total cost with sufficiently small variations
to permit their being ignored. This is one of the few areas where the
cost-benefit type of anmalytical tool, so beloved by the ¢conomists,
is relatively unimportant.

On the political side, I heard civil rights issues raised, I heard
issues about organizational behavior, and about bureaucratic behavior.
1 heard concern about the relative strength of different interest groups
in the political process. It seems to me that on the political side we
need to recognize that there is a validity and an integrity about that
process which is as significant and important as economic processes
or technological processes.

Finally, 1 think the ethical and value issues were well presented,
and they cover a very wide range of values indeed, and hopefully the
technical people were listening carefully to these presentalions be-
cause they cannot bhe quantified, and there is a tendency--and I blame
the social scientists here as much as the natural scientists--to
assume if you can't quantify it, ignore it.

Finally, 1 would add that in the organization of the Conference,
in the invitations that went to those who participated, and in the
subject matter to be covered, I found on the part of the public ser-
vants who were involved an unusual openness, a belief that all issues
should be discussed. 1In fact, on cccasion it was the chairmen who
insisted on orderly procedures, the requiring of written questions
and so forth, rather than those who were responsible for organizing
the Conference itself.

The organizers also demonstrated that characteristic of public
servants demanded by touis Browniow; they should possess a passion
for anonymity. It seems to me that passion was appropriately ex-
ercised here by those who were behind the scenes running the Confer-

ence.

At any rate, 1 was pleased about their openness and willingness
to have full participation in the Conference, and I simply report
this as an outsider who had some questions in the beginning about
whether that would be the case. And I close by congratulating all of
of you for your patience and forbearance. The Conference is ended.

Conference adjourned.
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LUNCHEON SES510ON, Wednesday, October 27

SPEAKER:  CONGRESSMAN JOHN B. ANDERSON OF ILLINOIS, RANKING HOUSE
MINORITY MEMBER, JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY

Mr. CAMPBELL: It is my pleasure to introduce Congressman John
Anderson of 1llinois...He is the llouse of Representatives' ranking
minority member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the third
ranking Republican in the House, and the chajrmar of the House Re-
publican Conference.

1 note in glancing at a bit of his background, that as an under-
graduate he majored in political science at the University of Illinois,
where he had a very fine scholarship record indeed, being elected to
Phi Beta Kappa...He went on and received his law degree at the Univer-
sity of Illinois and his Masters of Law degree from Harvard.

He has been in public service before, running for elected office
and having been a foreign service officer in Berlin from 1952 to '55.
He then returned to Rockford, Illinois to practice law in 1955. He
was elected as a state's attorney for Winnebago County and remained
in that position until being elected to Congress in 1960.

Since being elected to Congress he has, from the point of view of
an academic, been engaging in unfair competition with us, because he
has written two books: ''Between Two Worlds--A Congressman's Choice"
which was published in 1970, and "Vision and Betrayal in America,"
published in 1975.

We appreciate, Congressman Anderson, your taking the time in what
I believe is a relatively busy season for thoce in your profession to
come and spend this luncheon period with us.

*

Congressman ANDERSON:  Mr. Chairman, you have just referred to
the fact that this is a somewhat busy season of the year for people
in my profession. I think it is fair to say that at this time of year
politicians lile myself are not usually overly endowed with undue
modesty and self-abasement.

Notwithstanding that fact, I have to confess that as I look out
in this audience and see some old friends from my association with
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, I have the feeling that there
are more than several in this group who could address themselves to
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this topic of nuclear wiaste management as it impacts on the sphere of
public policy making with far greater expertise and knowledge thun .

I'm detighted thut we have this opportunity to bring together
representatives of various agencies of our Federal government, those
of you from the private scctor and those who are especially interested
in environmental questions, and to try, out of thut confluence of
forces, to give some thought to the very important problem of what we
do and how we evolve policy in this area.

Members of the Joint Committee are sometimes a little sensitive
to the fact that the publicity on nuclear energy seems to be focused
pretty much in a single direction. I make reference to one specific
example which occurredin this last session of Congress.  When fol-
lowing the celebrated resignation of three engineers from the Ceneral
Electric Corporation, and a young man from a middle-level management
position within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Chairman Pastore
of Rhode lsland undertook, and I think quite properly so, to conduct
public hearings on the sources of their disaftection aud dissatisfac-
tion with the management of the nuclear power program.

We met in a rather cavernous meeting hall, a1 room thut sume of
you may have been in in Washington, the Senate Caucus Roor in the OId
Senate Office Building, and there, under the very het klieg lights for
for about a day and a half, we listened to the four principals to whom
I have just referred, testify in opposition to the nuclear power pro-
gram, Following their testimony, we heard from what we thought were
some very distinguished representatives of the other camp, the other
side of the argument. These were people, who by virtue of their
training and expertise and academic background, were equully entitled
to be heard.

The difference was, as the chairman tuamented, that we felt very
lonely in that cavernous hearing room as the second part of the
hearing began. The klieg lights had been turned off, the television
cameras had left, and the print mcdia had departed as well. Much of
the news that was made on that occasion focused pretty much on the
complaints, and there was very little substantive news to try to
balance the argument.

I would hope that out of this meeting this week, with any cunfes-
sions of failure that may come, would come an agreement among all
parties that we would try to look at this issue from a balanced per-
spective. [t is important to have such expectations because we live
in a particular era in the history of our country when we are sceing
the conjunction of two very important trends--both of which are, in
my opinion and humble judgment, adverse to some of the decisions that
we have to make.

Let me illustrate. 1In the first place, there is the well-known
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public dissatisfaction with govermsent itself. As a representative

of the Federal government, whenever | have been greeted by audiences
in a frienaiy fashion, 1'm quite reliecved because it's said that there
arce three little white lies that are the most commonly circulated

white lies. The first of these is, "I gave at the office." The
second ir, "four check is in the mail." And the third is, "{'m from
the Federal government and I'm here to help you." There aren't too

many people that are willing to accept the latter explanation any
more without a certain arount of convincing.

The second trend that we have seen is, as many others have de-
scribed it, a revolt against technology, a growing disbelief that
technology can solve all of our problems. The story has been told
and retoid perhaps too many times already, but for the benefit of the
small number who may not have heard it, nothing comes to my mind quite
as much as the Boswell and Johnson story. Boswell and Dr. Johnsor
were on a walk together and Boswell w.s complaining to his companion
about the fact that Berkley's theory of the nonexistence of matter
was, of course, errant nonsense. ''At the same time,' he said, "you've
got to admit that Berkley's theory is very hard to dismiss.'" As he
made that observation they chanced to be passing a very large stone
and Dr. Johnson kicked the stone sharply--indeed with such vehemence
that he recoiled with some pain. And as he did he said, "1 disumiss
it thus!"

The anecdote emphasizes the obvious point to me that we cannot
indulge as policy makers today in the same luxury that Dr. Johnson en-
joyed. We cannot kick, we cannot beat over thke head, we cannot lightly
dismiss the forces of public opinion that have been arrayed against
the further development of this alternative source of energy.

1 have read the admonition and the injunction contained in vour
program that this is not a meeting which 1is designed to discuss the
advisability or the non-advisatility of continuing a nuclear power
pregram. That is accepted as a given fact. But, and you will pardon
here the obviously personal reference, whenever I think how this
question impacts on the sphere of public policy and how it is made, !
am brought into sharp contact with the reality and with the fact that
1 am Exhibit A.

In the political arena today, people are choosing one candidate
over another, at least to some degree, on the basis of the stand they
take on specific issues. The young man who is contesting me for the
seat that I hope to continue to occupy in the 95th Congress is in the
race because of his very sincere belief that we should not have rnuclear
power, and that there ought *¢ be, at the least, a total moratorium on
the construction of nuclear power plants. In our only face-to-face
meeting to date, that was the sole topic of discussion. So, I have
some personal acquaintance with this matter and how it is affecting
this whole sphere of the manner in which we make public policy.
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in spite of the well publicized complaints of many, 1 would point
out that there have been numerous hearings on the subject of nuclear
waste management during the years that [ have becn a member of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. We've had testimony on technical
matter from witnesses who came from the old AEC and now from ERDA,
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and other governmental agencies.
But as I recall the events of the past, it seems to me this is perhaps
the first time that we have had a conference organized by the govern-
ment exclusively devoted to identifying and trying to resolve the public
policy issues surrounding nuclear waste management, at least during the
more than 13 years I have been involved with the nuclear program of
our COUTItI‘}’ .

I'm very happy to see that the organizers have brought together
some of the very best academic and legal minds that are available to
join with those within the government who have some role in shaping
public policy. Hopefully, that includes everyone in this room this
afternoon.

I have no doubt that we all agree regardless of what other as-
pects of this question may tend to divide us, that to make the decision
to safely and permanently isolate both military and commercial nuclear
wastes is a matter of high national priority. The public awareness and
concern is rapidly reaching a point where the viability of this energy
resource is going to rest on the ability of the government to make a
decision which is acceptable to a wide range of interest groups. It's
also become clear that in order to assure that the decision is broadly
consistent with the public interest, a wide range of citizens and
interest groups must share the responsibilities in making that decision.
Georges Clemenceau once said that war is too important to leave to the
generals; and public policy in this area is too important to leave to
either politicians or scientists alone. We have to bring in that much
broader component of the generalized public interest that does exist
in this great country.

I think we can probably also agree that the public record shows
that we have had serious problems with respect to making the necessary
waste management decisions. From the leaking of the military waste
tanks in Hanford through the recent revision of the NRC rule on light
water reactor waste management that was ordered by the court by our
judicial system, the record contains numerous examples of missed target
dates and uncertain policies on when and how and where to begin repro-
cessing and waste isolation. There is in the record as well some
insensitivity on the part of the government and the private sector
{including some public interest groups) to resolving these problems,
especially in the light of public perceptions of problems in the waste
management program.

So there is a compelling reason to significantly enlarge the ex-
isting public record and to introduce new people and solutions into
the public policy decision-making process. However, recalling events
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of the past, I have to confess that 1 am not entirely sanguine about
the pubiic benefiting from this kind of restructuring.

The history of public debate on the nuclear program has not al-
ways been a proud record. It has too often been saturated with wit-
nesses who have drifted from the real purpose of public hearings, and
have sought to use the forum as a personal soap box. The record does
not adequately address, therefore, the source of growing public dis-
satisfaction in some of the directions that have been taken. 1It, in
many cases, calls attention to the symptom. I would hope, and in
agreement with the conference directive, that this would not occur at
this conference. And perhaps for the reason that you have left out-
side of the framework of this conference the question of the wisdom
or lack of wisdom of pursuing nuclear energy as an alternative source
of power, perhaps that will not be true.

As I mentioned a moment ago, the unresolved policies in nuclear
waste management present us with a situation of great complexity and
significance. In retrospect, the decision 30 years ago to start a
civilian nuclear power program in this country was not a difficuilt
decision to make. We had at the time a great decision to make that
involved the dzfense of our country. We knew that the Nazi's were
working on something special. We weren't always really quite sure
what it was but knowing generally that they were trying to create the
kind of super weapon that could bring victory to their cause in a very
sudden and dramatic way set the stage for even a democratic society
like ours to make the decision to go ahead with a nuclear fission pro-
gram for military purposes. We even found it necessary to do it under
the extraordinary conditions of wartime secrscy that are so antithe-
tical to our democratic process.

There are politicians other than those who are running for Presi-

dent who have an interest in theology. I am one. Recently I was
reading an article by John Richard Newhouse from New York City. He
has written a very interesting article on the prospect of democracy;
he refers to the fact that every problem that we have today has to be
defined as a crisis, whether it's the energy crisis, the environmental
crisis, the population crisis, the crisis of the demands that are being
made by the third and fourth world for a new economic world order. All
of these things are defined in terms of truly critical proportions.
The basic question is. is democracy really adequate to deal with the
problems of that order of magnitude? We have a fondness for endless
public dialogue, and we have a political system consisting as it does
of an arrangement of separated powers and checks and balances.

And under these very peculiar circumstances that exist today,
Newhouse raises the very pertinent question, "Is democracy really
ever going to be able and competent to deal with critical problems?"
Fortunately, he goes back into history and suggests, and I think quite
correctly, that this has always been the case with democracy. We
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always had that essential conflict between our desire in the decision-
making process to give everybody a voice and to hem in, with all kinds
of safeguards and guarantees, the manner in which we make decisions in
the name of due process and all the rest of our constitutional liberties.

That's always been the case. In those societies in the western
world, starting with Italy in the 1920's which decided that it was too
much trouble to find a solution via the democratic process and trade
democracy in for fascism, they found that even then the trains didn't
Tun on time. Or if, as they did in Germany, they chose to abandon the
democratic constitution for what seemed to be the more efficient, if
inflexible methods of dealing with national problem, that was repre-
sented by the fascist brown shirts of that day, they reaped the awful
consequences that we all know. So, in perspective, it is helpful to
note that this has always been the problem of a democracy. We cannot
take refuge really in the thought that things are that much different
today. We must drive this democracy to yet another important decision.

