AR TARGET SHEET

The following document was too large to scan as one unit,
therefore, it has been broken down into sections.

EDMC# 0000003
SECTION: 9 OF 11

DOCUMENT #:  DOE/EIS-0113

TITLE: Final EIS Disposal of Hanford
Defense High-Level, Transuranic
and Tank Wastes




o

e

A

L0003
5 05

DOE/EIS-0113 (VOL. 5 of 5)
PUBLIC COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

DISPOSAL OF HANFORD DEFENSE
HIGH-LEVEL, TRANSURANIC
AND TANK WASTES

' Hanford Site |
Richland, Washington

DECEMBER 1987

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR DEFENSE PROGRAMS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

Z

D



| i

o

X

COVER SHEET

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy
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Transuranic ‘and Tank- Wastes, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington :

CONTACTS:

ABSTRACT:

Additional copies or information concerning this statement can be obtainad from:
Mr. Tom Bauman, Communications Division, U.S. Department of Energy, Richland
Operations Office, Richland, WA 99352, Telephone: {509) 376-7378,

For general information on DOE's EIS process contact: Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Environment, Safety and Health, U.S. Department of Energy, ATTN:
farol M. Borgstrom, Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20285, Telephone: (202) 586-4600,

The purpose of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is to provide environ-
mental input into the selection and implementation of final disposal actions for
high-Tevel, transuranic and tank wastes located at the Hanford Site, Richland,
Washington, and into the construction, operation and decommissioning of waste
treatment facilities that may be required in implementing waste disposal
alternatives. Specifically evaluated are a Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant,
Transportable Grout Facility, and a Waste Receiving and Packaging Facility. Also
an evaluation is presented to assist in determining whether any additional actionm
should be taken in terms. of long-term environmental protection.for waste that was
disposed of at Hanford prior to 1970 as low-level waste (before the transuranic
waste category was established by the Atomic Energy Commission but which might.
fall into that category if generated today).

The following alternatives are considered in this EIS: 1) in-place stabiiization
and disposal, where waste is left in place but is isolated by protective and
natural barriers; 2) geologic disposal, where most of the waste (by activity and
to the extent practicable) is exhumed, treated, segregated, packaged and disposed
of in a deep geologic repository; waste classified as high-level would be disposed
of in a commercial repository developed pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act;
transuranic waste would be disposed of in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant near
Carisbad, MNew Mexico; 3) a reference alternative, where some classes of waste are
disposed of in geologic repositories and other classes of waste are disposed of by
in-place stabilization and disposal; 4) the preferred alternative, in which
double-sheli tank wastes, strontium and cesium capsules, and retrievably stored
TRU wastes are disposed of according to the reference alternative, ‘and in which
decisions. are deferred on disposal of single-shell tank wastes and on further
remedial action for TRU-contaminated soil sites and pre-1970 buried suspect TRU-
contaminated solid wastes {excest the 61811 site) until additional information is
obtained on waste characterization, retrieval methods, and performance of near-
surface disposal systems; and 5) a no disposal action alternative (continued
storage). . .
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FOREWORD

This environmental impact statement (EIS) provides analyses of environmental impacts for
the selection and implementation of final disposal strategies for the high-level {HLW),
transuranic {TRU) and tank wastes generated during national defense activities and stored at
the Hanford Site near Richland, Washington. Also an evaluation is presented to assist in
determining whether any additional action should be taken in terms of long-term environmental
protection for‘waste that was disposed of at Hanford'prior to 1970 as Tow-level waste (before
the transuranic waste category was established by the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) buﬁ
which might fall into that category if generated todéy). This document also addresses
environmental impacts associated with the construction, gperation and decommissioning of
waste treatment facilities that may be required to implement the waste disposal alternatives.

Several previous documents have addressed environmental aspects of the management of
defense waste at the Hanford Site. The first comprehensive one, The Final Envircnmental
Statement for Hanford Waste Management Operations {ERDA-1538), was issued in 1975, In that

statement, waste management practices at Hanford were shown to protect the pubiic health and
safety and the environment on an interim basis. Those practices, however, were not and are

not intended as Tinal solutions for Tong-term isolation and disposal of high-level, TRYU and

tank wastes.

In 1977, the Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA)} issued the report
Atternatives for Long-Term Mapagement of Defense High-level Radiocactive Waste (ERDA=77-44),

which included preliminary cost estimates and analyses of near-term risks associated with
alternatives considered. That document examined 27 variations ca four options for the
processing and disposal of Hanford HLW, encompassing numerous final waste forms and storage
and disposal modes.

In 1978, the National Research Council of the National Academies of Science and.
Engineering issued a report entitled Radiocactive Wastes at the Hanford Reservation: A

Technicé1 Review, concluding that there has not been in the past, and is not at the present,

.any significant radiation hazard to public health and safety from waste management operations

at Hanford. The Council recommended that long-term jsolation and disposal of Hanford high-
level waste become the main focus of waste management research and development.

The need to include retrievably stored TRU waste within the scope of wastes to be dis-
posed of, and concerns about potential environmental impacts of wastes disposed of before
1970 as low-level wastes (before the Atomic Energy Commission established the TRU waste cate-
gory but which might be classed as TRU if generated teday), led to enltarging the earlier plan
that was fo issue an EIS covering high-Tevel waste only. Accordingly, on April 1, 1983, the
Department of Energy (BOE) published in the Federaj Register (48 FR 14029) a Motice of Intent
{NOI) to prepare an EIS on Disposal of Radioactive Defense High-Level and Transuranic Wastes
at Hanford.

Eighteen comment Tetters were received in response to the Notice of Intent to prepare
this EIS. Ten of the letters only requested copies of the draft EIS when issued; eight



contained comments regarding its preparation. The draft EIS was published during March 1986,
and its availability was. published in the Federal Register on Aprit 11 (51 FR 12547), During
the 120-day agency and public comment period on the draft EIS, which began on April 11, 1986,

243 letters were received that provided about 2000 substantive comments on the draft EIS. In
addition, oral testimony was heard on the draft EIS in public hearings held during July 1986,
in Richland, Washington; Portland, Oregon; Seattle, Washington; and Spokane, Washington.

~ Excluded from consideration in this EIS are low-level radiocactive wastes jn liquid and
solid disposa] sites at Hanford (see ERDA 1538), These waste sites are presentiy being
reviewed under hazardous-waste regulations. Also excluded are wastes generated by decon-
tamination and decommissioning of surplus or retired facilities after the year 1983 {other
than for those facilities directly associated with waste disposal). Those operations will be
the subject of other Nationél Environmental Policy Act (NEEA) reviews..

- The Deferse Waste Management Plan (DOE/DP 0015) states of the Hanford wastes: "Immo--
bilization of new and readily retrievable high-level waste will begin about 1990 after

sufficient experience is available from Savannan River's vitrification process. Other waste -
will be stabilized in place in the 1985-2015 time frame if, after-the requisite environmental
documentation, it is determined that the short-term risks and costs of retrieval and trans-
portatien outweigh the environmental bénefits of disvosal in a geolegic mined repository.”

It is necessary to understand the major differences between civilian and defense wastes
and the programs to effect their disposal.. Both types of waste include fissien producté and
transuranic waste elements. On the other hand, the quantities of these elements, the physi-
cal and chemical forms of the wastes, and the technically sound alternatives for their dis- =
posal are markedly different. In all cases, for both civitian and defense, the final methods
selected will have to meet the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards (40 CFR 191}
for the disposal of spent fuel and high-Tevel and TRU wastes. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act
of 1982 mandates a procedure to select the potential repository sites for detailed
char;cterization.' ) ’

A compariscn of the Hanford waste inventory resulting from chemical procéssiﬁg‘of about
100,000 metric tons of nuclear reactor fuel with that of a commercial repository containing
70,000 metric tons of spent fuel elements is enlightening. In this comparison, the waste
inventory from 100,000 -metric tons of Hanford reactor fuel contains about 4% as much of the
readily transportable {geohydrologically) isotopes 14C, gch, and 129735 is contained in -
70,000 metric tons.of commercial spent fuel. It contains only 1% as much 90Sr‘and-l37Cs and
239Pu-, 240Pu, and 241Am; The volume of the

3 of Hanford

about 0.1%.as mich of the primary transuranics
Hanford wastes is markedly larger than the civilian wastes cited above--410,000 m

3

wastes as compared to 29,000 m” of commercial spent fuel.

The physical and chemical characteristics of existing and potential waste forms
considered in this EIS are highly diverse: 1iquid waste in double=-shell tanks,
vitrified/canistered wastes (from processed double-shell tank wastes); sludge and salts in
the single-shell tanks; strontium and cesium capsules that are further protected with a

vi
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Environmental considerations regarding disposal of Hanford's retrievably stored TRU
waste at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) (except for retrieval, processing, packaging,
certification and transportation of waste from Hanford to WIPP, which are discussed in this
EIS) are based on the Final Envirenmental Impact Statement--Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

{DOE/E1S-0026), Environmental considerations associated with waste disposal in geologic
repositories are based on information from the Final Environmental Impact Statement--
Management of Cnmmerdia11y Generated Radioactive Waste (DOE/EIS-0046F). Alternatives to

diéposa% of high-tevel waste in geologic repositories were described in that document,

Enviromnental considerations associated with borosilicate glass as a waste form for
repository disposal of waste and with the construction and operation of a plant to provide
vitrified waste are based in part on information develeped in three previous DOE documents:

Final Environmental Impact Staiement-—Defense Waste Processing Facility Savannah River Plant,
Aiken, South Carolina (DGE/EIS—OUSZ); Environmental Assessment--Waste Form Selection

for SRP High-Level Waste (DQE/EA-0179); and Analyses of the Terminal Waste Form Selection for

the West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP-100 DOE).

The EIS has been structured to conform as closely as possible to the format described in

CEG Regulation 40 CFR Parts 1502.1 through 1502,18. To provide more information for the
reader than can be reported within the text of Volume 1, more detailed information is
included in 22 appendices {Volumes 2 and 3).. Figure 1 in the Introduction to the Appendices
(Volume 2, p. xxiv) shows the purpose of each appendix and how appendices relate to each
other and to the text of Vo]ume 1. Lines in the margins of Volumes 1, 2 and 3 indicate the
areas where revisions were made. Volume 4 contains agency and public comments received and
responses to them as well as the indication of location where revisions were made to the
draft EIS. Volume 5 contains'a‘reproduction'of all of the comment letters received.

The final EIS is being_transmitted to commenting agencies, made availtable to members of
the public, and filed with the EPA. The EPA will publish a notice in the Federal Register
indicating that the DCE has. {iled the final EIS. A DOE decision on proposed actions will not
be made earlier than 30 days after the EPA has published the Federal Register notice for the
final £IS, The DOE will record its decisfon in a publicly available Record of Decision (ROD)
document published in the Federal Register.
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handling container; previously disposed of'pre-1970_wastes in-various forms and containers;
and finally, low-level waste products, from the processing of double-shell®-tank waste, in the
form of grout. ‘

In accordance with the requirements of NEPA as - amended, and implementing regulations of
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) published in the Code’ of Federal Regulations as

40 CFR 1500, this EIS was writtan early in the de;ﬂsion-mak1ng_process to ensure that _
environmental values and alternatives are ful]y‘considéréd-béfore any decisions are made that
might Tead to adverse environmental 1mpacts or 1limit the choice of ‘reasonable alternatives.
This process will also he1p ensure that the publ1c is ful]y 1nformed and is involved in the
decision~-making process.

To comply with the NEPA's requ1rement for early preparat1on of env1ronmenta1 documenta-
tion, this EIS has been prepared early in the disposal dec131on process. “As w1th any major
action, it is expected that once a disposal decision is made, subseguent detailed engineering
may enhance'specific waste retrieval, Eréatment,fhandijhg,'immobi¥izatioh and[of disposal
processes evaluated in the EIS. However, the brocesses'évéidated in this document have been
chosen such that, when fihal]y implemented for any of the options, the processes would not be-
axpected to result in.énvironmenta]-impacts that significantly exceed those described here.
The DOE believes that bounding analyses performed in this EIS meet the requirements of CEQ
regulations for analysis of all reasonably forsaéablé-significant adverse impacts.

Implementation of defense waste disposal under the alternatives described in this ELS
will be done in compliance with the 1etter'and spirit of .applicable federal and state
environmental statutes, reguTations and standardé. To ensure that impacts of specific
processes used during disposal impTementation do not differ significant1y from the results of
the analyses set forth in this document, DOE will conduct'environﬁehta1 reviews of the
specific processes as finally proposed. .On the basis of these reviews, DOE will.determine in
accord with agency guidelines what additional NEPA documentation. is required. The DOE
anticipates that a supplemental EIS will be prepared pr10r to a decision on a disposal opt1on

for single-shell tank waste.

This document is not 1ntended to provide the env1ronmenta1 Tnput necessary for siting or
constructing a geclogic repositery. For analySTS of env1ronmenta1 1mpacts of alternatives
involving geologic disposal,.generic designs for either an offs1te or onsite repos1t9ry were
used, Detailed environmental documentaticn required by the Nuclear Waste Policy ‘Act of 1982
will be prepared before a geo]ogic repository is sited, constructed and operated. A future
EIS to address site selection is expected to ‘include a discussion of cumulative impacts of
the repository program at all candidate sites, including Hanford.

Other NEPA documentation relevant to this EIS includes the supplement to ERDA-1538,
Double-Shell Tanks for Defense High-Level Radioactive Waste Storage at the Hanford Site

(DOE/EIS-0063), and the Final Environmental Impact_Statemeﬁt«—ﬂpeﬁatian of PUREX and Uranium
Oxide Plant Facilities {DOE/EIS-0089). .(The draft PUREX EIS with an addendum constituted the

final PUREX EIS.)
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Shaw Island, WA 98286

137 Jerrolyn Hall 218 S. Wasson 179
Coos Bay, OR 97420

138 J. Daniel Kinney, dr. 703 Beacon 180
Yakima, WA 98301

139 Chet Orioff 3315 Northwest Savier St. 182°
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Processing of Written Comments

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This volume has been prepared in compliance with Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations that provide for the consideration of comments received during tha agency and
public comment period (40 CFR 1503.4 and 1506.6). This volume contains copies of the
243 letters sent to the Department of Energy (DOE} by state and federal agencies, interested
groups, and individuals during the 120-day public comment period in 1986,

Hotice of availability of the draft Envirommental Impact Statement for Disposal of

_Hanford Defense High-Level, Transuranic and Tank Waste, hereafter referred to as the draft

EIS, appeared in the Federal Register on April 11, 1986. The Federal Register notice invited
comment on the draft EIS within the 120-day comment period which began April 11, 1986, and
ended August 9, 1986.

Over 1,600 copies of the draft EIS were distributed to individuals and groups including
reviewers of the April 1, 1983, Notice of Intent; state and federal agencies; legislators;
public Tibraries and the media. In addition, over 6,000 summaries of the draft EIS were dis-
tributed throughout the Northwest. '

1.1 PROCESSING OF WRITTEN COMMENTS .

At the beginning of the public comment period, a process was established to receive,
document, and prepare responses to written public comments. Each letter, upon receipt, was
assignad an identification number. (the large bold number stamped in the upper righthand cor-
ner of each Tetter facsimile page in this volume).

The Tetters were reviewed and specific comments within each letter were identified.
Each comment was assigned a number 56cording to topic. Over 100 topics, which addressed DOE
policy, technical and editorial issues, were identified and compiled into 10 major groups, as
organized in Yolume 4 under the following headings:
1. Civilian repository

Defense waste program
EIS scope and preparation

Applicable laws and regulations

Data base and facilities
Affected environment

-

Disposal alternatives and technologies

Short-term impacts

W0~ T B W™
.

Long-term impacts

Pt
o
.

Organization and presentation.

Some of the letters focused on one topic and contained only one or two comments. Other
Tetters, however, addressed a broad range of issues. Frequently, a particular issue was
raised in a number of different Tetters. In these instances a single paraphrased comment was
developed to represent the common concern of these Tetters and a single response was provided
in Volume 4. '

XXV
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Finding Responses to Comments

Figuré-l shows how the comments wére handied from receipt to inclusion in the final EIS
Yolumes 1, 2, 3, and 4,

: poic ‘ Key' .

Policy Areas’ Issues - o
Comments ™ > =P Responses s Volume 4
Topic Key o
Comment . Technical Areas  lIssues f ¥ Action - : Volumes
Letters 7 Comments " — > Mod!f!(?a‘tlon, —_—F . s and 3
or Revision ’
Editorial ' T ) Action - Editorial Volumes:

® Correction of Text, *— > Jand 2
Tables or Figures

Comments
FIGHRE 1. Flow Diagram for:Treatment‘of_Pub]ié:Comment Letters

1.2 FINDING RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

AN 243”¢0mmentj1etters were photostatically reduced and reproduced as received and are
included in this. volume of the final EIS. A numerical index haé:been provided in the front
of this volume to identify the individual or Orgaﬁizations.who-submitted each comment letter.

A-tracking system has been devised to facilitate détgrmination of how a particular pas-
sage in a comment letler was responded to -in Volume 4. Each paraphrased comment in Volume 4
is assigned a rumber; these numbers appear in the margins of the Volume 5 letters to identify
the passége or passages corresponding to particular comments in Volume 4. In this way, every
comment contained in the letters can be traced to at least one (and sometimes more than one)

paraphrased comment in Volume 4.,

- 1.3 "REFERENCES

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR}. 1985, Government Printing Offiée,'Washington, D.C.

40 CFR 1503 {Council on Environmental Quality), Commenting.

40 CFR 1606 (Council on Environmehta] Quality), Other Requirements of NEPA,

*xxvi
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Mry 3, 1086

Pish H-:ltnn/EIS

Dgpartment of Energy
wd Cperations office
.t 550

“tad, WA 99352

VICK! S, MchiEILL, MAYOR

Dazy Mr. Hultbn:

3 " iokane Clty Council is concern:d about the defense waste

caxs 5oly stored at Hanford and bas ingtiucted our staff to make

L wgiaful review of the ehwirsmman<al impaszt statement Fecently

issu0d. Following ¥ v raview we unanimously adopted the
achuched rasolutir_.a .. 836=38.

I.ause enter this formol resolytion in your recorgs snd call upon

1+ &£t anytiaa for furtner comment.

e difficult task you must face in dealing with
s1:h complax Ls"nicai issues, but hope you realize that Spokane,
kv vistry of niylory and geography, is 2 population concentration
equal t that of tal state of Wyoming in which the major
travgper atiul corri<ors lis atop a sole source aquifer, in front
¢ three n»spitals znd & high school, and passzs through the
csncer of the la 'gust urban concéntration hatween Minneapolis and
Sec 1le. We u-2 deeply cenceried about transportation of all
hisd rdovs materials. ‘wiluding especially nuclear waste, because
uf that unigqua geograpplc simeation.

W ;np:'re'ciute L

Binzerely,

Viesi MoNeill
Mayor

pos.hr. BB

OFFIGE OF THE MAYOR /7 FIFTH FLOOR CITY HALL / SPOKANE, WaSHINGTOH 93203-3335 / {508) 458-2665

‘Envirgpmeéntal Impact Statement on

o
A

001

RESOLUTION NOD.BG- 38

of . Energy has issued its Dbraft
disposal of defense . waste

WHEREAS, the Departeent
currently stored ar Hanford: and

WHEREAS, the two basic . uptions are to continue to stere
the present -and future nuclear waste at Hanford or teo nhip it

e¢lpevhere; and

HHEREAS. continued storage at Hanfnr:l msans the trassporving
of future defense nuclear waste to Hanford and storage elsewhere
means the transporting of existing defense puclear waste from
Hlanford; and . .

WREREAS, any transpaortation of zradiocactive material poses
some danger; and

WHEREAS, tranmsportation through urban area2s creakes more
risk, than through less densely populated areas; and

WHEREAS, the Draft Environmeutal Xmpact Stdtement indicates
that the Department of Energy will nake nxailable mpney to ensure
adequate emerpency response and thaf Eedersl support is- also
available from -Federal Emergency Msnagement Administration,
Epviroomental Preotection Agancy, Food and ‘Drug Admiristration,
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission; and

WHEREAS,
for emergency response planning; -. NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS BEREBY
RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF SPOXANE:

1. The DPepartment of Bpergy is urged to elploy the most
favorable technological means to selidify snd ‘stere hazardous
wastes at their point of orig:{.n. aod

2. The Department of Energy iz urged to chocae that oprion
which creates the lesst risk and requires the least amount of
nationwide tramsportation of defense weste, and

3. The Department of Energy and other federal agencies

are urged to make available to local emergency respomse providers

the support promised in the Prafc Enpvironmental Impact Statement.

Adopted by the City Council May 5, 1986.

City dierld [/) Fij

Assistant City!Attorney

local governnents bear the ultimate responsibility

:;l 3 .22. 1
:3. “o E!- 2
3.4.2.24
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION . . .
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MAY 15 1086

Rich Holten/EIS -

.S, Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.¢. Box

Richland, Washington 09352

Dear Sir:

‘The Draft Emvironmental Impact Statement for Disposal of Hanford Defense High-
Level, Transuranic and Tank Wastes, Benton_ County, Washington (ER 86/612), has

béen reviewsd by appropriate pérsomnel within gur organization, and we have np

ohjections te the coatent of the document. Please let us know if we can be of

further assistance in the review process.

Sincerely yourM 2l . . s A ‘vx mz:ai%% 3-3 1. 4
f L 2 (
2 P

" Begions? Environmental Officer

i
—4—_,4& A

¢c: Commissioner, Washington, D.C. [Attentior: W-150)
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Esf H. bee :
_15 ederal Avenue {., Seattle, Washingid
o

Hon. John Herrington
Secretary of Ener

U.5. Department ogyi'nzr-gy
Washington BC 20555

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I am writing to comment on the draft environmental impact statement
reteased by the Department of Energy (DDE) on the defense radioactive
westes stored at the Hanford Reservation. I have previously Tearned
ahoyt thece igsues in academie vesearch at the University of Hashington and
as a member of the Board on Radipactive Waste HManagemenit of the Natiomal
Research Council; I have also served in the past as a consultant to
Rockwell Hanford Operations. I write here as ap individual, however,
representing no gne except myself,

1 should 1ike 1o wake three:points. - First, the affort to take
positive remedial action at Hanford deserves strnnﬁ support, Second,
remedial action is $o0 costly that one must doubt the feastibility of the
actien alternatives proposed in the EIS. Third, remedial actfon is
unlikely to be consistent with standards and regulations governing wastes
generated today; a flexible regulatory approach will be both mecessary. and
meritorions in this instance. “In 211" three areas the support of the state
of Washington is essential. . .

_Taking remedial action. I strongly Support the Department's
inftiative gu Thke positive action on the Hanford defense wastes. While 2 . 3 N 2 ’ 12
there is lpgitimate gquestion-ahout which course should be selected, that

remedies must he 1ns'|emented_1s rot in doubt. This is so For both R

technical and institutionzl reasons.

The Hanford defense wastes are essent'la]'l{ 211_stored under

lonally released into the
soit are an exception. “Temporary" storage has lTasted more tham 40 years
in some cases, ard the integrity of contairment has been compromised in
numerois instances, However effective the controls on tank leaks, these
are short-term pallfatives, not cores.

Fank leaks, dohibus technical practices, weak mamagement, and secrecy
have all undermined public confidence fp DOE's ability to handie

radioactive wastes, "No nnn-?overnmenta‘i waste generator would be permitied 2 5 5
to continue its operations with such a track record. And the traditiomal bl
defenses of national Securlty and Sovereign immunity will not be enocugh.,

especially as DOE continues its work on a high-level commercial waste

repgsftory at Hanford. - . .

The Achilies heel of the national program to dispose of radicactive
waste and spent fuel has been the flawed r?cord of defense waste . .
®anagement, The extraordinary fear of nuclear waste "dumps® should be ;
unreasonable: the wastes aliréady exist; amy technically viable geclogic 2.5.5
repository would be an improvement upon at-=reactor storags; the e
transportation and emplacement hazards appear ‘to be tractable compared to
the problems of Tong-term surface storage, especially at reactors, Mm

RL COMMITMERT
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Secretary Herrington 9 June 1986

reasonable 1ine of argusent is unsustainable today, in sfomificant part
becanse of the poor record at Manford and other D(l;{ installations. Thase
charged with the stewardship of the nation's largest inventory of
radigactive waste have done a poor job, DOE's plams for future stewardship
are accordingly suspect. Remedial action will net change public -
perceptions overnight. But the damage done by history uﬂr not diminish
until cleanup is underway at Manford.

In sum, there is n¢ substantfal argument for the no-actien
alternative as a permanent course of action; there has been far too such
delay already, Ilnkin? a choice and inﬁlementin it will he difficult, but
1 share the view imp)lcit in 1ssuing the draft EIS: the time to get
started f5 now.

Funding. The cost estimates in the draft EIS are both large amd
uncertiin, given the extensive engineering sti1) to be carried out, Even
the least cost)y action alternative, however, s priced at $Z billion, 2
figure that =ay prove to be conservative.

The high cost of cleanup has blocked remedial action at Hanford for a
long time. That hurdle is no lower now, surely, with large federal
deficits and fincreasing pressure on defense appropriations. Hanford
cleanup still competes with the GDB-SME Mavy, deficit reduction, and other
g:t}o:;ldgriurities. Can any programmetic decision resulting from the EIS

u :

While the one-time cost of c'leanu|1; is high, that is an inappropriate
parspective to. take on a project that will, in any event, take more ghan a
decade to complete, 1 urge DOE to explore with Congress the establishment
of a defanse waste trust fund, setting aside a fixed sum each year to

. pay for activities at Hanford and other federal facilities where past

practices require remedial action. Alterpatively, a fixed percentage of
the defense nuclear production budget couwld be paid fnto the trust fund
each year, with the agport!onnent set to enable timely completion of
cleanup at a1l federal installations. :

The trust fund apgmécn would provide greater assuﬁnce thst the
cleanup program can be brought o a successfal conclugion., Horeover, the
:m}]erf‘f:nnua] appropriations into the trust fund would aveid stark
radeo’ - .

Much additional analysis needs to be done before a trust fund can be
roposed tegisiatively, Nonetheless, the issue of financing c]eanup should
considered at this point. Otherwise, there is a real possibility that
actions will be started but not completed because of cost; that sequence of
events could, in tord, substmtia"¥ wagnify the environmental impact of

any decision reached through this EIS,

Standards_for unjgue ciecumstances. Under any of the alternatives
that wou ®ave radicaciive materiats in place, one could face a striking
nnomalﬁ. If a M?h-leve'l waste reppsitory were located at Hanford, ane
would have Tong-11ved padionuclides buried at_great expense 3,000 fest
below the surfice, while meterial of similar long-terwm kazard would be left
30 feet below ground at the defense waste sites. This anomaly canmot be
cured short of the costiiest optien, excevating the single-shell tanks;
even then compiete cl ennug cannot be assured. "1 believe it sensible,
accordingly, to tackle this issue head on in the final EIS.

“the program.

i
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The essential point §s that long-lived wastes at federal faciiities
cmngrise a unique Yegacy. So long as_the regu'latory regime in force sinte
1970 continues, it should be impossible for the conditions at Hanford to be
created anew. - That regulatory scheme astumes, however, that wastes wiil be
created and handled in ways compatible with regulatory objectives. This is,
not true of the wastes at Hanford, however, Attezpting to restore near-
surface conditfons near the singlé- shell tanks to a state compatible with
today's requlatory stamdards may be technical impossible, economicaily
infeasible, managerially imprudent, or all three.

At the current state of techmical kmpwledge, however, nelther the
ulticate Tevel of cleanug attainabie nor the cost of approaching or
achieving this level is knawn with confidence. For that reason, selecting
any sing e action alternative appears inagpnpriate since the basis of a
sound chotce is not yst developed, Enoug fnt‘nmnt'ron does seem to be in
hand, however, te rule eut the no-action alternative. This partial
decision can and should be made mow. . g -

‘In addition, ft may be useful to set an upper bound on
occupatignal exposure resulting from cleanup, for the purpose of guiding
additiona) work. .

- With that policy in place, cleanup should begin, with
experimental- projects to prepare the Sr and Cs cx sules for geologic
Tsposal: To excavate waste from a near-surface tank; and to stabilize
waste in a mear-surface. tank, The objective of these experiments would be
to improve DOE's wnderstanding of the engineering and cost implications of
the remedial paths available. .

