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CAB Facilitator, Ashley Whitaker, NOVA, welcomed everyone to the meeting. She reviewed the Meeting Rules of
Conduct and reviewed the day’s agenda. She reminded everyone how to access electronic copies of meeting
materials through the CABNET meeting feature. She stated there were planned public comment periods throughout
the meeting before welcoming CAB Chair Donald Bridges to open the meeting.

CAB Chair Bridges welcomed everyone to North Augusta, South Carolina. He briefly reminded everyone that the
CAB would vote the next day on the Position Statements regarding spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and the President’s
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PRESENTATION: Recommendation & Work Plan Update- Jesslyn Anderson, NOVA Corporation

Ms. Jesslyn Anderson, NOVA, provided an update on the recommendation status report and Work Plan progress.
She stated recommendations 304, 305, and 306 were currently open. She provided an update of the CAB Work Plan
and highlighted each committee’s progress so far for the year.

Facilities Disposition & Site Remediation (FD&SR) Committee Overview- Marolyn Parson, Chair

CAB member Marolyn Parson listed the FD&SR Committee members and reviewed the committee’s objectives.
She provided a recommendation status update, stating that recommendations 293 and 294 were open. She reviewed
each recommendation before discussing key points from the June 11, 2013, FD&SR Committee meeting. She said at
the meeting the FD&SR Committee discussed the Government Accountability Office (GAO) “Emergency
Preparedness Report” and the “SRS Community Preparedness Information Document.” CAB member Parson stated
the FD&SR Committee requested a presentation concerning the “SRS Community Preparedness Information
Document.” She discussed the SRS external website and encouraged CAB members to continue providing input to
DOE-SR on the content and functionality of the website. She mentioned that DOE-SR informed the CAB of plans to
unveil a new external website; however, the website was not available at that time. She announced the next FD&SR
Committee meeting would be held on August 13, 2013, and reviewed presentations scheduled for that meeting. She
then introduced Ms. Gail Whitney, DOE-SR, to begin her presentation.

PRESENTATION: Sampling and Monitoring in the Central Savannah River Area (CSRA) - Gail
Whitney, DOE-SR

Ms. Whitney, DOE-SR, said the purpose of her presentation was to fulfill a FD&SR Committee Work Plan topic by
providing an overview of environmental monitoring impacts. She explained that the environmental monitoring
program was comprised of two components: “effluent monitoring” and “environmental surveillance.” She said
effluent monitoring was the “first line of defense” to measure liquid or gas releases from stacks, pipes, or vents near
or inside SRS facilities; however, environmental surveillance involved the collection of environmental samples to
quantify whether the contaminants found in the effluent program had an impact on the public or environment. She
stated environmental monitoring was conducted to categorize and quantify contaminants released from a facility,
assess the effects, if any, to the public and the environment, and to comply with applicable regulatory standards
established by EPA, SCDHEC, and DOE. Ms. Whitney explained that determining where, when, and how samples
were monitored was based on contaminant characteristics, mobility, and pathways. She said contaminants could be
incidentally released to the environment either through atmospheric or liquid pathways from facility operations;
however, inhalation, skin absorption, ingestion, and external exposure are the principal pathways by which
individuals become exposed to releases of radioactivity. She provided a diagram, which showed how individuals
encounter internal and external pathways and contaminant mobility. Ms. Whitney explained that a hypothetical
member of the public who potentially could receive the largest radiation dose from a facility’s operations was
known as a “Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI).” She explained how the MEI was calculated before she provided
a diagram to represent how the MEI encountered contaminants from the air or liquid. She listed various agencies,
departments, and companies who conducted monitoring in the CSRA and along the Savannah River. She displayed a
composite chart for all the locations in South Carolina (SC) and Georgia (GA), where SCDHEC, Plant Vogtle, and
SRS collected samples. She provided several maps to indicate specific locations where air, water, fish, sediment, and
Thermoluminescent Dosimeter (TLD) monitoring samples were collected. Ms. Whitney stated non-radiological
surveillance water quality parameters were analyzed in all streams, river surveillance areas, and fish samples;
however, she said fish were collected and analyzed from the Savannah River to determine concentrations of non-
radiological contaminants. She said the information within her presentation was located on EPA, NRC, GDNR,
SCDHEC, and DOE websites. She announced that the SRS Annual Site Environmental Report (AESR) and
Summary, which offered an in-depth review of SRS operations and monitoring activities, data, and results, would be
available online on October 1, 2013. Ms. Whitney said SRS conducted comprehensive environmental monitoring
programs in GA and SC. She said in order to quantify impacts, if any, of SRS operations on the public and
environment, the SRS environmental monitoring program was reviewed annually to ensure adequate monitoring was
being conducted.