Let me hurry on to say that it is to some extent ironic and dis-
turbing that in the face of the commitment that has been made on the
part of the private sector to the development and use of nuclear
energy that government has not yet totally resolved this issue of how
to handle the waste products that are produced by our nuclear power
plants. Because of the successful operating record of these plants
and because of the important role that nuclear power is expected to
play in the future, people are demanding now that waste management
plans and practices be laid before their eyes and that they be given
a voice in whether or not these practices are adequate. And they
are demanding this right before massive commitments are made that
could be irrevocable.

I think those are reasonable requests on the part of the public.
Nuclear wastes are highly controversial in their own right. They are
highly radioactive and toxic. We can argue over the volume that will
be generated, as I did with my opponent in Rockford the other night.
He made the statement that by the year 2000 the voiume of reactor
wastes will be so extensive that they would fill a four-lane super
highway stretching coast-to-coast to a level of four feet. Now I was
a little surprised to hear that, and I dare to suggest that I think
it represents a certain misrepresentation in that he made no distiac-
tion between high- and low-level waste. Other people talk about the
area of a football field 10 or 12 feet deep filled with high-level
waste that would be generated by the plants that we will build and
have in operation between now and the year 2000.

1 don't think the public really cares whether it's a football
field or a four-lane highway. In their minds, it's still the unre-
solved aspect of the issue that bothers them very much. Their bottom
line is that in either amount we are going to be confronted with
nuclear waste in a volume that could be deadly and dangerous and
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polluting #s far as the enviromment is concerned and we must find
ways of dealing with it now.

Over 30 years ago, the AEC began running plutonium production
reactors for our weapons program. As I indicated, the liquid high-
level acidic waste from these reprocessing plants has been stored in
tanks, which because of age and the nature of ihe radioactive liquids
themselves are becoming worrisome to public officials and those in
the private sector as well. The presence of materials like that for
this long period of time has come to represcnt to the average American
a kind of lesion that is there and neceds to be treated. And they
correctly ask, why aren't we solidifying and isolating these wastes
as we go on? Why do they just simply sit there in tanks that might
ieak when everybody is claiming that they could be put into a solid
form where they would not offer that samc danger of leakage? Why has
there been a go-slow attitude, or is there really no good solution
after all?

Now thesc are legitimate questions which have troubled me per-
sonally as a member of the Joint Committee, and I have from time to
time discussed them with some of the officials in the AEC and its suc-
cessor organization, ERDA. Sometimes, very frankly, I have been re-
assured by what I've been told and there are other times when I must
cunfess to the same frustration and impatience that characterizes the
thought of the so-called average laymen when he thinks about this
sukject. But we have to confrent the very real fact that the American
people arc increasingly restive and that we, as responsible clected
officials and those particularly who are in various scgments and
components of the great great private sector, have to realize that
this is a prohlem which simply cannot be put on the shelf and pushed
into some indefinite point in the future.

1 should also point out that the disposition of commercial wastes
is iun some ways unrelated to what this nation will do with our military
wastes if we decide that the further development of nuclear power is
not in the national interest. These military wastes are still going
to have to be secured, taken care of and dealt with in a satisfactory
manner.  The security that we enjoy militarily, the standard of living
that we usually take for granted are ticd to these wastes and their
permancnt isolation has to become a matter of high national priority
whether or not we move on with light water reactors and beyond that
to generation of breeder reactors.

Now very briefly, n few comments on commercial wastes. As 1 have
said, whether you take one person's estimate of somebody else'’s, the
volume of commercial waste is comparatively insignificant when compared
to the volume of military wastes that arc already in existence. 1f we
were to decide to stop further nuclear power development, it would
probably be a relatively simple matter to include existing and future
commercial wastes in with the program that would be developed to isolate
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existing military wastes. But if we continue--as | othinkh we wall,
and are obliged to do--commercial development of nucloar power, then
it could very well be more prudent to allow tor using these military
wastes as a stimulus to testing and building a satfe and sophisticated
system for processing the growing volume of commercial wastes.

You know, we've gotten ourselves into a somewhal dangerous dilemmz:.
Experts even from government today are not entirely credible in the
public mind, even when they are dealing in the arca where they have }
acknowledged expertise. [ happen to think that Protessor Norman Rasmus- :
sen of MIT has been a very creditable witness before our Committee and
the Congress as a whole and indeed to the entire American public on ‘he
technical issuces that are iavolved in reactor satety. 1 have to say
that 1 don't think that Mr. Nader, in spite of the publicity that has
been given to almost every statement that he makes on the subject, has
or can claim to have the same background, the same technical expertisc,
and the same kind of creditability as Mr. Rasmusscen.  But Mr. Nader is,
and he has to be given credit for, in any realistic asscssment of this
whole problem that we are discussing, being an cxpert en developing
perceptions on this question.

So far, in trying to deal with this guestion we've left it pretty
much to the technocrats, as [ would call them. They have proposed
solutions which T, ds a member of the Joint Committece, and as onc who
sits from day-to-day deciding and voting on authorizations and appropri-
ations of public funds to carry out these plans, may think are entirely
adequate and a safe way of dealing with the matter. But what the public
policy experts in the field are telling us is that the people, whom we
represent whether we are in Congress or in an agency in the Excoutive
Branch or whether we represent people in the sense thut we are selling
a service to them ultimately as consumers, don't yct perceive these
solutions as being adequate--or at least that the principal shapers
of public opinion don't sce them as being adequate. And that is the
dilemma. That is at the heart of the dilemma that we must resolve now
or it 1s going to continue to plague us.

The American people want to know very basic things about nuclear
power and nucleuar waste management. They want to know if they are
going to be injured by it. They want to know it they are going to
have to ltive in terror as special nuclear materials arc shipped around
the country. They want to know if the presence of thesc materials is
going to be an incentive for increased terrorist activity. They want
to know if it's going to get back to their food chain, if it is dis~
posed of improperiy. They want to know what requirements are being
imposed on their children. You'd be surprised at the number of times
that this question has been raised to me personally.

The question asked of me is: "Aren’t we rcally doing an awful
thing from a standpuint of simple morality to impose such a burden on
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untold generations stretching into the future””’ Well, our people want
assurance that these questions have answers thai will work.  And when
they tfind, unfortunately, cxperts disaprecing and cven disagreerng
violently on one of these questions, you can well imiagine their con-
sternation and confusion.

Now, I think we've got to concentrate as public policy makers on
trying to find simple, as opposcd to samplistic, answers. 1 don't
find too many people that cxpect that nuclear cnergy can be expanded,
that it can be exploited and used without any risk at all and without
some cost. But it's got te be explatoed 1o them in terms that indicate
that the price that we are going to be sshed to pay, whether it's in
terms of the rish that we assame as g society or an individuals, is
a reasonable cost -a reasonable risvk- when compaved to the benefits.
There's got to he a proper cost-benefit ratio. T think the average
Amcerican understands the truism that there really 1s no such thing as
@ iree lunch.

Well, what about waste mandagoement rishs” Do we understand them
or don't we? I think there are some things that we can specify with
some assurance.  One i< that we can predict the volumes of high- aad
low-level waste that will be produced i the future.  We can predict
how toxre they will be, and for the most part what their biological
citfect will be. There s »til] some residual controversy, | hnow,
regarding low-level radiation effects and concern over our waste man-
agement practice as it atfects those wastes.  But for the most part
I think I am correct in suggesting that we do hnow very well what these
wastes are capable of doing in a4 biologtcal sense.

Now the natuere and problems associated with high-level wastes
are certainly known as well to the extent that we hitow that they are
hiphly toxic and theretore they have to be isolated for extremely long
periods of time.  We also know what the 1solation time for these wastes
must be, and I think at least some of us are confident that these high-
level wastes arce not really going to be all that attractive to terror-
ists.  But again, that is somcthing we have to find hetter ways of ex-
plaianing in fairly simple terms to the American public.

The Tist of uncertainty is of course much longer than what 1 have
Jjust vutlined. I hear some other questions | think we have to be pre-
pared to deal with. How isolated should the burial grounds for low-
level waste be?  Should the actinides be removed from these low-level
wastes? Should they be removed and treated separately from the high-
level wastes?  On another score, how vulnerable ure reprocessing
facilities to terrorism? How possible 1s it for terrorists to sccure
strategic quantities of nuclear material? How does one assess this
cost-bencfit problem for future management of our wastes? What res-
ponsibility do the Federal and state governments have, for example,
for an imstallation like the Nuclear Fuel Services plant up there at
West Valley, New York? Should nuclear fuel cycle centers be located
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hoocenosittory?  Bow should people in that area

2t the same plece
CGilte: £ roview, aCcoohe o roject osach oo deciston?

L9 suee fhat many of these gquaestrons are going to be discussed
at vome of your fater sessions. U orepeat that | othick we are at g
crossoaed in ovr country. You have been snviied to this conference
becanse you are interested and, more importantiy, you are here because
coroaes G Thuent il toraing and in o shapiog pehosc opinioa. Aand to

Tt oriont. ovou rreoolioinoa position to ke o contyibution to a
colution ¢f lhis publoe probiem or this range ¢f public prohlems that
we are discussing.  Poople from the ranks are called on sometimes,
whether they always appreciate it or not, to mahe decisions that affect
alt of us on a national sciale.

[rmoo represental sve o Yoagress, ond as soch my primary respon-
sibility is to approximately a halt g million people who live in north-
westorn Lllinois . g seven counties ot that district.  But as a member
of this Uommittee ene in carveyving a problem of this kind, I also have
a mirch heavier and much bhrocder responsibility to act in the overall
national intoerost, aad | have to try te risc above my parochial sphere
ot influcnce iR assuming that mantie or responsibility.

oo that would he the closing challenge that 1 would leave
with vou. When we are talking aboat o problem like this, and partic-
ularly | speak to those trom the private sector who represent the com-
mercial and public interest-, it's very hard sometimes not to take the
bottom-linc-balunce-sheet approach to this problem.  Unless we are
willing tu treely confoss onr past sins of omission and commission
and our failures cven as we sceck new avenues and new approaches, we
are not going to soacceed in oregaining the contidence of the American
people on this issuc. And that contidence @5 going to be essential
to uny acceptable solution to this problem.  Thank you.



311

LUNCHEON SESSION, Thursday, Octouber 28

SPEAKER: ASSEMBLYMAN CHARLES WARREN, COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES, LAND
USE AND ENERGY, CALIFORNIA STATE LEGISLATURE

Mr. CAMPBELL: I wonld like to introduce our luncheon speaker.
He is Charles Warren who is a member of the Asvembly of the California
State lLegislaturce. In that role he had a most significant place in the
considerations in that state on nuclear power development. Assembly-
man Warren is scerving us Chairman of the Rescurces, Land Usce and
Energy Committce of the California Assembly. He also serves as Chair-
man of the Energy Task Force of the National Conference of State
Legislatures. He is a member of the environmental advisory committee
of the Federal Energy Administration. He graduated from the University
of California at Berkeley with degrees in economics and law and has
been the primary author of legislation in the arcas of cnergy resources
and devclopment, and in nuclear safeguards. He, therefore, comes well
prepared to tulk to us about the topic of our conference and he intends
to do that within the gencral context of the development of nuclear
power. It's my plcasure to introduce Assemblyman Charles Warren.

*

Mr. WARREN: 1've heard comments and cemplaints that the Confer-
ence is not adequately or properly balunced in terms of participation
and presentation. 1 cannot respond to the criticism except for the
luncheon speakers. Frankly, | think the sponsors did their best in
finding a nuclear pessimist and a nuclear optimist. Yesterday, you
heard from the "nuclear pessimists" represented by the Honorable
Congressman John Anderson.

I gathered from his remarks the nuclear industry is in some peril
and there doesn't appear to be a way out--at least nonc hat he could
tdentify for us. As I understand his description of the situation,
he said somewhat as follows: “"There is a record of serious problems
which has been dealt with by insensitive managers; in response to
this record and insensitivity, public awareness and concern is rapidly
arriving at a point where a decision must be made.' He said that this
decision must be made in a democratic manner despite the feeling of
some that crisis problems should not be handled democratically. He
agrees with those of the public who are demanding answers and that
we have such answers before we make a massive nuclear commitment.

He noted that leakage of nuclear waste caused questions to be
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raised which he believes are Jegitimate. He went on to say we have

to confront the fact that the American people arce increasingly restive
and that nuclear waste is a problem which cannot be put on the shelf;
that if we decide continued development of nuclcar power is not desir-
able then we have gotten ourselves into a dangerous dilemma.

He said the technocrats have been dealing with the waste problem
ir a manner which the people do not see as being adequate. They want
to know about terrorism, future generation responsibility and morality.
They want assurance, he said, and when experts disagree they become
confused. He noted there were other nuclear problems and that the
list keeps growing.

Unfortunately at this point he suaid he had to close his remarks.
But 1 got the impression that with a few more minutes he would have
circulated a nuclear moratorium initiative.

Now for the balanced presentation, let me give you the views of
a nuclear optimist.