The results of those experiments should then be discussed in a public
document, upduting this EIS. Public comment on that document. from the
state of Hashing on and other interested parties, should then form the
basis of an ansbher decision. ~That decision could, ‘in tarn, extend
experimental work-in directions guided by experience. . :

This approach differs from the one imp)icit in the EIS process in
three important respects. First, implementatios would begin without a
final detision on the remedial option to be chosen, so that experience can
influence feture decisions. Second, those future decisions would he
suliject to public review at decision goints. the first of which would be
specified in the final EIS. Third, an important objective of remedial
action in this initial stage is to improve our understanding of “best
available techmology® for cleanup, rather than to proceed as 1f that
technology were known.

The approach v ded here that learni
to later stages of cleanup, and thai the pace of learni
enough to result in more effective c'lemuﬁ. Tgwer occupational exposures,
and fower costs. It is easy to believe that lessons will be learned from
proceeding with cleanup. It is less clear that learning wil} be rapid, nor
that 1essons will be applied. That is why public review at later
pilestones is imperative, so that confidence in DOE's technical prograe can
be tested and {one hupesi argmented.

The moving target of best available techmology raises the Enssibﬂity
of revisiting tanks and other facilities cleaned up in earlier phases of
Such repetitions shorld not be ruled out. It s warth
uideline on occupational exposure per
reduction would establish a reasona
ecaute, a5 the technalogy improves,

2,2.11
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the incremental benefits of cleanfng up should declime. A risk-henefit
cemparison of the valve of repeated cleanup will accordingly set z
pragmatic stoppinE rule: some facilities will be riskier than the best
tec nu!o?y can gake them, but the risks of bringmg them to the best

attainable state outweigh the risks of leaving them as they are.

There fs & likelihood that this incremental risk-benefit comparison,
1f appliet-to the existing situation, would Tead to the np-action
alternative. That ﬁath 1% precluded, however, by the policy arguments made
above, concerning the broader implications of walking away fros the Hanford
legacy. Proceed ng with implanentation in the experimental mode suggested
here permits affected interests to explore with DOE the appropriate ga'llmce
of risk and benefid 2s experience 15 gained.

GOE {5 to be congratulated for moving forward on an effort to clean
up Hanford, The support of the states of Waskington and 0m$on, ang the
Indian tribes whose ceded lands are affected, is essential 1f the cieznup
15 {0 succeed. That local support must be built tm the difficult political
environment created by the commerctal high-Tevel reposftory program, Two
methods of huilding that sug?ort are dfscussed above: a defepse waste
trust fund, to increase confidence that federal fimancing of cleanuyp with
continue; and an experimental spproach to implementation, which permits
idighficaﬁun of tessens learnad and consensus-building on how to proceed
next, - .

The need to act ghile building consensus and .public.confidence is the
real messege of the dra 1§, It should be the guiding theme of the
actions selected, .

. Sincerely,
e et
Kat N. Lee
cc: Bovernor Booth fardner

Hon, Russell Jim .
#r. Michael Lawrencev”

9 Jung 1986
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Mr, Rich Holten/EIS

.5, Department of Energy
Richland Qperations Qffice
P.0. Box 650

Richland, Weshington 99352

Dear Mr. Holten:

The Department of the Interior has rev{ewed'the draft environmental impact statement
tor Disposal of Hanford Righ-Level, Transuranic ant Tank Wasies, Benton County,
Washingtor, and hes the following comments. .

General

In the 196{'s the Atomie Energy Commission freguently suggested that mdicactive waste
eoyld be isoleted for tens of thousands of years 8t a surface disposal site by relying on
engineered barriers and warning monuments, This concept was strongly rejected by the
publie' ap¢ the seisntific community, ineluding the Geologisal Burvey (PSGS), who argued
that during our short recorded history engineerad approaches to the jsolation of anything,
much less such hazardous materinls, have not proven to be relisble for periods sufficient
to enable radiation emission levels of radionuclides to decay to sn innocusus level. In
response to these eoncerns, the eoncept of disposing of high-leve] and transuranic (TR}
wastes in a deep genlogic repository was betn. This coneept is based on the premise that
geologic formations with favereble hydrologic. charsoteristies, when combined with
engineered barrlers, would form multiple barciers 1o the release of the dispssed wastes
into the environment for more than 10,000 years and reduce the possibility of human

. intrision in the distant future.

Even uwugh there has been extensive effort devoted to the locztion of a suitable -

geologie repository for givilian generated radiopctive wastes in the lsst décade, the task
s far from complete. This I some indioation of the comiplexity of the tesk snd the
degree of eonoern expressed by the public over how high-level and TRU waste ean be
safely dispesed. 'The Department of Energy (DOE) suggests that similar wastes at
Henford conld be ¢isposed nesr  land surfree with isclation dependent solely on
engineered barrfers and on flow through whet is, at present, mbout 20§ feet of
unseturated silt, sand, and gravel. The Department of - the interior eonsiders this
sugrestion to be without sufficient foundation.

Tie Bropased Adtion ] _
¥rom the content of the draft statement, inz) il sppendices, and froin dise with
DOE at Richland, it. would appear that ections with which DOE i prepareq. to move
nhead pertain to geologic disposal of current and -future high-level Liquid {double-shel
tank) wastes ami new and refrievably stored TRU westes. In discussion of the
RECEIVED
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‘Mr. Rich Holten/EIS

combination-disposal alternative, the wastes will be treated sccording to the type of
{acility fn which the waste i stored, not by radiation level. For example, wastes stored
in double-shel tanks &nd newly generatad tank wastes will be disposed of in geclogle
repositories, and wastes stored in single-shell tanke will be disposed on aite and burfed
near surface, However, the wastes, whether they are stored in single-shell op double-
shell tamks appear % contain almost identical types &md emounts of radicnuelides.
Apparently, the method of disposal is not dependent upon the charaeteristics of the
wastes but upon their aase of refrieval Additional studies should be implemented and
ongoing studies completed before any actions are recommended for disposal of single-
shell tank wastes, pre-1870 TRU buried wastes, and eohtaminated soil sites. These
studies should address numercus issues such as infiltration rates, fluid movement I the
unsaturated zone, radionuelide and chemical transport by surface water, numerical model
development, kssch rates of waste forms, retrieval methods for tank wastes and TRU
buried wastes, and oreation of new waste forms,’

The statement fails to identify the mixed waste {; tive and tive toxie
chemical wastes} inventory st the Hanford site.  Knowledge of mixed waste
characteristics will be significant {0 any analysls of poténtial mobijlity through the
natural geshydrologic system. In diseussion of the peslogic disposal alternative, the
draft statement indicates that most of the radicactive wastes from the double-shell
tenks will be :removed and transferred 10 2 deep geclogic repository; however, double-
shell tank residuals indluding waste treatment chemicals will be buried near the surface
at the Hanford Bite. The charscteristics of these residuals should be defined, (.e., are
they ciassified as low-level wastes) before the DOE recommends a disposal approach for
these pesiduals,

The appendices, contalning supplementary materiel for Volume &, are more informative
about DDEs plans than is the main body of the statement and deseribe uncertainties
estimating effects. of different processes and dispossl iy end radiclogieal
exposures. The appendices and discussions with DOE (Richtand) lead us to eonclode that
DOE is not prepared o proceed on either retrieval or inplace stabilizetion of Bingle~
shell tank wastes or pre-1970 TRU buried wastes. There eppear to be toe many unknowas
connected with either sction. Retrievel and wreatment technologies seem uncertein.
The wastes are not adequately characterized. The physical and chernical sigbilities of
the wastes sre not adeguately known. The performance and stability ef proposed
engineered barriers are uncertain, Data are-inadequate on infiltration rates. Available
numerijoal models on unsaturated flow end transpoct are inadequate both in theory and In
computational technigue, Therefore the draft statement does not provide adeguate
informetion to mecurately assess any of the altemmatives for disposal of Transuranic and
Tank Waste. The final ptatement should evaluate: the additionnl research required to
make gecisions about dispesal of both waste eategories.

Endangered Species

" The bald eagle and peregrine falcon were identified in the draft statement as ocowrring

within or in elose proximity to the Hanforé Reservation. Other threatened or endangered
species that could be affested by the coniinued leaking of conteminants into the river
intlade the Columbian white-tailed deer mnd bald eagle and peregrine falcom in the
Columbie River Qorge. The Department of Energy is responsible to initiete ¢onsultation
with the Bervice under Bections 7(a) and {c} of the Endangered fpesies Aot if it is
determined that a listed species may be affected. . .
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Additichally, several species that have been identified as ocourring on or adjacent to the
Henford Reservation ere currently undee review as candidates for inclusion to the list of
threatened o endangered species. These are the furruginous hawk, Swainson's hawk,
Jong-billed curlew, Columbin milk-vetch {(Astrapulus columblenus), persistent mepal
yelloweress {Rorippa calveina var, columbiae}, giant Cojumbia River Limpet (Fisherols
mttall, mnd greal | Colutfibla . River spire snoll {Lithoglyphus eolumbianus).
candidates, these species do not have any legal proteciion under the Endangered Species
Act. However, the cooperation mnd essistance of 1l Federal agencies t0 protect and
enhance populations of cantidate species may preclude the need for their future listing:
We would ercourage DOE to.take mny aclions needed to insure that ihese species are
protected from any adverse impuets resulting from the proposed a¢tion, If you heve any
questions regarding responsibilittes under the Endangered Species Act, please contact:

Mr. Rish Holten/EIS s

Jim Michaels .

2625 Parkingnt Lane, Blde. B-3

Olympia, Washington 98302 -

_FT8 434-9444 or Commereial (206} 753-5444

Gultural Resources

The final, statement should contein sufficient Information o determine whether
construction of the proposed facilities will impect eultural (archeclogicat or historical)

. resourtes; 115 archeolopie sltes are said tv be located on of near the Hanford Site, but

there is no indication thet the locations of proposed construction have been surveyed for
cultural respurces. Nor is there an indication of the scope of the survey performed by
Rice {19684, b) identified in the hibllography.

i -
We recommend that the final statement elazify these items ‘and document the opinion of
the State Historie Preservation Officer regarding whether a survey of the project area fs
needed i accord "with the requirements of 36 CER 800, "Protection of Histaric and
Cultursl Resources.” ’

Figh and Wildlife Resources

Hadioactlve military wastes have been generated at the Hanford Reservation over the
past 4C veers, . Past disposal technigues ofien consisted of placing waste materisl Into
pits o cribs #nd covering them with minimgl guantities of soll,  Although mreas
cohtaining these wastes may be isolated from exposure to hureans, this disposal method
has oifered little protection te the food chein of both aguatic and wildlife resources in
ihe ures; We are concerned that implementation of any of the proposed disposal
alternatives, invluding the No -Aetion Alternative, could resuit in coptiouing edverse
effects to aquatic and wildlife resources under the stewardship of the Fish and Wildlife
Service. Resources involved include anadromous fish {chinook, soho, and sockeye salmen;
steelhead trout, and sturgeon), waterfowl and other migratory birds, and federally listed
threatencd or endangered specles, -

Information sboal lesksge of padionuclides from the Hanford Reservetion and its
movement in sediments from Hanford to the Columbia River estuary was documented in

3.2.4.3
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3.2.4.2

3.5.4.6
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1973 by the USGS {Document No. 433-K, RedionucHdes fn Transport in the Columble
River Irom Pasco to Vancouver, Washington, 1973, by W, L. Huushild, H. H, Stevens, Jry,
J. L. Nelson, and G. R, Dempster, dr.). The draft stet t indicates the prese of
Phot spots" op "severe concenttations” of radienuclides in' sediments of the river. Thare
is & Ykely possibility that radi lides may have already entered into the food chain of
species under the legal responsibility of the Bervice. We are conderned that the disposal
alternative selected could result in further leakage of radionuclides into the Columbia
River ecosystem. Other federally protected fish and wildlife resources and facilities
upder our jurisdiction on or adjacent to the Columble River may be adversely atfected by
the eontiruing leskage of -contaminants from the Henford Reservation, These Federal
facftities include Saddie Mountain National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) (an waterfowl
senctuaty) directly downstream—heavily vsed by nesting Canads geese}, McNary NWR,
Umatilta NWR, Rldgefield NWR, Columbian White-tailed Deer NWR (established
pursuant to the Endangered Species Aet), and Lowis and Clark NWR, In addition, several
State of Washington Habitat Management Areas and the Bonneviile Fish Hetehery
{funded by the Corps of Engineers end operated by Oregon Department of Pish end
Wildlife} may be adversely impaeted. The draft statement does not adequately deseribe
the direet o indirect impacts of the proposed disposal project on fish and wildlife
resouryes on the project site or in areas adjacent 1o of downstream from the project.
The final statement should identify measures to mitigate fish and wildlife losses in detail
in the final statement. .

The Executlve Summary states that the "environmental impeets (both short- and long-
term) cgloulated for the four altermatives are generally low.” Howsever, that conclusion
is mot suppocted in the deaft slatement, The diseussion of environmental impsets
{Section 5) does nol sddress any of the above eoncerns, The draft statement does not
jnclude the results of eny impiot studies. Tne only discussion of project impacts on

‘agustic and wildlifé resources is limited to @ Statement thet the ndditional impeet jz

3.2.4.2

3.2.4.2

3.2.1,6

"judged to be simell” on page B.12,

Based on the information presented in the draft statement, we are unable to determine
what imipgets, il any; the proposed project mey have on the important fish and wildlife
resources within and adjacent to the proposed disposal site.

In order to accurately assess the environmental impucis of the proposed metion, we
recommend the DOE inciude a detafied evaluation of all direet and indirect impaats and
losses, and mitigation for fish and wildiife, as mppropriate, in the final statement.
Information repccted in the Department of Energy™s Annual Reports on Environmental
Monitoring 8t Hanford shoild be used in the final statement to identify resources that
could be effected by the propesed action. This information should alse be eonsidered in
the mnalyses of the eonsequences from eath allethalive to ensure thai the sglected
elternative would reduce poiential advérse effects to resourves on the reservation and on
downstream aguatic end wildiife habitat. X

Mineral Resources

Section R.3 notes that drilling into & waste—storage or disposal site from the surface 2 8
likely scenario within 100 years if aofive institutisnal control of the site is lost. Twe
distinet types of drilling seenarics are postulated. Because each has different qrilling
objectives and different size drili holes, different volumes of waste and sofl material are
brought to the surface:

o0y
oo
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1. Lerge dlameter (30 6m) minetal exploration borshoiss 308 m o more In depty

1. Weﬂfy&ﬂld st eomparatively shallow depths {100 m or Yess) for domestic water
xupply.

The ﬁl:st seenario must presume the existenee of mi 1 resou or mi L
potential (either actual or pereeived) within or near to the site, because deep, lurge
diemeter boreholes are not mandomly drilled without geologleal, geochemiesl, or
geophysical evidence to justify the operation. However, there 8 ho direct disoussion of
the potentisl for mineral resources in the draft statement. Therefote, the final
statement should deserfbe the potentinl for discovery/retovery of mineral resources in
the araa.

Specifie Comments

The following comments relate primarily to meterials provided in the appendices to the
siatemnent.

1.  We question the valldity of the assumption that when the muclides reach the
Columbia_ River they would be mixed and diluted instantaneously by the large
volume of flow in the river. The concept of instantaneous mizing end dilution by
water in $he Celumbia River Is misteading. When radionuelides reach the Colymbia,
River, it is not unlikely that they could concentrate in narrow fiow paths instead of
mixing completely with the river water. Many nuclides have the potential to be
adsorbad on clay particles contained in the river water or the bed, The mmjor
impact would eansequently be on the food ehain along the contaminated paths
rather then on drinking water supplies dependent on the river.

2. Becanse of multiinyering and the large differences in hydraulic sonductivitles,
water possibly might move horlzantally instead of just veriieslly as assumed and
simulated in the model This might also decrease the area in which diffusion
controls the release of radionuclide migration in the unsaturated zene.

3. The assumption of vertical flow in areas that surround the protsctive barriers may
ot be conservative. Even if the materials are homogeneous and isotropie, the
downward movement of water would tend to spread horigontally outward. If the
materials are heterogeneous and anisotropie, the spreading could even be inore,
This in effect would reduce the travel tiine from the waste to the water table aa
the distance that diffusion controls migration would be less. Thus, a more
conzservative appreach would have been o assume a trapezoidal shape for adveative
flow in the unsaturated zone.

4. Do the results of the model simulations remlly refleet the performance of a
muttilayer barrier and do the simulations really provide some sasurance as to the
overall effectiveness of the barrier? Do the eguations used in these simulations
necurately portray how water will or will not move through the barrisr?

3.2.1.6
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5.

3.5.2.47

6.
7.

3.5.6.37

8.

3.5.3.16

3.5.6.7

10

- 3.5.6,12

3.2.4,6™

The systein deseribed is netusfly & 3-phese system; solid, Liquid, and vapor, Will any
of the conta migrate ugh the vapor phase? "Gestam is unlikely but what
nhunt Carbon and Strontium?

Tire effect of migration of Carbon as Carbon Diczide in the vapor phese on Ity
movemnent to the water table should be disoussed. In other words, assuming only
diffusion of contaminants in the lguid phase through the unsaturated zone may mot
be conservative,

Lava flows and voleanism might be benefielal in that they may creete additional
cover over the wastes; however, the possibllity that such events might raise the
water table, because of ticn of the lying soil, such that it comes in
econtact with the buricd wastes should be eonsidersd.

The statemen! discusses hydraulie interconnection of the uppetrmost tonfined
aquifer. and the unconfined aquifer north of the "200 Areas.” .(Contours and

...streamiines of figure Q.2 suggests that a portion of the ground-water underflow

passitg the "200 Aress™ mnoves northward through the gap between Goble Butte and

. Gable Mcuntaln, The impact anslysis should Bddress the possible significance of
-elfects on the wppermost confined squifer if failure of natural or engineered

barriers should ooitur. The mnalysis should include effects on grouxd-water
movement résulting from rises in the water table’ aceompanying postulated future
Increases in resharge Quring wetter periods {e.g,, greater than 5,0 em/year),

The ground-water model assumes a tenfold inerease in recharge whereas the
surface-water model assumes & . twofold increase in annua! precipitation. The
impeact(s} of onsite flash fleoding &s a result of the Probable Maxitaumn Presipitation
following & series of wet years shouid be evaluated ia Section 4.4.1. This analysis
should consider impact:

" streams and waste ponds.

The US: Corpa of Engineers has evaluated the proposed eonstrection of Ben
.. Pranklin Dam at river mile 348, eboui 18 km upstream from Richland, Washington.
The higher water clevation that would be ‘created by the dam: could affaet nuclear

faellities gleng the bank of the Columbia River in the "LO0 Areas” site, The sctive
"N Reactor” s in the ™00 Aress® site and is produeing radicsctive wastes that
would b managed under the procedures selected for Transuranic and Tank Wastes

‘disposal. A resctivation of the Ben Pranklin Project by the Corps could change the

basis under which the "I0D Areas” site for waste dispasak would be evaluated,
ineluding the potentin) for higher ground and surface waters that could result from
constrvetion of Ben Franklin Dam. 7This issie should be mddressed in the final

‘statement because of the proximity of the "i00 Areas” site to the Colurnbia Rwer

and the high value of its fish and wildlife resources. Steelhead frout and
salmon spawn in this reach nf the rivet. This reash is also pset by sturgeon and
beld esgles.

We note that nine million cubic meters of fill materiel would be hauled to the ™200

Wedt Area” site and used for backfill end barrier eonstruction. The borrow ates-
should be rehabilitated after the materiaf is removed. Replacement of top soil and -

revegetation tould be émployed 16 roturn this ares o viable habitat,

ulting from floeding of onsite ephemem.‘l :

We hope thase comments will be helpful to'you in the preparation of the fingl statement.

Sincersly,

sl A A

- -
& Bruce Blahehard, Director
Euvironmental Project Review
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R. A. Holten/EIS i z
U.5. Department of Energy s (f&-"{ el W
Richland Operations “ g Cete
P.G. Box 550 .
Richland, Washington 99352 tecy Frcel diCLL e Elint Zldaalte
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The Kennewick Fire Department offers the following comment concerning
the D.I1,E.5:

The draft environment impact statement does not adequately address the W -
e 1mpa:ts ‘to municipal and state energency services. DPrimarily the.areas /‘Z i - {Z('{‘”( -
of training, plannmg and equipping need to be further discussed. M “ ) ) i h
Training is currently available in handling radiological emergencles, et @WML‘ A AR e, Z e
3 4‘2 .2}l but needs to be evaluated to emsure that programs are adequate for the

P . 5 : .
potential emergency situations. % -{M Qm W% M 2 5 6
» *
Planning procedures and the plans themseives at the federal, state, ’ &;{Lf
county, and municipai levels need to be assessed for adequacy and the Méd,e ’é,{ /

g ot

ability to interface at different levels. Responsible agencles need

to be identified for the smooth transition of authority. W W 4@
Equipment needs should be evaluated. Current equipping for radio- >y ;
logical emergencies is minimal at best, and may need te be upgraded. ‘Z"% = 4{‘( e /j

The final envirommentzl impact statement should include the impacts and | )

costs to first responder agencies, as well as the emergency management
system they will look to for support.

/g“/ﬂ” el
f'cﬂ ,,)J{‘. (_,C@.a(/‘l_ M é/.__..._d—
Smcere]ij ELL)Q o ) /(_I?ﬁ’zd/ //.{,(,, ,ﬂa/‘_?u:c.ua,r' M

- Poioacd elell S Tk el &
Bobby F. Kirk, Fire Ch::ef —_ Y
City of Kenngwuk 7% M’e{%'

BFK/dw
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I am writing to corment on the draft EIS " Dispomal of Hanford Defense High-
Tovol Trenswrsnic and Tank Wastes.”

Before I comment divectiy on the EiS I want to say that of the albernatives
proposed , the geologie dimrosal is most favorable for one outstapding reason: if
any of the other slternatives are selected it will only be a mwatter of time t1l11
Hapford is selscted for all the comerceisl nuclear waste. Regardlsss of 211 the denlais
that is exmetly what will happep. * If ita's safe enouph to bury defense waste there then
it should be safe enough for all the nuclear waste® is how thai argent goes. For that
reacon glens the in-pisce sisbilization, disposal and refrerence alternatives should be
dispisseds :

If peclogic dlpvosal ie approved amd mest of the waste is frucked off then
the remsining low-lsvel wazle thalt is made . inte & grout should be ZSsoosed of only in
200 areas far away from the Columbiz. Preferably it weuld all be trucked off.

. I'personnlly think the reference alternative is a sham because the 215 talks
about westes that are " currenbly stable end would be hazardous to retrieve" then talls
sboub moving them frem the 300 avea to the 200 sres ! 7 There have been numerous reports
in the press of lesking tarks, ra@iczetive rabbits aod ABC news called the Columbis " the
wost radiosstive fver in the world". This is stable? .

in the EI5 wnder the in-place stabilizatlcr < #o -2l lterpative it is stated
thet " 1lttle or no weter is aveilabls t¢ infiltrate weste sites exd rove the weste
materials.” If sfates’ the barrier would " prevent umward or dowmrard novement ofwater
by eapiliary eetion. " :In a world of changing weather patteras , proxinity to ective
weleanoes and the ¥ neeessity to have this waste iscleted for hundreds of thousands of

years, this jost doesn' satisfy me. In the US sountiovest there heve been repent flcods
where mona. have been recorded beforp. I just can't beldeve that this waste oan e
sufficlently isolated £rom water by this gravel covering method dezoribed.

I eould go on but w3l spere the~ reader. These weapons &nould naver have besn
built in fthe Pirst place but since they bave, ws must find the best way environment-1lly
sound to dispose of i%. Politleal considerations rmst teke 2 back seat to envirommentsal
considerations. Storing this wrate anywhere noar the pation's second largest river is
¢learly insanec. { I think a certsin ranch near Santa Barbare balonging to ome whe truly
loves paelear waspons would be a better cholee). Certainly a geclegle disposal in an
area with no major river is better than Herford.

Si.nn:el)bgmms,
ohe Proctor .
Zt. 1, Sox J10-J

Drain, Or 97W35
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GUDD AFTERNOON, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:

MY NAME IS DOLORES HODGE. I°*M A RESIDERT OF WALLA WALLA, WASHINGYOK: A HOUSE WIFE,
MCTHER, UNITED STATES CITIZEN, PROFESSIONAL MUSICIAN...AND I AN AF) . AFRAID FOR
MY FAMILY, MY CHILDREN, MY STATE, MY COUNTRY AND THE FUTURE. I AM AFRALD BHCAUSE
OF THE NUCLEAR WASTE LUMP SITE AT HANFORD, WASHINGTON. WR DON'T WARI ITY

THE WATER, AIR AND LAND ARE BEZIG CONTAMINATED . WHAT WOULD HAPIEN IF WE SHOULD
HAPFEN TO HAYE AN ACCIDENT SIMILAR 70 CHEENCRYL? JUST WHERE ARE WE TO HE EVACUATED
TOT AND FOR H0M LONG? DON'T THE RESIDENTS OF THE TRI-CITY AREA AND EMPLOYEE'S F
HANFCRD AND ALL PEQPLES THAT ARE £(8 THIS ISSUE WCRRY ABOUT THIST

OUR WELDLIFE, OUR FISH AND OUR LAND IS BEING RUINED. DUR HKALTH IN CHMERAL 15 IN
PERIL. THIS HAS TO I'VE TALXED TO HUNDREUS OF PEQELE THAT OPPOSE THIS SITE AT
HANFORD, DO YOU KNOW WHAT THRY ASK MEY QUOTE...*NHY HASN'T THIS EERN PUT TO A VOTR"Z
I WONDER ABOUT THAT, MYSEIF. JUST WHAT DO WE HAVE TD DO TO EE HEARB?

THE "N" REACTOR SHOULD B2 SHUT DOWN IMMEDIATELY UNTIL ALL SAFETY MEASURES HAVE BEEN
MET. NO MURE WASTE SHOULD BE ADDED TO THE MESS THAT ALREADRY EXISTS. THERE IS NO
TIME TO WASTE. WE ARE ALL AWARE THAT WE MEED NUCLEAR POWER, DUT' WE MUST LEARN HCW
TO CONTALIN IT IN A SAFE AND SANE MANNER BEFURE WE Pi}DDUm ANX-MRE OF IT.

FOR THOSE THAT DISAGREE WITH ME, THE ANSWERIS SIKPLEL IF I DOX'T LIKE IT, THRN PER-~
HAPS I SHOULD MOVE FRQM THES AREA. WRONGI I HAVE BEEN A RESIDENT OF THIS STATE KOST
Cf* MY LIFR AND I IOVE IT HERE, THE NORTHWEST IS SOME OF THE MOST BEAVIIFUL COUNTRY
IN THE UNLTED STATES. I DON'T HAPPEN TO THINK THAT I SHODLIF HAVE TQ LEAVE. I THINK
THAT THIS AREA. WHERE T LIVE SHOULD BE SAFE....S50 I CAN DHJOY A HAPPY, HEALTHY LIFE
HERE AND ESFECIAZLY.,..ONE WITHOUT WCHRY.

THERE ARE QUITE A FEW AHEAS IN OTHER STAYES THAT ARE DENSELY PCPULATED THAT CCULD
HOUSE THIS WASTE WITHOUT HARM TO FEOPLE (R WILDLIFE. WHY CAN'T THESE AHEAS ER CON-
SILERED?

SPOKANE 16§ LARGE AND NOT THAT FAR FRON HANFORD. CAN YOU YMAGINE JAVING T EVACUATR
THAT QITE? WHAT OF THE FARMLANDS SURROUMDING HANFORD AND EXTENDING EAST TO WALLA
WALLA? WE ARE TALKTNG ABOUT YEARS OF CONTAMINATION HERE...NOT JUST A FEW DaYS &R
WEEKS. LOOK AT FHE LARCE HOSFITALS IN THIS AREA THAT WOLLD HAVE TO FR EVACUATEDa
KOT TQ FORGET ONE OF THE BIGGEST FROBLENS... THE FPENITENIIARY AT WALIA WALLA.uess
JUST THINK OF THAT FOR A MINUTE. WHERE DO THE SUPHGRTERS OF THIS JSSUE PROFOSE 70
PUT THESE PEQFLE IN OASE OF EVACUATION? I SHUDGER AT THE THOUGHT.