CAB Vice Chair Harold Simon asked what extent Plant Vogtle monitored outside its 10 mile radius. Ms. Whitney
said there were similarities and differences between SRS and Plant Vogtle’s environmental monitoring programs.
She said she did not want to address Plant Vogtle’s responsibilities, but she explained that Plant Vogtle, like SRS,
also had to quantify impacts for their operations.

CAB member Parson asked if any of the monitoring and sampling activities conducted at SRS were not required by
EPA, SCDHEC, or GDNR. Ms. Whitney stated EPA and SCDHEC required the effluent monitoring program;
however, the surveillance program was driven by a DOE Order.

CAB member Bill Calhoun asked if drinking water samples were collected from wells. Ms. Whitney replied “Yes.”

Ms. Becky Rafter, Georgia Women’s Action for New Directions (GAWAND), asked Ms. Whitney about the
demographic composition of the MEI. Ms. Whitney said the MEI was a hypothetical person. Ms. Rafter asked why
the comprehensive data collected in GA was significantly less than the amount of data collected in SC. Ms. Whitney
said SCDHEC was responsible for conducting a program in SC, which increased the total amount of sampling. Ms.
Whitney explained if SRS was moved to another state, the amount of data points would remain significantly higher
because several monitoring activities were required to be conducted onsite. Ms. Rafter asked why well water was
being tested in GA and not in SC. Ms. Whitney explained that SCDHEC conducted well water monitoring for SC.

CAB member Parson asked if budget constraints negatively affected the environmental monitoring program. Ms.
Whitney stated that in April, some sampling efforts were suspended for a short period due to the budget; however,
most of those efforts had resumed. Ms. Whitney said DOE was currently evaluating the future situation.

PRESENTATION: Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GADNR) Update- Barty Simonton,
GADNR

Mr. Simonton, GADNR, provided a brief overview of the Environmental Radiation Program. He said the program
maintained environmental radiation monitoring networks around nuclear facilities in or around GA. He also said
GADNR was the lead state agency for radiological emergency response. He discussed the original composition of
employees involved in the Environmental Radiation Program; however, he said currently there were four employees
working with the Drinking Water Program in Atlanta and one staff member in Augusta. Mr. Simonton listed several
locations where GADNR conducted monitoring efforts before he focused specifically on the Savannah River. He
listed five counties in GA that were monitored before he discussed aspects of radiation monitoring with TLD’s. He
said there were 58 TLD monitoring stations, but in 2010, all stations were discontinued due to funding issues. He
provided a picture of a cabinet, which was used to monitor air and rainwater before he said the amount of air
monitoring stations were reduced to four since that was the amount that could be counted in the Mobile Radiation
Laboratory. He discussed groundwater monitoring locations, which were also discontinued in 2010. Mr. Simonton
stated surface water monitoring activities still occurred in Augusta and “301” locations. He provided images of a
Ponar sledge, which was how river sediments were collected; however, in 2010 all sediment monitoring locations
were discontinued. He discussed soil and vegetation sampling efforts, which he said were also discontinued in 2010.
He said the amount of milk monitoring that was conducted after 1993, which ended in 2010. Mr. Simonton said the
type, locations, and length of time sampling was conducted on deer, crops, fish, and seafood before all the
monitoring types were discontinued in 2004. He explained the only monitoring conducted by GADNR around Plant
Vogtle and SRS were four air samples, two rainwater samples, and two surface water samples; however, no
additional samples were collected related to SRS.

CAB member Kathe Golden asked if monitoring units were still being installed at rest areas to monitor radiation.
Mr. Simonton explained there were only two units at the Columbia County truck weigh station; however, the
monitoring was a program for Homeland Security not SRS.

Ms. CeeCee Anderson, public, asked if GADNR performed any monitoring from the year 2010 to 2013. Mr.
Simonton said air samples from the four air cabinets and rainwater samples were the only samples collected from
2010 to 2013. Ms. Anderson asked how many employees performed monitoring efforts. Mr. Simonton said there
were a total of five individuals, but only three did the type of monitoring he discussed within his presentation.