My point of reference at this time is the relationship among
nuclear waste management, nuclear fission and national energy policy.
It will be my thesis that there cannot be a national cnergy policy
until there is a formal and public assessment of the extent to which
nuclear fission is an acceptable energy source, with waste management
only one of several primary issues. Responsible consideration of
energy policy seems to require this assessment since today it is con-
ceivable that nuclear fission will not play a significant role in
meeting future electricity requirements.

To the extent cnergy policy involves the formulation of a desired
energy demand/supply equation, the presumed availability of power distorts
consideration of the role of supply alternuatives and minimizes the
need for reducing demand through conservation. Thus if nuclear fission
is assumed to be available to accommodate a third or half of our elec-
tricity demand, then to that extent there is less urgency to consider
coal and other resources and our inattention to conservation strategies
can be prolonged. As we all know, current policy assumes unlimited
nuclear fission availability.

However, there is evidence to suggest that this assumption may be
short lived. We may soon discover that not only is our coal develop-
ment policy inadequate, our energy conservation program nonexistent
but that nuclear fission is not available to the extent necessary to
meet its assigned role.

f.et's assume the so-called worst nuclear case, that nuclear fission
is not available as a commercial energy source. Would not that fact
itself cause a significant increase in our attention to energy conser-
vation measures? Would we then not consider coal and other resource
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development options more urgently?

In my opinion, and for reasons Congressman Anderson did, it would
bhe prudent at this time to assume this worst case, while simultaneously,
carefully and fully assessing the role of nuclear fission in our
country's energy future. This means that during the period of assess-
ment we should begin to put into place strong cnergy conscrvation and
develop supply strategies as 1f nuclear fission is destined not to be
as significant as now assumed.

This approach, whilc allowing us to keep open the nuclear option,
keeps us trom the outer reaches of a technological and political limb
from which we might some day be unable to extricate ourselves.

[ believe it is also important to begin this nuclear assessment
effort as soon as possible. It should be emphasized that now may be
the only time to do so, as later it may become impermissible, if not
impossible, for us to develop alternative non-nuclear policies.

In addition, the longer assessment is delayed, the more likely
there may be a politically-forced decision based on invalid techno-
logical and scientific considerations. All should agree that what-
ever the decision, fundumentally a political one, it should include
accurate scientific and technological information.

Let me share with you my reasons for believing the non-nuclear
case is more than a possibility. Most, if not all of these are well
known.

It is clear there is growing concern about our present and planned
reliance on nuclear fission and that this concern is developing in
other countries. This concern, as some argue, may be for reasons which
are invalid; but the concern exists and that is what is important.

This concern is coupled with an awareness by people generally
that cnergy-related decisions are significant and it may affect them
in ways not clearly understood nor necessarily desirable. Their aware-
ness and concern has led to the formation of citizen groups who are
unwilling to leave such decisions to those who have traditionalty,
customarily and exclusively made such decisions. In a word, the cnergy
decision process has been politicized.

Politics is a chancy business and sometimes unattractive. 1t
cannot be conducted in a laboratory or in a manner recommended by the
Harvard Business School; but I respectively suggest that the technicians
and administrators, whether corporate or regulatory, had best learn not
to ignore it, if they can't learn to love it.

In the past six months there have been several examples of the
politicalization of energy decisions.
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In California, although the voters disapproved a nuclear safe-
guards initiative, they Jdid so only atfter the legislature passed three
well-publicized bills. OFf special interest ro this Conteorence s the
bill which deals with waste management. [t provides in summury as
follows:

"No nuclear tission thermal powerplunt shall be permitted land
use in the state until there huas been developed, and the United States
through its authorized agency has approved, and there exists a demon-
strated technology or means for the disposal of high-level nuclear
waste."

Another politicalization cxample is that in Sweden, Thorbjorne
Falldirn and the Center Party defeated Olaf Palme and ended 43 years of
governance by Social Democrats on a platform which apparently featured
opposition to further reliance on nuclear power.

Meanwhile, back in this country, citizens in six more states
qualified initiatives which imposed barriers to nuclear development.
It appears likely these initiatives will be approved in at least three
such states, and in perhaps more next Tuesday.

While voter and citizens group activity increases, some energy
policy professionals appear to be less sure in their nuclear confidence.

The Environmental Protectijon Agency announces its policy on waste
management. It provides: "If a safe ultimate disposal method is net
found quite soon, expanded use, or even continued nucliear energy
from the fission process would be very difficult to support.'

In Great Britain last month, ller Majesty's Royal Commission on
Environmental Pollution reported to Parliument, among other things,
that: "There should be no commitment to a large program of nuclear
fission power until it has been demonstrated beyond a reasonable
doubt that a method exists to ensure the safe containment of long-
lived, highly radicactive waste for the indefinite future."

In a paper prepared for this Confcerence, a Nuclear Regulatory
Commission task force reports that: "We must assure ourselves that
safe systems can be implemented to manage the waste from a vastly-
expanded nuclear program before proceeding with that program'--and,
in all respect, it seems to me that this 1s what Congressman Anderson
was saying to us yesterday.

Nor have the courts remained silent. In commenting on the failure
of industry and government to consider adequately the waste manage-
ment problems, the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia in
its Vermont Yankee decision recently noted, '"In substantial part, the
materials uncritically relied on by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
...consist of extremely vague assurances by agency personnel, that
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problems as yet unsolved will be solved...Not only were the generalities
relied on in this case, not subject to rigorons probing in any form hut
when apparently substantial criticisms were brought to the Commission's
attention, it simply ignored them or hrushed them aside without answer
...This type of agency decision cannot pass muster as reasoned decision
making."

Of equal, if not greater, significance to all the foregoing, is
the attitude of utility managers themselves. In 1973, orders for 35
reactors were placed. In 1974, orders for 29 reactors were placed;
in 1975, four. So far, in 1976 only two have been ordered.

And only last week o Wall Streer advisory firm advised its clients
to drop the stock of utilities with a4 heavy nuclear commitment because
of safety and fuel cycle problems, hampering licensing and operation.

All this indicates to me, at least, the need to commence us soon
as possible a formal and public assessment, not just of waste manage-
ment but of the role of nuclear fissjon itself as a factor in energy
supply.

Some might argue the cxtent of the inquiry being limited to con-
stderations just of waste management. lHowever, waste management is
but one of many unresolved problems or issues in the nuclear fuel
cycle.  If it is dealt with cexclusively and solved, it will be found
as the heads of the w-nster hydra--two problems will emerge to take
its place. For this reason, assessment should prudently be of the
entire fuel cycle and address as best it can all the unresolved and
unanswered lssucs.

The list of such issues is impressive, in both its length and
significance. Several absolutely basic and essential aspects of
nuclear power are included.

We can start out with waste disposal itseclf. As this Conference
can attest, there is no commercial demonstrated method of disposing
of high-level radioactive waste. Although a means for doing so has
been sought for 20 years, there is yet to be located a viable long-
term burial site. There has yet to »e demonstrated the technology
needed to vitrify waste before burial; and there has been less than
satisfactory success in isolating existing waste in tanks where they
await long-term storage.

Of more complexity is that waste disposal solutions will not be
self-implementing. It will require a great national commitment to
put a solution in place and in all probability, people must be dependent
upon to practice at least nominal surveillance. The record to date
does not suggest that high confidence can or should be placed in the
infallibility of human efforts and the permanence of social institu-
tions.
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The whole complex of questions involved in waste management alonc
is adequate cause to defer a nuclear commitment since it goes directly
to the heart of the public safety issue involved. The simple fact is
that we have not yet demonstrated a4 mechanism for achieving the neces-
sary degree of isolation even for a few vears, far less the time frame
of perpetuity characteristic of high-level waste toxicity.

A second unresolved and unanswered issue is reactor satety. While
the nuclear industry and the Federal government both seem confident
that nuclear is safe, clean, and cheap, the safety guarantees have
not been accepted uncritically, and this question has sufficient cur-
rency to justify review. While there is not time to discuss this issue
in detail, it is argued fairly effectively that safety systems have not
been adequately tested; problems with quality assurance have not been
resolved; and human fallibility ensures uncertainty in system performance.

The Advisory Committee on Reactor Safety's official list of "un-
resolved safety items' consists of 27 such items; including such major
questions as pressure vessel failure, common mode failures, advisability
of seismic scram and emergency core cooling capability.

In rebuttal, it is pointed out that the safety record is excel-
lent and that further reactor safety research will provide the final
werd. Yet the prestigious American Physical Society reuached the con-
clusion that the research currently planned gives no assurance of
actually being able to resolve the questions which have been raised
about reactor safety. No wonder the public is uneasy as Congressman
Anderson told us yesterdzy.

The third issue is economics. The costs of nuclear power, par-
ticularly investment costs in nucledr power generating stations, have
escalated rapidly since 1969. As a result, nuclear power is now
acknowledged to be only marginally competitive with alternative gen
erating forms. The vision of nuclear power too cheap to meter has
given way to the reality of massive investment requirements. The
most recent official cost analysis argued for an average generating
cost advantage for nuclear power of 17 per cent.

However, that study included all environmental cost associated
with coal, and assumed unachieved efficiencies in the use of nuclear
power stations. Most critically, however, the 17 per cent advantage
did not take into account the massive public sector expenditure as-
sociated with nuclear power.

Examples are: Price-Anderson liability limitations, the two-
billion-dollar-plus ERDA commercial nuclear budget; and commitments
to support portions of the fuel c¢cycle out of public revenues instead
of utility prices. These public costs of nuclear puwer may not be
restricted to the Federal government, as is demonstrated by Getty
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for management of the hipgh-tevel liguid waste now stored at Getty's
defunct West Valley reprocessing plant.

The fourth issuc is uraniuwm availability. Recent research
indicates that domestic supply shorrages may develop during the late
1980's with the possibility that inadequate mining and milling capacity
could cuause shortages as soon as the early 1980's. Domestic supplies
are declining and available only ut increasing prices, as Westinghouse
well knows.

The General Accounting Office recently reported that LRBA had no
better idea of uranium reserves than the Federal Power Commission has
of natural gas resources. [ do not heiicve this observation was in-
tended as a compliment.

It is true that Awerican utilities could turn to foreign supplies
since the United States recently lifted its embargo on uranium imports.
However, the availability and prices of foreign resources are less
certain then our own. Of importance te scme is the fact that this
course of action would leuad to further dependence on insecure non-
domestic supplies, and the recently revealed Rio Tinto zinc cartel
certainly bears out the vatidit; of this concern.

Another issue is breeder reactor/commercial reprocessing. In
large part, duc to the problems discussed, particularly the escalating
cost of supporting nuclear fuel cycles, supply availability and price
problems, the nuclear community has proposed conversion from the en-
closed fission fuel cycle to more complex cycles. The latter involv~
the reprocessing of fission reactor fuel to recover fissionable uranium
and plutonium, and the use of breeder reactors to increase the power
production available from the limited uranium resource base.

Incredibly, although neither technology--reprocessing or breeders
--has been commercially demonstrated, we are asked to accept new and
unknown types of health and safety risks and the investment of massive
quantities of capital.

The long history of failure in the attempts to institute commer-
cial fucl reprocessing is well known. No facility currently exists to
do so. As might be expected, attempts are current to provide public
funding to complute the most recent effort at Barnwell, South Carolina.
Uncertainties in reprocessing economics justify a suspicion that it
may cost more to reprocess the fuel than the recovered uranium and
plutonium is worth. It may be that this consideration explains the
private sectors unwillingness to complete the Barnwell facility.

If, because of nranium scarcity, a breeder technology must be
devcloped to justify the capital investment in light water reactors,
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it would seem prudent to know mcre about breeder technology betore
greatly expanding investwent in light water reactors.

What do you imagine the public reaction will be when they learn
that by the phrase, "hypothetical core disassemblies" the nuclear com-

1o

munity means '‘nuclear explosion'?

A further point, which is quite topical, is the fact breeders will
inevitably result in a commercial plutonium economy. A current genera-
tion fission reactor produces plutonium at an annual rate of roughly
150 kilograms.

Plutonium ofters two major threats; rirst, it is highly toxic
and minute amounts inhaled or ingested are tatal; second, it is the
material of which Theodore Taylor said, "There is good, better and
worse, but there is no non-weapons grade plutonium involved in the
nuclear industry." Roughly 10 kilograms of the material is adequate
for the construction of a crude fission bomb, and the commitment to a
reprocessing/breeder techuology and a plutonjum economy will inevitahly
involve the possibility that plutoninm will be acquired by irrespon-
sibles, whether tervrorist gangs or terrorist nations.

All the guestions supposcd and observations made indicate to me
the need for ussessing all aspects of the fuel cycle. Assuming a will-
ingness to make such an effort, what should be the naturce ot such an
inquiry?

There are several mechanisms which might be used to undertase
that assessment. I'm not prepared to recommend one over another;
wh:ichever is sclected, however, it should at the outset be public and
formal. By “formal" is meant a declaration of purpose in a manncr
sufficient to give maximum notice to all interested parties; by
"public™ is meant the opportunity for full public participation and
exposure to the process.