AS A MUSICIAK, I ENJGY SINGING SONGS THAT EXPHESS LOVE AND HAPPINESS AND FRIDE FOR
MY GOUNTRY. I DON™P WANT TD BE SINGING SONCS WRITTEN {F FEAR AKD HOMELESSNESS.

1 SFEAK FOR MYSELF, MY FAMILY AND FAIENDS AND ALL TUE OTHERS TAAT GOULDN'T EE MERE
TCDAY. I SPEAR FOR THE LOVE GF Y STATE AND THE LOVE OF MY QOUNTRY, I SPRAX FiRt
THE FUTURE GENERATIONS THAT CAN'T SPEAX FOR THEMSEIVES. i

THANK YOU, )

DOLCRES M. HODGR

RECENVED DOERL

“Bo& SOUTH. SECOND AVE.
WALLA WALLA, WASHINGTON
$9362 JuL 3186
TEL. (509) 529-G1L85
WM DIVISIRY

July 1- 1986

e
£
By

010

RECEWVED DOERL
JUL 8186
WM DIVISION

-July 1, 1986

;}2]5 R.’i;ghlandnnpxmtigns oftice
ttention: = A, Holten / EIS Eagte Managemant Diviat
Richland, Washington 993?2 & : o

Dear Mr. Holtens

The Mazamag are & 2700 member outdeor orienmted organization
baged in Portland. The club has had a long standing interest
in Northwest Environmental imsues. We consider the disposal of
defense waste at Janford to be one of the mogt orucial environ-
mentel deciglons the Northwest has ever faced.

In detiding to postpone the seoond repository bvecamse of deubt-

ful need for the additional disposal space, the DOE appears to '
preclude the option of co-mingling defense wagte with commereial 2.1 - 3
wagte. There simply isn®i enough spoce in one repoeltory for the

Commerclal waste and the estimnted 40,000 tons of defense waste

et Hanford. We beliave that the USDOE is acting in bad faith . 2 1 {()
regariing the DEIS by effectively eliminetihg one of the options. bl 1

The Maxamas prefer an option that would inglude deep geolegic

disposal of the high level defense waste currently stored in

near-surfsee tanks. We believe that the cost eptimates for thie 3. 3 1, 1
uption are unrealisticelly high ard tend to biag the DEIS away bl
from this option,

If the USDOE pracludes deep geologic disposal, the Mazamas be-
lieve snother obtion should be considered: that of vitrifying 3,1.8.9
the high level waste bafors entombing it in noar-surface tanks. feede
We hope you will tuke theme commente inte consideration as you
make your final decigion. We beliave they rePrement a large

Nine-0-Nine Wortkwest Ninsteesth Avense - Poctland, Oregoc 7209 - Telephont (593) 227-2345
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- Thank you for this opportunity to exPress our views. .

. Yery truly yours,

: yéji ;C;QLﬂiélz;&qéLqL*

. Dberlander, Chairman
MAZAMAS Conservatidn Committee

011

i/
RECEIVED DOE-RL

2 July 1586 ) JuL B 186
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3425 W.LK.5am.Rd.S. . WMDMISION

Bellevue, WA 98008
(206) 746-8573

R.A. Holten/EIS, Waste Management Division < AR
DOE Richland Operations Office
Richland, WA 99352 re -- Draft EIS, Hanford Waste

Dear R.A. Holten § Staff:

The three-volume and summary set of the Draft EiS: Disposal of Hanford
Defense High-level, Tranuranic and Tank Widstes, March ]BEG, Provides am
INCLETESTIiNE and ¢omprehensive overview o6F the technology factors assocliated
with some considerations of radionucleotide storage at the Hanford site.

We are unconvinced the many fears have been adequately allayed. These

include, but are not limited to, the “pocket sophers," the "groundwater
contamination,™ the possibility of river flooding from major catastrophes .
ranging from natural earthquake zo ruprure of the Grand Coulee Pam as 3 5 6 35
well as risks from geolegic -activity and/or volcanic eruption. These L g
and other hazards strorgly suppest that nuclear technology carries with

it many potential risks which would remder the utilization of atomic

energy development unsuitable for comsumption by these who subscribe to

high standards of ethical resﬁOnsibility to the environmental resocurce

and to future generations of human beings. - As a consequence - of this

ill-advised romance with nuclear technologies and of the warnings from

eminent scientists throughout several decades of investigation, we are

suspicious that the patterns for sslective breeding will epitomize those

personality types who were motivated by uncontrellable urges stemming

from ruthless genetic endowments, with little perspicacity or semsitivity

to cultural extenuaticns beyond mundane technocratic administrative

functionality and bureaucratism aligned with conformist redundarce. If 2 R 5 » 5
the intent was to provide labor<saving leisure-time for an atomic economy,

I will remind the hearing examiners that "idle-hands breed the devil's -

work." We are today witness to the devil's seduction of "easy™ money.

The report detzils some statistical calculations of "health effects,"

however, this phrase musi be a misnomer. The word "effect™ means "to 4. 1 . 27
bring about; accomplish; fulfill; produce or make," yet in the passages

which refer to "health effects™ we are instead speaking of "ill. effects,™

correct? Nothing inherent or intrinsic to the nuclear industyy, from

mining te processing to waste storage, Suggests anything beneficial to



£l

2.5.5

4.1.27

2.5.5

gz
uedygeadl

011

: RECEIVELD DUE-RL
~2- : UL B W85

{Draft EI5, Hanferd Waste, jh) WM DIVISION

the "health" of humdn beings; rather we read of the clever financial
scheming tinked with engineering boondoggles exacerbated by the refusal
of highly competent scientists to be associated with the nuclear projects,
If the DOE wishes to include referefices depicting the "ill effects®™
anticipated by this dubious marriage to nuclearist technolegies, then

the labels ought te be altered to reflect the situation, Since we believe
that the DOE has been informed of this particular semantic problem many

“times before in the past, the continued abuse of language is-inexgusable

and cannot .be tolerated; Further persistance with misnomers only indicates

- to w5 the degree of untrustworthyness amomg the radioluﬁicnl staffpeople

which will credte only that scensrio of contvempt into which tomorrow's
childrer will be. cast,  Will they find dccupations that stimulate and

envigorate healthy bodies as well as minds, hearts and- souls?

To qualify as a “health effect according to Webster, the item must

"bring about or accomplish or produce ... health” however, it is obyiocus
by the gensral linguistic constructions embodies by the Draft BIS that
these biochemistry engineers have overlapped “ecenomic health with
‘"physiologital health,” i.e, by miXing together the production of waste
with the subjective feelings attending that moment of waste creation.

It is natural for & political management prospectas to coagulate around
that crust of conglomeratien, abominaztion and apostasy. In many respects,
the characteristics of radicnucleotide waste amortization remind us of the
swashbuckling Mazi-mevements of the mid-20th century, 'tirue believers' in
the burgeoning powers of the scientific methodoiogy of human relattonships,

- As we point out in a repeatable DU ... WHELE ... UNTIL -loops, the sccial

factors ‘of, Part Three (3) "Waste Disposal™ cannct be celimited from the
sociology of Parts One (1) "Mining" and Parts Two (2) "Nuclear progessing.”
The substitution of technocratic economies for Christian spirituvality will
again destroy this civilization psychelogically as by the “enemy within,"
as other civilizations had been geStroyes By our painful past experisnces.
{See -« Herbert Marcuse {ne-Dimensional Man, 1961 ) Nothing in the

usage of “health effect" In the Yeport might explain the depth
of Tnewspeak double-talk" epidemic to the progress 'of this disease.

your choice -- heaven or hell,
A, E, VanVogt Destination Univerde

:\ {:
Francis Schaefier - :

rue iritualit
Paul Tillich Systematic ;Fequgﬁ
William A. Reuben e Atom ¥ oax - ’ )
Bsther Veramae HameT THe [gu ¥ Revised) Encyclopedia of JudglnE
and Exhibiting Floriculture OTA-ATLiSLTY -~ Classitc oth ed,

Alexander M. Bickel The Mora 1ty_of Consent
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| TESTIMONY OF -
GOVERMOR BOUTH GARDNER
BTATE OF WASHINGTON
. far
USDOE FUBCIE HEARLNGS

on

'DEFENBE WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT BTATEMENT

by
CURTIS -ESCHELS
- L
SPECEAL ABSISTANT ON ENERGY 1SSUES

July B, 14B&
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Governor Gardner reqiested that 1 express his regrets that he could
net be here perswnally to commant on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on the Disposal of Hanford Defense High-lLevel, Transu-
raiit ang Tank Wastes. He .asked me to gresent his tastimony. My
name ie Curtie Eschels. . 1 &m Governor Gardner's spetial assistant
on energy iesues. [ Chair the state of Washington Energy Facility
Site Evaluation Lounzil, and I am a member of the state of
Washington Nuclear Waste Eoard.

Eefore I make specific comments, 1 will take & few moments tp list
general triteria the U.S. Department 6f Energy (USDDE) should use
to reach decisions. The number one criterion mugst be the protec-—
tion of public hesalth acd the environment. To weet this all impar-
tant criterion, USDOE must:

- use state-oi-the—art technalogies;

- comply with appropriate laws by leaving the shadow of the
1954 Atomic Energy &ct exclusicns and moving intoe the
Bunghine of current federal legislations

consider econpmics, but not allow econamics tao drive deci~
sions; :

minimize future releasesy and

make sure science, not politics, prevail in the decisian
making process..

The Clearnup of this 40 years.a::umulation of'wastgé is a major,
long—term chalienge for USDDE and thwe state of Washington. This
Braft EIS is the beginning of a long, difficult, ano pxpensive
task. .

I am pleased that the citizens pf this region have becoms so knowl-
edgeable about this issue. 1 credit the USDOE and - state of
Washington information  programs for providing information to the
citizens. 1 hope these information programs will continue even
though the Draft EIS comment period will spon end.

The fclluwxng specific comments are made in the spirit of impraving
thig draft impact statement. This three volume, 1,000 page docw—
ment is, for the most part, clearly written and technically saund.

Mowever, to make the final pocument complete and adequate, UEDOE
must. incorporate the following 1ssues.

s Chemical Hazards
The scope of the DEIS . i% toec narrow. The document does not ade—
guately oeal with the hundreds of thousands of tons of chemical

wastes included in tank wastes and dispersed in Hanford soils. The
hazards of chemical contamination are ne less.real and wrgent then

RECEIVED DOE-RL
JuL 91986
-t~ WM DIVISION

the hazsrds of radigactive materials. USDOE must inventory the
ctemicals contamination and pach disposal alternative must
specifically address chemical contamination.

Spil Rarriprs

Tha Dratt EIS appears ta make overly optimistic performance assess-
ments for soil barriers. The validity of the EIS is in jeopardy if
the avaiiable literature has been misrepresented. Earrier perfor-—
mance must be substantiated by previous studies and actual experi-
ence. FPathway and travel time calculaticns are meaningless pntil
barrier perfarmance is substantiated.

Cempliance With Ssfety Laws

We are concernaed that the USDOE smphasis on stabilization of tanks
is contrary to the Nuciear Waste Folicy Act “"multiple barrmer”
appraach which reguires stabilization of both the coentainer and the
wastes. The USDOE approach leads to an acknowledoed contamination
of Hanford grnundwatar. Contamination of groundwater is contrary
to stxte law. In the final E1S5. USHOE shoald atgree to comply with
all appropriate state laws to protect public health and the envi—
ronment. . .

Compliance With the National Environmental Folicy Act

In the final impact statement, USDDE must specifically identity the
impacts of "the" propasal as required by the National Environmental
Policy Act. The use of "bounding -assumptions” to cover & range of
impects or alternatives is not acceptable.’ Delayed records of
decision will reguire, as a minimum, 2 supplemental EIS with am
opportunity for citizen comment.

Tne draft document calls for a system to mark the boundary of the
actunl disposal sites. WUSDOE describes what it calls "actual dis-
posal sites” which would cover 32 square miles. in our opinion,
not all the 32 spuare miles must Be off limits +forever. OCnly that
lang that is irretrievably tontaminated by dangerous wastes should
be written off. USDDE must establish a separate, public process to
condemn land prior te writing it of+f.

Ability to Monitor

USDOE must, inithe final EIS, evaluate the impact of defense wastes
on the ability to monitor 2 proposed reppsitory. This monitoring
is especielly important in the earlier pastclosure years. It is
obvioue that even consideration of & repository reguires the best
possible cleanup of defende wastes.

RECE{VEL DUERL
JuL 9 186
WM DIVISION
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- Effect on Other Decicions

Health and safety issues must be the major factor in tha cleahup o4
defense wastes and in decisipns leading to the selection of a site
for geclooic disposail of high-level wastes. From all ingicatians,
the decision to indefinitely postpone work on a second repository
was hased, in part, on USDOE gata which assumed single-shell wastes
wiould not go £0 a repository. 1¥ the decision was influpnces by
Buch an apsumption, there wWill surely te added pressure by USDUE to
stabilize the single-shell tank wastee in place., 1In addition, the
uee of such deta to make & decision on the second round repository
raises seripus guestions abput the validity of the geologic reposi-
4oy alternative for single—shell wastes, The spirit anp intent of
the Mational Environmental Folicy Act requares consideration of
valid alternatives, The final £I5 must clear up this canfusion and
must clesrly adoress the impact of single—shell wastes on the
desiun and construction of a repository—-uwherever it is built. The
final document must include specific information on the number of
canisters of giassjified maste USDOE expects te extract from single-—
shell tanks.

Conclueion
In canclusion, 1 support strangly USDDE’'s efforts te move ahead on
key elemerts of the Hanford cleanup. This includes continuing
research and preliminary design work on the glassificatien and
grout facilities. The state of Washinoton will work.to forge a
coalition to support cleanup funding.
The Washington State ‘Nuclesr Wasgte Hoard will testify at the-
eattle meeting and the Board will Submit detailed comments on or
betore the August 9 deadline.

Governhor Bardneds and i thank you for this opportunity to comment,

RECEIWED DOERL
JuL 9086
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Gordon ], Rogers
1108 Read 36
Pasto, Washington 99301
July 8, 1956
U.S. Depariment of Energy
and ations Office
l:gl.nnox %:r : RECEIVED DOF.1
Richland , WA 99352 L 91986
Attention: Mr Rich Helten
: WM DIVISION

Dear Mr. Holten:

1 submit the foliowing comments for your consideration on the draft EIS on
Disposat of Hanford Defense High Level, Transuranic and Teok Wastes.

1 spprove of the USDOE's effort to evaluate alternatives in order to select
cost effective method for permanent disposal of these wastes in a manner
which provides appropriate protection to the pubiic and to plant employess
in accordance with federal and state laws and regulations.

2.3.2,12

1 favor the basic approach of the In-Place Stabilization (IPS) atternative for
the following reasons:

it is not at ali clear that there will ever be a deep geological
reposliory; of if there is, ¢n what time frame it may become
available. The IPS approach permits field work on waste
stabilization to proceed without walting for resolution of the complex
political problems of where ¥ site the repository. -

#The IPS approach involves minimum physical disturbance of the
waste materiats. This reduces the problem of dispersal of
radicactive material or contaminated soil, as well as the politicai and
public refations problems associated with transportation of
packaged wastes to some other stte for disposal,

«This approach permits recovery or ready retrieval of radicactive
cesium and strontium capsules which afe a valuable product for
medical sterilization or food irradiation appHcations.

#The barrier and marker systers; will achieve greatly improved
protection against accidental disturbance of the wastes for a long 3, 5 l 4
period into the future. While there may be refinemsnts of the
detalls of the barrier and merker during the detaited design phase,
the basic approach ls sound and is far superier to anything 1 am
aware of having been planined for hazardous ot tozlc chemical

3.3.2.1

3.3.2.1

2.5.8




013

U, 5. Department of Energy
Rich Helten

Page 2

. waste disposal sttos The non-nuclear chemical hazardous wastes are
: 3 ] 6 1 pzomt now in far greatsr aitounts and are polentially far-mote of
hazerd to human health and safety than sre the defense wasted; and
they will remain so indefinitely into the future.
*The calciilated health and safety impacts of the IPS aiternative are as
- 3.3.2.1 towasor tower than those of the other alternstives and clearly mest .
the requirements of the applicable laws and regulations with véry
‘comnfortable marging for error or oversight. In addition, they meet
the ALARA objective. The heaith impacts are trivial in comparison
with those due to naturally ccetiring radiation and atso in
- .comparison with the much higher risks to life and health arising
. from atmost all other ¢ommon human activities. -

2.7, {oThe estimated cost is thé lowest of the alternatives evaluated. This Is
important because taxpayer funds are always in limited supply; and
there are many ways in which fueds could be spent to far greater -
advantage in protecting public heatth and safety.

Thenk you for the opporhmity w0 pmsent.my views to you on this subject.

91
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505 TTL 0967 o 4200 8.5, Knepp @tmat,
'Pnrtlnnd. .
Oregon. = 97206
July Bth. = 1966
Daar )ar Eolten,
Draft Emrimnmentl:{ Impact Stnhment
. Dlaposel or Panrord Deren;e Eish-r.avol,
T:-anauru.nic and !Eank Wastes, ’
DOR/EIS-0113 March 1986 _
Comuents on the draft wede as 5 metber of the public

. . are enclosad harewlith.
Youﬁ_finnamly, '

Trevoy Graffithal :

-r, Rioh HelSenterf,

V.84 De;.sarl:manu of ﬁ\:aésr,
Richland Operabions Office,
'F.0. Box 860, '
Richland,

Washington. 90352,
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Comments on Craft Envirenmental Impact Statement (E.I1.8.)
Diloposal of Hanford Defense Hlgh-Level, Trensuranic

and Tank Wastes. DOE/EIS-0113 Mareh 1086
The Draft E.I1.5. is limited to & very deteiled dlscussion

of the 440 000 cu, yis. of jefame Wentss nscumilated on
the site since 1943 snd the proJections for an additionsl .
60 000 ocu. yda, in the next 12 years. Written to meet the
requirements of the Councll on Environmental Quality the:

document soys it ",..will also help ensure that the publie

4s fully informed 2nd 1s Involved in the decisfion-making

nroceas ",

At fipst sight it appears that the desiaion 1z to choose one
of threo disposal options for metlon or s "mo-action" optlon,
In no case 1s & complete ramovel of all defense wastes Lyom-
Hanford a possibilltyy 3in eech case for action thers must
ba 8 marker system for the retentisn of tank reslduals.
Whatever 'fha oufcome, the-Dapértmant of Bnergy retalns the
dizapetion to deélds what sombination of options will be
nsed, L.e. Gnologﬂ;c_r-?;isposai or In~Place ét,abillzatlon and
Dis;:xoaal-. It is dirric_'.ult tp:seé 1:'_1 w_hqh' wey t!__ﬂ.a is
distingulshable from the thlrd éption outlined, l.ee, .
Refersnce Corbinstlon sisposal, By virtus of the condition
that &1l inst;itutionai ;acntrbi muﬁt not--ionally be- assimed’

to be losi by 2150, 1t is stiewn that’ the "no—ac..ion option

' ia unaccapta‘ule apd 1s onl—y :I.ncludad becnu..e WEPA says 1t

should bee REC-EWED DOERL

JUL 8 1986
documem;z’clon o2 hesith end 5arety 1xpacts for esch opmg.MSlON

Heore 1t is.shown that in no case, ahort or long term,

Fage 1 of 4
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will thers bs any health effect to members of the public evident
somai:ioslly or stetiatleally, Moreover, the DOE i1s committad
vo malntalining this criterion when it exercises its d.isora.ti_on
docymented in Records of Decislon. .

Cumlative Impacts.
This i_.as'ua is only towched on inferentlially in the Surmary,
while the few paragraphs under Sectlon 5.1.4 in.Vol,IL.

under this heading fall a long way nhort of what is velevant 2,3, 1. 14

2nd essential 1f the E.I.3. 1s to have any oredence. The

Dofenso Wastes are only part of the total inventory of

radloactivity on the site. There nre process plants,

oporasing resctors and. irradiated eompohents from elsswhere,

How aépnmta ara G?{ley by losation or natire and can it be

shown that the interaction with Defense Wastes will not

invalidate the analysi.s that' has besn presented?

If it oan be in.fan-ed that by the year 2150 all operationa’

not addressed In the E,I,S, will heve oeased, then some

underlying juahiﬂoation for the presentation may be aeen.

The Columbin Gorge was formed s«:;me 10 DDO_ye'am ago, 8o to

anyone sensitive ﬁ": bﬁat magnificant fezture the projection

of concern to thet extent in the fulure ls well balanced,

This in no way however can guench the com;ern‘ for the.presant

and next generation who enjoy 1t,. Further pomants are

made :3 suggestions for public perception al_ad publie confidenoe,

RECEWED DOE-RL
Page 2 of 4 1 8 85
WM DIVISION
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Bublic Perosption.
2.3.1.4 tee tims appears rips fop public perception of risk to Eublic Confidence.
" be identified e an ilmporbent ingredient of the Impact The Draft E.I.$. addveszes reponsibilities meterilally
Statement apd discussed in dspth as objectively as any dependent on the acllons of individunls, not identifisd in
other iasue. IF the parception i ill-founded, it will the document, who must divect and oarry out operations over
through the demooratic process distort and misdirect action many future yesrs. As envisaged by the publls in the reglon
and in the extrems induce epprehensions and 1ll-health policy directlions ara given by a bursau in Washington D.C.
which will bae == real to the individunl as if there were more influencsd by its closemess to those concerned with
& materiasl cause., There is no gulde in the Stotement to short-ferm politleal expedlency then those remotse but
help appreciate the importanse in commonsense terms of dlrectly affseted. Administrative tontrol is affacted
3.5,5, 12:ke projected estimates of the heslth effects.guoted, ] through & muiti-headed hierarchy on silte and operations ave 2, 5. 5
on page 17 or. the Sumary, dealing with Major Health apd delegated to contractors, faceless corpofa?:ions j’.gula-ted
Safety Impacts shown on Table 3, it is safd ¥,..they do by distence end contractual conditions from any soncern for
show Some significant differences among altermatives,?, local commmnitiss. If the E.I.S. 13 to be asen as mors than
- this. presumebly with respect to the @ifference betwasn 8 formality of little precticel conseguence, it im suggested
o~ 2 and 15 in 10 ODO yesrs. On page 3.35 of the Draft, Table that the llne 6f responsibility should be seb aub.
3.2 quotes the same range of Figures as projected for 60 years, It 1s further avggested that the senlor Iocal officlal
* tut 1t also shows bthet these rlgures are Limited to the should be named when appelnted and charged with the task
workers on the site; it is zero for the public. FHow is : of setting up & iimison organizatlon ang mesting with
this to be understood by the publiet . communities downstream at prescribed intervals to diacloae
_If & risk is evident to the senses or within the expsrience . end snswor guestions on Records of Detision when mads,
3. 5 . 5. 1 £ an average individual, then the figures ahould stand alone, Dlacussioh of concerns Loth rational and Arratlonal would
¥hen it s not, & in the case of radiologieal risk, should bulld mutuel confidence.
not the significance of the figures bte disecussed and
explained on bhe basls of Appendlx ¥ 1 Page 4 of 4
_ Page 3 of 4RECEVED DOE.RL 1(5 e )
s JUL 8 1985 ' * RECEIVED DOERL
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3.3.2.1

2.3,2.12
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- T9A0 G:MW. Carcl Blen Place
Baaverton, Oregon 97007
July 4, 198&

R«A: Holtwn/EIB

U.B. Departmmnt of Enargy
Richiand Operations Office
F.0. Box 550

Rizhland, WA 99352

Hol twns

Pmar Mr., or Ms.

to the requast for

The following commehts are ofiersd in respon
of nuciear wastes.

public input &n the alternatives for "disposal”

It does not sesm appropriate for ws (the public or media) to talk
raticnally about "a perpanent soluticn” to this problem. It only
awsmy prudent to discuss possiblie ways of temporarily stpring the
wante until such time that & method in developed to neutralize them in
a mwaningful way!

It is beybhd my enginearing intslligence to think of concentrating
radipactive Wa s ant plasing them beyond rmach (i.s. burying them
far bslow the rth's surface) when their dangesrous propsrtiss are
destribmd as having half-lifetimes of 100,000 ysars duration.

Man, in his usual "out of sight, out of mind and no longer my
responkibility" approach to getting rid of garbagw, may b= tampmring
with something that just won't be dispossd of in that way! We oust
find a way to make the waste harmless before it dw put into a
Ypermangst digposal site."

Without continuing to belabor the dirsction of my thooghts twhich
sheuld be obvious by now), I vote VERY STRONBLY FOR OPTIOM NUMBER 2.
{wt's store the wastes as safaly a2» possible in a location where thay
can be sccessed When & PERMANENT SOLUTION iw developad. (Youw know,
sven if that's 10,000 ysars from now, thw mltlrill will still be as
dangerous theht ak it is now')

T thank you for any real :nnsldlrntiﬂn given to my thoughts.
Hopefully my, and other enginesring/sciantific, input wili be
considarsd to & higher degree than that given to the engineering input
for the CHALLENGBER's fatal flight. Politics and mesting momaone's
esxtablished schedule should. pot determine this decision!

Thank you.

Bincer=ly, RECEIVED DOE-RL
77Z A JUL 10 1386
Milton M. Monnier, Professional Engineer WM DIVISIDN

-of their potable water.
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Amepican Water Works Asseciation
Mid -Columbis - Deschutes Subsection
€780 Reservolr Rowsd

The Dalles, Oregon 97058

July 8, 1986

Rich Holten/EIE

Y.5. Depsrtment of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Post Office Box 550
Richland, Washington

JUL 11 1985

Dear Mc. Holten: WM DIVISION

A5 an organization vitally concamed with the maintaipence and protection
of raw water sources and the production of quality, potable drinking
watex, the Mid-Colunbia/Deschutes Sub-section of the American Water Works
Association would like to voice its concern and opposition to the planned
events at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation in Washington State.

The thought that the Federal Government would consider this facility
as a repository for the nation's nuclear waste causes uvs great alawn.
Recent disclosures by Washington State ant Federal OFficials have shown
that Hanford has long been using abusive waste disposal techniques which
have causett gross contamination of the groundwater on the Reservation.
These "pockets" of contaminates are vielding levels of uranium, tyitium,
niirates and other low level radiomicleotides which are unacceptable.
Officials at Rockwell Hanford. claim these "pockets” of heavy contamination
are localized, but admit that the radicactivity will eventually make
its way.into the Columbia River. The U.S. Geological Survey, Nuclear
Regulatory commission, and the US-EPA all report that radionucleotides
from Hanferd could leak through the basalt layer under the Reservation
and contaminate the Columbiz River. Radiologiczl Chemicals are the only
chemicals regulated by the US-EPA in the National Interim.Primary Prinking
Water 'Regulaticns which have a direct carcinogenic effect on animals.
Thege toxic agents are accumulative and the point of view that low levels
of radionucieotides is no cause for alarmm is ridiculous and irrespomsible.
Observed effects at the present time do not Getract from the effects
to which cur children and their children will be exposed. Many cowmnities
along the Colunkia River depend on underlying aquifers for the source
Contamination of the Columbia River will lead
to the destruction of these sources.

The original Federal assessment on . environmental impact for the Hanford
site have now come under attack by the Washington State Nuclear Waste
Board, who state that the U.5. Department of Energy failed to speak to
a nunber of guestions, including groundwater movement and contamination.
The determination of risk assessment for the five sites thought tc be
clear candidates for the final repository. designation, clearly showed
the Hanford Reservation as a poor fifth choice. This examination was
carried cut as scientifically based as possible in the attenpt to remove
bias toward the selection process. By the panel's own admission, Henford
was last on the list vet we see it selected amoung the top three candidates.
Credipility of the selection process involved in the site selection has
clearly been misiaid in favor of political pressures by eastern states.

2.1.1
2.5.5

3.5.3,11

3.5.4.3

2.5.5
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l;:;u;ﬂ Muclear Reservation W DIVISION

We need to act swiftly and decisively in this most important issue facing
the Pacific Norilmest. We cannot allow this facility the free rvein it
has enjoyed in the past in monitoring its own activities. The resulis
of this monitoring are clear, with the gross contamination of ground-
water on the Reservation, exposure of workers to contaminated drinking
water, and poor waste disposal/management practices as e result. The .
future of the groundwater aguifers, bordering ang widerlying the Columbia
River drainages as well as the river itself, demands that action be taken
o prevent any further contamination from taking place. The livability
of the region and the environment need to be protected from the threar
of radionucleotides whose half-lives exceed the lifetimes of individuals.
Ve urge you to eliminate this threat end prevent any further contamination

_af the region to protect what wé have and what we will give as an in-

heritance to our children. ‘Thank you for your support and essistance
in one of the most critical issues you will be faced with in the future.