CAB member Nina Spinelli asked if GADNR had contacted any public groups or organizations to help supplement
funding for monitoring efforts. Mr. Simonton said no groups had been contacted.

Mr. Charles Utley, public, asked if there were any significant differences when monitoring efforts were split. Mr.
Simonton said several types of

CAB member Artisha Bolding asked if anyone in management had worked to seek governmental partnerships or
private foundations. Mr. Simonton replied said he was unaware of any activities at that time.

Ms. Bobbie Paul, GAWAND, thanked Mr. Simonton for his presentation. She asked if tritium was leaking
downstream, how anyone would be able to tell whether the material was coming from SRS or Plant Vogtle. Mr.
Simonton said GADNR could no longer differentiate; however, he said SRS and Plant Vogtle both collect sample
and were able to differentiate where the material came from.

Ms. Dianne Valentin, GAWAND, asked Mr. Simonton if he felt the monitoring from the year 2005 to 2010 was
sufficient enough to share with the public. Mr. Simonton said he would check about getting the materials online for
the public to view. Ms. Valentin stated she understood there was an uphill battle to request funding for monitoring
activities. Mr. Simonton explained that there was not a state mandate that required the monitoring to be done;
however, when budget cuts occurred, value added monitoring activities were cut.

Ms. Becky Rafter, GAWAND, thanked Mr. Simonton for his presentation. She asked what percentage of the
GADNR budget covered monitoring efforts. Mr. Simonton said approximately 75 to 80 percent of the budget
covered monitoring efforts. Ms. Rafter asked if he knew of an Agreement in Principle (AIP) with SCDHEC for their
monitoring. Mr. Simonton said as far as he knew there was an AIP between DOE and SCDHEC.

Administrative & Outreach (A&QO) Committee Overview, Nina Spinelli, Chair

CAB member Spinelli listed the A&O Committee members. She encouraged everyone to visit the CAB website and
Facebook page before she discussed recent CAB outreach efforts. She thanked CAB Chair Bridges for presenting an
overview of the CAB to the Aiken City Council and North Augusta Lions Club. She encouraged CAB members to
provide the A&O Committee with contact information for organizations that may be interested to learn about the
CAB. CAB member Spinelli explained the A&O Committee currently had two versions of presentations for CAB
members to use when presenting to public organizations. She mentioned the CAB was accepting applications for the
2014 Membership Campaign. She reminded CAB members who were approaching their two-year term limit to
reapply by sending their application to the CAB Support Team by August 16, 2013. She introduced Ms. Courtney
Hanson, GAWAND, to begin her presentation.

PRESENTATION: Community Presentation- Courtney Hanson, GAWAND

Ms. Hanson, GAWAND, stated the purpose of her presentation was environmental monitoring, access to
information, and safe and healthy communities. She provided a map of the CSRA and focused on the GA
communities surrounding SRS. She mentioned that local communities were concerned with environmental
monitoring efforts, water quality, economic stability, access to information, and having a voice in decision-making
processes. Ms. Hanson provided a timeline for environmental monitoring efforts that occurred from the year 1989 to
2004; however, she said GA had not received environmental monitoring funding since 2004. She said environmental
monitoring provided citizens with answers regarding fish contamination, vegetation dose levels, residential wells,
and tritium. She said the community was concerned with the amount of pathway exposure rates before she discussed
future efforts of GAWAND. Ms. Hanson said GAWAND was working towards providing the community with a
comprehensive independent environmental monitoring program for GA, easily accessible information, an
epidemiological study, and answers about the impacts of more nuclear waste. Ms. Hanson said GAWAND looked
forward to working with the CAB and all the communities in the CSRA around SRS.

CAB member Golden asked if GAWAND was lobbying in Atlanta to receive more state funding for monitoring
efforts in GA. Ms. Hanson replied, “We work mostly with DOE within their budget in the Office of Environmental
Management,” but she said GAWAND was open to pursuing creative funding efforts.



CAB member Calhoun asked Ms. Hanson how much funding was necessary for annual monitoring in GA. Ms.
Hanson said the last year Mr. Simonton’s program was funded, it cost approximately $300,000 dollars, but it would
take much more money to provide a complete environmental monitoring program.

CAB member Louis Walters commented that perspectives of community-based organizations should be included in
GAWAND outreach efforts. He asked Ms. Hanson what collaborative efforts she felt could fill the funding void. Ms.
Hanson said she understood the need for community-based organizations to be included, but individuals seemed to
trust independent programs better when dealing with funding.