In addition, the assessment procecdings should be fair, comprehen-
sive, and open; they should be acknowledged by all to be such. The
need for fairness seems obvious; we've clearly established over recent
years that strong views are held by many members of society on the
subject. [f an effort at national assessment is to have any useful
result it must be conducted as an investigation and analysis, not as
a means to support a pre-determined conclusion.

The need for comprehensiveness is perhaps more subtle but equally
defensible.

The consideration ot the issues listed above without consideration
of the synergism hetween them is simply not adequate; we need analysis
of the nuclear fission commitment, not simply the component issues.



S1Y

A technological "solution' to the waste disposial problem would not
climinate waste disposal as a consideration in the debate over the
nuclear commitment; it would simply alter the effect of waste disposal
considerations on the ultimute commitment decision.

The requirement that such an asscssment be open arisces not simply
from today's political climate, but from the failure of closed decision
processes to adequatcly deal with the issue--and the issue is essentially
one of national commitment. To the extent that the i1ssue is one of risk
assessment, the risk is to the public. To the extent that the issue is
one of c¢conomics, the cost will be borne largely by the public. And,
most critically, there is no justification in American political prac-
tice for the use of anything but an open process.

Finally, T want to deal with the consequences ot the act of
assessing itself.

For purposes of argument | will c¢oncede the possibility that
assessment might prolong the present pause in nuclear development,
but an extended pause will not have profound effects. [If the assess-
ment determines that the nuclear path, either the present fuel cycle
or some other, is what this nation should follow, then interim alter-
native sourves will have been used only for a relatively short period.

Two rescarchers of MIT, Paul Joskow and Martin Baughman, recently
incinded such a pause as one scenario in a computer analysis of the
future of the U.S. nuclear industry. They concluded that the long-
term effect would be relatively small, both in terms of electricity
prices and the number of nuclear power plants that would eventually
be constructed.

On the other hand, if the result of the assessment is that we
should not build more power plants, then alternative options become
more urgent. But at least we will knuw what we must do and we can
hegin promptly.

Of overriding concern to me is that this policy [ have outlined
provides for a safe-failure; that is, if the policy adopted proves to
be an error, the consequences will be minimal. We will not have made
a policy decision based on assumptions which are later found to be
incorrect, compelling abandonment of the entire expunded progranm.

While technicians and engincers should strive for fuail-safe
devices, it seems to me those responsible for the public interest in
policy making should always recognize the possibility of bheing wrong,
and strive for the safe-fail solution. If it is learncd that nuclear
issues can be accommodated at a level of risk and price the people
are willing te pay, then the consequences of assessment will be minor.
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Today's policy, on the other hand, seems to be a bet on a long
shot--a commitment to a high consumption, high-energy production
path of which everything must work in a fail-safe manner. But if we
find we can't close the fuel cycle or can't solve the proliferation
puzzle, we will be in the position of the person who finds the path
taken has led him to a precipice.

Let me conclude with a hope that the assessment, if undertaken,
results in the identification or development of means which will enable
policy pianners to return to the earlier days of enthusiasm when
nuclear energy was thought to be environmentally clean and cconomically
abundant. Thank you very much.



QUESTIONS IN SESSION =

For: GREEN

The entire governmental structure is based on the concept of
representative government. Isn't the concept of throwing the decision-
making process into the public arena at odds with the legislative de-
termination establishing cxpert agencies to make informed decisions?
Allowing public input scems very different from turning the decision-
making process into a national town-meeting, with decisions turned
into a public relations cvent.

ffor:  KUHLMAN

You seem to assume the U.S. will continue to rapidly develop
nuclear power and the issue is how to safely manage an increasing
radioactive waste volume. Will ERDA's Generic EIS seriously address
the alternative of phased abandonment of nuclear power as a means of
mitigating the future wastc¢ management problem?

What werc the criteria used to reach the decision that the first
repositories for long-term disposal would be ready by 19857

With respect to statce attitudes, to what extent is the nuclear
waste management issue a part of the larger one of states using energy
also having the responsibility to help conserve future energy resources
and safely control the waste products of their use?

Hiow much influence will public {local, state) opinion actuatlly
have on selection of waste repository sites?

As a basis for further discussion, it would be helpful to have
specific information on sites and capacities of reprocessing plants
and terminal storage facilities presently envisaged for 1985.

* These are questions handwritten by audience members and submitted
during sessions. They are printeu here in an effort to show the
range of interests and concerns of Conference participants, as weil
as to provide a more complete record of the Conference. Some of
these questions were answered directly, others were incorporated
into discussion on other questions, and others, because of time
constraints, were not addressed. The questions here are grouped,
for ease of reading, by subject and/or by the individual to whom
they were directed, and are not necessarily in the order in which
they were received.
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I understand Northern Wisconsin is being considered as a poten-
tial site for nuclear waste storage. Can you give me any information
you have on this; such as possible locations, reasons for this?

Has ERDA seiected the sites that have the most potential to be
utilized as ERDA pilot plant facilities for waste management? What
are the top five choices of ERDA for pilot plant locations? Does the
state of Wisconsin contain a site of great potential for selection
for a waste management facility?

In other conferences on the technical aspects of nuclear waste
management, it has often been suggested that the beneficial uses for
these materials may constitute a large demand. This conference ap-
parently will not address this subject. Do ERDA's plans include
beneficial uses other than re-use of the uranium and plutonium?

If the government is interested in public input, are they willing
to fund public participation {travel expenses, etc.) for members of
the public other than government and industry representatives?

Are there any plans to develop Generic EIS guidelines for the
front end of the nuclear cycle; uranium mining and milling wastes and
uranium refining wastes? If so, when? If not, why not?

How can we have a meaningful participative decision-making pro-
cess when the participants do not have the technical background to
differentiate objective facts from emotional appeals?

Nuclear waste disposal appears in the title of this conference.
It seems on the basis of the earlier presentation, that you have ad-
dressed yourself to waste storage. Are there promising technologies
being explored or developed to dctoxify, neutralize, recycle or other-
wise deal with nuclear wastes? Storage may ultimately be unmanage-
able.

What is the nature and Ievel of effort of ERDA's nuclear waste
RED programs that are relevant to fuel cycles not dependent on re-
processing and recycling? More specifically, how much is ERDA spending
on analyzing, researching and demonstrating the '"throwaway,' ''tandem,”
and other cycles rot involving chemical reprocessing? 1Is this enough
to ensure timely availability of a waste disposal system if there is
no reprocessing or recycling?

Since the quantities of "defense" wastes will apparently far
overshadow the quantities of "commercial" wastes during this century,
what logic 1s there to evaluating (i.e., separate EIS's) and developing
(i.e., separate technical storage facilities) separate waste manage-
ment strategies?




Since military wastes are so much greater than commerciral wastes
it appears it nceds to be solved tirst. If it is, the commercial
waste problem beconmes trivial. Why are military wastes considerations
excluded from this conference? fIsn't the military waste basically
the sume problem?

What is the nature of the risks associated with those nuclear
wiastes presently underground as a result of our below-ground weapons
testing progrum? Why is transmutation not considered seriously in
terms of RED funding levels? Only cost? Comment: General EIS should
go to attendees for comment.

What is the volume of ERDA waste now as comparcd to commercial
high-level waste generated by NFS?

I assume that onc of the purposes of nuclear waste management is
to protect the U.5. public and environment. My question is: how do
we protect the U.S. public from nuclear wastes generated in other
countries?

With no reprocessing taking place, if nuclear utilities don't
classify spent fuel as high level waste, what do they call it?

Why should the decision to reprocess or nmot, in the case of
choice of the throwaway cycle, be left to the utilities, if reprocess-
ing provides distinct advantages in packaging for geologic storage
and disposal?

The issues of nuclear waste management are not yet resolved. We
would not be here if there were not some chance that these issues may
be resolved so as to preclude further nuclear development. What is
the list of plausible conclusions which, if reached, would stop nuclear
power? What is the list of plausible conclusions which, if reached,
would give nuclear power an unqualified endorsement to proceed?

Did you say that no new HLW is being produced? Presumably you
referred to current license suspension, but plants now operating
must be adding to present HLW volume. What is the yearly increase
in liquid waste from all presently operating plants and military
operations?

What is the projected economic cost of construction and moni-
toring, over their expected lifetime (say % mil. years) in current
dollars of a typical n.w. repository and all of repositories now
thought necessary?

In consideration of the public's high interest in a "solution"
to the waste problem, has ERDA prepared a contingency plan for ac-
celerating its program for operation of geologic isolation pilot
facilities (salt) ahead to perhaps 1980 or 19817 If not, why not?



Public utility and industry confidence in availability of high-
level waste repositories requires technical demonstration as soon as
possible. Does ERDA's timctable for respository availability by
1985 reflect the most expeditious yet technically sound program for
resolution of waste management issuc? To what extent has an intensive
and coordinated international waste program been considered to ac-
colerate demonstration of the viability of perannent wasie disposal?

buring my tenure on the Kansas Nuclear Erergy Council! and at
Kansas State University (during the Lyons controversy) we demanded
of the AEC 1) retrievability, 2) monolithic stable solidification,
and 3) "safeguards" techniques. You have obviounsly taken us seriously.
Now, we initiated socio-~engincering studies that were copied ané en-
Ta?gcd by other social scientists. Q: Wil) these social studies,
starting in Kansas, be tully factored into the impact statcements?
Q: Is my credibility lost now that | am an electronic utility scien-
tist?

You referred to our "national energy goals'" in your closing com-
ments. 1 would likc a brief explanation of these energy goals as you
see them. Sccondly, if you acecept U.S. "energy independence' by 1985,
or even 1995, as one of these goals, how would our continued assnmp-
tion of resourcecs from around the world affect the quality of life of
other peoples zround the world?

For: CAMPBELL

You indicated that all opinions are not qually valid; i.e., more
informed opinions must be given heavier weight. You also indicated
that therc is disagreement on the technical solutions for waste man-
agement. How do you conclude that technical solutions are in doubt
when ERDA's Technical Alternatives Document (TAD) concludes that
there arc no unresolved technical problems but rather only develop-
ment of the facilities and existing technology to handle nuciear
waste?

For: MOSS

Your third point of a national energy policy would he to avoid
dependence on foreign sources of supply. Can we understand from this
statement that in order to avoid dependence on Canadian and South
African uranium in the last quarter of this century and beyond, that
you support the implementing of a fast breeder reactor program in
the USA?

OTHER QUESTIONS
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Is it assumed that "consensus' politics and disinterested ugencices
arc in some way "superior' to our adversary process involving the
acknowledgement of conflict and attempts at its resolution by political
processes?

The thought behind this conference was to allow public input into
wastc management; how many participants here represent "citizens' groups,
as opposed to industry or even college or university representatives
who receive funding from government or industry? Since citizens groups
do not readily have funds available to pay expenses for participants,
was any thought given to funding '"citizen" participants to ensure
adequate participation in the decision-making process?

As if directed by "tunnel vision," we seem to dircect our primary
concern toward long term deposition of radioactive wastes and public
uncasiness with potential physical/genetic radioactive impacts. This
direction is necessary. However, is 1t possible that an even greatcer
justified public concern--public uneasiness--may lie in the immediate
and interim storage of wastes--up to 10+ years at sites that are closer
to electrical consumers and that are more vulnerable to uapredictable
events?
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QUESTIONS IN SESSION 11

For: BisHop

Many persons have noted the need for public participation to
begin in the goal-setting stage and in sctting prioritics attached
1o goals. What if the goals identificed to date prove to miss and/or
conflict with those of the public? (Example: you note that tew per-
sons in your review brought up the issuc of risk to the system.
Based on the record of rescarch and public attitudes, you have raised
something.)

From the vantuge points of your NRU responsibilties and your
work with the task force, can you rationalize the commonly stated
goal for waste management--of absolute contuainment for hundreds of
thousands of years--with the fact that, in terms of radiologic hazard,
the waste is little different from many natural materials (e.g., pitch-
blende) atfter one-to-one thousand years, and can be expected to be
much better contained at that point than thesc natural deposits?

There seems to be a dilemma posed by the goals developed which
require making uncertaintics explicit--and requiring public approba-
tions; as cxample, Dr. Slovic's identification of the public percep-
tion of nuclear risks as negative, enhanced by their desire for cer-
tainty, which makes identification of uncertainty supportive of their
preconceived beliets. How does the task force propose to deal with
this dilemma? 1Isn't the explicit definition of uncertainties likely
to assure the rejection of any waste management option?

Should we scparate the issue of current ERDA and commercial wastes
and cstablish satfe procedurcs for disposal before we expand our de-
pendence upon niclear power?

Your task torce report addresses broad questions, proposes gen-
eral criteria and then discusses the criteria very briefly. Several
criteria involve issues requiring detailed considerations which in-
deed could be the subjects of conferences, ctc. | believe this point
should be recognized and identified in the rcport.

Has the tash force adequately assessed current rescarch on low
level radiation and its potential long-term chronic public health

effects?