Sincerely
American Water Works Association

Mid—Columbia/Deschutes Subsection

for: John E. Demmee, President

: Brian R. Stahl, Chairman
Public Health and
wWater Quality Camiittec

JED/brs

-coaSenator Bob Packwood
Senator Mark Hatfield
Govarnoy Vic Atiyeh
Bob Smith
Sepator Ken Jernstedt
Representative Wayne Fawbush

[¢5]

[¢3]

(3>

o1y

RECEIVED DOERL
JUL 11 1985
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July 9,1986

Toe: Rich Bolten,
U.5. Dep't of Energy, Richiand Operation Office,
P, 0. Box 550, Richland, WA, 99352

Input, re Hanford as radicactive waste diaggsIaI site, of Joseph L. Miller Jr., ¥.D,

My main input will concern the process being used in selecting this site.

Eu1.5.,

Erem three different angles, public information, and thervefers oppovtunity
for meaningful invelvement in the planning process, has been inadeguate.

oot’7

Until the public is fully informed, further consideration of Hanferd should cease,

While potential impacts on water quality have been at least superficially

addreassed, the public has not been informed of the direet c.u!mection between

water they are nov depending on for drinking, with the risk from leakage

at _Hanford. .They have not been told that the deep wells, from sihien Portland

water drinkers were drinmking, last Februarjr, are at Tisk because of Hanford,

botk via the nearby Columbia River, and via uncharted deep aqujxf:ers. it 760,000

people whe must drink this water whenever Bull Run water becomes too Turbid,

knew, and were toid, '-r.ha: the safary of this water has a direct tle-in with

3.5.4.3

radicactive waste disposal at Hanford, they would rise up against a Hanford choice, 2 . 1 - 1

The people's power through Congressional vere, has been muzzled,through

lack of public lnfoxmation {as described above} concerning how many Oregonians

have a life and death stake in whether Hanford is chosén. If the existing water

{or possible connection)

- source vonnection,with Hanford were made known, it would become obviaus

A
that -more people in Oregon (30% of ocur population in this state), have a

stake in the Hanford selection process, than is the case in Washington state,

This increased knowledge counld pressure Congress into giving Oregon agual
power, to that of Hashington, to vato any choice of Hanford.

Before any action is taken there should be gpen scientific discussion

among all interested soientists of pertinent disciplines. I have not seen any

evidence that this has yet happened. The Department of Energy, which has a

conflict of interest, seems to be controlling the exchange of scientific

. . b E. aliGas jy, MDD
mfomat'mn'llespectfuny submittﬂd,ﬁv b ' N

3.5.4.3

2.1.1

'2.5.5

Joseph L. Miller Jr., M.D. (retired Portland
physician} 52815 E. Marmot Rd., Sindy,dr., 97955
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115 Locust Street
Walla Walla, WA 99362
July 8, 1886 -
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Hr. Rich Holten
USDOE

P.0. Box 550
Richland, WA 99352
Bear Mr. Holten:

I af writing in 1ieu of appearing at the public hearing in Richland on July

1) 1 strongly oppose underground storage of waste at the Hanford site, or
at any other undarground site,

2} 1 helieve that the N-Reactor, largely responsible for these waétes
should be shut down. No new waste should be allowed to accumulate

until a $afe solution ( one approved by the DOE and independent agencies)

is found.

'.3) A new environmental impact statement 15 needed, one by an 1ndependent

agency,
4} The emphasis shoutd be on waste retrieval, not Jong-term storage.
&) ﬂaste should nét be transported acrass the country.

R} The credibility of theé DOE is dubious, especially recently with the
latest press releases regarding toxic releases from the Handford. It
i mone than a 1ittle uncomfortable to be 1iving downwind.

Sincere]y,'

/‘;’/7/.14 7

Juanita Marie Wallin

o

cc:Gov. Booth Gardner
Sepator Evans
Senater Gorton
Rep. Foley

_JULY 10, 1986
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July 10, 1986

GREGON AND WASHINGTON CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATIONS
HANFORD- HEARING -
BONNEVILLE POWER ADHINISTRATIDN

JUL 14485
. Wh DIVISION
This ietter is submitted in- lieu of verbal testimony, on the

issne of siting a nuclear waste deposltory at the Hanford
site.

Dear Sirs,

I would like tao ggﬁn record as oppesing. this plan.

It appears glear from all information available that the
Hanford site is a poor choice for a nuclear repository.
Currently stored nuclear waste materials are already leaking
into .the aguafer within 10 to 20 years of storage. It 1s
ingonceivable that this site could contain wastes for the
thousands of years necessary for deterioration of
radjioactlvity.

If the federal government's arguement on the use of the
Hanford sjte rests on the supposed imperviability of the
containment vessels, the recommendaticn should be rejected
out of hand. Ig&s not possible to assure that a cantaliner
will last any appreciable 1¢ngtgbf time; the human race has
no experience with projects of this length or magnitude.

While my true feeling is thathe should . not be faced with the
choice of placing this deadly material anywhere on this
planet, I would at least favor an option which would not
resylt 1n the inevitable pollution and decimation of
southern Washington, northern Oregon and the entire Golumbip
river valley. A& "safer" site would be one which is not only
geologicallyétable {which Hanford 15 not) but also self
contained, and not draining into major river syatems or
water tables.

%hank you for the opportunity to make my opinicn known on

this subject.
S:ncE;fiy, ( ;

D. Kamala Bremer
2222 SE Salmon
Portland, OR 97214

RECEIVED DOE-RL
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3.3.5.4

2.1.1
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iSich lawnd, u"“"‘ﬂ" F7352 Fage 2
- i - . Honorahle Mark O. Hatfield
Puase Sc ool Tis SerDe woord 0§ The Hardived
(kdensa. WasTe Ospual Reaving
ok lfob' The incident I have described 1s a threat of enormous maghitude 3, 4 . 2, 2
mif- g to the general public as well ‘as the environment. We do not
. ¢ _»S{lu.i R - take 1t lightly. Please tell us wha:‘you can dnt:‘n ;?:Iov:qié.a .
" v s G Weuad T sde aLas recurrence. For yourinformation, following are e identification
30 3. 5- 2 June 16, 1386 u"hq W usk W Nevads Teol nusbiers of the tractor trailer ri’g:

arlwady o ommaTed
Honorabie Mark 0. Hatfield

Senate Office Bullding U.S. Navy traiier Neo. USN 311-045903
Hashingt D. C. 20519

ashington, Container markings Ehem Nuclear
Dear Senator Hatfield: CNSE—14-195-H~16
The enclosed pictures and the following description cover Trucking Company TSMT (Spokana, WAL
an event that happened on April 4 of this year. A friend
and [ were traveling morth on Huy. 97 about 5 miles Trusk (Ore. PUC No.) DHT 386

south of Bend, Oregon when a Srastor trailer rig also going

north passed us at a very high rate of speed. We noticed that

the carge was on a U. S. Navy flathed trailer and the container Eincerely,
was marked with radiation symbols. We followed the rig to

determine the speed he was traveling. To our surprise and horroy

the truck was doing BO miles per hour. Me copied all the visible

information and. took pictures. so we could document the incident

for the Dregor State Police, Jack W. Hirsch Bruce R. Meland
P,0. Box H1E6 63600 Deschutes Road
They informed us they would follow up and file a complaint with " Bend, Dk 97708 Hend, OR 97701

the company. My friend, Bruce teland, and 1 feel more action is
required. B0 mph oh a public highway is'an excessive and unsafe
speed. for a passeriger vehiclej for a large tractor trailer rig
containing radiocacktive matter, the potential ranifications of
3. 4 . 2 . 2 an accident are horrifying. .
Mr. Meland and T feel that punitive action directed at the
company and the driver, beyvond the filing ¢f a complaint, is
necessary to discourage this sort of reckless behavior. Beyond

that, we propose that Hwy. 97 hot be used as a route for
Yransporting radisactive or other hazardous matter.

RECEWED ERL
JUL 14 1986
Wi DIVISION
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RECEIVED DOSRL -
: . JUL 14 1988 RECEIVEL, COERL
Oregon Rainbow Coalition WMOVISON Oregon Rainbow Coalition - JUL 14 1986
P.0. Box 6797, Portland, Dregun 97228-6797 P.O. Box &7%7, Pom_and, Cregun 97228-6797 meNlSlON
_ July 10, 1986 ’
Tos TUnited States Department of Energy
From:  Oregon Hainbow (oalifion
Subtmitted By: Susan Giese
Comments on the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement - Hanfoxd Defemse Wasias
VWhereaa: Therefores
~ the pressnt storsge tavks at Hanford are insdequate, given their history of = the US DOE aheuld prepare an offfcial Dreft §IS and an overall Hanford plan 2 3 1 3
leakage. . : which includea both the siting of the repogitory and the storage of defenase e
i - nuslear waate pt Hanford.
- the U3 I0E does nobt presently have an adequate moniforing system to detect .
tank leakage. Whereanz

-~ radioantive waste laakage present health hazards o the population of the
imnediate ares, and o surrounding populations due te seepage of crniaminated
ground weter imto the Columbia River.

~ the Draft EIS ~ Hanford Defense Waste offera four options, with no clearly
stated rreference.

Theyefora: ’ .

. ~ e U3 DOE ghould immediately implement mn ongolng independent audit of their
2 . 2 . 13 wapte manegement activities st Hanford.

3 4 2 = present defense waste showld be itzansferred to a i-!dn.itored Retrievable Storage
3 ° v To facility vhile a permenent solution (pueai‘bly resulting ffom the combination of
the present Draft IS and eitizmna’ commenta) iz thoreoughly vesearsvhed.

Yherens:

- the U3 DMOE chose Hanford as ons of three posaible sites for a pmmanent comercial
repasltory, regardless of it'a iast place ranking of five sites.

the President has detemined that olvilian spont fuel can be co-mingling witk high
level déferms waste.for reposltory storage.

oite geleciion for the second repository site hae been postponed.

2/3 of the fodezul wowsawinent's high level muclenr waste invenbory i# stoved ia
lesky tawks at Hanford.

t

- the US DOE 18 & governemmt ageney which is wltimately aceountable to citizens.
= decisions concarming the dizposal of nuoleax waste iz of the whmosh Lmportance
for the health of the present pepubution and for that of fubure Qez;amtim.
Therafora: :

= the U3 TOE should make these decisions based on bound, soientiffe kno
on political considerations. ) v e ¢ Meiges not 2 ‘.2 N 1

- the U3 DOZ showld demcnstrate leadership on these {seu bz
the best of idema and kmowledge, ) seuas by = véing together 3.‘ 3 ° 5 * 4

~ the decisien making procwss muat include oftizena’ input and the U8 DOE must

Tollow yux own guidelines cencerning notifleation of il
notificaticn of affeoted Native A.mszfuan trited, Hiigen gxoips yazticulacly 2 : 3 * 2'0 8
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‘Tetter in Lisu of testimony from John Bartels to U.S. Department of Energy July 10, 15%8:

on the subject of storage of radicactive wastes at the Hanford Reservation

near Richland, tfashington.
RECEIVED poggy

JUL 14 1085
WM DIvision

My nams is John Bartels, Imamtiredjmaustandafomer'mm:of
the Fugane Water & Electrie Board, the mmicipal aelectric and water utility in
Euene, Oregon.

Tn. 1970 T stumbled onto the amazing story of the radicactive contamination
of the Colurbia River in the 1950°s and 1960's while T was doing research prior’
ta the Yuclear Pegulatory Comission hearings in 8t. Helens, Oregon on siting
on the Trojan atomic powar plank. ' '

At thak time T dlsooverad that the DOF actually measuved the anmmt of
radipactive matals in the bodles of specifie victins of this contamination in
their commmnities on the coasts of Oreqon and Washington statas and aleng the .
Colizbia River. Thase vietims included seafed workers in Willapa Bay, Wash-
ington and Packsway, Oregon  and thair children who ate centaminated shellfish
and iIn this way reteived vhat is appropriately called. in soietific jargon "a

tody turden of radicagtive metals” including cesium, stwontium and zine,

For 25 years I have argued that the wedical histories of thesze wnfortumates
would provide conclugive proof of the dangers of this nuclear roulstts with the
waters of the tolutbia River that you are still Mlithely continuing. I have raised
thiz @mmm at every available opportunity: siting of the Trojan nuke plant,
oparating reviaws and hearings on Trojan, as a press aide to WS, Represantative
Tim “eaver, v ‘alaction as ane of the six anti-nuclear electric utility cemis-
sioners in the U.5. in 1978, as a wember of the Pules and Legisiation Cormitize
of the Amarican Pulhic Power Associatiem, in the afbarmath of tha Thres Mila Ta~-

land nuke accidant, and now in the aftermath of nuke accident in the U.S.S.Re

"
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During this tims I think ¥ must have experienced just about M‘!&:‘Qﬁf
inextia, buck-passing, opportunism, nest-featharing, irresponsiblity and decait
el £0 mankind, ’

Bartels.letter p.2.

Usually the people working for the private sector contractors keep their
jobs and their mouths shut, Iegendary exceptions around here are Joln Zeigler,
wlnblewtﬁevﬂdsﬂeminadeqtubedesignwrkbysachtelmmorgtimmﬂﬁ
Trojan plant. The Muclear Requlatery Comtssion sent his letter to Bachtel
costing him his job and covaring up the Bachtel screw ups until thay were raised
kefore federal hodies again in 1973 and causing Trojan to be shut down for ten
months in 1970,

Steve Stahloa blew tha whistle when Rockeell disconténue? envircpmental mot-
itoring of Mapford wastzs in E979 and managed to stay in corporata Ireaueraide
limbo long encugh 0 pressure Rockwell into rasuming necessary testing again.
Bafora Stave rnoved cm to MIT ha ran for Congress against "Atomie Mike" MoOormack,

longtime congressran from Hanford and started Atomle Mike's slide into oblivion,

On the other end of the soals we have Oregon Congressman Tim Weaver who
raises hell about shatever antinuke issue Ls hot when he is nmning Sor reelection
ard hunkers C]O'vm atfter.

From thiz T learn=d that that agendas of corporations and politfcians,
profits, convenience and teaurs, would not help these local radiosctivity victims,

Then we have the antimiclear and antivor burcacracies. fhe antinuclear
burzancracies ars dependsnt on following the tvends being picked up by tha joure
nalists who 15 they remin emplayed, are either sold-out or ignorant or worse.
as a result these "comtercultural bureacracies” hawven't mounted the crusade
necsssary to help these victims in Cregon apd “ashington and to shed real light
on what vou people are dofng to us with your programs at Eanford.
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2.3.2.8

2.5.5

What needs to be done is (1) force disclome of tha Hanford whole body
counter examinations of the seafond workers and their children (2) idantification
and notification of thasa pecple (3) medical exsminations for cancers and £inally
stady and conelusions about this involuntary experiment: in human exposure o
high level radizactive wastes,

And =0 hemorable bureacrats masguavading as gentlemen I can only conclude
afkor 25 years of evaaion, seorecy and deceit that this resposibility has finmally

o 0 rest on your mmllinn shulders,

Ch, T know you will say that this is a political watter and you can only
o what the politteians In bhe Reagan Adminictraticn direck you bo do. But T
implore you to look inte your sould if the pressure has not already twmed it
into a plece of glass and to not emlate Albert Speer who ¢laimed to ke only a
teshnocrat while abetting the crimes of his political masters but instead em—
ulate the estimable Dr. John Gofman, who discovered cne ¢8 these radicactive
isotopas while auzaduate student and was drummed out of the scimtj.\’ic angé
aefmse astahlisiment for being a. respms:.ble‘nm eing and rAisine qm.st:.wns
a.bdut!ﬂﬁeﬁ‘_’actadlmmn peings of this pandora’s tox ha helped to open.

| %LE&L@%

John Bartels
FO Dox 10744
Portlandy OR 57210

RECEIVED DOERL
JuL 14 1566
WMDIVISION

oMy otail
\H\Iﬁ w i

o !’C)Jbb.wg e core Hrosoe o s
ot UJ‘-\H\_@‘\LLT iilc;-&i,lr fen

024
Joly e 196
39:1(7 \rl(b D(Ltn")

“Q)(\P\ﬂwj @”’3m1 a1

CCENVER DOE-RL
wull 14 1985
WM DIVISION

\D&o.h)_»jvd):

\ﬂ wonld iLﬂ&U o eeadtd. o MAr Ataha

Yardsnd as o ch)dogsaj axkr yer nyedial wadt
Yo ania wouldd Jwek? Condamm et

ki
m walt,  abhsudol amfj uyits R

g& \H\a Jéamu() ﬁ\aotx-wk Git ek, mdm/gu

:ttw\c& Q

Jodp et A an answsie S what o de with YR
Mm'hn%[ wadles Hadt negd o pmnanm DT

[
B wewdd net want g !\\,\BJ\J,D(&JI H\OL
Fo Saer Hu Adin [iopoatd Swale
5
S ot N o L)_Ld L dn
an aswes AU N pwbBh S Yuka e dn
Ha. hadusac o r,\)f).w\f 4[fc did B g

/ﬁ’\aﬂr [Fa] f'(‘) adﬂt\l') (611\(‘(0\70..8 \{—fl\ﬁlli iy \U\E; 7’1“&} JL)_,\’(M‘ <
i

zl\\#';‘ui,i [ERIN
htale e

o Ofete () u
Q/f‘& %\ 6 MAe ULHL W O{“\\'kk mhch‘\ Nechanal

JO.QC_LTG{‘L/))_._-A&JQ_ fan' -‘r (il‘)‘-l-(i [ \I\ ‘U\;.-_.JT' Af

2.1.9

2.5.6



7 470 43

sk
g
LT

024

Juuehd o WA “fey k.ufJ U AL, B/i in Lont’
wild by oasvaan s bk dn’i,\\_q%«(’d whalie  we U_,S‘:J]:-

o theen Wi oned caua W ownd J)i}JL

am LQ(L-LL';K t')\lcirodint G ﬁ w % f{fb A 'Q«{MU{ lo'é]
i 'Q.i:\“.{ .

2!5.6

s

Condtenanalong e sl orth pockaos L . _
CAROLINE MELLFR
() , . Nn]mnm.l:l{Cmmly_O_:rgou
. . . . i i Disetice Thiee

NI _hmy ‘(-n 2 lul.) el dr\(kn%ﬂ Ve w TR} %MLL

(l\n\(‘}\ O‘-Qj-- 3!&5{1&{\/\7 N L_ﬂ_}’ l"l\g Ullcn “Cb\ok County Counhouse
. - Portdand, Orcgon 97204
(s03) 2483217

Tha Wb Yot I o L.sk,u’(;a,m.\g
t?t .'\»Qk_hx_/{/g

Le

Kai}j Wikbama_

025

0695
RECENVES DOER
JUL 14 w85
WM DIVISION

TD WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

The Multnomah Countv Board of Commissioners,
Multnomah County, Orecgen, wish to.submit the two
enctosed Resolntions passed hy the Board telating to
Hanfard and related Nuclear Waste issnes, and have
them read ints the record of the proceedings heard in
Farttand, Ofeven on thig date.

Suhnitted this _ 10uh_ dav of July, 1986,

Enclosure
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2.1.1
2.1.1

3’. 2 . 4 . ]_'agriculr.ure, wztar-borre transportaticn,
- "Y' and other recreational uses of the river;

3.4.2.3

3.4.2.3

3.4.2.3

3.2.4.1
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" RECEWED DOERL
BEFORE THE. BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS :
FOR MULTHOMAH COUNTY, OREGON JUL 14 1386
IN THE MATTER OF the teatative ' WM DIVISION

noMination by the Secretary of
Energy of the Hanford Huclear
Reaervation ror consideration
as a federal nuclear waste
repository

RESOCLUTIOGH

WHEREAS, the Hanford Huclear Reservaticn in south-central Washington has been
tentatively nominated by the Secretary of Erergy as one of three sites for
cousideration ax a federal nuclear waste repoattory; and

WHEREAS, the site of the proposed repositery is only six miles away from the
Columbia River; and

WHEREAS, the U.S.Geological Survey, the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Ruclear négulahory Commission have all) suggested that the Hanford site is
potentially upzujtable for a nuclear waste repository because unpredictable
groundwater flows through the site threaten to contaminate the Columbia River
with radionuclides; and

WHEREAS, radicactive econtamination of the Columbtz River would adversely affect
commerce and recreational activities in Multncomak County, 1lncluding fishing,
parklands, fish and wildlife habitats
and

WHEREAS, the Drart Environpental Assessment on the Hanford site fndicates that
10,139 truckloads of high«level nuclear waste could be transported to Hanford
from California over an unspecified periad of time, presumably traveiling along
the I-5, I-205, and I-84 corridors, or along major rail lines running though
Multnomah County, presenting serious potential impacts upon the bealth and
welfare of Counky residents; and

WHEREAS, the Environmental Assessment projects that the equivalent of 170,000
truckloads of high-level radioactive waste would be transported to the proposed
fanford repasitory, yet no informaticn is given about whether the shipments
will be transperted by truck, rail or barge; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy has not previded information about or
criteria for determining transportation routes or modes, nor has it furnished a
detalled assessment of accident risks for tha unprecedented volume of nuclear
‘shipments; and

WHEREAS, as s local health. guthority, the Board of County Cormissioners for
Multnomah County has a great concern aver the public health impdcts of
potential seepage of radicactive stastes inte the Columbia River and iacreased
.transportation of radicactive waste through Multnomah County, which is -densely
populated and at proportionately greater risk from any spills or releases of
radicactive mpaterialsy and .

20432
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Wi, DIVISION
WHEREAS, under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (PL 9T7-425}, =tates in wuhich a
repository is'to be located are allowed the right to submit a “Rotice of
Disapproval®™ to Congress, whlie adjacent affected states are allowed no such
right; and - - - R

WHEREAS, there are more people living in Oregon downriver from the proposed
repository, and the people of Oregon could suffer even-greater adverse
impacts than the people of Washingten if 'a nuclear waste repository 1s sited
and aperated at Hanford; and

WHEREAS, the Huclear Waste Policy Act requires the Secretary of Energy to
develop. guidelinea for selecting repository sites for consideration, and the
Act states that geclogfic considerations were to be primary criteria Cor
selecting potential repoasitery sites for investigation; and

WHERELS, the Department of Energy selected all .sites now under consideration,
issued Draft Environmental Assessments and Iinformally nominated Ehree sites for
more detailed conalderation before the guidelines for aelecting sites had been
developed and 1s=sved .in rinal form; and

WHEREAS, over 450,000 gallens of high-level military npuclear wastes have
already leaked into the near-surface soll. at Hanford, and another 31 milliom
gallon= of intermedlate-level wastes corntaining an estimated 3 milliown curies
of radioszctivity and 633 kilograms of plutcnlum were poured direc¢tly inte the
soil; and .

WHEREAS, the outlook for the isolation of these existing radiomctive wastes at
fanford i=s tnclear bec¢avse the Department of Energy has indicated that only a
portion of the wastes will be moved to a deep undergreund repository, so that
there 1s a need for accurate and unblased information or the eavironmental and
health impacts cof the Hanford Nuclear Reservation even if no new radloactive
waste 15 dispesed there, ’ .

HOW THEREFCRE BE IT RESOLVED THAT until the risks to Multnomah County citizens
have been satisfactorily determined and alleviated so atz to protect their
environment, health and welfare in perpetuity, the Board of County Commissioner
of Multnomah County opposes censideration ard nomlnation of Hanford as a
federal nuclear waste repositcry,

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT because of Multromah County's proximity £o the
Columbia River and the potential adverse impacts on the health and welfare of
its citizens ahd¢ their environment, the Bcard of County Commissicners requests
that' Congress amend the Huclear Waste Policy Act to accord Oregen the rights
and privileges of a state in which a repositery 1s to be located, and alsc to
previde for monitoring of environmental and health impacis of nuclear waste
storage and disposal sites by an independent federal agency, such asz the Center
for Disease Control and/or the U.5.Geological Survey

ARD BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of County Commissicners requests that
the U.S.Department of Energy pursue the direct:vesr of the Huclear Waste Policy

2.4.1.5

3.2.4.1

2.2.10

2.1.1

2.4.1.5
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a¢t to undertake s program of comprehensive wmational acreen! obs
*eologlc nedia for aalectlon of the First nuclesr waste repoaltlory, utilizing
seologic conslderations as primary criteris for identffication, investipatian
snd melection of potential sites,

AHD BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT ths notice of this Reaclution be made known to
the Secrstary of the U.S.Department of Ensrgy, the Houss Interior Conmittee of
the U.5, Congress, the Congressional delegstion of the Pacific Horthwest, pther
Oregon mnd Washington jurlsdictions potantlally affected by the proposed
repoaltory, snd santersd into the official public nearinpg record ur the
U.8.Departeent of Energy.

DATED this day of HMarch, 1285

BOARD OF COMMISSTORERS
FOR MULTHOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

by

Earl Blumenaver
Freaiding orficer

Pauline Anderson

Caroline Hlller
Commisnjoner -

Commissioner

Gretchen KaToury

Gordon Skadburnd
Commiastoner

Commiaaloner

/é%inﬁtaf, ég%L41414;91 Ao 4(2:£?4%H~*7 55’7/4FJ#
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BEFORE THE DOARD OF coutirssromens JUL 141986
FOR MULTROMAH COUNTY, OREGOR
) - WM DIVISION

In the Matter of Requesting a Delay in

the Start up of the . Plutonium-Uranium Extraction
Factory in Hanford, Washington, in Order to
Provide an Dppurtun!ty for an Enviranmental
Impact Study.

FESOLUTION

et o v et Bt

WHEREAS, the Federal Government is working to renovate a Plutoniun-Uranium
Extraction (PUHEX} factory [or ruclear weapons at the Hanford Kuglear
Heservation in the Tri-Citiecs area of Eastern Washinglon scheduled to
start up in October of 1983, and .

WHEREAS, there is a history of radioactive waste leaks as well as routine
release of radiocactive wastes in gasecus and liquid form at the Hanford
Nuclear Reservablon which is a short distance from the Columbia River, and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners for Multnomah County as a local
health aubthority, has a great concern over the impact on public health of
Radiation Plutonium in the food chain of the Northwest and the risks
involved in increased transportation of high level plutonium on Oregon
highwzys, and

' WHEREAS, it is tone perception of the Board or County Commissioners for ~

Multnomah County, Oregon that the development of a mew generation of
Nuclear Weapons by the Federal Govermment violates the splrit of Ballot
Mgasure Five, through which the volers of the State of Oregon called for =
freeze in the development of nuclear arms.

nOW, THEREFORE, DBE IT RESOLVED. THAT the Board of Connty tommissioners for

'Multnomah Gounty requests of thé Federal Department of -Energy and the
Congressional Delegation for the State of Oregon. that they seek Lo delay
" the proposed start up of the PUREX plant in Hanford pending am

environmental "impact study by the Oregon Deparbment of Environmerntal
Quality, the Oregon Health Department and the Oregon Department of

- Transportation regarding the potential health impact of the Operﬁtlon of

the PUREX ‘plant in Hanford, and

"BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT the Board of Coeunty Commissioneis reguests of

the State of Oregoh that it undertake the aforementioned studsas.

DATED this 48h day or _ fugust O, 1983

BOARD QF COUNf! COMMISSIORERS
. MULTHOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

By - e /S ‘/tfi—ﬂ—\ﬂ
Presiding Ufficer -




0t

026

002k

,-,“
A
£
£

026

a4~

3.2.4.1

Statement of Commissioner Jane Van Dyke RECEIVED DOE-RL

Clark Public Utility District

Vancouver, Washington JUL 14 1986
before the
U.S. Department of Energy hearing con W DIVISION

Hanford military waste disposal options
July 10, 1986

My name is Jane Van Dyke. I am a commissioner of the Clark
Public Utllity bistrict -in Vancnuve; and I here tonight speaking
on behalf of the PUD.

Clark PUD operates a water utility which serves more than
11,00C customers in a large geographic area of Clark County,
including the areas of Hazel Dell, Salmon Creek, Hockinson,
Brush Prairie and Venersborg. We rely exclusively on ground
water to serve our customers, pumping from 16 wells which have a
capacity of about 32 million gallons a day.