Mr. Pat McGuire, DOE-SR, said he understood monitoring efforts had decreased in GA, but he referred to Ms.
Whitney’s presentation, which showed monitoring was performed in SC and GA. He said the monitoring conducted
by SRS or SCDHEC showed the doses were very low. Mr. McGuire said he understood how additional monitoring
could be beneficial, but overall the risk from SRS activities was low compared to other risks individuals were
exposed to on a normal basis.

Waste Management (WM) Committee Overview, Ed Burke, Chair

“The Savannah River Site Citizen’s Advisory Board’s Position on The President’s 2014 Budget Proposal”

CAB member Ed Burke said he planned to review two Position Statements that day before he reviewed the first
draft Position Statement. He explained the CAB was proposing that full funding be restored back to the Liquid
Waste (LW) Cleanup Program in order to ensure safety and risk reduction.

CAB Chair Bridges asked Mr. Terry Spears, DOE-SR, if the information within the draft Position Statement was
accurate. Mr. Spears replied that the information with the document seemed to be correct.

Ms. Karen Patterson, Governors Nuclear Advisory Council (GNAC), stated “We are back to ground one” regarding
the budget letter GNAC sent to congressional delegations in May. She explained that Senator Lindsey Graham and
Congressman Joe Wilson had both put money back into the Senate and House budgets; however, the money did not
stay very long. Ms. Patterson said GNAC planned to write another letter and she encouraged everyone to write their
congressmen since Congress would make the final funding decision.

“Position Paper for the Savannah River Site’s Citizens Advisory Board On Using SRS for Interim Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel”

CAB member Burke said the draft Position Statement was discussed at the May Full Board meeting; however, a
second version of the Position Statement was drafted. He stated the WM Committee meeting held a meeting on July
15, 2013, to determine which version of the Position Statement the CAB would vote on at the July Full Board
meeting. He listed various ideas he used to develop the draft Position Statement. He said since the federal
government cut funding for SRS cleanup, worse funding restrictions would possibly occur in the future. He noted
that the Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) supported the idea of building an interim facility, but remained unclear
about a long-term repository. CAB member Burke explained that Yucca Mountain was originally selected as the
nation’s repository; however, the licensing process was shut down and an alternative location was never located. He
said he felt the use of a consent-based process would slow down efforts to locate a repository site, especially when
DOE had been in situations where the agency was unable to complete projects on time and within the budget. He
commented that DOE had become more politically driven, lacked transparency, and acted as if enforceable
agreements were not enforceable. He stated he felt the amount of potential jobs created to store the nuclear fuel
would be nominal and he could not imagine DOE opening any long-term programs solely for providing an incentive
for storing material at SRS. He said he felt that if the commercial spent nuclear fuel was stored at SRS it would be
there for several years; however, he was confident that DOE would safely execute any task it was given. CAB
member Burke briefly clarified that the CAB was not opposing nuclear energy by writing the draft Position
Statement. He explained when the formal vote occurred the next day, the CAB would be voting to accept the draft
Position Paper or not take a position on the storage of commercial nuclear fuel at SRS. He thanked the CAB
members and the public for providing their input before opening the floor for comments.



CAB member Golden stated she was scared of the risk associated with commercial SNF coming to SRS; however,
because of the remarkable job DOE-SR already did safely managing nuclear materials, she felt the material would
be handled as safely as possible. She said she agreed with everything CAB member Burke said within the draft
Position Statement.

CAB member Parson suggested changing a sentence on the third page, which said, “The CAB is not opposed to
commercial nuclear power generation.” She said she felt the sentence should be changed since the CAB had never
discussed its opinion on commercial nuclear fuel. CAB member Burke appreciated her input and he suggested
changing the wording to “The CAB is not taking any position on nuclear power generation.”

CAB member Clint Nangle stated he did not want SRS to be a possible “nuclear storage dump;” however, if new
enterprises were not created, the future job situation would greatly decrease at SRS. He commended CAB member
Burke on the amount of work placed into developing the draft Position Statement, but asked if there was a way to
leave the draft Position Statement open in order for the CAB to determine what DOE or Congress had planned.