Two of the six commercial low-level nuclear waste disposal sites
have been studies and in both cases movement of radionuclides has
becn demonstratred.  The goals discussed here seem in no way to address




this present real world problem of low-level nuclear wuste. What are
the goals pertaining to low-lcvel nuclear waste management? Have we
met these goals? If not whut are we going to do about it? Can we
hope to succeed in defining goals of high-level management if we have
a failure such as those scen at low-level sites staring at us?

Granted that for any action there ought to be a plan, and for
any planning there ought to he a goal. Assuming that we will not be
able to develop soon an arceptable 'goal," what will happen to action
(i.e., to NRC, nuclear industry)?

Will your task force eventually address the detailed issues of
the possible ways the goals/criteria can be implemented? Spelling
out general goals is useful only if realistic implementation scenarios
are also developed.

For: BISHOP OR KUHLMAN

[s there a difference between defense program or so-called ERDA
wastes and wastes created from commercial nuclear reactors? If so,
what is the difference? What volume of liquid wastes are created by
a 1000 MWL reactor per year if reprocessed? What is the radionuclide
inventory in these wastes at a time of reprocessing if done in a
normal time framec if there were reprocessing? What assumptions are
made of burn up?

For: BISHOP AND ROSSIN

Through our taxes, which are utilized to research and develop
waste management technology, we are indirectly removing a problem
from the utilities. How is this subsidy justified and is it not
approaching double jeopardy considering that we also pay utility
bills?

For: CALKIN

Since there is currently a waste disposal problem due to ERDA
wastes what kind of goals can you suggest which can manifest them-
selves as substantive or procedural changes which would better handle
disposal issues than current administrative procedures, or current
educational efforts?

For: HOOS

1 believe you stated, in approximate terms, that the public has
become frustrated with nuclear technologists whom become social
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experts by reading the New York Times. Do youw think 1t is pussible
that the public may be frustrated with cnvironmental activists be-
coming technological experts by reading the same New York Times?

Could you comment as a sociologist upon the tension between the
necd to set ap "infallible'" systems to deul with nuclear waste man-
agement, and the well-known fact that human beings are fallible?

You talked about the "omniscience" of those fuavoring nuclear
power. You ignored the "omniscience" of thosce opposing nuclear power;
for example, Burry Commoner's economic expertise or his ability to
predict how people will rcact to the conscrvation cthic. At least
the tcechnical people fuvoring nuclear power have the technical exper-
tise.

For: _HIOKARD
Did ¢ understand you to amply that ERDA's purposc in preparing

the E1S on waste management is to justity the program? [ believe

NEPA requires o neutral, ohjective approach aimed at providing political

decision mukers with intormation for making policy regarding nuclear

power development and the associated waste question.

For: MOSS

Are you personully, and as a national leader for the Sierra Club,
prepared to publicly voice, and ask for support of a national effort
to work out u plan to process, and dispose of nuclear waste? The
issue needs to be settled; you could be a leading foree, if your goals
are constructive. UPleuse consider in your rosponse only the manage-
ment of waste--not for or against more energy. We have this problem
to solve regardless of the debate on supply vs. demand.

The issue of credihility of facts in the record, and sufficiency
of response was posed by severul panelists, hut never fully answered.
What is the appropriate level of credible response, how much should
be spent attempting to convince some who may be unconvinceable, and
what is the responsibility of those who disapree and cause delay for
the social impacts, and the real economic and social consequences
of their delay? Perhaps ''responsible' critics should be asked to
state in advance what tests or proof will satisfy, as one test of
“responsibility."

For: ROSSIN
You seemed to imply that some of the poals of the task force

repert simply were not achievable. Could you be more specific? Which
ones?




Why is the term "delay" always applied to vhe decision-making
process at the point at which public participation begins or citizens
want to exercise thciv rights?

For: SHARPE

Who are the credible sources of information who should be used
to educate the public? You have stated that the public is unable to
cope with cost or risk/benefit analyses; on what basis does one pre-
dicate positive benefits of further development of nuclear power?

For: SLOVIC

Why do you choose the Eugene (my home town) LWV rather than the
state of Kansas as a sampling universe? The Kansans have gone through
the process.

Was the wording of nuclear-electricity vs. non-nuclear-eiectricity
quite specific as to source? Did the respondents actually receive
more than 25 per cent of rheir electricity from nuclear? How may we
obtain copies of your BNWL study?

Since the public has become so upset about chemicals in food
that have even a low risk of causing cancer such as cyclamate, sodium
nitrate, red dye no. 2; do you think the public will likewise con-
sider even low risk storage of nuclear waste as unacceptable?

Does the public have the same ''perceived risk'" of nuclear wastes
whether it be high-level or low-level?

What is the rclationship between perception of risk and behavior?
What does it mean that people do or do not perceive something as
having high risk? Do you have any theoretical linkages between how
peonle perceive risk and how, or in what direction, they will take
action to change public policy, etc.?

On the basis of your research and analysis of the literature,
do you feel it is possible to define within a reasonably narrow range
a level of risk which is "acceptable' in the development and use of
cnergy provision systems which involve either conventioral or novel
techniques? 1If so, how might we go about this?

Regarding the '"low probability, high consequence event' and the
tendency of the public to become more concerned as the event is re-
searched and documented in safety analysis or elsewhere, 1) has any
research been done peritaps on the impact of the Rasmussen Report on
reducing the public perception of nuclear power risk? 2) aren't
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there some instances which could point to where analysis and communica-
tion to the public has reduced public perception of risk; for example,
the introduction of electric power in the late 19th, carly 20th century?

What factors tead to high perceived risk--and are special for
civilian radiocactivity? Does low political power lead to acceptance
and does oppertunity for influence or comment lead to targeted oppor-
tunity rather than subsiantive risk? For examplce, Nader acts on a
general populist basis, ~ith nuclear only part. Individual accept-
ability depends on voluntary quality for the same risk. but also for
participation. That is, will not opening nucleur decisions to the
public causce the publiic to sec these risks high enough to cexpand their
pelitical influence (e.g., military nuclear accepted, commerctal not}?

Is not the implication of your discussion that as the public be-
comes increasingly dependent upon nuclear power, they will progressively
accept higher and higher risks rather than undergo the uncertainty of
changing the power generation system? And therefore ultimately accept
an arbitrarily large risk when dependence is complete?

bues it not follow from your conclusions that the nuclear industry
is in great risk of any conspicuouns accident or incident? fbven if
Rasmussen is right (problem of meltdown = 1/17000 reuactor-yrs) and
1000 reoctors exist in 2000, then one meltdown can be expected per 17
years. After the first one, public reaction will be intense, leading
to a great pressure towuards moratorium. Conclusion: probabilities
are irrclevant. Murphy's law will prevail.

Could you identity the impacts of electronic media (TV, radio),
from news media (print, papers, magazinces) ou public perception of
nuclear risks? Do you have any data on public perception of nuclear
risks over time; any change of opinion over past 15 years?

Do you acknowledge the possibility of a group psychological
phenomenon, such as the "risky shift," occurring among nuclear scien-
tists and policy makers, thereby underestimating the problems assoc-
iated with waste storage? Are you an adherent of Von Neumann/Morgen-
stern utility theory or are you a member of the small but hardy band
of non-believers who feel that measuring one's utility docs not
necessarily account for all attitudes towards risk? T

Regardless which 'socictal risk/benefit study' is performed:
How does snciety rcconcile the situations where 1) risk for X is to
the benefit of Y; 2) risk/benefit for New England differs from New
Mexico; 3) risk/benefit today differs from the past (1946) or future
(1990). This 1s a corollary to Mr. Calciu's question about 4} risk/
benefit to institutions and the generic environment?

How do we intcrpret the apparent difference between the past
major public opinion polls on attitudes towiurds nuclear encrgy, such



d4s those reporting about 7% per cent to 22 per cent for burlding more
nuclear power plants, and the results you report from your recent work
with the Eugene, Oregon Leuaguc of Women Voters sample?

Your presentation assuamed that the public is making a decision on
nuclear power or waste manogement.  Hasn't a great many of the vocal
public alrcady made a decision that cconomic growth is undesirable
and that social change i1s necessary and that by stopping nuclear power
the mechanism will be developed to bring about this change. [Is nuclear
power or waste management really the issue? Is risk discussion even
necessary”?

Do you feel this kind of wmeeting is truly public participation or
is it really a small collection of special interest groups? Does the
general public even care, let alone understand?

X-ruy acceptance benefits are accepted by the public. 1s the
public fully advised of possible risks before consenting to X-rays?
Do medical doctors before ordering X-ravs assess total cumulative
radiation exposure to cach patient and assess risks and benefits to
that patient and advise that patient before consent fer X-ray is given.
Have all of the medical profession been fully educated as to risks
in X-riay exposure, or is this cven fully known?

For: VARANINI

Your comments on public participation are quite revealin-. First,
with the cxplicit "black hats" assigned to "for-profit" organizations,
and second, with the implication that the '"public" requires both a
man with a net and a dollar incentive to participate in proceedings
presumably directed at excluding what may be the most knowledgeable
participation? In the second, is not government forcing a participa-
tion not (apparently) desired by the public at large, perhaps even
out of a sense of self-justification?

By "subsidizing input'" do you mean a direct funding of public
members--such as providing travel expenses to attend policy setting
meetings?

You indicated that a moratorium has been established. Moratorium
over what? Nuclear power? Birth rate? New freeways? 1f it is
cnergy whut are the people of California giving up?

Has the assessment proces= with which you are involved in Califor-
nia itself been validated? If I understand your position as one which
advocates no movement until the validation process occurs, then I am
persuaded by your argument to suggest that you halt all assessment
until the impact of the Commissien's work is assessed. The open-
ended nature of this progression is of course counterproductive to



doing anything. Any comments on whether or how the impact of the
assessment process should be analyzed?

You indicated that your goals included avoiding large projects
because thesc could be held up by environmentazl or other protests.
Isn't this a complete '"cop out"? Shouldn't we design our political
administrative systems so that public input can be had without allow-
ing for paralysis of the decision making process rather than accepting
that paralysis as a necessary consequence of public participation?
Isn't this a desirable goal?

Concerning the highly-touted California "scheme,'" have the
Governor or the legislature, or pertinent commissions identified in
clear terms the criteria that they will apply, in the name of the
public, to determine that the particular nuclear operation is safe?
Isn't it correct chat the decisions that are going to be made by the
state government will be no move certain or sound than the same
decisior made by a federal agency (e.g., LEPA, NRC) or a group of in-
formed citizens? T

CHUER_QUESTLONS :

Dous the public have the right "not to know?" Aren't there people
who don't want to know about the risks of nuclear power? When the
public becomes informed we dictate that this information be given in
benefit/risk (deaths?)--terminology which creates undue (unnccessarily
high?) concern. Do we huve the responsibility not to cause worry (to
some extent) umong the non-infarrmed public?

[t has been asserted that the problem of waste management is an
interrclated tachnical-social decision. s it not true that the social
component has been largely excluded iIn this decision process in the
past? If so, does this not put us at a distinct decisional disadvan-
tage as far as options are cencerned?

When the expense of adeqguate waste management or the expense of
dealing with the consequences of inadequate waste management is added
to the costs of developing, building and maintaining nuclear power
plants currently or within 10 years, is nuclecar power an economically
feasible endeavor? How are costs of waste management factored into
anatysis of alternative sources?

Is not the real question, the energy sources available for both
the short and long term? 1s not the pancl confused (i.e., return to
big cars in view of the apparent facts concerning oil resources);
does not the public have a right to expect so-called cxperts to be
telling them the truth? It appears to me that the responsibility of
the experts is to level with the public, telling the facts concerning
energy reserves and options.  Can we look at this historically? For
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example, what kind of public resistunce and fear existed at the incep-
tion of the use of coal as energy, or cven the beginning of clectrical
energy--and what was done about it by cither the government or the
industry?

Why wasn't the tash force report circulated ahead of time for
consideration by this group ot conferces? Assuming the panel has read
it, what goals do they have ditficulty accepting? What goals do they
find acceptable? And why?

Why haven't non-biological criteria been used to analyze the
impact of the global accumulation of KR-85 on the atmosphere? In
particular, why hasn't the possibility of inadvertent global wcather
changes been examined in jmpact statements?

If this conference cun reach agreement that nuclear wastes can
be controlled to protect the public over the long term, then I would
suggest public information to sell the nuclear programn based on a TV
program entitled the "Billion Dollar Couple'" whose ability for carrying
beneficial actions would be a miniature but safe nuclear plant in their
system.

flow can one prove that anything is safe?

liow does or can a technology allay the large body of fears which
are of a social or psychological nature?

I would like to hear the term "public participation' defined.

Is public participation to the federal agencies the "public"
(man-off-the-street) or is it the person or organization member who
shows up at a hearing--or is it that '"public" who you are sure agrees
with the federal position but doesn't show up at your hearing? Who
are you trying to reach?
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For: ROCHLIN

Does Gene Rochlin agree that his "multiplicity” and "irrevers-
ibility" criteria are perhaps a 'sociologists' corollary" to the
Second lLaw of Thermodynamics? [e.g., maximum multiplicity of sites
and maximum difficulty of retrieval appears analogous to the dispersal
of one component (perhaps a gas) into a second medium (another gas)
with maximum entropy at infinite dispersal or dilution of A in B.]