In the next £ifty years, we expect water demand to increase
substantially., We pian to supply wost, if not all, of this
demand by pumping adéiltional ‘ground water.

The estimated total water demané in all of Clark County at
that time will be 117,000 acre feet per year, or about 38
billicn gallons. Of this, about 75,00C acre feet, or about 64
bercent, ean be supplied through recharge from precipitation.
The remzining 36 percent may require direct recharge from the
Columbia River. For this reason, we are vitally concerned about

the. future of Coiumbia River water..

We are very fearful that storage of any radloactive
materials on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation could result in
r:untai-nination of the Columbia River. If this happens, the
ground water resources of Clark County and other areas located
downscream from Banford will be affected. )

Clark PUD strongly opposes aﬁy long-term storage of
radicactive maverials at Hanford and T urge the Department of
Energy to find a more suitable site for disposal of thése .

wastes.

Thank . -
ank you RECEWEL DOE-RL
JUL 141885
WM DIVISION

JANE A. VAR DYKE
. Gommissionar
Qtilea (208) E55-0378
Heme (206} 5732014

Bublic Utitity Pleirict of Ciark County
1200 Fon Vancouver Way K

P. Q. Box §-005 K
Vancouver, Washingion SBE58 {

T T IR L

3.2.4.1

2.1.1
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U.5.0epartment of Energy JUL 141980

Richland Operations 9ffice

P.C. Box 550 W DIVISION

Richland, Wa 99352 July 10, 1986 /4 SUgGes T, o Ye oF

e r 7’-174:_ -7 &
Dear Sirs: Moclear Wi ’

stel  Spkee, thére are se ey
We wish to have the fallowing comments inciuded in the official hearing record of

028

the draft EIS on Hanford defense high-level tramsuranfc and tamk wastes. pfanav‘—s. vl S Imoch tark of fiFe Fn Space.

The basalt rock in the Hanford area is easily fractured. Existing factures - Ll)/?q cant Hariford use o wlanet bes;des 3. 3. 5.2
atready allow radioactive wastes stored at the site to- contzminate groundwater.

In turn this groundwater moves into the Columbia River which is so vital to Eartb o dure the r Alvciear wWoste TF

fisheries, water transport and irrigation of the Northwest. Therefore, exfsting . :

wastes must be completely solidified and stored in containers above the water the .5, 7S Capable of bu'lding homes asro

table to ¥nsure that further groundwater contamination does not occur.

acliodly Condve tvma 1/, 43 . ;T
With regard to considering Hanford for a high Yeve) auclear waste repository, the o g fife on other wlaneds I s

Ay

sl 1 oty wmwitnle, tantor rowas st of £ sites Suded s repee | Sure Handord s Gapable of wsing crether
Sl s S e e M SR e e So o frere wasie Tl oay
e Heord s 118 o eeaTry msseepoaEte ey Tohosesvariat SPiLls., Therefore, Wone of the waste s endangecing retore
probtems with nuclear defense wastes presently stored at the s'lte‘canf'[m this, O ﬂfop/e ) g . -
et vastes I he First piaces TE renunees 5 vorn ovLFe 10 ogr eien Arethe s Tgpesen L Dovele el daok
A o B & s I et o e s e wndSr, Thec has bucr some i
fn thefr marufacture, Cur thinking has 5o Catch up with the reality that © Gbout underatcr cities . If +his 1S
Trttaac, our e urvivel. depends on compevation and cosmiamangars UoeTT" pessible in +he foture, why doesn™t
. Sincerely, s . Harford start now. Th_c Y Lo id budild
Wby . Mlopeay, &7 /;,'/é/t,'2-”/72‘,’-;,,;{!&44/ devble widl toun ks pictured below, under
6815 ¢ 3st, Portland, 0N 8720 oo - water Sorne ow, Some w QY T’ sS0re
Harford couvid deve lop o ey
cci Senator Mark Hatfield
senator Bob Packwood
Representative Ran Wyden Frivith

mpee [Vlace James
MBS NEL1TF thagve
e fhrdiand, Of'fﬁon 72220

e Age: 14

Newar double-wall tank

3.3.5.2
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11644 5. E. Morrison
Portland, OR . 97216
July 5, 1986

RECEIVED DOE-RL
Jul: 14 1986

‘Rich Holten/EIS Wi DIVISION

U. 5. DOE
P. Q. Box 550
Richlanq., WA 99352

Dear Mr. Holten:

I have read the draft EIS susmaty on Hanford defense waste disposal
and believe the safest permanent disposal of high-level tank

waste, TRi, and spent reactor. fuel capsules i& geologic disposal.

I disagree with the EIS asgsessment of the short~term raélolcgical
impact of geologic @isposal vs. reference alternative disposal on
summary page 17, If the high-level double-wall tank liguid wastes
can be handled with a safety range af 0-4, then so can the single-
wall tank sludge.

Wuclear waste managers have long claimed the feasibility of
advanced. waste mahagement tachnology--vitrificatien, It is now
time for DOE to¢ demonstrate the large scale engineering feasibjlity
of vitrification, beginning with all the high-level tank wastes

at Hanford current and future.

Please add these comments to the record of public comments.

Sincerely,

Do £ g

Dan L. Kniesner

foot
Lad
ik

. . HANFORD STATEMENT
I._am déeply concerned over what seems to me to be a dismissal of ob~

jective evidence indicating that Hanford cannot safely be a nuclear

waste depositocry., Further, I am concerned over the apparent dis=- 2. 1 . 1
missal of concern by a majeority of the reg.aidents and :epresénegtives

of the area. .

We who live here were not asked whether we wanted to have nuclear

energy in the area. BHetause it is here and h‘_as been, we have

#lready been unwitting i;uinea pigs in an on going expetiment to see

whether nuclear development and waste disposal ate éomputx‘.ble with

life in the region.  Now, finally, we ar€ asked what we want and 2; 5- 5
when we express our varifiablg conceras aver destroying the habit-

albility of the entire zegion through increasing the vadioactivity of

the Columbia River, political ¢onsiderations take precedence ang we

are not heard, are not respnnded to.. I find this extr.emely fright-

ening. I am afraid--for myself znd for my children and for all

other residents of this entire region.

Statements have been or can be made zbout the irresponsible risks.in 3_ 4, 2 . 2
transporting nuclear waste many, many miles across éountry. Tha

accident in Ohio is but proof of the inevitability of a si.milar

acgident in the transportation of nuclear waste from east of .the

Mississippi. Evidence already exists concerning the higher costs of 4 . 1 . 22
building a facility at Henford, of the expected higher loss of life

in construction, and of the alveady existing leakage of nuclear

waste. What sort of evidence is needed to have decision nakers

realize that a nuclear waste disposal site at Hanford is not only

ill advised and irresponsible but pesitively negiigent as well?

RECEIVEL: DGERL
JUL 141985
WM DIVISION
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If this hearing is sincere, then I urge you to realize and carry

2. 1' 1 back to Washington andé to the Congress the message that Hanford is nifT

a site that should be considered as a nuclear waste depository.

Thank you.

Peter Frothingham
3131 NH.E. Emerson
Portland, OR 957211

RECEIVED DOE-RL
JUL 14 1988
WM DIVISION
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July 4, 1986
R..A. Mol ten,
You heve listed 4 optione econcerming redicactive defense 3 3 5 1
L - L] Ll

waste- nons of them acceptablae.

031

Moy I ask wny hanford is allowed

to contimie runming-producing waste, if there 1w no safe way of

di sposai?
Fantagon- I suggest & 4th option,
you wont't offer thig optiion, Tor

it.

to become the nation's naclear wasie dump.

decipion to meke 1% kesp 1i.

I unaeratand Maniterd produces plutonium for ihe

give toem ihe waste. I know
T00 many peopls might vote for

Wa need to close down Henfora snd we must never allow it

Lot those who make the

- edia, a?q;mm
do B

oy e
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AMr. Hhitea . T -z d
This is in regard to your seeking public input on the B ey ,‘f"-b? /%“""—-"‘—-"—' E—es . (
guestion of using Hanford as a permanent nuclear waste ; //

repogitory. 1 am a community college Math/Science Aot uf)M,._ I <A /ép/f _% 6}%

instructor. Bpring quarter of 1986 I taught a course titled
"The Problems of Nuclear Arms. ™ As part of my college course . N ﬂ?
we discussed Hanford. We watched a video that had been made - o~ mw?’ “ Ay~ M-ﬂ«m 3 3.5 2
on my campus the previous year in which Hanford personnel e
and merbers of WASHPIRG discussed the pros and cons of using /;2/’,9- A /Qngu‘, Sy CW -7 ,%’_-———H_"-_J

-

Rieh Helten

Hanford. We locked at the government report on Hanford and
other writings on the subject.
Our upanamous epinion was that Hanford was an unfit site for
a nuclear waste repository. The site is geologically .
unstabel. Although travel time could of the radioruclides
could be as long as 80,000 years, it could alsc be as short
2 1 1 as 20 years. Yhe close proximity of Hanford to the Columbia
e de river makes this too big a risk to take. Why is Hanford
being considerd then? It is purely for political reasons-
On the one hand Hanford is already owned by the federal
government. On the other hand, the Eastern states which
have most of the waste also have more of the votes in
Congress. Please take Hanford off the list of candidates
3 4 3 1 ‘before an accident many times worse than Chernobyl cccurs in
s e Washington state. ’BJ/M o G ﬂq_vz::z’/

S e -
Sincerely, z:ﬂn/ s ,' ; — i _ - (//W{"W o

Theodore C. Coskey . _ &
- “71‘:—:'-‘:{ / MGG( :.5’\./) o P AT R
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We are In business to keep you warm and frapny with 8Ur products apif service
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3) The vast majority of dual pane windows are too close together to
properly insulate. At least 3/4" dead air space is needed (American Society of
Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers); most dual pane 18 only
172,

4) Neither dual pane windows nor storm Windows are effective in stopping
air leaks, which account for half of the heat loss through windows (U.S.
Department of Energy).

Although plastic sheeting was the most efficient at the time, it has its oun
disadvantages: inconvenience, unattractiveness, and the necessity of yearly
replacesent

The i1deal treatment for windows, according to the MIT study, is an interior,
rigid acrylic in a non-aluminum, magnetically sealed frame that would eliminate
air leaks through the cracks in windows. Happily, B.F. Goodrich has taken the
lead with that concept, and interior acrylic windows are gaining recognition
and popularity with both residential customers and commercial concerns. The
added benefits of this type of system are a virtual elimination of
condensation, or "sweaty” windows, drafts, and the "cold shoulder"” feeling one
gets sitting near conventional glass windows.

Proposed Expansion

As an established business, contractor and corporation, it is now our desire to
expand Conservation Plus Windows, Inc. This expansion will require a2 name
change to Conservation Plus Home Services, Inc. Conservation Plus Home
Services, Inc., will embrace all aspects of energy conservation and become a
total, one stop source for energy conserving services, thus relieving the
client of the responsibility of finding out who can do what to improve the
home's thermal efficiency. Our company will zake getting results our primary
business purpose. In addition to B.F Goodrich Koroseal™ Windows we will
install or subcontract other quality products and services to solve all the
energy problems of the homeowner.

Present ownership and manazement of Conservation Plus Windows, Inc. , consists
of Ray and Helen Chesbrough {husband and wife} Total responsibility for the
business resides with the Chesoroughs who have invested $30,000 into it. For
expansion of the company, consultation will be needed in the areas of
engineering, enerrgy extension, accounting and law Contractors involved in
various energy areas will be utilized for installation of products.

Blcower Door as a Diagnostic and Marketing Tool

Our primary tool for marketing and lead generation will be the Retrotec Door
Fan. This diagnostic tocl measures and locates air infiltration. Known
generically as the "blower door", this equipment simply either draws air cut of
the home or, conversely, pressurizes the home, enabling detection. through the
aid of smoke pencils, of air currents in or out. Home owners are invariably
amazed by this quick and siaple demcnstration of just where air leakage 1s
GCCuUrTing in thelr homes.

™
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s
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Leak detection is, however, only half the story. The Retrotec Door Fan also
measures the extent of the leakage. While the fan is running, & built in
microcomputer displays guestions on its screen which the operator answers. The
computer then determines and prints out the home's air change per hour, and its
equivalent leakeage area.

The door test has tremendous impact on the homeowner; it arouses interest and
thorougly establishes credibility and the need for conserving measures. What
better way to explain energy probless to the homeowner than to physically
demonstrate them?

The Retrotec Door Fan serves as a marketing tool in the following manner:
(1} A low cost, 30 minute retrotec test for the homeowner is advertised.

{2) A trained technician's visit establishes credibility and physically
demonstrates a need for our company's Services.

(3) The salesperson’s visit is easily scheduled because Conservation Plus
Home Services, Inc., has high credibility and has demonstrated energy losses to
the homeowner

(4} With credibility, lead generation and referrals are no probleam

Blower doors have been used in Europe, particularly in Sweden, for years and
are just now being used in the U.5. They have been featured on "This 0ld
House", "National Geographic”, and CBS's news special. "The Energy Crunch - the
Best Way Out™. Presently there are very few contractors in the Puget Sound
area actively using blower door technoleogy. Cost for the complete Retrotec
package, including the Door Fan, sales and marketing program, tools and
supplies for the First 50 program (see next page), and training session with
travel costs, is $15,000.

The Market

The market for energy conservation, both residential and commercial, is
trependous, especially during these times of spiraling energy casts. The
typical home loses 40-60% of its heat through leaks Saving that 40-60%
through house-tightening and application of such quality products as B.F
Goodrich Koroseal™ windows makes much more sense than continuing to pay higher
energy costs. Our company's scratch-resistant acrylic window system (Lucite SAR
by DuPont), with the advantages acrylic offers in thermal efficiency, safety
glazing, sound abatement and ultraviclet light infiltration, is especially
suitable for commercial application. Blower door systeas are available for
commercial building analysis as well as residential. Expansion plans in the
future would include purchase of commercial blower door equipment.

The next energy crunch will be a severe one, causing a tremendous demand on any
company Wwith the talent, skills. products and services to solve energy
problems. The bottom line for Conservation Plus Home Services, Inc., will be
providing energy savings results

(PRL4L3U3pL JusBWWOd ou)
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Save 30-60% on
heating/cooling costs

How to keep heating bills down
without bundling up.

* Lowers enesgy costs * Reduces drafts « Minimizes cut your heating bills. Typically, these windows pay
condensation

-Mng!umydm-(]umusly

Conservation Plus Windows, Inc.
BUSINESS PARK

1085 12TH AVE NW

BUILDING D6B

ISSAQUAH. WA 98027

(206) 391-0379 -

for themselves in less than three years.

Contact the dealer(s) listed below today for 2
no-obligation, in-home demonstration.

And save yoursell a bundle this winter.

BFGoodrich

We are in business

keep you warm and happy with our
products and services,

and 10 conserve resources

as well

10 year guarantee by B.F. Goodrich
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CONSERVATION PLUS WINDOWS, INC.

presents

B.F. GOODRICH KOROSEAL™ WINDOW SYSTEM
“THE INSIDE ADVANTAGE”

* Saves 30-60 % on heating/cooling costs — typical pay back 3.5 years
* 1-3 tmes more energy efficient than glass/aluminum swrm windows, also more efficient than thermopanes.
* Dramatically increases efficiency of your single or dual pane windows/sliding doors

® Aur oght - keeps ot drafis. virually eliminaies condensavon. (Also dramancally reduces pollen mfilrauon - good for hay
fever/asthma suflerers )

* Reduces ulraviolet light 75 % - carpers and drapes won't fade

* Reduces outside noise by 10 two 1 mno

® Optcally clearer than glass — no distorton - easy w clean

* 18 omes stronger and 50 % hghter than an equivalent thickness of glass

* Easy w0 insall inside your home with intenor magneuc seal - custom made o fit most windows - no major construcuon
work involved

* A permanent solution o your window problems

* Less expensive than thermopane reofits

* Arracove and unoborusive, available in a vanety of colors - no view obstrucnon and no alteranon o ourside decor

* Wide application for use in homes, commercial and industmial buildings - BPA approved

* Prolessionally insulled and contractor-guaranteed

* Guarantced by BF. Goodrich and Rohm Haas Company for 10 vears Matenaks used pure virgin acrybic glazing made by

Rohm Hass (the onginal Plexiglas® company with 40 year track record) and BF Goodrich extrusions and accessones. All
quality, umed and icsied materials

“State of the Art Weatherization
utilizing Plexiglas® in energy conservation”

Before you buy storm windows, or replace existing sln&‘l‘e panes (for which you paid good money) with thermopanes, give us
2 call and compare the efficiency and cost savings of the BF. Goodnch Koroseal™™ Window System. Our demonstration and
estimate are free

We are in business to keep you warm and happy with our products and services,
and 1o conserve resources as well.

Conservation Plus Windows, Inc.
Cascade Business Park
1085 12th Ave. NW.
Building D68 bssaquah, Washington, 98027

(206) 391-0379
10 year guarantee by B.F. Goodrich

(paLjLiauspl Juaumwod ou)
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Fixing the Froblem{s}

The Department of Energy's Pirst S50 Program will be esployed. The program is
a0 called for 50 anergy saving products and actions that pay back with a 50%
return on investment. "The way to save epergy 1s through a lot of small,
#imple, mundane, ordinary, low technelogy weasures. When you put enough of
these together, the savinga are not just a few percent, but a very Bubstantial
Havings ip energy.” ("Ihe Energy Crunch - The Best Way, Out", CBS Naws special
weport). - Thebe small steps deal primarily with alr leakage problems which are
uncovered by the Door Fan, but they also include measures to reduce hot water
coneunption and improve heat digtributinn. anong. othars.

Side by side with the First 50 Program, our company uill offer B.F. Goodrich
Kovopgal™ and other quality windous. We will -subcontract out cother major work
such a8 heating, ventilation and air conditioning mysteee {HYAS); ceiling, wall
and floor insulation and other gnergy saving products and services of benefit
to the homeowner. We %ill rely on established, licensed, bonded and insured
contractors for all subcontracted business. ’

The client will pleasantly experience: {1} ilncreased savings of energy in the
30-60% range,. {Z) amaurance that Congervation Plus Home Services, Inc., will be
a one stop service company, and (3} quality coentrcl inspections which will
include, most importantly, a post Blower door test. By using the Door Fan to
conduct both before and after tests, Conmervation Plus Home Bervices, Inc.,
wiil provide a level of quality contrel uniknown tc the energy saving industry.

Westview Solariums

Othker quality products handlad by the company will include Hestview Solariums.
These well enginesred, prezanufactured solariums are a very attractive addition
to any home, Westview Solariums are functionwl, airy, good looking solar
collectors with many innovations for providing substantial heat for the home.
Carefully designed featuree include customized, interior laminated beams which
arg treated for long pife. These beams are precisely cut and bored, and
display the beauty of natural wood as well as the smtrength of laminated fir.
The- solarium exterior features bronze ancdized aluminue which iz both
attractive and waintenance-free, Glazing can be adapted to the olent’'s needs.
Single pana glass up through 1 3/B" triple glaze units can be instdiled.
Spacisl giass such as Heat Mirror, low E, tempered or laminated sefety glasas
xgy also be uyeed, These exquisitely besutiful and functional sunrcoms meet the
demands of the most discriainating homeouner, and are surprisingly affordable.
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Year 1 Revenue Projections

Menthly Soles Projection,. Months 1-3
Gross Sales Erofit
10 Blower door tests @ $100 . 51000 $550
9 House doctering with the First 50
Program @ $1300 7500 3750
2 Hew uindou-s @ $3000 per honme &O00 2000
1 Westview Solarium . 25000 12300
1 Hoodatave 3000 1500
3 Insulation @ $1000 3000 1500
Replacing broken windows with acrylic 2000 1000
TOTAL, MONTHLY PROJECTION . $47500 $22750

Hote: Comeercial bids submitted for Koromeal™ Windows: $5000~-$50000/month.

Cormercial bids ganerally take several months for approval.

Monthly Seles Projection, Momths 3-6

The 3-& month sales projection. does not excmed the first 3 month projection, -

e¥cept for poskible addition of commerical application of Koroseal™ windows
previous comsercial hids are approved.

Honthly Sales Projection, Months 65-12
20 Blower door tests @ .100 2000 1600
8 House deoctoring with the First S0

Program @ $1500 12000 6000
4 New windows 12000 6004
2 Restview solariums @ $25000 50000 25000
2 Woodstoves @ 3000 6000 - 3000
6 Insulation § 1008 6000 000
Replacing broken windows with acrylic 6000 3000
Comsmercial installation of Koroseal™ uindous 10000 5009

TOTAL, MONTHLY PROJECTION £104000 £52000

(PALJLIUSPL USLLIOD ou)




0}

(no comment -identified)

iy

i
Hrugem
M

033

Year 1 Preiected Qverhead and Oparating Expensez

One time expense: Retrotec Door Fan, sales
and warketing program, tooling and supplies,
training for installers, tranaportation and

lodging for 2 people $15009
ot ; ndit :

Shop overhsad - rent, lights, insurance, eto. 4500
Advertising @ 1000/month 12000
Telephonie with answering service 4200
Contracter’'s insurance, bondui,g, licenses ) 2500
Printing - mailing -~ secrstarial help . . anog
Legal, aceounting, banking faes - - - o " abgo’
YEARLY TOTAL (excludins 315 ogo for Retrotsc Door Fan ’ . " $33500

package)

Philcuophy and Persona) Notes

Being a strong conservatjonist, I am concerned about environmental problems
ralated to &nerzy productien, ' As a coniractpr, I am interestad in developing a
businesmg that is able to pravide snergy savings results in the 30-605 Tange.

‘rhe Tecent ).ntemational disaster in Charnebyl. vividly dncmatntes hew frazile
our technology is.. Risks for such dimasters naturaliy increase as we tuern (e
nuciesr power for greater and- grepter energy production. With regard to non-
nuclear anergy sourcee, fau realize that our oun thermsl, ccal-fired plant in
Centralia, Hashington {with twice the output capacity of Trojan), consumes 15
tons of coal a minute = and that it £3 the sscond largest source of air
polluiion in Washington. Few realize that the most expensive conmervation
project on the face of the earth is the present attempt to:rewtore fish runs on
our own Columbla River systes, High level nuclear waste. disposal, acid rain,
ozone depletion, etc., all are indicative of the fact that the high techhology
approach has very saricue long term environméntal problems. John Muir,. founder
of the Sierra Club, wag correct when he stated "When we try to pick ocut
anything by itself, we find it is hitehed to everything else in the universe™.

Ag an ex-chemistry and physice teacher, I have grave concerns about continying
to axpand our tachnology to produce Eore anergy. A Rore conmoh-sense, low
technology -approach is simply to use less by plugging the holes. Conservation
can be a way of life that will not Jiminish liveability, but anhance the -
quality of 11I= for everyone,

Summation

Quality is not a luxury; it is an j.nvastlenr.. Conservaticn Plus home Bervices,
Inc., a ohe stop energy company, will be proud to offer gquality products and
urvices beginning with the Retrotec PBoor Fan, the Firat 5S¢ Prograa, the B.F.
Goodrich Koroseal™ Window Systes and Westview Solariumz. The blower decr
demsnstrates the problems. House tightening, airtight windowz, insulation,
solariums, ete., all help solve thes, with the resuit of energy sevings in the
30-60% range and quality contro) nes to such endeavors.
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HANFORD DEFENSE WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PUBLIC HEARING

£ivED DOERL
AUTIENCE QUESTEONNAIRE . REC ’

) JuL 14 1986
How ¢id you learn of the hearings? Wit DIVISION
Newspaper 2% Rodio ___ Tv Mall __ At work ____

Other (please specify) Hg P Clpaping Howse

Did you ottend one of the Hunford Pefense Waste Open Houses in

February or March? Yes .. KO Pead abedied ih
g s pgpre, berhs, wag) Pkk.lat\l.cqif (;"'U“"“u"s; h“di‘sd")

Did you attend one of the Hanford Defense Waste Informational

Workshops in May or June? Yes _ N"vé:-

Did you have access to g copy of the Droft Environmental Empact
Statement or the Summary? Yes No 4,

Plense rate edch of the following:

« Hearings moderator -
, Procedures for recording comments

Physical arrangements

' Prucess far requesting to comment

Nk B [

. Flve minute.cofnment period

Please share ony addltional comments you may have sbout these hearings.

w . " T Ve Db 32 2,5.6

w w e i Y .
Nusdeny wast, and fdens to Ceuse wasle producdiin.
Any additional” comments gbout the process of submitting written
comments on the Braft Envirenmentol Impoct Statement?

% ?gK YOU_FOR ATTENDING THIS HEARING AND TAKING THE TIME TO FILL OUT

H
HIS QUESTIONNAIRE,
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HANFORD DEFENSE WASTE ENVIRDNMENTAL THPACT STATEHENT

PUBLIC HEARING RECE!VE . ,\.}E-i-ia.
AHBIEI‘!CE QUESTIONNAIRE UL 14 18E6
SION
How did you lears of the hearings? WM DIVIS
Newspoper v Radio ____ ™ o__ Mail ___ At work

Dther (please specify)

Hord of mouth ___

Bid you ottend one of the Honford Defense Wuste Open Houses im
February or Warch?- Yes No v~

Did vou ottend one of the Hanford Defense Waste Informational
Workshopns in Moy or June? Yes ____ Ko

Did you have access to a copy of the Dreft Environmental lmpact
Stotement or the Summary? Yes Ho

Please rate each of the following:

=
(=N
E‘ .

_ Yery Good 6o Poor.
Heerings moderctor l N J—
' Pi’ocedurss for recordéing comments -L/ . o
, Physical arrangements __,,__ _ —_

Process for reguesting to comment

NNNE

Five minute comment period .

£

Piease shere any additional comments you may have about these hear ings,

Siler Bide,  emfoTViad Shawel -

Tleasw Sew

Any additional comments obout the procass of submitting written
comments on the Draft Environnental Empact Stotement?

ATTENDING THIS HEARING AND TAKING THE TIME TO FILL out

THANK YQU FOR
TORNAIRE.

THES QUEST:

=i
o
&3
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. EESTTMONY BEFONE THE U.S. DEPARIHENT OF RNERGY RECEIVED DOE-RL It has already been proven that over the past 40 yeavs the reglon has
. : uyL 14 1986 -
Subnitted hys Margy Willis JuL been affected by water and airborne contemipation from Hanford., If the weste
Portlund, Oregon WM DIVISION

Date: July 10, 3986 1s to be transportsd through Oregon ond burled upstream on the Golumbia, we must

Hy yame i5 Margy Willis, and I live in Fortland, Oregon. T am here to conslder the increaned risks to owr health. Radjcactive pollution is kmown to,

present the views of my family and friends. cause-gancer and birth defects. There is also the strong liklihood for our food 3 N 5 . 5 » 1

We renlize the dAfficult task before you, and we do hope a viable solution chain to be contaminated by radfation. This would affect, ot only, the peupile

to the nuelcar waste storage probilem can be :folmd.. in thio area, but would affect many peopls throughout this country and the wordd.

We have momy concerns sbout the selection of Hapfurd as one of the thrae Approxinately 20 of Oregon's econoy is based on the Coluzbia River. Gan 3 . 2 .6 .1
Z2.1.1 sltes Wich could hecome the natlon's First high-level muclear waste dump, ue Teally offord to jeopaniize 20F of our economy on A e%th we already Tmow
First of alt, of the three sites under consideratlon, Hanford is the only to be flawed and in a region that ls struggiing econcadcally?
site Bisected by a #njor iver. It is balieved that watér would be the most The V.5, Pepartaint of Encrgy will waste $1.02 billion to 'study” a site
accessible means to car.r_}.' radiation throughout the region. Over 2 millien that originally ranked lgst on their iist, and o sito us alrandy know 18 2 . 1 . 1

people in Oregon and Washington live along the shores of the Colunbia River. unacceptable.