CAB Chair Bridges encouraged everyone to vote “no” on the draft Position Statement because he said it was too
premature to make a final decision. He explained that the CAB could continue being actively engaged in the process
if it chose not to take a position. He said he was convinced that the community would find incentives acceptable;
however, he did not know what the incentives were. He said he felt the CAB should not take a position since they
could potentially help with the consent-based process. He encouraged the CAB to be cooperative since not all the
details had been revealed. He encouraged citizens to understand that possible storage of commercial nuclear fuel
would not necessarily be a “waste dump.” He said the storage facility would be a contamination-free engineered
facility that would be designed to handle potential spent fuel storage accidents and security threats. He explained he
understood how different individuals had differing opinions about nuclear fuel storage, but explained that SRS had
operated for 63 years, with approximately 14, 000 employees, and there had never been a nuclear related death or
criticality event.

CAB member Bolding mentioned that members of the public had commented that discussing the storage of
commercial SNF was not within the purview of the CAB. She asked CAB member Burke whether the concerns
should be addressed. CAB member Burke explained that storage of commercial nuclear fuel was part of the CAB
mission. He said any additional waste coming into SRS directly applied to the CAB, since the CAB focused on the
cleanup of waste at SRS. He said he was comfortable with the CAB taking a position on the issue and encouraged
the CAB to act fast since legislation was underway to begin locating interim storage locations.

CAB Chair Bridges explained if commercial SNF was brought to SRS, the current cleanup schedule and future
missions could be impacted, which both topics found within the CAB mission.

CAB member Bolding agreed with CAB member Burke and CAB Chair Bridges. She encouraged members of the
public to look at the CAB mission statement, particularly the line that stated, “Future land use and long-term
stewardship.” CAB member Bolding also suggested a few grammatical corrections for the draft Position Statement,
which CAB member Burke accepted.

CAB Chair Bridges asked CAB member Burke to consider adding a phrase to the draft Position Statement that said,
“At the present time and based on available information.” CAB Chair Bridges said that adding the statement
clarified why the CAB opposed storage of commercial nuclear fuel at SRS. CAB member Calhoun said he felt
adding the phrase to the Position Statement meant the CAB did not take a strong position against storing commercial
nuclear fuel at SRS. CAB member Burke stated he did not want to incorporate the phrase suggestion from CAB
Chair Bridges.

CAB member Parson mentioned the CAB must review approved Position Statements every year. She said if the
CAB voted to approve the Position Statement the next day, then the Position Statement would simply be posted to
the CAB website, not sent to DOE.

Mr. Tom Clements, Friends of the Earth (FOE), said since the July 15 WM meeting, the Senate “Energy and Natural

Resources Committee” scheduled a hearing for July 30, 2013, regarding the “Nuclear Waste Act of 2013.” He said
even though discussions were occurring in the Senate, he was uncertain of the discussions occurring in the House.
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He stated the legislation included language that would establish one or more interim storage locations; however, the
legislation did not state a connection between the possible interim locations and a long-term disposal location. Mr.
Clements felt the lack of an exit strategy in the legislation was a fatal flaw, which might result in the commercial
SNF coming to SRS. He mentioned there was an independent spent fuel storage location in Utah, which had a
license; however, regarding future long-term job creation, Mr. Clements explained that if commercial SNF came to
SRS there would not be a significant increase in job creation.

Strategic & Legacy Management (S&LM) Committee Overview, Clint Nangle, Chair

CAB member Nangle listed the S&LM Committee members before reviewing the committee’s purpose. He
provided a recommendation status update, stating that recommendation 288 was open; however, he mentioned that
he and CAB member Rose Hayes had decided to close joint recommendation 302. He reviewed key points from the
last S&LM Committee meeting. He mentioned the S&LM Committee planned to develop two recommendations
about the importance of national laboratories and the construction of an SRS museum in Aiken. He announced the
next S&LM Committee meeting was scheduled for August 13, 2013, at the DOE Meeting Center before introducing
Mr. Doug Hintze, DOE-SR, to begin his presentation.