If so, the criteria may support {and perhaps help justify)} the
analysis of B. Cohen and others regarding burial with dilution (dis-
persal) to low concentrations analogous to natural background in soil
as an acceptable approach.

For: ROCHLIN,/ROLGER

The Battelle Lab Report states that the technology has not been
demonstrated for any waste management alternative except liquid storage,
which has a high probability of dispersion. How can you protect the
public today--let alcone for all time--with undemonstrated technology?

For: GUTMANIS/ROCHLIN/VARANINI

Why cannot appropriate irreversibility of rad-waste isolation be
done by returning radioactive rock to the ground to match the radio-
activity of the mined uranium ore? (Variability of concentration to
match nature.} Why is this simple natural recycle solution not widely
appreciated? What about the costs of public education?

You imply that high "technical irreversibility" is desirable.
Not so. I believe that the stored energy in nuclear waste (thermal
and radioactive) will be useful and highly desirable for future gen-
erations. How do you reconcile "recoverability' with "irreversibility"?

For: RCCHLIN/RODGER

Several pancl members, Mr. Rochlin being the latest, huve indi-
cated that costs are not as important as other parameters in making
decisions or sctting goals for waste management strategies. Ilowever,
electric utilities are constantly under criticism for increasing costs
(not just nuclear-related) from their customers and the public in




general. 1s it possible that the panel's lack of emphasis on economics
in decision making results from an "ivory tower' background which in-
cludes not having to face an angry relative whase electric bill has
just gone up by 25 per cent or so? (Written prior to lvars Gutmanis'
comment. )

Since high-level wastes constitute a substantial and potentially
recoverable storable source of energy, do we not have an obligation
to ensure their selective retrievability and thus the technical re-
versibility of whatever approach is adopted for the storage of such
wastes? Would not acceptance of this premise go a long way in gaining
acceptancce of such a policy since the public, internationally, is
awakening to the realization that fossil fuels are finite in nature?
Unfortunately, we in this country suffer from tunnel/energy vision.
Agree?

For: BISHOP

In formulating goals for a nuclear waste management program and
in later fine-tuning these goals into operational objectives, co what
extent has the public participated, or to what extent will it partici-
pate in the work of the task force? 1 believe it is not enough to
include the public in one goal by saying it will be included in the
decision making process further downstream, and to leave it at that.
There are techniques for public participation--such as, stecring com-
mittees, workshops, planning balance sheets and so on--which should
be employed as soon as goals are in the formulation stage.

Civil liberties are constitutional. Freedom of choice, upward
mobility and freedom to buy all the energy you want are not civil
liberties, but are nonetheless important to many people. The goal
should (could?) also address the impact of waste management on these
""social" liberties.

Might you add these to your goals: 1) We stop producing wastes
(period A) before society gives up its responsibility to manage them
(period B). 2) A.1.1 Reduce existing uncertainties where possible.
3) A.2.1.1 Consider quantifiable, as well as non-quantifiable,
values. 4) A.5.1 Protect not only the public, but aiso govern-
ment and jindustrial people. 5) Do all this in a way that is good,
wise and safe as opposed to a bad, stupid and dangerous. ¢) etc.,

ctc.

To what degree is the development of an allegedly "acceptable"
commercial nuclear waste management program a green light for a
massive future commitment to nuclear power development? Is this pro-
bable impact of the waste management program being evaluated?
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Is it correct that the goals, as read by Larry Moss, may or may
not appear in the report of the task force. or may be reworded before
it goes to the Commissicners?

In meeting radiation standards, what standards will you choose?
How do you know that future standards (i.e., 50-70-200 years) might
not be much more restrictive, requiring retrievability and reburial?
Also where will standards be utilized--container surface--ground level

-~site roundary?

Regarding one of the long-term goals that refers to '"...all con-
ceivable incidents,” isn't that a ridiculous statement? Shouldn't it
be changed to something like '"...all credible accidents...," recog-

nizing the parallel to design basis accidents in reactor licensing?

For: MQOSS

While realizing that this may be a rhetorical question, I would
like to ask the panel how they intend to carry out am effective public
participation program (if they were so involved) utilizing almost in-
comprehensible jargon, buzz-words and disorganized logic, which I am
at a loss at times to understand, that has been the hallmark of many
speeches. If the object of this conference is to aid or provide a
forum for public involvement in the discussion of this problem, how
do you intend to communicate with the public?

For: MOSS, BISHOP

Am I the only person here bothered by the fact that speakers and
panel have spent parts of two days discussing a paper that the public,
at what is supposed to be a public meeting, does not have access to and
will not for months at best? Doesn't this make real public input at
this meeting impossible?

As a scientist working in nuclear waste management, I would like
to hear from "the public" what they need to (and want to) know about
waste disposal so that they can make a rational decision on whether
or not they would allow a waste repository to be built in their com-
munity.

For: ALL PANELISTS

Can the panel discuss the apparent conflict between Rochlin’s
interesting "irreversibility" criteria and what many see as a desir-
ability for at least a temporary (say a generation or two) retriev-
ability option?




How, quite specifically, does this forum ''encourage public input
in establishing a national nuclear waste management program'? In what
sense, also, is “an exchange of viewpoint...(being) solicited to assist
federal decision making in nuclear waste management"?

For: VARANINI

Bishop's goals appear in a preliminary draft report. Now the
panel's objective is: trying to cast them in concrete for all future
discussions. This is totally irrelevant to the subject of our sympos-
ium of "public policy issues." How can you justify such an effort
based upon an unapproved, preliminary, federal task report? Do you
feel that the technical community is in agreement with these goals?

I violently disagree. The goals do not represent any agreement at

all. They are suggestions.

For: GUTMANIS/SHARPE/HOOS/VARANINI

This conference cannot be used to assess effectively the validity
of the draft NRC document on goals. To attempt to do so is not only
to bypass an established review process but to railroad one view or
another down the throats of those members of the public who are here
and who have not had an opportunity to review the NRC work.

For: SHAREFKIN

What special interests of organizations and professionals have
operated to exaggerate and make exotic the hazards of radiation in
fuel-cycle effluents? When the public finds out it has been mislead
on these hazards, whose reputation will be iffected?

For: RODGER

How can we, the public, feel assured, and accept as a "solvable
problem’ the challenge of successfully isolating the long-lived wastes
from the instinctive, investigative probings of man.

Do you concur with the statement that only liquid storage has

been demonstrated as a waste management alternative? How do you de-
fine "demonstrated"?

For: VARANINI

Mr. Stanbrough's question was not intended to exclude public



participation but rather to ask what risk will they accept. Some

will accept a coal equivalent; some apparently will not. He is

asking for some positive action by the "public" to let the technocrats
know what risk level is acceptable.

Please illuminate where the iask force report varies from the so-
called "'stereotype' report.

OTHER QUESTIONS

To what extent did the task force consult with the "public' in
the preparaticn of the '"goals" draft report? I would contend that
this gathering represents a small portion of the '"public” and there-
fore should be given a chance as soon as possible to review and com-
ment on the document at this stage. It seems somewhat unfair to the
audience to talk about the docament when we haven't seen it.

If our nation could be founded on the basis of a one page docu-
ment (the Declaration of Independence) why should the statement of
goals for nuclear wastes take the order of 100 pages plus appendices?

Much of the discussion has been concerned with what system will
be used to define the technology which will give us a certain low tevei
of public risk. Much of this is entirely subjective and pointless
unless a level of risk is defined as a point of departure. Would the
"public'" accept a risk level equal to that apparently already
accepted in use of other energy sources--i.e., the deuaths from mining,
transportation, pollution, etc. from use of coal {estimated to be
anywhere from 200 to 50,000 a year)? If so, current waste disposal
technology probably represents overkill rather than inadequacy. If
they choose to not be hypocritical, the public should either let
nuclear power proceed, or demand the shutdown of both. How do you
reconcile these differences in setting up goals? 1In other words, are
you going to set goals by looking at nuclear power in a vacuum and
in comparison to the nonexistent ideal world, or in a real-world
comparison to other alternatives in use and apparently tolerated?

The discussion by the panel might be summarized as, "How many
curies can dance on the head of a pin?" The obsession for quantifica-
tion obscures what is necessary and should be undertaken. 1Is not the
issue that the scientific and engineering community believes it can
solve any problems of waste management while the opposition believes
that the best way to solve the problem is to kill the technology that
generates the waste?

A distinction has been made between the long-term waste manage-
ment problem and the short-term (near future?} waste management pro-
blem. These are further defined by the reference to "risk to popula-
tions'" and "risk to the individual.' 1Is it possible that in looking




toward and setting goals for long-term management of wastes and that
curious individual we are overlooking the necessary, immediate atten-
tion to current waste volumes and current population risks?

In order to satisfy states' rights and the lack of cooperation of
most states to aid in the national energy problem, should one goal be
to return all wastes from nuclear fuel cycle to the states where the
energy was used proportional to the energy consumed?

Since our ability to predict consequences and/or probabilities
decreases as time into the future increases (unknowable climatic,
geologic, demographic, cultural, technologic, etc. changes), shouldn't
we focus our concern--and hence our judgmentai base for establishing
goals, criteria and standards--on minimizing the near-term, relatively
confidently predictable, future impacts? The implicit assumption is
thus that adequate near-term management provides the best ability to
protect the iong-term future.

A recent study by Cornell University, reported in the September
1976 ASHRAE Journal reveals that their research shows previous estimates
of health effects caused by routine emissions from the nuclear industry
have ignored some of the more important isotopes and inadequate con-
sideration has been given to the persistence of radioactive pollutants.
1f the nuclear establishment hasn't been able to predict the effects
of short-term, low-level radioactivity, how can we rely on them to
predict the effects of high-level, long-term radioactivity?

In our attempts to "minimize' hazards associated with waste man-
agement, can 'minimalization" ever be cnough for future unknown changes
and developments? One of the goals stated was the elimination of
waste management obligations to future generations. Does "minimaliza-
tion'" actually do this?

With respect to the goal of civil liberties, is this not saying
that the goals and implementation be consistent with the constitution
of the U.S.? What distinction is being made?
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QUESTIONS IN SESSION 1V

For: DOUB

For over .0 years our government in its infinite (?) wisdom has
been producing, processing, and storing here and abroad large quanti-
ties of weapons grade U-239. From an energy standpoint its use as a
reactor fuel would be the equivalent of trillions of gallons of OPEC
0il. God willing, we will soon awaken to the insanities of its cur-
rently intended weapons use and accept its role as a major source of
energy at a time when our economic survival and thus that of the
free world is in jeopardy. Don't we therefore have an obligation to
expedite an acceptable waste management program which recognizes
weapons~grade uranium as another weapon source of commercial reactor
waste less that amount which is currently being produced militarily
and which should be immediately terminated?

If we continue to avoid making positive decisions concerning
nuclear waste management at the national level are we not subordinating
our ethical obligation to protect our present social fabric by assuring
adequate energy supplies and overemphasizing our obligation to future
generations? 1Is this a truly objective approach?

Do you really think that there has been and is enough technology
for us to make the kinds of decisions that must be made in regard to
nuclear waste--or is it that you think the Federal government and its
agencies have enough technology to make decisions for us?

Will an applicant have any assurance that he will be able to gain
a license which will not be overturned by subsequent court action? Do
the recent court rulings reflect prior poor regulation, does it repre-
sent a breakdown of our current regulatory process? Will the NRC or
appeals court really be the lead agency?

For: DOUB/J. GRAY/E.D. GRAY

Could you comment on the pro's and con's of having the responsi-
bility for setting radiation protection regulations in an agency (such
as NRC}, separatce from the organization which is setting and enforcing
other public and environmental protection regulations and criteria
(e.g.., EPA)? Might such separation lead to unevenness in cost/benefit
and public protection tradeoffs on enforcement between nuclear effluents
and other effluents (such as may be the case today)?
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Being a taxpayer and consumer, | become extremely concerned about
the tremendous emphasis on regulation. TIf regulations are blown out
of proportion to the problem, the cost will be pl:enomenal. What steps
would you suggest to protect the consumer and taxpayer from the ultra-
environmentalist?

Isn't it possible that rad-waste sites can be lccated on Federal
preserves that are presently being controlled by the Department of
Defense? In that way state and local conflicts would possibly be
minimized.

For: DOUB/WILLRICH

The discussion about the roles of Federal agencies, the states
and the Federal executive branch has ignored the fact that the judicial
branch is making, by default, the important decisions, even though
they are ill-prepared to do so. Please comment!

Does your 'reassertion of Federal authority' mean rescinding
present agreements of cocperation with the several states that now
have them? Or re-negotiate them?

In the context of your recommendation that NRC have all regula-
tory authority over nuclear waste management, in which ways do you
recommend that the authorities of EPA be diminished?

Could you explain further your views on state involvement in the
management of nuclear materials--obligations and limitations?

For: HELMINSKI

How do we begin resolving the question of states' rights vs.
national good; e.g., offshore drilling, Western coal and oil shale,
tankers, nuclear waste disposal?