By the Departnent of Energy's own figures, over 355 million gallons of nuclear There 1t another question that we all musy strugels with, aad that is the

waste water is being dumped into -the Columbla River every year, aud 3.4 billion fact that much of the radioactive waste to be stored someshoze is fxom the

galions of chewical wastes are dumded into the Hanford soil yenrly snd are continved Jroductlon of muclear weapons. It is invorprehoncible that we

also finding their way into the Columbia. eontinue to Iwoduce more waste from weapons : :profuction when our goversment 2 - 5 . 6

The ability of the geological structure of the avea is also in guestion does not know how to safely dlspose of the 40 years of waste which is presently

for the permanent storzge of high~level radicactlve waste. The basalt rock, being stored at Hanford. Continuing to yieduce more muclear waTheads 0 meet

2 . 1 . 1 found below the sucface at Hanford, is basically layers of lava flow formed ﬂ“_’ denands of our present Afministration is not an -agceptable solution

into fractured rocks as the lava cooled. This type of rock is known to essily to world conflicts and continues to havms the health and- mecurity of all

crack and crumbile. . Amexrlcans.

The Hanford area has already experienced carthguwake activity. The Nucleax here are pany reasons why Hanford is the poorest tholee for the permanent

3 2 ) 2 . 3 Reguletory Cenmisslon olaims it is possible for an earthquake to xeach as high waste reposltory. I have tried to share = few concerns wlth you today. My family
. v N

as 6,5 on the Richter Scele in this avea. Does this pound safe to you? and friends would ask you o please weigh your gecision carefully, We ask you

If all of the waste were to be transported by truck, a shiyment of Tadic- to consider. that 1f you, your ohfldren, and grend-childrven Jived in the area
3 . 4- 2 . 2 aetive wasta would arrive at Manford every 90 minutes. Hany of the #ntetsta‘bea B‘fi’:u‘“‘di“é Hanford, weuld you mt it t‘) be 'the netlon's nuclear dmpiés_mund?
used would carzy the waste through Oregon (1-5,8%,205 4395), thereby jeopardizing . ,
) : RECEIVED DOE-RL
JUL 14 1985

Wil DRVISION

the lives of many pacple.
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How did you learn of the hearings? JU_L1‘-'985 WW ' ) L
Newspaper ___ Radio .~ _ v __ Hall _wypivisiNwork V/f&w«w ’ MWM -
Mord of moith . Other (please snecify) ‘Elijerds Aoty P pgrsrant i e Lot S0 yeotss ok B
_ g oLty Yo POE S £2.5,5
Did you ottend one. of the Hanford Defense Waste Open Houses Ln - . : % o
February or Harch? Yes _ No X o
Did you uttend ome of the Honford Defense Waste Informaticnal ‘:_0
Workshops in May or June? Yes _ Ko X
Bld you have access to'a copy of the Draft Environmental impact ' i " R -
Statement or the Summary?  Yés . Ho X : —= A o QM"?&(

Pleose rate goch of the folluw_ing: -
¥ery Good Sood Eair Poor,

. Hemrings moderator Excellemf . . . __

. Procedures for recording commerts X

Physical errangenents ﬁ&cm usens X T ALY bé‘ W [z /ﬁ%ﬁ% ; W}U‘{(

Process for requesting td comment

. 7 com : — _ y
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. Gtatenent by
on e__rence i JUL 14 1986
RESOLUTION _ WM DIISION
WHEREAS: the Department of Energy has Issued Its Draft : My name is Don Bonker, United States Representative from the
Environzental Impact Statement on disposal of defense waste currently Third District of Washington State. I am sorry that I cannot be hers
stored at Hanford: and personally to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on
the disposal of Hanford Defense High-level Nuclear taste. This issue
WHEREAS: the two basic options are te continue to store the pr'esent ) ia very ilmportant to all of us and the decision we make on how to deal
and future nuelsar waste at Hanford or to ship it eisewhere. and with the defense waste at Ha.nfurd will potentially affect our region
for centuries.
WHEREAS: continued storage at Hanford means the transporting of .
future defense nuclear waste to Hanford and storage eisewhere means the I am pleased- that tha people of this region have become so
transporting of axisting defense nuclear waste from Hanford: and knowledgaable about this igswe. It is my hops that, this increased
leval of knowledge and awareness will help to creite better policias
WHEREAS any trahsportation uf radivactive material poses some and decisions in the future.
danger: and
In making a decision on what to do with' the routhy 43 years of 3 1 4 26
WHEREAS: transportation throtigh urban areas creat,es more risk than defense. nuclear wasté alreafly storad at Hanford, the highest priority :
through less densely populated areas: and must be the prutection of the health and the environment, Presently,
forty-five million gallans of high=level radivactive wastes are stored
WHEREAS: the Draft Environmental Impact Statement indicates that at Hanford, mostly in 14% aging undergroumi tanks.  More than 500,000
the Department of Energy will make available money 16 ensure adequate gdllons have leaked from these tanks, posing a serious threat to the .
emergency response and that federal support is also available from Federal safety of the region. In the wake of thase problems, Hanford must be 2 4_ 1 . 1
Emergency .Management Administration, Environmental Protection Agency, brought into compliance as spon as pogigible with state. and federal .
Foad aid Drug Administration, and the Muclear Regulatory Commission; standards for nuclear and hazardous wastes.
and
I share the concerns.of Governar Gavdnar and the Washinqton Stata 2 4 2 1
WHEREAS: local governments bear the ultimete redponsibility for Advisory Council towards the draft EIS. More attention must be paid LeTeloe
emergency response planning; NOW THEREFORE, ET 1S HEREBRY to a numher of issues, including the gecloglc instability of the
RESOLVED BY THE INLAND EMPIRE REGIONAL CONFERENGE: . . Columbia Basin, ¥Yakima Indian land claims, and compliance with current 2.4 . 1 . 1
. : state and federal laws on nuclear waste management and <¢lean-up.
1. The Department of Energy is Grged to emplay the most favorable —
- - technologlcal means o sohdify and store hazardous wastes at Lhalr point of The guestion of military nuclear waste storage at Hanford must
3. 3 . 2 N 1 origin, and . also be considered in the context of other nuclear activities at the 2. 3. 1. 14
) Resarvation. Ongoing production of plutonium for weapons procurement .
-2,. The Department of Energy is wrged to choose that optlon which is increasing tha amount of high-level defense wastes. Large amounts 2 2 10
creates the least risk and requires the least amount of nauunwlde . of low-level wastes have been dumped in open trenches and crypts which [
3 4 2 2 transportation of defense waste, and ) pernit some radicactive wastes to leach. in groundwater ‘supplies. .
"3, The Department of Energy and other federal agencies are urged ..., Hanford continues to'be a leading candidate for the dubicus
- to make avallable fo local emergency response providers the support distinction of the nation's high-ievel commerclal waste repository.
3.4. 2 . 24 promised in the Draft Envirohmental Impact Statement. En my view, it is -dangerous.and unwise to make one site the nuclear
. . junkyard for all of the nation's military.and commercial nuclear 2
Adopted by the Inland Empire Re | Conference May 21, 19 wastes. . 1. 1

ner, Cli_alrman

Flith Floor  »  Cily Holl = Spolone, Weshington 99801  «  Phone (509) 456-2665 / (208) 657-1556 ’ -
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2 S.Dessrrment ar Enera.y . j ]
A variety of factors make Hanford a poor site for increased Fichlang Deerations Office - WM DIVISION
DOD wastes or the commercial waste repository. Glven the area's F.0. Box 553
complex geclogy, high groundwater lavels and proximity to the Richland. un
Columbia River, any accident at Hanford could have devastating N .
3 4 3 1 effects for the entire Northwest. . Henk tamen.
Most experts had ranked Hanford last on the list of potential Thams vau for fhls opPIrkunity sor Ene Buplle ba Comnent regarding the

sePozal of orferse wastas. I am an 1nstrucuor of Raoiatvian Use &

repository sites, but DOE placed Hanfeord among the top three. I, !
v oend wm iniere 1IN LHMIsS SUub 1ec.

perscnaliy, believe DOE's dacision was based more on politics than
2 1 1 scientific merit. It appeaxsa that DOE, has selected Hanford for
oL site characterization because it is seen as "the path of least

ssiected disposal altarnative should oe SAFE and FERMANENT. Dees 3 3 1 1

resigtance,” given Hanford's long history of nuclear work. agical aispasal is 2 sdfasc. [t should be EnGSzEa withous regara
to zait.
DOE's action has séverly damaqed the integrity of the - . o
b Cubthel paoslution @+ the Zolusgla fiv@r 13 ncofaranersinie and

selection process. Strong corrective steps are needed. I support
Governor Gardner's recommendation that we temporarily halt the

2 2 14 selection process, go back to the characterization salection stage,
and review the need for a second repesitory. I will be working with

the other members of the Northwest congressional delegatlon to push i
for the Govéarnor"' ' plan. . . I have nn cgn1xcnn:= in inslace Stahitiization or the wassag, Saoms

tarks izakes 1R It 2z falr to &y tNAS tn anotner 10 rsars 3 3 2 1

FvEl . PUSSINIE Avende

id a& pursued Yo Frevent F.on eollition. 3 2 4 1
= Solumbia Fiver (3 c =T

IO larsgst civer . vOiwhe Lo tha Unitad

While we debate.the permdnent repository issue, the government wh wiil wll om WASTEE fANNDt 08 SEaniliige in & lmaking
3, 3 N 4. 2 should move ahead with the Monitored Retrivable Storage Facility to AN LARN.
provide safe storage of nuclear wadgte until a final solution is in . . . . .
3 3 5 2 place. In addition, research into promising alternatives to deep Hary 3f Lnoss wasies har2 accramely jone Adir lifes.. Thowan tne
L geological dispesal should be stepped up rather than cut back. 1:Su3d Mav L@ ~=moved. 08 wastes will coneinung t0 1rradiate nasie
3' 3. 1. 1 cantainars, unsii shs Containess aigincearace.

How to safely disposa of the nation's growing high-ievel puclear

waste is one of the most difficult issues we face today. If we look Fravenclan 2100 2. ralIOAcRiIVE matsrials Lo she Lmola SivEr

at it rationally, then we gan reach a feasible solution. But it is | crBall. amedrzany. | HLSdPeds oF Fhoussnas G+ dOWDSTream res1osnts 3 2

critical that the facts about the Hanford site take pracedence cver Rave'a 3taka 1p z2fe, Perdansnt oisedsal,  Some cliv water supeilss 4 l
Ara fgd by snw Coiumoia Rivir.  JIlUced ~adicaceis? waste 13 Act WHat

2 . 2 a 1 political expedxency_

I want 0 m- arinking mater,

- . .'i.ncehei-. w:urg.
Manay rw:,

L3231 &.E. Foress St
vancouver. W FEaEd
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1 APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY'S DRAFT ENVIRORMENTAL IMpACT STATEMENT oN THE DisPosaL
oF HaNFORD H1gH-L.EVEL DEFENSE WASTES.

WM DIVISION

1

FORTY YEARS OF DISPOSAL OF WASTES FROM HANFORD'S DEFENSE
OPERATIONS HAVE® ALREADY LEFT A BLIGHT ON THE LANDSCAPE OF THE
Pactric NorTHwEST. S0 IT IS DOUBLY IMPORTANT THAT AS YOU NOW
CONSIDER FUTURE DISPOSAL PLANS, THAT YOU FULLY EXAMINE PAST AND
CURRENT DISPOSAL PRACTICES AT HANFORD THAT WE BELIEVE ARE
UNACCEPTABLE.

BEGAUSE OF MY CONGERN OVER THE POTENTIALLY DISASTROUS
CONSEQUENCES OF CONTIRUING WITH THE STATUS aue AT Hasrerp, 1
PUSHED FOR SEVERAL AMENDMENTS IN THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
THIS YEAR. LM HAPPY TO ANNGUNCE WERE TODAY THAT THE COMMITTEE
HAS APPROVED HY PLAN WHICH DOES FOUR THINGS:

*EXPRESSES CONGRESSIONAL CONCERN OVER THE CONTINUED DISPOSAL

OF MILITARY LIQUID WASTES INTO THE SCTIL AT HaNForD:

*G1vEs THE DePARTMENT oOF ENERGY 120 DAYS TO DEVELOP A PLAN
FOR CEASING THIS PRACTICE AND INSTITUYING ALTERNATIVE
DISPOSAL METHODS:

043

ooH3
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*REQUIRES AN IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR THESE ALTERNATIVES: 2.2,10

*REQUIRES A SCHEDULE FOR COMPLIANCE WITH ALL

ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS. AND RESULATIONS TO ENSURE THAT THE 2.4,1.1

MILITARY MEETS THE SAME SAFETY STANDARDS THAT COMMERCIAL

FACILITIES MUST MEET,

1 HAVE ALSO BEEN WORKING wiTH THE UNITED StaTes GEOLOGICAL
SURVEY 10 PURSUE INDEPENDENT EVALUATIONS OF THE EFFECTS OF- 2.2.13
MIL{TARY WASYE DISPOSAL OH WATER QUALITY IN THE COLUMBIA
Ri1vER. THEY HAVE NOW AGREED TO UNDERTAKE A SHORT-TERN
SURVEILLANCE 5TUDY. OF THE (oLumMBia RIVER BELOW THE HaNFORD
RESERVATION DURING THE SUMMER LOW-FLOW PERIODS. [ LOOK FORWARD
TO REVIEWING. THE RESULTS GF THIS STUDY AnD urGE DOE To Do THE
SAME, ONE THING THAT 1S A CONTINUING SOURCE OF CONCERN TO ME
IS THAT THERE HAS NEVER BEEN A-FULL-BLOWN STUDY OF THE 4,1.25

KYDROLOGY IN THIS AREA JUST FOUR MILES FROM THE COLUMBIA RWER..

Eneray SEcRevARY HERRINGTON PLEDGED LAST SEPTEMBER “THAT THE
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY WILL BE DEDICATED TO CORRECTING THE
ENVIRONMENTAL. PROBLEMS WE NOW HAVE AND ESTABLISHING A FRAMEWORK
FOR ADDRESSENG ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS IH.THE FUTURE.”

He abpep, amp 1 cannot DVEREMPHA3.[Z€ THE APPROPRIATENESS OF

THIS COMMENT: "WHAT WAS ACCEPTABLE IN 1945 1S NOT ACCEPTABLE. IN
1985."
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AGE THREE
Anp I can FELL vou THAT DOE'S METHODS ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE IN
1986,

PILED UP AT HA“FORD MUST BE DEALT WITH IN A MANNER THAT

THE 53 MILLION GALLONS OF MILITARY WASTES WHICH HAVE

PROTECTS THE LIVES., HEALTH. AND ECONOMIC WELL-BEING OF THE
PEOPLE OF OUR REGION.

THERE ARE THREE CRITERIA THAT ABSOLUTELY MUST BE MET IN
ADDRESSING THIS PROBLEM. FIRST; THE HEALTH AND SAFETY OF THE
PEQPLE AND THE REGIGH MUST BE THE PARAWOUNT CONSIDERATION [N

BETERM[NING DISPOSAL. METHODS AND PROCEDURES.

SECOND, THE STANDARDS FOR DISPOSING OF MILITARY WASTES SHOULD BE
AS STRINGENT AS THE STANDARDS FoR DISPGSING OF CIVILIAN
WASTES. PLUTON]UH [5 PLUTONIUM. WHETHER IT S GENERATED BY A

MILITARY REACTOR OR BY A CIVILIAN REACTOR,

. TIrp, YoUR DRAFT EIS RECOMMENDATION TO LONTINUE USING SCIL AS

A MEDIUM FOR DUMPING CONTAMINATED WASTES IS UNACCEPTABLE, THIS
PRACTICE IS MOT ALLOWED AT CIVILIAN FACILITEES. AND AS WE MEET
HERE TOOAY 1S BEING PHASED OUT AT THE DEPARTMENT'S SavannaH
RIVER PLANT IN SouTh CAROLINA, [ CANNOY IMAGINE.A SINGLE
JUSTEFICATION FOR THE Dé#Anrnénr's INSESTENCE THAT THIS |
MISBEGOTTON PRACTICE CONTINUE -AT HANFORD. AND WHY IN PARTICULAR
YOU SINGLE OUT THE NORTHWEST FOR SUCH SLIPSHOD TREATMENT. S0
I'w DELIGHTED TO HAVE THE APPROPRIATIONS CuMu[frEE‘s SUPPORT

FOR STORPING THIS PRACTICE.

)
L
e
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IT5 CLEAR THAT THE GRAVITY OF THIS PROBLEM REQUIRES THE BEST

AVAILABLE SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL RESOURCES. THE SAFETY AND
— e —

HEALTH OF PRESENT AND FUTURE GENERATIONS OF NORTHWEST FAMILIES

DEHANDS NOTHING LESS, [|WITH A HALF-LIFE OF 24,000 vEaRs,

— o

PLUTGN[UM 15 AN ELEHENT THAT. CANNOT BE ALLOWED TO RISE FROM iTS
—— —_—— —_—

T o

GRAVE AND HAUNT FUTURE GENERATIONS IN OUR WINDS AND WATERWAYS.

If THE LESSON OF SELECTING A REPOSITORY SITE FOR DISPOSAL OF
5]!]5]&5 NUCLEAR HASTES 13 NOH TO BE APPLIED TC: THE
DEPARTMENT'S DECISION-MAK ING PROCESS FDR DESPOSAL OF géLlIAEi
WASTES. THEN THE MER[T BASED CRITER!DN-)SC[ENTIF!C EYIDENCE.
AND THAT IE§E£§QE£EEE ELEMENT OF PUBLlC CONF 1DENCE» NILL BE
"SORELY MISSING;{V

Ta0 MANY YEARS OF CARELESS DISPOSAL OF WASTES IN SHALLOW MEDIUM
_— =

HAVE- AND WILL CONTINUE 1O RESULT EE)CONTAMINA[ION OF

GROUNDWATER SCOURCES AND ULTTHATELY THE CoLumaIa Ravsn.
———

FA:LunE TO. ADDRESS THIS FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEM WILL RESULT 1N AN

ENV!RDNMENTAL CATASTROPHE..VEN Annlrlnu,nouas IS.A REGION OF

THE COUNTRY WHERE PEOPLE HAVE “BEEN wanklus TOGETHER FOR venas

TO REBUILD OUR ECONOMY AND.TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF GNE OF THE
——" ———

GREATEST WATERWAYS OF THE WORLD:TQ INCREASE TRADE AND VITAL

————

FISHERIES RESOURCES, AND THE PECPLE OF THE NORTHHESI‘CONS!DER

1T A SLAP IN THE FACE TO SEE.THE DEPARTHENT AND THE FEDERAL
—

- S
[/, ity Iiﬁﬁpfas::;:}

‘JEU EUC. RL
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AGE IVE

GOVERMMENT NOW STUBBCRNLY ADHERING TO POLICIES WHICH COULD
DEVASTATE THE COLUMBIA RIVER FOR YEARS AND YEARS TO COME.
THE PEORLE OF THE NORTHWEST DESERVE YOUR BEST ENERGIES AND
SCIENTIFIC ANALYSIS. '

WoRKING WITH AND FOR THE. PEOPLE | REPRESENT, ] ©O NOT INTEND.TO
aLiow THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY Te PLAY Russian ROULETTE WITH
THE RATURAL RESGURCES WE'VE BEEN BUESSED WITH., RESOURCES 0N
WHICH OUR LIVES AMD LIVELIHOODS DEPERND.

&%

044

LLL

RECEIVED pog.py.
. e = UL 4 pogg
: : WMDIVISION -

Written testimony to accompany hearing presentation
Te the US Departmant:of Energy, 10 July 1984 Bonneville Fower
Administration Auditorium :

Dr. Leonard Palmer, Associate Profeswssr of Beology R
Portland State University, Portland, Oregon 97207, (503) 229 3022

Partland City Couneil reprusentative delegate to thﬁ Citizens
Forum to- the DOE for lefense Waste Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. {this is not am official statement of PSU)
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DUE WASTE SITE SELECTION PROCESS

FUNDAMENTAL ERROR Iﬂ DECISION PROCESS SHOWHN BY
FAILURE TD RECOBMIZE ANISOTROPY OF HANFORD EARRTH MATERIALE

Persistent failure in the decision making processes of the
DOE regarding nuclear waste is documented during at Izast the
past ten years. The failure to recounize the fungamental
properties of earth materiale is evident from accidents and
failures in dispesal performance at Hanford and from ahsence of
alternate nuclear waste site =zelection investigations.

Tha DOE has not recognized the fundamental need to select
waste disposal sites in garth materials with the most uniform
preperties and lowest permeability to water flow. Non uniform
properties of Basalts and sediments at Hanfard havurbeen ignored
and compared te none of the available alternate opt:ops. The
error appears to he an inability, uvnwillingness or fallure_at the
decision making level ta incorporate inte the de:ision'makang
process the geological mupertise to recqgnize the physical
properties of the various availabie earth materials and their
effects upon tha parformance of the waste disposal to the land
and water gquality-

CASUAL DUMPING AND SPILLING OF NUCLEAR WASTE
The result, as described in appendix ¥ of the Draft Ei5 ané
in data presented by the Washington State Nuclear Wasie board, is
leaking tanks and contaminated soiis and sedimentary ground water
agquifers at Hanford ss follows:
#Over 52 million gatllons of molid tanic wasto
and over 27 million gallons of 1liguid
with over 474 million curiew
in 149 gsingie wall tanks (about 40% leaking) and 20
double wall tanks.

#over 5 million cu. yd. (1 Billisn gal.) of
contaminated soil .

with over 137,000 curies and 437 pounds® of plutonium
In 3& ditches and ponds; 274 cribs, trenches, french
draings and “unplanned releassp” and 10 "rever-se Wells®
which were used to pump plutonium=239-240,
strauhtiun-90 snd cesium-137 into the ground water.
*The 216~Z=% tranch ragquired treatment due to concern
about "criticality*! - p. V 17-19

EXISTINE DEFENSE WASTE EXCEEDS COMNMERCIAL WASTE VOLLRE

Over &42% of &x11 high~isvel defense weste in the
country is dumped at Hanford in the above conditions.
Hanford "dafanse waste in tanks would fill about 4
rapositori tat 70,000 vards sach, with no commwrcial
waste storage) net including contaminated soil and
watur materials.

-
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Existing "defense” waste at Hanford overshadows the * 2 3 1 3
P N * ° L]

nerd for a commercial repository bacause of the *

great volume and fluid character of the waste (comparads

to the commercial low volume metal-—clad solid waste.) #

xxae

The: geblcgi: material under Hanford is Celumbia River
Hasalt overlaid by river and flood sedilents. The présence of
fiighly variable water flow properties in the Yasalt ane sediment
make it nen-hemegensous and unsuitable for a di spesal or
repository cite. : ’

2.1.1

dust as flow of water through swiss cheese would be

“difficult te predict, s¢ the Columbia River Basalt and
the overlying river rhamnal sediments hava, many
channels and variations in their structure and §1ow
proparties. Rock units with the.properties. of a
disper are more appropriate to waste disposal. with
the ability to provide absorption and containment.

Many preferable geoloegical upits exist with homogenesus
rocks properties, low ground water flow rates and low vaiue for
farming or other land use. Granite, shale., veolcanic tuff and
zalt have been recognized candidate materials, Ha=zalt and
streamn sediment, except at Hanford, have not been proposed as a
suitable rock material for nuclear waste disposal. Why,
therefore, is the DORE continuing to propese Hanford as a
disposal site? . .

3.3.1.1

The DEISZ proposaed disposal of tank waste in a repository
appears to be impossible due 1o the volume of defense wastes.
The alternata "in place® disposal, By covering the tanks and
contaminated soils with S feet of fine soil as the anly barrier
to water infiltration, is unlikety to stay in place as a
functional barrier due toc winds and range fires on the site and 3 5 1 1
probtahle climate change. The comparative costs presented in the
DEIS are only for immediate transport and disacsal casts with no 3 2 6 7

ol

cansideration of long term risfs or land usez losses. No
justification or alternate options ars given, for assuming
"dedication” of the Hanford site for ail time.

.2

Because of the sericusness of the existing “defense" waste
problems at Hanford and the certainty of some leveal of
radicactive and chemical contamination of the water supply of
the Eelumbia River valley (if the law of gravity persists}, the
peaple of dregon can not support the proposed 5 fool. fine-soil
coverup. It is too much te impose the majority of all puclear
vaste in Ehe country into the fresh water aquifers of. the
northwest without clean up. Almost any state of the art
hazardous waste disposal regquiremsnts would far axcesd the plans
presented in this DEIS for these most serious of hazardous risk
materials,

3.3.2.1

00
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: The ¥lilukt to recognize the availability of preferable
alternate disposal sitam and the history of repsated failures st
the Hanford site damenstrate a failinog in fudgment of the DOE

2 5 5 | waste mapagsment process, Geclogical and snginewring expertise
bl wiimt within the DUE to provide auch input, yet has not baan
demonstrated.

A comparable example of management ingensitive to an
essential kechnical inpubk was evident in the recent
spate. shuttie disaster when engineering warnings
regarding the function of hooster rocket seals were
Jgnered..

A great nesd for reviwion in the nuclear waste managamant
. process of O0E with appropriate sxternal independsnt review by
2 . 2 . 13 state, federal and private agencies is quitie sbvisus.

1§

e
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AUEST10NS FOR DOE
1. . Why were no alternate site seléction studies done to find

whether more snitable sites exist with lower water contamination
potential 7 .

Z. Why should present and fukure waste conkinue Lo be stored at
the Hanford site in spite of the fistory failure of the sits to
prevent radicactive and chamical soil and water contamination?

3. Why were. the "Lafirande+~Chewavkin' fault structures which
traverse the Hanfard site not shown on the Structuire HMap, Figure
4.597 UWhy aren’'t the thrust faults on the Hanford site shown on
the DEIS fault map? -

4. What wil! prevent direct radicactive and chemical

contaminatiaon of the Columbla River aguifers and water wsystem if
the 5 foot (1.5 meter) "fine soil” of the on site dispesal plan
wara to be aroded and removed by wind, water, or other process?

. What BACKUP PROTECTION is provided for on site ﬂiéposal
plans if the "fine soil” barrier should ba rempved?

4. MWhat is to prevent the existing spilled radicactive and
chemical tank an trench waste from entering the ground water by
gravitational downward movement?  WWhat other directien rould they
go? )

Ta What. i= the chemical centent of the contaminants associated
with the radicactive waste and what are the potential risks te
organisms if they leak to the environmant?

8. KWhy were the more typical desiqns for waste dispesal which
utilize water tontainment and control of potential leachate
drainage not evaluatad?

G What independent state, federal or private agencies are
providing tecnnicgal review of the DEIS proposal? Could copies of
their evaluations be provided?

10, What intermediate alternate selutions can be presentsd?
Those alternatives presented are extreme high cost and lTow cost
possibilitie=s with nene of the type of solutions sormal for
hazardous waste disposal site selection.
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Dr. Luonard Palssr, Associste Professor of Gsclogy

Portland State University, Portland, Oregon 97207, (503) 229 3022

REVIEMW
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

POE/ETE-0113 VOLUMES 1 — 3
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT BTATEMENT

DISPOSAL OF HANFORD DEFENSE H!EH-LEVEL. TRANSURANIC AND TANK
WASTI
HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND. WASHINGTON
MARCH 17846

e Identifiwdy 1./ Not an EIS
2./ Errors and omissions in DEIS
3./ Valuw and Cost not di ffersntiated

DEIS Appwars to have MISSING MAJOR ELEHENTS when cempermd to thae
1ixt of topics REQUIRED BY THE EPA GUIDELINES. A partial list of
sone of the major omissions are as followss

{Dunbers refer to paragraphs 1n the EPn quidel ines)

in T.3. Should bBe “not sersly justificationm for proposmd
funding or action) rather they are to be detailed pressntaticns
af tha environswntal ispact . . . in light of snvironmental
conmiderations, "
(DEIS shows cenditions and plans - azsumes no other
pptions arw avail®bhle, no cther use for site, sae 3.4.1.6 p.3.401

th. I1.3. " . . raquires.a dIlcription:. v = total sffscted
arma = however axtsosive it may he.*
-{DEJS evaluates only Hanford site, not the total

anuifar or dralnage system.}

1= YX1.& *Poaint (3} requires the responsible agency to study,
duvelop and describe lpprupriltn nltlfnltiv.l to the rscommended
courses of action . . . v« « in orde- not to forecloes
prasaturely optionm which might have less detrimental effects.”
{DEIS shows no altarnata site eonsideration -
NO COMPARISON OF ALTERNATE * mite
# comparison of site use

for waste

for farming, ete.
in-place disposal options
off-site disposal options

RECEIVED DOERL * clean up of existing

{plutonium, strountlum%qq
JUL 14 1986

etc.) spills options
WM DIVISION
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id il.w “Point {4) requires ami assessment of the . . .
short=term . . . and maintenance and mnhancement of long—termn
anvironmental productivity."®

id not 1dentify the major environmertal YALUES:

vatue of defense materiai
{need for more bombs??7?:
valua ot water system (Columbia River? 2.5.6
value of farm use of the land
negative value o+ certaminatien
1. 1{.10. "Point (5) requires description .of any irraversible 2.—3. 1 _2
and irretrisvable comsitment of resources.®
1DELS has not addressed this issue)

E L Ll ~
Apparent flaws in the data presented
2. It addition to the major omissions, the DEIS contains

filaws in contained data. It contains errors or omimmions in
prasentation of essential geeological fault data. The DEIS alsg
fails to compare the proposed action to sstahlished proceduras
{EPA and State radiosctive and towic waste procedures and
guidalines}). Also, amsumpticns of climate stability and non
nlgrntinn of contaminants appwarw to be unproven.