PRESENTATION: Budget Update- Doug Hintze, DOE-SR

Mr. Hintze, DOE-SR, said the purpose of his presentation was to discuss the SRS budget environment and planned
accomplishments for fiscal year (FY) 2013 and 2014. He said he would discuss the budget challenges for FY 2013
and anticipated challenges for FY 2014. He said the last time DOE-SR had appropriations before the start of the FY
was 14 years ago. He explained even though DOE had appropriations throughout the year, if DOE did not receive
appropriations, a continuing resolution (CR) would occur. He said a CR could be either short-term or long-term for
the entire year; however, a CR meant Congress expected DOE-SR to operate under the budget received in FY 2012.
He explained at first, it was not too bad, because FY 2012 and FY 2013 budgets were almost identical; however, due
to the President’s FY 2013 budget request, Senate and House markups, and sequestration, DOE-SR was unable to
operate at the FY 2012 funding level at the beginning of the year. He also explained that DOE-SR received funding
in the wrong “buckets” which meant DOE had to submit a reprogramming request to the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) in order for money to be shifted into the correct “buckets.” He said on March 26, 2013, DOE-SR
received a full year CR, but since sequestration occurred on March 1, 2013, the amount of money was reduced by
7.7 percent. He said SRS had to furlough 2500 employees for two months because it took two months to reprogram
funding until the end of May. Mr. Hintze said at the end of May, based on the amount of funding received, DOE-SR
determined the activities that could be accomplished throughout the remainder of the year. He said if a CR was
enacted for FY 2014, it could be worse than FY 2013.

Mr. Hintze described a chart titled, “Savannah River Operations Office Environmental Management Budget.” He
explained in FY 2012 the Nuclear Materials, Used Nuclear Fuel, Solid Waste, and Soil and Groundwater
Remediation Performance Baseline Summaries (PBS) were lumped under the “SRS Risk Management Operations,”
but for FY 2013 they were shifted out. He explained this meant DOE-SR was unable to shift money between those
four PBS’s. He discussed the other PBS’s before he explained the amount of funding for categories titled “FY 2012
enacted,” “FY 2013 President’s request,” “FY 2013 enacted,” “FY 2013 with reprogramming,” and “FY 2014
President’s budget.” He commented that sequestration was a 10-year reduction in spending, and was based on the
last years projected spending. Mr. Hintze explained the significant increase in the “SRS Risk Management from
Operations” amount was because in FY 2012, SRS was still using 1.6 billion dollars from American Reinvestment
and Recovery Act (ARRA) funding. He also pointed out the construction of the Salt Waste Processing Facility
(SWPF) was supposed to be completed in FY 2013, which was why the requested amount was significantly lower.
He said DOE was able to shift money from PBS 14C SWPF and distribute it back to the four PBS’s that were split
from underneath “SRS Risk Management Operations.” He said due to the Pension Relief Act, DOE saved
approximately 70 million dollars, on the EM side, by making the necessary pension contributions; however, he
explained the effects of saving on pension would show up in FY 2015 and 2016 since the relief was only for FY
2013 and 2014. Mr. Hintze listed the planned accomplishments for FY 2013 and 2014 for the entire site, PBS 11
Nuclear Materials, PBS 12 Used Nuclear Fuel, PBS 13 Solid Waste, PBS 14 Liquid Waste, and PBS 30 Soil and
Groundwater Remediation. He said most of the projects would stay the same, but the amount of the project being
done would change from FY 2013 to 2014.



CAB member Calhoun asked if there were any additional efficiencies that could be done. Mr. Hintze said DOE-SR
was constantly trying to find efficiencies throughout all of SRS.

CAB member Bolding asked if DOE-SR anticipated more furloughs based upon the FY 2014 President’s budget
request. Mr. Hintze said furloughs were likely, but DOE-SR was trying to develop future plans.

Mr. Pope asked if SRS requested the correct funding to meet all FY 2014 Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA)
commitments. Mr. Hintze said “yes,” and the funding DOE received was the adequate funding to meet all the
commitments. Mr. Pope asked if DOE requested adequate funding to meet the commitments beyond FY 2014. Mr.
Hintze said DOE was not allowed to say if SRS requested more money than the President put in his budget. Mr.
Pope asked what the workforce reduction looked like for the Management and Operations (M&O) and LW
contractors. Mr. Hintze said he did not have those numbers at that time.

Ms. Bobbie Paul, GAWAND, asked when the first High-Level Waste tanks were closed and how long it would take
to close all the High-Level Waste tanks. Mr. Hintze said the first tanks were closed in the late 1990’s, tanks 18 and
19 were closed in 2012, and tanks 5 and 6 were to be closed by the end of calendar year (CY) 2014. He said there
was an FFA commitment for all the old-style tanks to be closed by 2022, and the Site Treatment Plan (STP) required
the remaining tanks to be closed by 2028.