For: WILLRICH AND DOUB

Our organization as well as other citizen organizations have been
consistently and deliberately prevented from raising valid questions
in hearing processes before the former AEC and the NRC. What proce-
dures do you think could assure that the public could be heard and
have input into the licensing and regulation and development of criteria
for nuclear waste management programs?

For: WILLRICH
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[t is rather obvious that most of the panels participating in
this conference are stacked with anti-nuclear and anti-industry people.
Who selected these panels? What were the criteria for selection? Is
this the kind of stacked deck we can expect if a waste management
authority is created in the future?

For commercial high-level waste, could you identify the nature
of the cost and risk that will be passed on to the govermment?

For: WILLRICH/DOUB

What will assure that a federally chartered organization to handle
wastes would do better than Amtrack with passenger rail service or the
Post Office with the mail? Why is it mandatory to seek governmental
involvement at all? Why cannot sensible regulations be provided to
commercial organizations to include all radioactive wastes, and the
federal role limited to standards, licensing and enforcement?

The creation of additional bureasucracy does not secm to be the
way to manage the rad-waste issue. We already have three federal
agencies that have authority in this avea. Certainty one of these
would be capable of handling this problem. Duplication causes inef-
ficiency and expense! Don't you agree?

Two questions: 1) Given a self-financing National Radioactive
Waste Corporation as you propose, what happens when or if it encounters
financial problems such as occurred in the postal service? 2) Llader
what "'appropriate circumstances'" (your words) would your NRWC not have
control?

Both ERDA and any new authority are or could be made subject to
the same external incentives, e.g., NRC licensing, Congressional ap-
proval of expenditures, public opinion, etc. Assuming that ERDA has
established or can establish an appropriate internal structure for
its waste management activities and that ERDA can employ personnel as
capable as those that would be employed by a new authority, what are
the internal incentives that would be applicable to a new authority
but would not be applicable to ERDA?

Any nuclear decision-making process or management structure must
have the confidence and trust of the public if it is to function s'c-
cessfully. If there has been a "loss of technological fundamenr . sm"
by the public as described by Mrs. Gray, is the country bette: ~ved
by a proliferation of agencies, authorities, commissions, and admin-
istrations or by a consolidation of these? Doesn't the public want to
fix accountability?

With respect to your position on an organization responsible for
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management of nuclear waste, how do you rationalize your position
that an agency which you claim is self-regulated with respect to
health and safety is unworkable while asserting tiat a government
corporation which is a self-regulated monopoly is the only accept-
able solution?

The National Radioactivity Authority you propose sounds like the
"new priesthood" described by Ralrh Lapp in his book of that title.
Or. Lapp suggests this priesthood is the beginning of a police state
or fascist type government in the U.S. and other countries! Please
comment.

Since an agency cannot be truly independent, to what branch--
executive or legislative--would your Radivactive Waste Authority be
responsible ard what types of accountability have you suggested which
would strike the prcper balance between political isolation and ad-
ministrative responsibility? Beyond separation of fui.ctions and
broad representation, what demands or controls can or should be put
on the chief administrator?

Should we have a Nuclear Fuel Cycle Corporation including the
whele fuel cycle from enrichment and fuel fabrication through waste
disposal?

How will the government corporation supply incentives, locate
waste repositives and prevent sabotage of waste storage facilities
with greater effectiveness than could be provided by a government
agency?

Would you agree to provide state government participation in the
propcsed Federal Nuclear Waste Management Authority--perhaps like the
Great Lakes Basin Commission? Would such an Authority have pre-emptive
authority regarding repository sites for low-level, or high-level
wastes?

Why do you suggest the separation of R§D from onerational manage-
ment for nuclear wac.e when industry has generally found the need for
close coupling between RGD and the source of the problem?

One of your criteria for institutes was 'built-in management
incentives.'" Can you be more specific? What incentives are you re-
commending be built into your Naiional Authority? Did your task force
attempt to estimate the chances that human error or organizational
failure will occur at points during the process at which human manage-
ment is required?

For: WILLRICH/J. GRAY

A suggestion was made thai the ERDA management role is inconsistent
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with [RDA's RGD function. Would ERDA's management of Oak Ridge,
Portsmouth and Paducah diffusion plants also be inconsistent?  How
can we avoid the additional delays which would resulr trom additional
studies, environmental statcements, cete., which the new management

agency would have to undertahke?

Both this morning (in tash force goals) and this afternoon, we
have heard that any HLW management program must be structured to re-
spond to any changes in the social enviroament (cither pradual or
abrupt changes). What do you mcan by this statement? What changes
in secial enviromment could you foresee, predict or teel that need
tc he considered?

For: E.D. GRAY

It rational decisions are not to be used by all of us, and non-
rational (better) uniquely personal wethods will become the common
mode for deciding poputir action, what reason is there to expect any-
thing but absolute lack of any acticn on these controversial, social
1ssues?

How do you explain the statistical increase in life expectancy
during the recent (50 ycars) rise of technology?

Nuclear wastes exist. What do you, as a pancl member speaking
as a member of the public, think should be done with them? How should
a national decision be made?

Until all questions are resolved concerning any technolegical
change we should not take any steps in any directicn. Would you agree
with this? If so, how then do we live in a technological world?

T agree with what she said. But if a vote against nuelear hecomes
a vote for coal and coal is worse than clectricity, what then? Don't
you have to cvaluate all options together, and not vcte on one option
at a time? We have to be very carcful of errors. Particularly that
there are long time lags in implementation and it takes 20-40 years
to correct mistakes.

With all the horrible new threats to life and health facing
humanity that you have so well articulated, how is that our life ex-
pectancy has not been significantly aftected? Should we go back to
the "good old days" that we had before recent technological "edvances'"?

Your alienated and personalized position, while not unijue, is
important only to the extent that pasition is not generationally trivial
and ephemecral: Does not your belated consciousness of death betray
the faitlure of Christianity in vur age?
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How do you speak as a "ethicist' yut suggest other people accept
risk instcad of "invading my privacy.” Do you use clectrical appli-
ances, clectric ltights, products made with cnergy. drive a car, etc.
[f so. you must accept some cnergy risk. hould you take antibiotics
for pneumenia, aspirin foir ¢ headache, etc.? Then you must accept
some risk of pharmaceutical problems. How do you feel about the
health effects of fossil plants that are real. not hypothetical risks?

Recognizing the intuitive or '"gui" feeling that technology has
threatened our group survival rates, it is fact not intuition that
survival rates (as measured by meun lifespan) have -ncreased not de-
creased with the introduction of technology. Accepiing this fact
{(from a "male decision-maker'), is your attitude directed more by
the manner of deaths (i.e., cancer vs. heart disease) rather than the
rate of deaths?

have you considered the henefits that this technology has given you
compared to the people who lived 100 yecars ago? Are you willing to
make the decisions that may in fact lead to a regression in technology
and the subsequent reduction in life expectancy?

You presented & fine case for an anti-technological society but

Considering that some carcinogens (or other type hazards) may be
thought to have a threshold level, below which the effects are "harm-
less,'" how do you regard being exposed involuntarily to such things,
where the cxposuvre is based on the assumption that you have not already
been exposed to the threshold level, or nearly to it?

Why do you single out the nuclear power source of your electricity?
Are you also as concerned with the pervasive pollution of other sources
such as coal? 1Is there an alternative to turning out the lights?

Given that some problems may not be solvable, do we decide that
in advance or after trying?

Why do you approach the "gestalt" of a private citizen from the
point of view of a woman and deny, by implication, the same environ-
mental problems to a man? While appreciating your feelings, short of
moving to a rural commune in Maine, the average adult is still faced
with the need to make decisions in the technical area, including de-
cisions on energy. Life expectancy is far greater than that of pre-
vious generations and each individual can still make his own decisions
on food, drugs and medical treatments. Energy, regardless of its
source, poses problems and the need for decisions. Waste exists from
mil.tary uses, and if nothiug else is considered, this must be dealt
with. How can one avoid a decision on nuclear waste?

OTHER QUESTIONS
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What is your rationale for involving the states in the disposal
of radioactive wastes but not in the production of radiocactive wastes?
Why should the governor, the states and their publics have to be re-
sponsible for wastes they don't want produced in the first place?

what is being done to state the problem concerning nuclear wastes
so that the "public” has a c¢leur understanding of them?

[t has been suggested that fossil fuel, psucdo-tree market pricing
or replacement pricing be used with the increased carnings to help
tfund the development of technology such as coal liquification and gasi-
fication, should we consider a policy that would require real time
funding for projected future costs of waste management; 1.¢., a waste
disposal surcharge to help pay for waste management R&D?

One of the Presidential candidates has opposed the formation of
new federal organiczations, and, instead, wishes to consolidate existing
Federal agencies.  What might be the ctfects of such an action on the
federal nuclear establishment?  What might this do to the problem of
federal credibility in nuclear waste management and decision making?

How ubout u television program--Channel 1} teaches young children
alphabet, words and anumbers through graphic and dramatic illustrations.
Could such a program be devised sponsored by the industry and the AEC
to educate the layman and/or public? Books?

What is the cthical difference between hundreds of pcople killed
in dam failures and possibly handreds of people killed in a nuclear
accident?  What moral judgments permit you to accept known death pro-
ducers while rejecting an as-of-yet, non-fatal technology? For example,
the American Cancer Society predicts 600,000 people will contract skin
cuncer this ycar from ovcrexposurce to the sun. Would the ethical
action be to "ban the beaches" and short-sleeve shiris? Why the unique
paranoia ahbout nuclear power?

The solution of the states right problem in managing the nation's
radioactive waste is critically needed. The problem is being approached
internationally by requiring a nation, which has spent fuel reprocessed
abroad, to take the waste back for disposal. In the USA can we leave
the responsibility for waste disposal to the individual states which
use the nuclcar-generated electricity? This may prove to be a multiple
state cvompact since pencration and use of electricity may be in separate
states and different from the state where the rad-waste will be dis-
posed?
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QUESTIONS 1IN SESSION V

For: ABRAHAMSON

Would you, and on what moral and humanitarian grounds. deny a
young man or woman the possibility of having emplanted an artificial
heart as a means of survival, because of the concerns ycu expressed
in the dispersing of Pu-238 (in safe and licensed containers)? Are
you aware that the plutonium used in artificial hearts and pacemakers
is Pu-238 and not Pu-239, the weapon fuel?

During his spcech, Mr. Abrahamson stated the view that he felt
that the recycling of nuclear wastes into technologically useful pro-
ducts constituted a "dilute and disperse’ cop-out to the treatment
of nuclear wastes. How does he reconcile this view with the options
of David Rose that we also owe the future a legacy of gas, oil and
other resources? Surely these resources will be used up at a faster
rate without maximizing the use of nuclear alternatives?

Would you please comment on the morality or what right that a
developed nation has to create a de facto denial of the nuclear energy
option to a developing nation and thus stifle their efforts to improve
their living standards.

Do you think that sketches such as those showing mushroom clouds
over reactors, put out by certain ECD groups, have done a disservice
to open and unbiased debate? What about the responsibility of the
press in carrying such sketches?

For: ABRAHAMSON/ROSE

What do you consider to be the long-term benefits or damages to
society from abandoning the nuclear power program, with the probable
consequences of either (a) gross energy deficiency or (b) early
exhaustion of our fossil resources? Are these really preferable to
the benefits or damages or continuing the development of the nuclear
power source? If you disagree with the postulated consequences, what
do you believe the consequences will be?

For: ABRAHAMSON

The public perceives radioactivity from medical use to be of
less concern than nuclear radioactivity because they have control
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over the use or non-usc of medical radiation. When they tahe the risk
it is because they determine the benefit is worth it. The decision
is not made for them by the nuclear establishment.

You note that it may be unethical for governments to excrcise
the right of eminent domain for waste management. Would you care to
speculate on the area of land and people displace for highways and
hydroelectric projects? 1 suggest that waste management requirements
are a small fraction of these values.

To the issue, the significance of, and necessity tor competent
criticism: Would you clahorate on your perception of the role of
state governments in developing and exercising such functions?

How can you fail to cite evidence of acceptable and benign cf-
fects of radioactivity present in the natural world? How can you
advocate an "uncluttered" moral absolutism in politics or technology?

Expressions of lack of confidence in the experts' ability to pro-
tect the public cite trivial "releases" of radioactivity (but no
actual damage} and damage from experts' failures (e.g., thalidomide)
from non-radioactive hazards; does not this mean the anti-nuclear case
is a conscquence of protect opportunity (via nuclear licensing) rather
than evidence of radioactive hazard?

All societies must deal with the moral-ethical tension between
special interests and the larger whole of society (including future
generations); you scem to have forgotten this tension and espoused
4 populist ethic where the government is not allowed to restrain
individuals and individuals can do no wrong.

For: ABRAHAMSON/CALLAHAN

Through what type of forum should the moral issues of nuclear
waste management be addressed? 1 ask this in the wake of a recent
moral(?) statement made by the National Councii of Churches which pro-
nounced plutonium and a plutonium economy as immoral. Scrutiny of
this proncuncement by moral philosophers strongly questioned the
ethical analysis used--the pronouncement seemed to be more emotional

than ecthical.