2.4.1.1

.21 it appears that the eristing practices at Hanford and 2. 2. 1

the proposed procedures fali far -short of meeting the present
criteria used for disposal.of far 1955 hazardous waste.

2b DEIB page 4.11, Figure 4.5. Generalized Geologic
Structure Map of the Gentral Plateau (DOE 1984)

Map lists. “Fault” on the legend but has omitted all
mapped. and known faults in the Hanford area and most others as
showr ‘on the WFPSS (Washington Fublic FPower Supply System, PSAR,
Figure 2.5-3; RAegional Tectonic Elsments Map)

F:gures in the DEIS are cropped to show cnly the top
of the ground water aquifer, thus exaggerating the apparent
distance from the contaminant plume to the water. This is net
inaccurate but may be misleading.

4.2.10

2c Illustrations of :antamanat)on plumes (ses pages V.12
- V.14, Figure V.7, ¥.B, v.2!. % Figure %) and the proposed “in
place” disposal xmply that no contamination has or will excaaded
the limite of tha plume “characterized".

Figure B clearly shows migratien of the plume and
the isolated nature of the residual cloud shaped :oﬂtam:nat:nn
areas betwesn 1936 and 1944. The migration of the radiocactive
materiai appears to have been by gravity flow as wel! as 3%
"failed well casing“. The contamination appears ta concentrate
in fine grained silty layers.

3.5.2.44
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2d The changes in distribution of conbtaminants shows 1/

that the contaminants have migrated, 2/ that contaminakion has
passed areas whare ne contamination is now found in the soi1l
(betwaen the plotted areas of contamination and 3/ that
contamination may have extended to the ground water and bean
remaved before dekection. 1t is. also possible that, 4/ the
“characterization” data has considerable inaccuracy.

In either case, :ontaﬁlnatxun canneot be proven to fe
contained by the “in placa" design df Figure 9.

) Climate stability prgviding cqnt:nuatlnn of present
arid cenditions. are essential requirements for the proposed

“in-place" design (with no events oreater than double present
average rainfall)., On a long term basis this is not likely nor
verifiahle., Past glipatic fluctuations as shown by palyhological
and marine stratigraphic data indicate malor fluctusations in the
past {(Helocene timed.

Environmental Values and Consts are dot differsntiated

The major preblems with the DEIS are the failure te
recognize the major emnvirormental values, and the uncontested anc
untented aswumption of continuation of the existing precedent for
nucisar processing and disposal use of the Hanford =aite wlthout
site suitability comparative analysis,

Za “Walue" and "cost" are not differentiated nor
evaludted. Water has value but no cest (only the cost of
delivery}. The value of the Columbia River and the adiacent
sedinentary basins te the livelihood of the region are very areat
but are not addresused. The value and cost of losas of purity of
the Columbia River is not addressed.

In this DEIS, cost is calculated in the short term as
dollars and risk te lives in the disposal process.

: : No comparisen is made of the potential long term
preductivity of the water and soii of the area, for exgmple, as
an agricultural site {(and the number of livea which could be
supported in the area) compared to the long term productivity and
risk as a hazardous and nuclear waste site.

3o Gomparison of the léng term cultural value of the
special seil and drainage conditions in the Fasce Bazin (Hanford)

-to the areas less suitable for agriculture is not evaluated.

Economic geography analyses showld pravide greater recegnition of
the comparison to other geclogical sites most probably much
better suited for waste disposal and much less suitable for
agriculture and productive land use.

ineluding Portland has net been evaluated.

0e44
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3 Risk tu the water suvpply of Oregon communities

The extremsly law
water table: at Hoardman and potential for infiltration from the
Celumhia River has.not been agdressed. In the event of Bull Run
water preblems Fortland has the option of using the naewly
devalopged Fortland well field as a back up supply. yet the
drawdown of aquifers inm Fortland couid result in depressed water
tables like thdse at Beardman. . Infiltration of Columbia River
water into the Portland well field aquifers is.a real possibility
under that easily possible condition.

3.5.2.44
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I a4 Ep TElNY, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE PORTLAND BUREAU oF WATER

3 2.8,1 Works, We ARE THE LARGEST PURVEYOR -OF DRINKING WATER IN TME
STATE oF ORZGON, SERVING APPROXIMATELY 700,000 CUSTOMERS--ABOUT
ONE-THIRD OF OREGON'S POPULATION, WE ARE VERY CONCERNED ASOUT
ANY PROPOSAL FOR LONG-TERM NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL AT HANFORD
DUE 70 THE POTENTIAL THREAT TG THE REGION'S WATER RESOURCES.

HISTORICALLY, THE PoRTLAKD Water SUPPLY CONSISYED OF THE Bunr
fux WATERSHED 1w THE CascaDE MounTaiws, In THE EarLy 1970s,
THE WATER BUREAU EVALUATED SEVERAL ALTERNATIVES FOR INCREASING
THE CAPACITY AND RELTABILITY OF THE WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM, IN
ORDER TO MEET GROWING FUTURE NEEDS AND 7O FROVIDE A SUPPLY
TO BACK UP OUR SURFACE WATERSHED SOURCE. AT THAT TIME, THE
ADDITION ©F GROUNDWATER FROM WELLFIELDS LOCATED ALONG THE SOUTH
SHORE OF THE COLUMBIA REVER WAS FQUND TD BE THE MOST EFFECTIVE
APPROAGH, THIS OPTION PROVIDED NOT ONLY A SAFE, AMPLE, RELIABLE,
AND COST-EFFECTIVE WATER SUPPLY RBUT ALSO PROVIDED A. SECONDARY
SUPPLY WHICH WAS TOYALLY INDEPENDENT OF +THE EXIsTING BuLL Rux

045

RECLIVIL F0ERL
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vviptason fedd

suppLY. (OurR CUSYOMERS HAVE INVESTED OVER $30 MILLION IN THE

. DEVELOPMENT OF THES PRECIOUS GROUNDWATER RESOURCE.

WITH THE RECENT COMPLETION OF MAJOR PORTIONS OF QUR GROUNDWATER
PROJECT, THE COMBENATION oF THE DButt Ruw WATERSHED AND
GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES NOW PROVIDE A CAPACITY OF APPROXIMATELY
325 MILLION GALLONS OF WATER PER DAY. HOWEVER, BASED ON REGTONAL
PCPULATION PROJECTIONS INTD. THE NEXT CENTURY, IT APPEARS LIKELY
THAT, BY THE YEAR 2050, WATER DEMANDS FOR OUR AREA MAY BE AS
HIGH AS 500 MILLION GALLONS PER DAY, IT IS ONLY PRUDENT THAT
THE BASIC PHILOSPHY OF MULTIPLICITY OF SOURCES BE CONTINUED
IN THE FUTURE AS GROWING WATER DEMANDS NECESSITATE ADDITIONAL
suppLY. CERTAINLY, THE CorumBIA RIVER 1S A LIKELY SCURCE TO
MEET THESE FUTURE WATER NEEDS, '

ALTHOUGH . WATER DEMANDS .BEYOND: THE YEaR 2050 HavE NOT BEEN
PROJECTED, [T 1§ REASONABLE TD ASSUME THAT TREATED  COLUMBIA
RIVER WATER WILL BE A NEEDED SOURCE OF DOMESTIC DRINKING WATER
WITHIN THE ACTIVE LIFETIME OF THE WASTES T BE $TORED AT HanFoRD.
CONTAMINATION OF THE COLUMEIA RIVER BY DEFENSE WASTES LEAKING
FROM HANFORD'S UNDERGROUND S$TORAGE TANKS WOULD, AT BEST,
FORECLOSE THE OPTION OF USING THE CoLumpia RIVER AS A .PDTENTIAL
FUTURE SUPPLY. BUT COULD ALSD THREATEN THE LONG-TERM VIABILITY
OF THE EXISTING GROUNDWATER SUPPLY BECAUSE OF POSSIBLE mm.ueuces
FrRom THE CoLumMela River.

3.2.4.1
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IN- LIGHT OF THE SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL THREAT THAT NUCLEAR WASTE
DISPOSAL POSES TO THE ENVIRONMENT AHD PARTICULARLY TO THE WATER
RESOURCES DOWNSTREAM OF THE HANFPRD SITE, 1T SEEMS ONLY
REASONABLE THAT DOE FUND AN INDEPENDENT AWALYSIS OF POTENTIAL
ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONGMIC [MPACTS TO AREAS THAT MAY BE IMPACTED
BY THE FACILITY WITHIN THE FUTURE LIFE OF THE WASTES. EXISTING
WATER WORKS FACILITIES AND FUTURE WATER NEEDS OF THE PORTLAND
METROPOLITAN AREA MUST BE MADE A PART OF SUCH RESEARCH, You
CAN BE ASSURED OF OUR FULL COGPERATION IN SUCH A PROJECT, SINCE

=3~

WE ARE AMXIOUS TO BE -DIRECTLY INVOLVED 1§ YOUR ONGOING
EnvIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY PROCESS.

| WOULD ALSO LIKE TO BRIEFLY COMMENT THAT WHATEVER METHOD OF
DISPOSAL 15 SELECTED, BE IT AT HANFORD OR ANY OTHER LOCATION,
THE DISPOSAL FACIL!TY MUST CERTAINLY ADHERE TO CIVILIAN STAKDARDS
FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPDSAL. [T IS DISTRESSING TG KNOW THAT
PAST WASTE ' DISPOSAL PRACTICES AT HANFORD HAVE RESULTED IN
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION THAT SIMPLY WOULD NOT BE TOLERATED
BY PRIVATE INDUSTRY. [N ADDITION, ALTHOUGH | WILL HOT CLAIM
TO BE AN EXPERT ON GEOLOGY OR HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL, IT
APPEARS TO BE YERY UNWISE TO ATTEHPY TO STORE THESE WASTES
IN THE FORdUS AND COMPLEX GEOLOGICAL FCRMATIONS ©F THE HANFORD
AREA. GIVEN THE LIOUID RATURE OF THE WASTES IN QUESTION, THEIR
EXTREMELY LONG ACTIVE LIVES, AND THE PROPENSITY OF LIGUIDS
TO FLOW DOWNHILL, §T WOULD HOT BE SURPRISING TO FIND THAT AT
SOME TIME IX THE FUTURE, THESE MATERIALS ARE ESCAPING FROM

(e
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WAL DI3IDN
THE HaNFORD SITE, IT SEEMS THAT GTMER ALTERNATIVES; Sic as  C0F
A SITE WITH LESS POROUS AND HMORE . PREDICTABLE GEOLOGY OR
SOLIDIFICATION OF THE WASTE, COULD OFFER A FAR GREATER nEGree 2 ], 1
OF LONG=TERM CONTAINMENT AND STABILITY. THUS, WE ENCOURAGE
YOU TO CONSIDER A WIDER RAMGE OF DISPOSAL OPTIONS THAN Was O+ 3¢ D+
BEEN CONSIDSRED TO DATE.

IN summary, THE PoRTLAND WATER BUREAU IS S$TRONGLY COMMITTED

TO PRESERVATION OF THE REGION'S VARIED AND COMPLEX WATER

RESOURCES, THE CoLumBIA RIVER SYSTEM IS THE HEART OF OUR

REGION'S WATER RESOURCE. THE DISPOSAL OF NUCLEAR WASTES AT

HANFORD APPEARS TO HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO IMPACT PERMANENTLY

THE  REGION'S  MOST  VALUABLE WATER  RESOURCES.  NUCLEAR
CONTAMINATION oF THE CoLuMBIA RIVER wWoULD ROT ONLY LIMIT )
AVAILABLE OPTIONS FOR FUTURE WATER SUPPLY SOURCES FOR THE 3.2.4.1
PORTLAND AREA, BUT MAY ALSO THREATEN THE LONG-TERM VIABILITY

OF EXISTING WATER SUPPLIES WHICH ARE INFLUENCED BY THE RIVER,

HE WOULD BE ESPECIALLY PLEASED TO WORK 1N COOPERATION WITH

DUE To FURTHER INVESTIGATE POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL -AND ECONOMIC

IMPACTS TO WATER RESOURCES DOWNSTREAM OF THE HANFORD SITE.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTEFY TGDAY.

e, oy o
.@ ' PORTLARD, OREGON

m BURENIOF wATER WORNS

Edward Tenny
Admmanestator

1120 SW. 5th Avenue _ Pione.
Portand, Oregon §7204-1926 (B03) 796 7402
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For Oregon: Nell

Contact: Virginia Burdick
Cregg Kantor

. Phone:  205.5345
RECEjVELs DOE-RL R lB09-452-1986

July 10, 1986 sul 14 1886 et

FOR IMHEDIATE RELzA§E DIVISION

NEIL_GOLDSCHMIDT DEMANDS IMMEDIATE COMMITMENT TC HANFORD CLEANUZ_

Oxagon'gubernncorinl eandidats Nell Goldschmi&t called coday

for .a stringent. wasce claunup rlan at Hanford thlh would begin in

"1987, mot 1994,

Goldzchmidtis testimény was delivarsd by Mildred Schwab,
Go-chatr of the Neil Goldachaidt for Cevernor Hultnomah Counzy
Committee, at a public hearing held by the United States
Departaent of Enexrgy (U5 DOE} om. its drafr environmental impact
dtatement {PEIS). The DEIS sxamines wvaricus alternatives for
eleaning up:military wastes stored for the past 40 years at
Hanford,

In hiag tsstinmony, Goldschnid: demanded & ¢leanup plan thet
would include .a number of US DOE commitments, He askad that the
cleanup plan (1) not add to the waste burden borne by the Coluunbia
Rivar and surrounding soill for the pasc 40 years; (2} couply with
the same federal standards for private gactor Waste management;}
and {(3), be initiated in 1987 and not be allowed to "baecome lost
in ths bowels of the US DOE.™

Goldschmides eriricized the US DOE for being vague o the need
to conply with Federsl environmental law in disposing of defenss
wastes. "Te congider military high-level waste any differently in
terms of risk than ceomercial kigh-level warte wou1¢ be the height
of 1n=onsisteney,' he said,

Coldsehoidt algo stressed the need for the US DCE to
implement a clesnup plan prior %o a 1994 date discussed In the
PEIS. "The tinme for action ig mow. As your own (DS DOE) 1980
asgessment of long-term riske clearly warns: '. . ., it_-may be more
difficult, dangercus, and costly ©o remove. the waste.in the future
than it is now.'™

"Top allsviate our concerns and to demonstrate good faith, wa
went te see a Fiscal Yasar 1985 budget request for a pilset Hanford
Waste Vitrificaciaon FPlant,” Goldschmidr said., The Vitrificaction
plant is necessary to prepare tha wagta tio natter which disposzl
alternactive i3 pickad,

“ROC® -

ol foebrse
Neil G hmidt for Governor Ct

1220 &W. Morrisan; Room 625 « Postland, Oregon 97205

2956345 (Neil) » Ourside Portland call 18004521986

046

Goldschmidt éaid a ainluum coamitment of $40 @illlon for
design, anginesring: and prelininary construstion of such a
facility would b a sign of good faith on the part of the US DOE,

-30-
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TESTIMONY OF
HEIL GOLDSCHMIDT

On The ~

Cleanup of Military Wastes

At Hanford

July 10, 1985
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I appreciate the opportunity to present my views on thWWKHRWISION

to clean up the existing defense wasteg at Hanford.

Hanford's fate as a permanent nuclear wasta dump and the
£inal dec;sion on ¢leaning up defense wastes will affect
Oregonians for generations to come.

As youy have heard throughout the day, Oregonians cherish
actions over words. With the complation of the environ-
mentél impact statement, we expect the Department of Energy
to kick into high gear to implement a cleanup plan that
provides the most effective long-term protection of public
health, livelihoods, and the environment.

We want to see work plans, not calls for mora raseaxch; we
want line-item budgets for clean-up facilitias, not pro—
posals for farther studies; we want the production of paper
to stop and the cleanup of waste to begin, For a region
that has, in the name of national security, borne the risk
of improperly stored military wastes for forty years, that
is not too much to ask. -

As a neighbor and as the agency respensible for the cleanup
of military waste, the depariment should undarstand
Oregonlans' anxisty about the threat to public health, to
livelihood, and to the environment posed by military waste.
We also expact the department to share our deep commitment
to the long-term protaction of those values.

we expect the department's recommendad cleanup plan and
actompanying budget to be based on what will best serve
PDrtland-Vancbuvgr. not Gramm-Rudman. If that is not the

casa, then Qregonians, other Worthwest residents, and tpeir

elected officials will take Steps to ensure that protection
is based on concern for public health and the environment
not on political expediency.

G.DO0S 1

2.201

2.2:.1

3,2.4.1

2.2.1
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In framing a stringent cleanup plan, we seek a commitment
from the departmant:

o To stop adding to the burden already borhe by the
2 2 _1 Columbia River and the soil from 40 years of high-
L level defense waste disposal.

[] To operata a defense waste management plan in |
2 2 7 compliance with the same federal standards that
b govern private sector waste management practices.

[+3 To pravent the defense waste cleanup plan from
disappearinq into the bureaucracy after these
2. 2 .9 hearings and to provide a tangihble FYE&S budget
commitment to cleanup, not further containment, of
high-level wastes.

Specific comments on how the department should meet its
commitment follow,

RECEIVED DOE-RL
JUL 14 1986
WM DIVISION

G.00S 2

.No "ag=is" surface disposal .of high-level waste or sludge

046

RECEIVED DOERL
JUL 14 1986

.. 70 STOP ADDING.TO TAE BURDEN ALREABY BORNE By wag "YMOIVISION
COLUMBIA RIVER AND TG THE SOIL FROM 40 YEARS OF HIGH-  A(4)
LEVEL DEFENSE WASTE DISPOSAL

3.3.4.1

should be allowed. Toward that end, the gepartment must
stop using an arbitrary definition of high-level military
waste. It fosters public mistrust when the department

defines high-level milifary waste according to the progess

it comes from rather than using EBA's definition based on
conegntrations, or some other objective criterion, such as

energy emitted per gram. ~The Nuclear Waste Policy act

mandate for deep gevlogic disposal of all commercial high- 2. 2. 7
level waste (HiW) mnst apply equally to defense waste,

Therefore, the only cleanup cption consistent with the

intent of Congress is the cleanup and deep geologic disposal

of all military high-level wastes and sludges now in near-

surface tanks and in trenches,

To consider military high-level waste any differently in

teymg of riak than coimmercial high=level waste would be the 2‘ 2 .7
height of inconsisteacy. Where is the wisdom 4in spending

killions of dollars to build a permanent repository some

3000 feet underground, while leaving equally hazardous

military waste in tanks and trenches a stone's throw from

the Columbia River.

Raliance on grouting {mixing waste with concrete) of high-

level wastes .followed by disposal in shallow burial pits is 3 .I..£3- 1
of gquestionable long-term preotection of public health and

the environment, The dapartment's own Savannah River plant

waste management plan final EIS eptimates grouting will

zelease into the soil 30 times more plutonium 238, 20 mil-

lion times more iodine 129, and@ 6 million times more tech-

nétium 99 than all:planned routine dischaxges from savﬁnnah

River's two reprocessing facilities from 1954 to 1976.

G.005 3
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Given the risks from grouting of high-level wastes, it is
puzzling why no mention of calcination of high~level wastes
is mentioned anywhere by the depsrtment as a viable cleanup
option. By converting wastes to powder,.calcinated wastes
are well-suited to glassification for deep geologic burial.
It also eliminates the need for grouting of waptes.,

True, calcination is a better investmant as a f:_ront—end
production change; i.e., te eliminate the future production
of lignid wastes that now end up stored in tanks and
trenches. But its potential application to existing in-
rlace waste has_ﬁeen totally haqlectad in the DEIS. Such a
unigue and proven disposal alteraative deserves seriocus
axamination.

2. TO OPERATE A DEFENSE WASTE MANAGEMENT FLAN IN COM~
PLIANCE WITH THE SAME FEDERAL STANDARDS THAT GOVERM
PRIVATE SECTOR WASTE. MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

Double standards are indafensible. The nation's cradle-
to-grave. hazardous waste protection law~-the Rescurce Con—
servation and Recoveéry Act, ox RCRA--applies to federal
agency waste management and disposal practices.

Statements in the DEIS on compliance with federal law are
vague and conflicting. The DEIS does not address the re—
quirements and the intent of federal environmental léw.-'nny
attempt to seek exemptions of defense wastes in matters of
environmental shfety, measured in geologic time, cannot be
justifled. )

RECEWVED DOERL
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The fact that high-level military waste is indeed a mixture
of hazardous and radicactive materials means that, under
RCRA ragulations, landfilling or shallow pond disposal is
prohibited.

What wa first need from the Department of Energy is a sche-
dule to bring current waste disposal piactices into com-
pliance with EPA and Washington state health and safety
standards. Concirrently, the department must fully inven-
tory and identify hazards of waste that has been dumped in
s0il over the past 40 yeare., Rnowing wﬁﬁé is there, and how
much, is essentfal to its proper cleanup.

The department must commit to a date to-stop routine dumping
into the soil of low and intermediate toxic and radiocactive
waste liquids.from PUREX, the Hanford N-Reactor and the
high«level waste tank farms. Such disposal practice is
outmoded and danderous, The department has entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding with South Carolina to stbp such
soil dumping by 1988. A similiar agreement is souqﬁt by
Washington state. To date, the department has been
reluctant o negotiate.

Certainly, the department's = FY87 budget request of §1.6
million for two more murxface djsposal ponds L€ not a sign of
a commitment ¢ safe and sound disposal of high-level
waste.

3. 'O PREVENT THE DEFENSE WASTE CLEANUP PLAN FROM DIS-
APPEARING INTO THE BUREAUCRACY AFTER THESE HEARINGS.
T0 PROVIDE A TANGIBLE FY38 BUDGET COMMITMENT TO
CLERNUF, NOT FURTHER CONTATHEENT

We want a éestura oflgooﬁ faith:fron fhé deparhﬁent th&t a
cleanup plan will be implemanted and funded prior to the
RECEIVES DOERL
- JUL 14986
WM DIVISION
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1994 date discussed in the DEIS, and that the deep geologic
disposal option for high-level waste will be pursued in
earnest. )

The time for action is now. As:DOE's own 1380 amsessment of
long-term risks clearly warne: “If aventual retrieval {from

. tanks] of the waste for permanent disposal is undertaken,

the cost could well rise with the passage nf years...Thus,
it may be more difficult, dangexous, apd costly to remove
the waste in the future than it is now." .(1)

Tha department's FYB7 defense nuclear waste construction
budget raguest of just under $19 million scarcely compares
with the depa:tmant'.s 5153 million construction budget
request at Savannah River. The depaytment's Hanford con-
struction budget is "mainly to demcnstrate in-place disposal
of compromised singla-shell HLW tanks.*(2) Statements like
this sre anothexr sign that the department's intentions are
already in place.

To alleviate eur concerng and to demonstrate good faith, we
want to see a FY88 budgat requast for a pilot Hanford Waste
vitrification Plant (HWVP). Sinca a vitrification plant is
an essential componant of both the DEIS reference alterna-
tive and the DEIS repository alternative-~~the department
would be prudent to begin construction of g pilot facility
in 1987. The Northwest will not tolerate a i0=-year struggle
to fund such a facility as the state of South Carolina was
compelled to do.

A minimum commitment of $40 million for design, engineering,
and preliminaxy construction of a vitrification plant would
provide a necessary sign of good faith by the department.
The plant's similiarities to the existing Savannah River
vi.t::i.fica_tj.on plant allow for an expedited copstruction

schedule. RECEWED DOE-RL
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Conversely, to fund a grouting facility for sweface disposal
rathey than.a vitrification plant would be a clear indica-

‘tion that the department is wadded to in-place, near-surface 2 .2 1
. *

disposal. It would. offer a clear sign that cost considera=-
tions ara placed above the long-term protecticn of public
haalth and the environment in the department's . plans.

Finally, we seek a ple'dge' from the department to stick to.
its commitment te produce a final EIS by mid-1987. We do
not want to see the department's. doors slam shut after a
brief exposure to publit scrutiny. The momentim for cleanup
action and the puhlic.ekpectatio_n. for such are. simply too
great - to bacome lost in the bowels of the US Department oOf
Energy. Forty years is long encugli to wait.
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1. Rockwall Hanforg: Dperations, An As the Risks

Assuciafad with Continved Storage of. H;gh vaI Waste
8 _Sing e—Shg Tanks at Hanford, May 1980.

2, #.5. Department of Energy, Congressional Budget
- Request, Atomic¢ Defense Activities ¢ vol. I, pp. 563
DOE/MA=0064 /4, February 19686.
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. A few years ago, I read in the Oregonian that padioactive
rabbit droppings and pocket gopher bones had been found 10
miles from the Hanford site, and a radicactive eagle's

nest 24% miles frem the site. Parts of a living system

cannot be isolated from other parts. Although Chernchbyl

is very far away from Portland, rainwater in Portland was

one of the firat pilaces in the U.S. where radiation from
Chernolyl was measured,

It is appropriate that radiation showed up in this regicn
first, for the Northwest has already played a ‘Iarge role

in this country's nuclear development. .

One legacy of that role is the Hanford N-Plant, the
oldest plant.in the country. Like Cherncbyl, it is a
grapliita reactor. But while Chernobyl did have a contain-
ment bigilding, Hanford has done, and is bullt to withitand
only 1/6.as much pressure as the Chernobyl plant. was. The
flanford design Is obsolete and dangerous, butkcontinues s
oparat fag.

The Purex plutonium plait is another legacy, one of
the mnjor'sources of plutonium for U.S. nuclear bombs.
William Lawless, a former engineer and waste manager Ffor
U.5. Depariment o1 Energy, says that the soil of the Han-
ford ‘reservation poses the most sérious plutonium gontaminga-
tion probilem of any site in the pation.2 Today the Purex
plant rottinely discharges about 7.5 times more, plutenium
than the infamotis Rocky Flants plutonium plant. The soil
throughout. the Hanford site contains more plutonium per
square acre, 84 meg., than the city of Nagasakl, less than
a mile from ground zerc, immediately after it was bombed.
And plutonium levels in the soil in the cities of Richland
and Sunnyside approach Nagasaki's.® .

-
Ll

There is another parallel. The U.S.S.R. has had not
one, bt two major nuclear accidents:’ at Chernobyl, and
one in 1958 at a vemote nuclear waste site and plutonium
plant.at Kyshtym, in the Ural-Mountains. At Kyshiym, as at
Hanford, there were many small leaks, contaminating the
Teitha River, and. finally one hitge éxplosion,. which rendered
several huudreg thousand square miles of land permanently

And a Russian defector who had beén an
engineer supervising construction at Kyshtym told Sclence.
Magazine .in '83 that that plant was an exact, pipe-by-pipe
copy of Che Purex plant. But Putex goes on, day after
day, producing weapons-grade plutonium.

A fow yoars ago, Russia stopped releasing the statis-
tiew for life esxpoctancy and lafant mortality, for those
figures had begun worsening. 'Last year when Dr. Carl
Johoson, cne of the fathers of nuclear sgisnce, was in Port-
land, I asked him what seems a wild guestion-- whether it
was possible that the drop in Soviet life expectancy could
ba related ito the accldent at Kyshtym. He replied that yes,
it was possible. Premature aging is one of the little-~known
side effects of radiation exposure that have been revealed
in a few studles which were abruptly discontinued, and then
buried from public view, 10-20 years would be about the
right amount of time for this side effect to begin to
gurface.