Nuclear Materials (NM) Committee Overview, Donald Bridges, CAB Chair

CAB Chair Bridges explained he would provide the NM Committee overview since the NM Chair, CAB member
Rose Hayes, was unable to attend the Full Board meeting. He listed the NM Committee members and reviewed the
committee’s objectives. He provided a recommendation status update stating that recommendations 302 and 306
were open. He then listed the NM Committee meetings for the remainder of the year before he began discussing the
committee’s draft recommendations.

Recommendation Discussion

“Transferring Materials in L-Basin to Auxiliary Dry-Cask Storage”

CAB Chair Bridges briefly explained the proposed recommendation before reading the three items the CAB
requested from DOE. He suggested deleting the reference to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB)
within item number three of the recommendation; however, there were no additional comments for this draft
recommendation.

“Request for Long-Term Assessment: Disposition of Research Reactor Fuels stored in L-Basin”

CAB Chair Bridges provided a brief background of the draft recommendation. He opened the floor for comments;
however, there was no additional input for the draft recommendation.

“Consider Nuclear Waste Management Plan for Interim Storage of Defense Waste in Yucca Mountain, Temporary
Storage of Used Nuclear Fuel at Generation Sites, and Development of Technologies for Reducing Waste VVolume,
Radioactivity, and Half-Life”

CAB Chair Bridges stated this recommendation suggested using Yucca Mountain as the interim storage location. He
read the four items the CAB was requesting from DOE. He suggested removing the term “half-life” from item
number four of the recommendation because half-life could not be reduced.

CAB member Spinelli asked if the CAB should postpone voting on the draft recommendation. She said she felt the
recommendation contradicted the draft Position Statement regarding storage of commercial SNF. CAB member
Burke explained that the draft recommendation did not contradict the Position Statement because the
recommendation was suggesting Yucca Mountain be the interim storage location. CAB member Spinelli thanked
CAB member Burke for clarifying the issue.



CAB member Burke suggested removing the entire fourth item of the draft recommendation. He said the fourth item
“was a totally different concept than interim storage” and was not relative to the purpose of the recommendation.

A copy of each recommendation has been attached to this document.
Public Comments

Mr. Chuck Goergen, public, said he had been a resident of Aiken and previously worked at SRS. He felt that a
balanced approach of the consent-based process should be considered in order for the most input to go into the
process. He explained that SRS had been safely receiving and storing fuel on a global basis for nonproliferation
purposes since the mid 1950’s. He said the geographical composition and technological expertise at SRS were both
national assets. Mr. Goergen encouraged the CAB to support a balanced approach to the consent-based process and
remain considerate of how SRS could potentially help solve the country’s used nuclear fuel challenge.

Ms. Dianne Valentin, GAWAND, stated she hoped the CAB supported the draft Position Statement since the
radioactive SNF was a threat to public health and the environment. She encouraged the CAB to consider the well-
being of future generations when making its final decision.

Mr. Joe Ortaldo, public, said he agreed with the statements within the proposed Position Statement; however, he
encouraged the CAB to reconsider taking such a “hard stand.” He mentioned that even though the CAB had received
several viewpoints, a majority of the proposals lacked key information. He commented that the lack of trust in
Department of Energy Headquarters (DOE-HQ) was probably the major issue regarding the controversy about
storing SNF. He said that DOE would not make a final decision on SNF storage for several years.

Mr. Pete LaBerge, public, said he recently retired from a position where he monitored the daily transportation of
approximately 30 trailers, carrying hazardous materials across the country. He stated his main concern was the
possible transportation of SNF to SRS. Mr. LaBerge explained there had been no release of radiation in over 3,000
shipments of nuclear waste; however, approximately 90 accidents had occurred that involved casks of nuclear waste.
He referenced a study that was conducted approximately 10 years ago. He said the study speculated that over four
decades, approximately 25,000 to 90,000 shipments of nuclear waste would be transported to Yucca Mountain. He
said he felt the SNF should be transported once to a geological repository.

Mr. Tim Worrell, public, stated he agreed with several of the CAB’s views, but he did not think long-term interim
storage would ultimately develop into a long-term repository. He said he thought the CAB had only heard a small
portion of the community’s opinion since he recently had several discussions with local residents who did not seem
to be overly concerned about storing commercial SNF at SRS, nor would storing the fuel hurt the local economy. He
encouraged the CAB members to vote “no” on the draft Position Statement.