For: CALLAIAN

The high rate of unemployment in the U.S. today is one of the, if
not the, major issue in the presidential election. 1f we do not pursue
a “"growth cthic," how would you suggest we create mecaningful participa-
tion for the unemployed? And does the creation of jobs not also require

more vnergy”?




Why do you not cite the need of cvery person to cocperate in col-
lective society in order to pressure the basic safety and mutual sup-
port identified by Thomas Hobbes? ("lLeviathan.,” 1650)

You listed a number of obligations. 1Isn't there at least one
more--an obligation on the part of opponents to various aspects of
nuclear power to familiarize themsel _.s (not to Ph.D. level, of course)
to the extent they do not parrot untruths, distortions, etc.? Would
not the needed dialogue be improved thereby? (It would also help if
they would identify the consequence of their proposed actions too.)

For: COWAN/KASPERSON

Cowan suggested that the main objectors to nuclear power are
upper middle class. New Mexico Congressman Manuel Lujan surveyed
state residents. The strongest opposition was from Northern New
Mexico--characteristically poverty-stricken unemployed, poorly edu-
cated (grade school level), etc. Can you rectify this data with your
statements?

For: KASPERSON/CALLAHAN

Is it fundamentally impossible for technologists to effectively
participate in the consideration of social and moral aspects of
technological developments and policy decision-making?

For: KASPERSON

If in fact public opinions surveys show approval of nuclear power
(at best, decreasing approval), does your suggestion that we await a
consensus within society imply that the minority in opposition shall
be given veto authority? What are the implications of the view of
some in the opposition that nuclear energy is the devil's work with
respect to the chances for that consensus?

You st ited that with men's as well as wu..en's concern over nuclear
power grows as knowledge increases. How then do you explain the opinion
change and final endorsement of nuclear power by the voters of Califor-
nia who were 2 to 1 for nuclear in June compased with 2 to 1 against
as shown by opinion surveys done in February when knowledge levels
were enormously lower?

What were the overall results of the U.S. Harris poil of 1975
and the Canadian poll on nuclear energy? On what do you base the
statement that increased discussion and awarceness of radioactive
waste manigement among men and women necessarily increases opposi-
tion to nuclear energy?
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Your astute dentification of unique concerns of radioactivity
risks in its public manifestation as non-technical and as o hazard and
discontent surrcgate (for women and non-technologists) raises the
question of how political and psychological science may be more directly
integrated into our technological society. How about this?

For: SKOLNIKOFF

Is it not true that the highway trust fund has resulted in pro-
motion of GM, Ford, and Chrysler Motors? (GM has a larger budget
than all but 34 pations of the world.)

There is an implied value in expediting the tflow of information
and its interpretation from technologists through agencies to the
various publics; and conversely, the flow of values, attitudes and
concerns from the publics through the agencies to the technologists.
Could you assess the "hecalth" of this present information loop, and
specify some of the realistic parameters of an idealized state in
the rcasonable future?

Assuming the "initiaotive process’ is an effective mechanism for
public participation in technicual decision making, what can be done
to assure that jinitiative questions are non-biasedly phrased so that
the initiative can truly illicit public sentiwent on a technical
issue?

Noting ~hut the nuclear controversy concerns industrial, not
military, hawid, is not the proprietary profit rights of industry
the chief source of lack of credibility of experts' assurances of
public safety?

Why do you (as a typical engineer) fail to provide un historical,
social and political perspective that would activate our cultural
strength evident from previous populist opposition to new technoclogy--
for cxample, the muckraking attack on the Standard 0il trust in the
devclopment of modern petrolenm technology?

You cited the difference between known risks of old technology
and unfamiliar risks of new technology; but is not the present nuclear
controversy due to an advance in risk assessment, namely that in the
past "new" technologies were not assessed ("caveat emptor') but now
we are able and willing to assess risks in advance of implementation,
and so activate latent populist and Philistine hostility to the novel
and the unfamiliar?

What should we expect--and what do you think we can actually ex-
pect--from the new executive OSTP in the area of objective leadership
for radioactive waste management policy?
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For: ABRAHAMSON/SKOLNIKOFF

What means exist in our society to permit full und representative
public participation in the basic choice on whether to continue devel-
opment of nuclear power for peuceful purposes? 1Is there an instrument
that can be used for conducting a national assessment of this question?
What are the time constraints that may determine the timing of this
assessment?

For: SKOLNIKOFF/ROSE/ABRAHAMSON

Could you comment further on the proposed '"science court" as a
means to address the issues surrounding nuclear waste disposal?

For: ROSE

In view of the growth and healthy functioning of groups opposing
nuclear power, should the press extend its role of critical assess-
ment and demand for ethical conduct to them as well as the nuclear
proponents?

Several speakers have alluded to the long term dangers of CO
from combustion of all fossil fuel. Please give me a good litera-
ture citation.

Could you comment on the degree to which we have already per-
formed the momentous and much debated nuclear waste burial experiment
(albeit with much less finesse)} with undergrouni testing of nuclear
weapons, vouchsafed by the Atmospheric Nuclear Test Ban Treaty ratified
by the U.S. Senate?

OTHER QUESTIONS

The statement of President Ford may well have such impact as to
pre-empt the subject of this conference and whatever impact it might
ever have on the process. What does the panel think cf the Tevel of
public participation in determining the policy?

The Environmental Impact Statement on the Zion Nuclear Plant
states that the plants will emit 4,000 curies per year of radioactive
gases. The NRC set firm limits for these emissions at wore than
300,000 curies. Environmental Impact Statements become meaningless
when viewed in this perspective. Are they just a public relations
device?T What will be the differential between the Nuclear Waste
Management Impact Statement and the NRC's “firm limits" for environ-
mental impact of nuclear wastes?
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Is there a relationship between this conference and the require-
ment of an NRC impact statement on plutonium recycle and nuclear waste
management? Is the conference intended to fulfill the requirement of
the Environmental Policy Act for public participation in preparation
of environmental impact statements?

Why has there been very little, if any, discussion of the feasi-
bility of alternative processes for radioactive waste management--ds
presented in the NRC-funded Battelle Laboratory report?

Restoring confidence cannot occur when only the list of failures
is quoted. Can you quote a list of successes, and, if not, why not?
1f so, how do their lengths compare?

One of the often spoken problems in this meeting is what damage
do we create for future generations--e.g., generation of long-lived
dangerous materials. No one, however, seems to want to address the
far larger problem of not leaving them anything of value--e.g., oil
which is nceded for things other than energy. Shouldn’t a group be
orranized to scope this for larger problems so that a yardstick can
be constructed against which we can measure the impacts of waste?

Does the President have authority to legully pre-empt NRC on
making policy over reprocessing in the areas where licensing is required?

Can't 1t be said thatr technically we are through the industrial
revolution while philosophicall, we are still in the dark ages?
Maybe we should declare a complete technologicul moratorium while the
ethicists and philosophers catch up. How much will that cost?

Do independent research facilities need to be established to
seporate technological (scientific) processes from special interest
(perhaps, industry) pressures--as one step in appealing to the public's
trust?

The President has more or less placed a ban on reprocessing nu-
clear fucl and of exporting the technology. Does this action require
an environmental impact study?




PRELIMINARY PROPOSED GOALS FOR NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT=*

A. Goals to be Achieved During the Period of Active Use of Nuclear

Power

« MAKING EXISTENCE OF 'INCERTAINTIES EXPLICIT. The existence of
scientific, technological, and organizational uncertainties in any
waste management system shall be made explicit along with the logic
and procedures used to address these uncertainties.

* BASING DECISIONS AND ACTIOLS ON ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS. Decisions
and actions shall be based on assessments of the impacts on both pre-
sent and future physical, human and societal environments. Organi-
zational and institutional issues shall be included explicitly.

* CONSIDERING NON-QUANTIFIABLE VALUES. Values not easily quantifi-
able shall be actively considered in the decision process.

¢ INVOLVING THE PUBLIC IN THE DECISION/PLANNING PROCE”S. There
shall be broadly based involvement of interested groups, jurisdictions,
and citizens in decisions and in the planning process.

¢ INVOLVING STATE, LOCAL, AND REGIONAL GOVERNMENTS. Other than
Federal jurisdictions (e.g., states and local governments) shall be
involved from time of inception of ideas to implementation of a waste
management system.

* PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE DECISION PROCESS. The decision-making
process shall involve the public at large including both interested

groups and individual citizens.

x As distributed at Conference following Session I1.
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* ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSES TO CHANGE THE SCALE. The organizational
infra-structure shall be able to respond successfully to both gradual
and abrupt changes in the rate and scale of activities.

+ PROTECTING THE PUBLIC DURINC WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM OPERATION.
The collection, treatment, intermediate storage, and transportation
of radioactive wastes shall be performed in a manner that provides
reasonable assurance that the public health and safety will be pro-
tected. Procedures will be developed for assuring that any unintended
incident at this stage can be dealt with adequately.

* MINIMIZING EFFLUENTS. Efforts shall be made to minimize the ftrac-
tion of radioactive wastes which are dispersed in effluent streams
and to channel as much of it as practical into a waste stream which
can be captured and contained.

» IMMEDIATE ESTABLISHMENT OF A WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM. The re-
sponsibility for establishing a waste management program shall not

be deferred to future generations or to unknown technologies.

« MINIMIZING TIME BETWEEN WASTE CREATION AND DISPOSAL. Th. time
period from generation of radioactive wastes in nuclear reactors,
other nuclear facilities, or during various activities of the nuclear
fuel cycle, to the time of ultimate disposition shall be minimized.

> ASSIGNING COSTS OF A WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. To the extent pos-
sible all costs of a waste management system shall be identified and
the financial resource assured.

+ EFFECTS OF fRESENT NEEDS ON THE NATURE OF FUTURE SYSTEMS. The

need to handle, treat, and dispose of nuclear wastes already in
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existence shall not dictate the nature of a solution for wastes yet
to be generated.

« INDEPENDENCE OF THE WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FROM THE FUEL CYCLE.
The waste management system shall be designed in such a way that its
operation does not depend on the existence of the commercial nuclear
power system. Other nuclear fuel cycle operaticns shail not impose

restrictions which limit the flexibility of the waste management

system.

B. Goals to be Achieved During the Period of Active Societal

Involvement in Waste Management System Implementation

»  ORGANIZATION AND INSTITUTLIONS 10 DETECT AND RECTIFY ERRORS. The
organizational and institutional systems shall be designed so as to
ensure detection and rectification of errors.

+ INTERNATIONAL SYSTEMS CONSIDERATIONS. As the effects of radio-
active waste management are global in nature, the organizational and
institutional systems shall take an active part in effecting inter-
national waste management agreements and policies.

« IMPLEMENTING SYSTEMS NOT SELF-PERPETUATING. The organizational
implementing systems shall not be éelf—perpetuating nor shall they
permit waste management technologies to become ends in themselves
unrelated to the needs of society.

+ INDEPENDENCE FROM THE POLITICAL SYSTEM. The organizational im-
plementing system shall not be effected by,-nor require changes in

the political system nor reduce the amnunt of democratic freedom,



such as civil liberties.

* SPECIFYING THE NORMAL STATE OF THE SYSTEM. The state of the waste
management system shall be specified as precisely as possible so as
to maximize the likelihood of recognizing an undesired and/or unex-
pected event. Institutional mechanisms shall be created that will

be responsible for rectifying any errors.

* DOCUMENTATION FOR THE FUTURE. Adequate documentation of present
activities and decisions to allow future generations basis for action
shall be provided.

¢ BUDGETARY CONSIDERATIONS. Budgetary considerations should not
provide a determining constraint in the development, operation, or
error correction of a waste management system.

- INTERMEDIATE HANDLING AND STORAGE. The intermediate storage and
handling of radioactive waste shall be performed in a manner that
does not prevent subsequent treatment and handling for ultimate dis-
position.

* RETRIEVABILITY OF DISPOSED WASTES. Retrievability of radioactive
wastes, with a technological base at least as advanced as present
day, shall not be precluded.

C. Goals to be Achieved Throughout the Entire Period During Which

the Waste Management System is Designed to Isolate the Wastes

from the Human Environment.

» STABILITY OF SOCIAL AND GOVERNMENTAL INSTITUTIONS. The waste
management system shall not require stability of social and govern-

mental institutions for its secure and continued operation.




e CUMPLIANCE TO RADIATION STANDARDS. Waste management systems shall
comply with all radiation standards, criceria, and regulations estab-
lished to cover both normal operations and accident situations. The
system shall be capable of meeting the criteria in all conceivable
incidences of radiological releases.

» DECONTAMINATION/DECOMMISSIONING OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES. To avcid
the possibility of proliferating radioactive waste sites throughout
the country, no nuclear facility shall be licensed that at the end
of its operating life cannot meet decontamination standards, or be
dismantled and physically removed from its original site to a waste
disposal site.

*+ SITING AND OPERATION OF WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY. The siting and
operation of a waste disposal facility shall be done to avoid as

much as possible foreclosure of future options.
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