Ms. Susan Wood, public, explained it was too early to take a position that refused SNF. She said neither a definitive
national plan nor path forward had been developed. She urged the CAB to wait and evaluate the opportunity that
interim storage could create several benefits such as high quality jobs, technology development, and the continuing
benefits for the economy. She explained that SRS had been an anchor for programs such as United Way and other
significant philanthropic efforts. She asked the CAB to consider voting “no” on the draft Position Statement because
it would enable the CAB to keep its options open towards a potential new mission for SRS.

Mr. Wayne Rickman, public, said SRS was known as one of the most important economic engines in the region and
Savannah River National Laboratory (SRNL) was a world leader in nuclear chemistry. He said the decision to either
accept or reject interim storage should be done when the pros and cons of the final proposal could be evaluated. He
encouraged the CAB to reject the draft Position Statement so the CAB could participate in the consent-based process
when all the facts were revealed.

Mr. Lehr Brisban, public, explained his history in the field of ecology. He said SRS was a safe location to store
commercial nuclear fuel. He mentioned that he was amazed no one had mentioned the idea of a National
Environmental Research Park (NERP) at SRS, which was endorsed in October 1999 by the Presbyterian Church.



Ms. Pamela Greenlaw, public, explained that SRNL should continue to be funded. She stated she found out that day
that the SRS community included any location along the Savannah River. She said she was not convinced that there
had been enough time for the entire SRS community, including downstream citizens, to provide input on the draft
Position Statement.

Ms. Elaine Cooper, Sierra Club, stated she hoped future meetings could be held in the evening for citizens who were
unable to attend day meetings.

Mr. David Matos, Carolina Peace Resource Center, encouraged the CAB to oppose interim storage of commercial
nuclear waste at SRS. He said nuclear waste tended to remain where it was placed. He commented that “interim”
really meant long-term, potentially permanent, storage of the nuclear waste.

Ms. Susan Corbett, Sierra Club, explained she felt it was never too early to say no to the idea of interim storage. She
acknowledged the level of expertise at SRS; however, she said she was worried that reprocessing would be a
temptation if the commercial SNF came to SRS. She addressed the issue of jobs and commented that SRS could be a
hub for “green” jobs such as solar, wind, and geothermal energies instead of only nuclear jobs. Ms. Corbett
addressed the legislation being written by Congress by stating how disappointed she was that the legislation did not
include an exit strategy for the nuclear waste.

Ms. Elke Brandes, GAWAND, stated if there was a potential chance that SRS increased cancer, more studies should
be conducted. She mentioned the study conducted by the Center for Disease Control (CDC), which Ms. Whitney
referred to in her presentation, titled, “SRS Dose Reconstruction Project.” Ms. Brandes explained the report was a
modeling study that calculated potential radiation effects on hypothetical families, not real people, living near SRS.
She explained that an updated epidemiological study was needed to look at real people and long-term effects of
cancer and other health defects from individuals living around SRS.

Ms. Laura Lance, public, said she felt local residents had not been updated on the potential health effects from SRS
operating over the last 60 years. She stated she felt it would be absurd for DOE to consider adding 70,000 metric
tons of radioactive waste to the existing Cold War waste stored at SRS. She said she felt the words “interim” and
“jobs” were being used to mask the unknown risk and intrigue local residents of the potential project. She stated she
opposed using SRS for an interim storage location.

Mr. Sam Booher, public, said he understood the issue of cleaning up the waste currently at SRS; however, he was
extremely concerned with accepting waste from other states. He explained that if the CAB decided not to pass the
draft Position Statement, the Board would ultimately be allowing 104 power plants to bring their 70,000 tons of
waste to SRS until a final repository was found. He said he was opposed to interim storage at SRS before reminding
the CAB “the government rarely keeps its promises.”

Mr. Clint Wolfe, Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness (CNTA), addressed transportation concerns for
shipping nuclear waste. He stated the shipping casks used to transport the nuclear waste were virtually impenetrable.
He stated the term “dump,” which was commonly used to generate an emotional response, was frequently used
throughout that meeting; however, he commented that nuclear industry employees understand that nuclear facilities
were well engineered, regulated, and protected. Mr. Wolfe encouraged the CAB to look at the South Carolina
Central Cancer Registry (SCCCR) to understand more about cancer rates found near SRS. He said in order for SRS
to continue being succ