The U.5.8.R. has no public hearings like this one, no
lengthy intervention processes of the kinds which the U.S.
nuelear industry bemoans. Russia, then, is two major public
disasters ahead of us, Dut we have ocur potential Chernobyl,
at Hanford. We have our potential Kyshtym, at Hanford,

We also have a free press.. A few months ago, the following
story- appeared in the Qregonian:

iIn the late 40's; the government was trying to devise
ways to measure radioactive fallowt in the Boviet Union
in order to monitor their nuclear blasts. Measuring the
radioactive dust in the holes of Russian bowling balls was
put forth was one option. 35,5000 curies of I-I31, a thousand
times the contamination released during the Three-Mile
Island accident, were purposely discharged into_the air
of the Northwest to test U.S. measuring devices, Prasumably
the plan was for undercover agents to haunt the bowling .
alleys in Richland, Spokane and Seattle, furtively holding

_geiger counters over bowling bells, This plan was abapdoned

whan someone recollected that the Russians do not bowl.,

The story would be fumny, except that that radiation
really was relessed over the Northwest. We don't know
where the government finally chose to measure it: on cars
in parking lots, ia playgrounds, on cow's udders or horse 's
manes. - And we doo't know what.the health effects of this
experiment’ were and ‘are, because a full-scale, independent
hezlth study has never heen funded. - o

The stoXy isn't funhy, elther, becauge it still goes
on. Hore thac 40 1bs. of pure pldtonium were scheduled to
g0 up in the next rocket launch after Challenger, enough to

(PeLiLauspy Juduwod ou)
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cogtaminate the entire planet.s And today we are. here to
address.a plan to ship all of the nuclear waste in the
countiry, 85% of which 1s produced east of the Mississippl
River, by truck and by train across the continent to bring

it to Haniord and to deposit it: on the banks of our region's
most vital watarway, to endanger the river, to endanger

the people of the Northest, and to endanger every state in

the union those trucks and those trains pass through. 'n Ao

o wu-m, rRe
WO ?fk

TAErE ix nefasy ARSwEL, meved onfy when it Fhreattas wonfle.

fPainful as it is, existing nuclear W
laft in the region é“ﬁwaﬁ produced in¥ |:ontained in the
Fest way technolo %ffer. Thus &ach region will be . .
confronted directly with the results of our present nuclear
policy, and with its price tab. And further production
of puclear waste swembd he vapidly eliminatad.

mosye

: -Already, William Lawless says, "The levels of water
eontaminatién under Hanford are- staggeriag." Hanford and
Purex. are enormous threats. If the U.S. shuts them both
down, challenging the Soviet Union to shut down two similar
facilitiss, we would be taking a step towards nuelear sanity.
My hunch is that Gorbachev would accept the challenge; ’
certainly we would lose nothihg.

‘What we can lose if they continua operating is stag-
gering. Hanford and Chernoby] ‘Purex and Kyshtym; Riebland
and Nagasaki. Nothing is isolatedh especially here, in
this land of clouds and water, which. the 1I.8. government
is thinking of declaring expendable,

The people of the Northwest have given a great deal
already to the nuclear expériment. The zncient Romans had
a proverb: “Honor and praige to him who wills to do no
harm, but not the gods themselves oppose necessity." The
time of nuclear innocence is ended: The people of the North-
west will to do no harm, but will, like self-respecting
people everywhere, do whatever is necessary io’ proteut
continuing lite in this region.

ROTES

1. N.¥. Alert, Hanford Clearinghouse

2. Dr. Allen B. Benson snd Larry Shook, Hanford Educatiom
Action League report.

3. Benson and 8hook, 1bid.
4, Ibid.
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5. Joanné Oleksiak, "Hanford. 5lowly Getting the Facts." The
Alliance newspaper, June, 1886

6. Ibid.

7. Ibid.

8. "The Lethal Shuttle," The Natjon, February 22, 1988,
p.1l.

Barbara Ls Morticella
18200 N.W. Johnson Road
Portland, OR 91231
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Statement of Sara L. Laumann

before the
I'm Rochalle Cashdan, an anthropologist £rom Portland, speaking fox myself. United States Department of Energy
f'va lived near the Columbia oxr its tributaries Eor my 22 yeara in the Public Hearing - Portland, Oregon., ... ..
NHorthwest. wizCElven DOERL
: July 10, 1986
The Columbia Rlver baaln la one of the Great river basins . : JUL 14 1966 549
of the world. It has beean home for people for thousands of years, . . - -
. i WM DIVISION
I don't want to see nuclear waste dumped anywhere near it.
2. 1' 1 X Good evening. I would like to thank the 0.3, Department
It's not good for people. ?
¥ a‘uul_ CW%{ ‘{" D, of Energy for the opportunity to submit this statement. My name
Rachelle Cashdan .
3649 5.BE. Yamhlll is Sara Laumann. I am the Staff Attorney for the Oregon State

Portland 97214 )
Public Interest Research Group. OSPIRG ia Oregen's oldest and

largest environmental and consumer organization with over 30,000
gitizen members and over 35,000 student mambers stal;ewide.

There are two points I would like to cover this evening:

RECEIVED DOERL

m 141986 First, there is a lack of opportunity for Oregoni.ana and the 2- 4. 1‘ 5
state of QOregon to participate in the decision-making process
WM DIVISION o .
invelving Hanford; and second&, there are various issues involving
0eag '

the txjanspurtation of high level radivactive wastea through 3 4 2 2
Lo s Take

Oregon that have not received adequate consideration,

OSPIRC DEMANDS THAT OREGON BE GIVEN AFFECTED STATE STATUS
: Since tﬁe Hanford Reservation is only 30 miles fron the
Oregon border, ' there are arguably moz.'e impacts on Oregon than
Washingtaon, The f;cte;ltial environmental and health effects
from the radioactivity at Hanford will not respect state borders.
In the Draft EIS, l-.];ne DOE states that "Downstream users of the
Col.umbia River m;,\uld incur a’t.most one health effect assoclated 3 2 4 1
L] L] L]

with the disposal of waste over 10,000 years.” We. cltizens of
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Oregon, are thoge downstream users. Further, OSPIRG believes
the statement made by the DOE. inaccurately rapresents the scope
of the problem.

By inviting us to testify today, the DOE has
demonistrated that Oregonians should have input into the
decision-making process. Although this is a good First step,
ﬁuch more needs to be done, Oregon should be given affected
state Status. Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, the DOE is
required to consider the "regional" impacts of locating the
proposed repository at such s site. Certainly the state of
Oregon f£alls within the region. There are and will continue to
be impacts to Oraéon in tne way of health, safety, welfare and
thg environment. Any Seclgion involving Hanford must consider
these impacts—tu Oregon. Finaﬁcial resources should be given to
Oregon to study these impacts. Additlonally, more hearings should
he held throughout the state, particularly in those cities along
the trangportation routes to and from Hanford (I-84 and I-5) and

also those cities along the Columbia River.

QS#IRG DEMANDS THAT THE DOE SERIOUSLY CONSIDER
THE ISSUES SURROUNDING THE TRANSPORTATION OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE
Currently there are 5 shipments per day of radicactive
waste traveling across Oregon highways. If Hanford is selected
as the repository, this number will increase to 17 shipments par

day or over 6,000 shipments a year. Additionally, if the defense W

-2 -
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currently stored at Hanford is shipped to another site, the
number of shipﬁenta traveling along Oregon's highways will again,
dramatically increase.

In the Dr#ft EIS, the BGE has presented numbers,
intricate conputer models, ccmplicated equations and
5ophlst1cated language, thls all boiling down to the fact that
shipments will be transported to or from Hsnford throﬁgh Oregon.
It will only ba a matter of time befére a mafor ;ccident OCCurs.
The DCE states in the Draft EIS that there have only been 30
accidents per year which have involved radleactiva materxals.
Althouqh this may be true, this does not take into conszﬂarat;on
that there wzll be sxgnlfzcantly more shipments on our hxghways
in the future. Addxtiunally. @ven though 30 accidents may seem
like a low number
PR § 3 £akes‘nnly one acgldent to cause devastating damage. Just
look at what haééenéd with just "one" accident in the Soviet -
Union.

Ir the Draft E:s; the DoE lays out the.method tc be
used to test containers im which the radicactive ﬁﬁste will be
shipped. The report states that "These test environments are
designed to simulate very severe traﬁsport accidents.” The report
goes on td say that the conditions are egquivalent to or mo?e
severs than actual conditions &0 be encountered. ¥n the drop
test, a container is dropped from 29 feet. Certainly there are

portions of the highways in which a c¢ontainer could fall more

L= 3 =
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than 29 feet, The thermal test ~ tests the conéﬂﬂﬁ"}"’i‘}?“a 30
minute fire at 800 degrees Celgiue. This is inadequate because
certain fuels used Iin transportation burn at over 1000 degrees
Celsius, In the water-immersion test, the container is in water
for only 8 hours. Cne can imagine. ¢ircumstances in which a
container filled with radicactive waste remains in the water for
more than 8 hours. The tests an the contalners are inadeguate
and do not truly reflect the very severe transportation accidants
that they are designed to simulate. The contalners will not
protect the safety and welfars of citizens nor the environment.
It is esaential that those responding to an aceident

involving radioactive waste be prepared for the worst case

scenaric. OSPIRG urges the DOE to allocate Financial resources

" to provide for adequate responsae aleng the potential

transportation routes. In the Draft EIS, the DOE acknowledges

that the ultimate respeopsibility for emergency response plannring

lies with the state and local government®. OSPIRG agrees that
thig is where the planning ahould occur. However, most of oregaﬁ's
'firet responders' do not have the necessary equipment, tyaining,
and planning to adequately respond in the event of an incident.

In concluaion, the DOE proposes to increase radiocactive
waste shipments through Oregon. Some of those shipments will be
travaling only a short distance from this awditorium. This

increase will endanger our health, opr safety, and cuor

- anvironment. -Until Cregon gaing affactad state status and until

/458 46
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the DOE adequately considers all -of the impacts from

traneporting these radioactive wastes, reasoned decision making 3. 4. 2. 2

caxi ot goour,
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Input re Draft E.I.S. concerning Hanford as candidate site for radioactive waste

SLOTAEE »

To save time, I'm going to talk about only one gripe: Pecple haven't

hosn teld who will be endangered should theve be leaks at Hanford. The

Draft E.I.5. does say, quote "There 1s ne withdrawal of g frem

beneath the Hanford Site for purposes of supplylog any cmmity WaTeY sygl:a_m.g".
{pa4.21)
Geodie, People living nearby evidently are cauticus. But, if there were
a ksak, and if radiocactivity got inte water, and if the wat_l:ar mqvt_a@ -
who would be endangered?
This is a vital question. The people who would be endangere_d are, at
present population counts, ahout 700,000 people livieg in the Poxtland
metTo area, whose cul_':reni water sources include deep wells clese to the
Columbia River, ,dmama;n fxem Hanford, Cextainly zadicactivity getting
into the Columbia could get :i._m;o these '.tells.. He don’t know where the )
aquifers from Hanford ge, but there’s no Teason tq doudt that they might
connect with I‘or!:tan.d’s walls.
The reason Portlanders and Cregomians at lazge mqu'.!.d know khis,. ig
that then they would insist on Oregon having a veto power, llke Washington Statre
has, should Hanford be selected as the repesitory site,
. But, they ha\_van't. been told. Comgress is letting only Washipgton have

a vato power, although many more people who have a direct concerm as faxr

.as their drinking water s voncernsd, live in Oregon.

In this climite of lack of public information about Pnrtla.nd's}war.ﬂr
snutt.:es_:. ard d_angal's they are subject to, it is not surprising that Repre-
sentative Weaver hag been (to my knowledge), our omly Congmsm who has
worked for Orepon having wets power agual to that of'wa.sh-irnaton. . .
' 2 Ls20e o P

Josoph L. Miller Jr.,M.d., (retired) ’

Respectfuily sutmitted,

52815 E. Marmot Rd., BSandy; Or., 97055
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TESTIMONY OF PATRICIA MORGAN
615 2nd Street
Oregon City, OR 97045

¥y name is Patricia Morgan; I reside in Oregon City, but I live forever
on Pianet Earth.

hearings personnel do not make decisions on emotions.

I would Tike to express to you many emotions, but I know that
They make decisions on
facts -- and I will give you a few fagts, though I will admit from the start
that I am not a léarned scientist on nuclear issues. But first I must exoress
my emtions] ’

My first emtion is that I'm scared.
is nawhere to run to.

My reaction is to run, but there
I sailed for swven years in the South Pacific, and I want
to run back to that fast fadirg paradise, but there is n¢ running if a repository
is sited on-the great Columbia Waterwag.ss

I am frustrated and feeling totally helpless in the power of the govera-
ment and greedy corporations to decide the future of my children and this earth.[
I_'lave not beea Tuiled to sleep hy the Ties of the safety and necessity of auciear
arms and nuclear energy; thankfully, T am sti11 a thinking and feeling human
being. )

I belleve we have become a friveleus society -- frivolous in the use of
our rgsources and forgetful in our reverence for the earth on which we Tive.
I feel deeply that with reverence there emerges a conservation of rescurces that
are Earth's éuntinuinq gift to its living creatures. For some unfathomable rea-
son the poor white man is blinded hy an 1lgnerance that drives him to believe
that -he can conquer mature, that he does not nee& te live in harmony ;n'th the
Earth.
gone and we are all dying of radiation. sickmess, there will no longer be time

But when the plants are dead, the rains are acid, the ozene layer is

10 change.

My biggest fzar, and sadly it is held by every other mother I have Ea1ked
to, and sadly I don"t believe it is an unfounded fear, is the fear of whether
1 will have the strength to slit my children®s throat, my :tﬁree children’s throat,
at the time of the nuclear hotocaust due to a meltdawn of the N-Reactor, when
a major repository at Hanford shakes and trembles from volcanfc/earthquake acti-

2.5.6

3.4.3.1
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vity. releasing massive doses of higﬁ-_levei radiation into the surrounding environ-
ment and gnr;u_ the Columbia R'lvef' and the exposure fs a two-week slow death war-
rant. fan [ ook into my children's eyes and tell them it is the most lovirig
thing I can do for them'is to end there Tife today rather tham put them thraugh
the torture’of irradiated death?

So those are my emtions. I wnqu like to add that my second son who
was conceived in Micronesia, close enuugh to Emwetos: was barn bilaterally club-
foot, his feet twisted into half balls and pmntmg backwards, upside down.
i was lucky. Ye anly required 10 months of continuous cast?ng. one major surgery,
and four months of polio-type braces. He 15 stil7 very plgeon-toed; his muscula-
tura in his lower calf will pever develop. As a mother it was a very torturcus
experience, very heart-breaking. . Was he deformed decause of ql] tha irradiated
fish [ ate living in Micronesta? 1've ofte.n wandered. Birth defects.is only
one effect from radiation poisoning- .

We have borrowed the earth from our children; they will borrow it from

their children.

Facts. We have 43 years of -accumslated nuclear waste and you and I don't
The peopla
who created were not thinking much beyond thefr pocket books when they created

know what to do with it. And 1t's not going away, is il? Facts:

it, so mich sp that they even have.an insurance disclTaimer stating they will
: : The governmert
and greedy utilities are continuing to building nuctear power hujuises and create
nuclear wasta. Facts: They have no place to put it safely.

SadTy, ['m not a scientist; 1'm Just a sensibie person trying to fiving
in harmony with ny hame. thenﬁmes when [ meet peopla with 4ifferent value
systems than I, I walk around them. I tet. them be
ent value §:{stems and 1 can’t walk a.rqund you, 1 rnust shout out tu you that
you are wrong: . You are morally, economically, spiritually and politically wrong
to contirue to produce nuclear anything. And that is the begfnning of the snlﬁ—
tion.

I try to teach my children that ft is okay to admit that ybu -are wrang,

We obviously have diffaer- -

051
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that ft 15 actually a sign of positive strength to admit you are wrong, to step
down and try te correct your wrong. That s the beginning to the solutiom:
Even Efnstein -has admitted he was wrong in ever urﬂeashmg such a power upon
this earth.

¥e don't need nuclear energy. Conser'vat‘lnn, measures have worked so effac-

tively in the Northwest -- I don't know about other parts of the nation -~ that

the power companies are lesing money and _lr.r_ying to gat rid of conservation mes-.

sures -- again for thair own greedy reasoms. MWe don't need to kilt people.
I don't kflow of any women or children or even warmonging men who need to die.
We don't neéd moclear amything,. and the beginming to your probiem of storage
of nuclear waste is to stap pruducin“g it.. Today, Pass a law. The government
passes laws regulating our cunsciuus‘ness'. regulating how fast we travel across

the surface of the earth, regulating where our personal wastes go and these are

all passed in the nane of pravidihg-u}tiniate safety to members of society. Pass

a law which bans nuclear power plants and nuclear bombs., Simple.

In Oregon, we are attempting - to pass laws and [ think we'll do
it -in November: Three petitions will be on the ballot dealing with the nuclear
fuel cycle: one that will phase out nuclear weapons manefacture in Oregon by
1990, one that will prohabrt the operation of a nuciear power p]ant 1n Oregon,
and a third deating with Tow-level radioactive waste and laws requiring fts safe
contaiment. Oregon will set a precedent and becoma the first nuclear-free state
in the union. You, as the U.S. Govemnent', can pass natienal laws simply banning
outlawing, forever ending the production of high-tevel nuclear waste.

s_u that's the solutfon. S$top produection of nuclear waste. Or  that's part
of the solutjun. I am not a learned expert on nuclear waste so I can't speak
intelligently about -how to deal with the waste already prodiced. 1 cam only say
that as with any logical solotion to a problem, you must first set out strict
criteria nut'lining the absolutely safest .uptlmd and site. The criteria should
not 1n_ciude. under any circuﬂlffta.nce. political expeciien:y, which seems to be
on the top of your 1ist right now.  Seil s proving to be an inadequate method

of deposition of our man-made wastes, but if you're insistent in using soil don't

2.5.6

2.5.6

.2.2.1
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place your high level radicactive waste in water permgated soil four miles from
a major river, upstreaﬁ from a million ar more people. 1 know that you know
that Hanford, for that reas;un alone, is the most dangerous, most ridiculous site
picked. Why continue to wear the Idiot Caps. Take them off as Bob Pollard did
in 1975 when he quit the HRC, taking the moral inttiative to stop being the
puppets of a ¢razy govertment and greedy utflities.

But if you'ra going to continus 1in finding 2 solution, continue to ouiline
sp_ecific criteria: The site must NOT be within an earthquake zone. The site
aust NOT be within an area of Kknown volcanic activity. I demand of you, the
DOE, that you come back to us with a list of criteria that we, the people of
this region, must approve as logical and safe.criteria before you even suggest
siting a permanent nuclear waste repesitory in qur Rorthwest area.

And emtions must enter into your decisions because emotions are power-
ful. The Boston Tea Party was emptions: People fed up, absolutely fad up with
a govermnent, fed up with taxation without representation. We are fed up with
this forked-tongue syndrome,. you coming to listes to our suggestions and then
going back East, far away from the probtem here, and takfng decisions about our
lives without listening to your comsciencesi -Change your-value systems. Take
a walk fthrough Shriners Trippled Children Hospital and hold the handless .arm
or an armless shoulder of a deformed child; go to a cancer ward and talk to those
dying of cancer, a disease still increasing at rapid' r;tes in spite of medicine's
newest cures; go to thé 23,000 péume of the Chernobyl accident, as many
of thes stowly die from their exposures; go tn the victims of Hiroshima; and
if you have childrem, look hard into your children's eyes and ask how you can
end their misery the quickest if they were 28§ miles from a disaster of the magni-
tude Hanford could crsate; and then go deep into your heart, watch a sunset.
And then list another criteria for a repository: - that from this day forward
no more nuclear waste shall be produced. . Ne can ail change ouwr Tifestyles a
littte and live without wasting so much energy; we can change our values and Yive
without desiring to merder wanen and children. | . :

You are forcing a time bomb on the people of the Narthwest and we don't
want it, but then maybe it's time for anothar chapter in thé history bedk called
The Hanford Tea Party.
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Tastimony given at U.S. Departaant of Energy Hnring:.

Tuly 10, 1986

Mint Maduro

1266. SE--47th -

Portiand, OR 9721%

S03-235-4646 -

Thera ars two points I°d like to sake this evening. As a

tnchnnl.og'r professicnal, I wvant ta say that Hn' B

EXVIRONMENTAL INPACT STATEMENT document ix dafectiva,

'zadiqniaiq, slienating, alitist, 111-:-.“&&-«'.

prasusptycus, and ludicrous. 'I-n not fooled by your

simplisttc and msngli cnnfld;l;i;. Mlh‘erl t;o such questiona 2 .- 3 . 2 'y 10

au:
a+ Yhat is the imava?
of How mafe ‘ia the. curgent siorags? ;. R
a+ What impacts cen ba upm.'t.d in the nesr future?
o+ What lony-ters impacts can ha.xp.m,-.d?

The anawers you prasant are not sstisfactory or properly
analyzed, -Yo_u DON’T ¥now what tha isaue rwally 1s. how ‘nafe
the current storage i=, or vhat impacts con be expected in

2.-3.2‘1.

the nesr or far futurs.

Ga back to tha drawing boacd. Xt is time for the Departaent
of Enargy to take total responsibility for making e

pet: and th

t of the tachiologies it
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inplanents or promp ts impl t. This technology
assassnent must teke into account health and lufot.v,

aducaticnal, acenosic, and equity issues for all people.

¥y second polnt la to raaind aill of us thet tha Heaford
puclear wasté ldsue is related to, & part of, and connacted
to other vital isaues wam are involved i‘litil end affected by
1o tha westarn ﬂ.s.. nancly.'tha pnn:vunén of old growth
formsts, !P‘cif“l’-"llv tha Cathedral Farest hexe ;ln Oragon.
We axe alsc commectsd to and ai!ec.t.nd by the in]uitiél ll:-l'ng
inflictad on the Hopi and the Navalo pecples at Big MNountein

in Arizona.

The Hopi prophecy reminda us: "If wa dig pracious things

- £ron the Earth, we will invits disaster.

As wa convaens in this room opanimg our hearts and joining
our voicea togather, we ara in harsgny ==~ we acre ana volgm.

Our voice will be heard.

e
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§26 MARION BT, NE, SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE 378-4040 TOLL FREE 1-800-221-8035 -

Hanfoed Defanse Wasta Dlsposal
DOraft EIS
Testimony of Lynn D. Frank, Diractor
"Qregon Department of Energy
HJuiy 10, 1986

I am Lynn Frank. Director of the Oregen Department of Energy. representing
Oragon Governar Victor Atlyeh, ) .

We wouid Iike to skare the concluslens of Oregon's Technical Review. which will be
supported by cemprahensive. technical analysis submitted later, along with
commants from citlzens.

Far decades, we have lived In the shadow of the unknowa and unseen parll of
radioactivity at Hanford. .

Tha wiltingness of the new management at Hanford 1o open the books for public
inspection is a walcome change In policy.

The insights gained have beon revealing, distressing and long overdus.

“:,5: anguiéh, Ve have learned of past practices which slrply would not ba accepted
today, .

Taday we have the oppariunity for our veices to be heard in rasponding to the
chalienge of what to do with dafense wastes at Hanford.

For his initlatlve in proposing a sulutfon. wa appiaud the Richland Operations
Manager. Mika Lawrence. Far acknowledging Oregon’s vital interasts, we thank
him and you as well. That recognition too is long overdue.

There ara threé principles which 'mu-st gulde us in masting the chatlenge.

First. long term risk to public health and safety and tha environmant simply 3 0.5 . 5 . 33

cannat ba accepted. No actlon shotld ever breach that standard.

Second, If the optlons presanted dp not give us tha greatest confidence that
standard can be achleved —— we urgs you to pursue more innovative

technologies. to gain that confldencg, and that you not risk naedless radiation 3 . 3 . 5 » 3

axposurg 1o the workers.

Third, wastes which can be safaly retriaved and relfably disposed shouid be - 3 ’ 3 5 3
acted upon now, - o i : e deJe

Tha Nranen Repartment of Energy is an Equs! Opportunity Emptaver
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The option that gives us the greatest confldence is disposal at a geclogic
repository, That repository tco should be chosen on the basis of the greatest
confidence in the ability to protect pubtic health and safety and the
envirorment.

~Page Two—

Lest there ba any doubt. it Is our clear and aﬁiding conviction that Hanford
fails that test.

Thase principles lead us to these conclusions:

3.3.5.3

3.3.5.3

3.3.5.4

3.3.5.3

3.1.3.25
3.1.3.25

3.1.2.5

1, The high-level [lquld wastes in the doubla shell tanks can and should be
retrlaved. glassified. and moved to a future geologic repository.

2 Thehigh level soiid wastes in the single sheli tanks shouid ba retrieved,
glassified. and moved to a future geologic repository.

For that to be achieved, mora innovative technolegies than those
cansldered must be pursued, because of the tremendous cost and needlgss
radiaticn expesure to workers.

The imminent threat to the environment was relleved when liquids were
taken from those tanks. That action gives us the time ta pursue safa,
cost-effective tachnologies to retriave that waste for disposal ina
geologic reposltory.

Wa are confident that wa can Khow if that can be achiaved within five
years. Only if that cannot be achieved, would we urge stabilizatfon in
place. Even then the wastes shoutd be solidified and more comprebensive
‘engineersd barriefs adopted. -

3. Plutonlum wastes produced after 1970 should be retrieved and disposed at
the waste repository being built in New Mexico.

4. Pltonium wastes groduced before 1970 should be retrieved and disposed
at the Naw Mexico repository.

However thase pre-1970 wastes are dispersed and not as safely
retrievable now, Wa urge you again 1 complate a more gritical analysis
wlithin flve years to avald unreasoned cost and unnecessary radfatlon

e: ura to workers. Only If a better retrigval option cannot ba
achieved. should stabilization ba pursued, Evan then, higher standards
for protaction must be sccomplished.

5. The strontium and cesiurn wastes encabs‘ufatad for medical and industrial
use should be shipped to a future ggciogéc repository.

Finally. we recognize that the initlative of U.5, B0E alone wiil not be enough,

G 47
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~Page Threg-
JUL 14 1885

We support Congressional action to: WM DIvisiON

~ . Direct that department to comply with federal and state requirements on
waste handling and dispoesal for chemicat and fow-teved radicactive
wastes as well; and,
- Establish and enforcs a demanding schedule of compitance.
But, aven that will not be enough. Congress must do now what {t sheuld have dona
40 years ago: Provide funding to dispose of these and future defense wastes.
Congress deniands that Oregonians pay-as—wa-.go to pravide Funﬁé for waéta
disposal for the comimercial nuciear industry. Congress should demarn no less of
itself and the U.5. DOE.

Congress should pay now fof wastes preduced now In its nuclear weapons produstion
programs.

The cost will be great. But. for 40 yearé., these wastes have grown as a liability of
this nation. Itis time that debt be paid.

Thark. You.

RECEIVED DOE.RL

2.3.1.14
2.2.2
2.2.9

2.2.9
2,2.9
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OREGON POSITION
DISPOSAL OF THE
HANFORD DEFENSE WASTES

TJuly 10, 1986

Prepared by:
The Oregon Department of Energy

625 Marion Street NE, 8alem, OR $7310
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DISPOSAL OF THE HANFORD DEFENSE WASTES

[n April 1986 the t.5. Deparfment of Energy issued a draft envivonmental
tmpact statement (EIS) on Hanford defense waste disposal. The draft EIS
sets forth disposal options for radicactive wastes accumylated during

four decades of weapons production at Hanford.

The QODOE' Hanford Advisory Committee sponsored two pubiic workshops to
discuss and copment on EIS issues.. The Wanford Review committee revtewad
the draft EIS and also provided techntcal comments. These reviews and
comments werg used to develop the Oregon posttion.

The comments reflected the need For Oregon to take a strong position on
deciding the permanént disposai of Hanford defense wastes. Our challenge
s to abtain the_necessary level of health and safety in the most cost
effective way. Then, we must work to gain support for our position.

Basls for Oregon's Position

He must eliminate the long-term risks to public health and safety of

defense wastes temporarily storad at Hanford. He should make decisions 3 3 5
now that can be made fow. Those wastes that are easily cleaned up should Qv Jesds
be. For thoss wastes for which we have the retrieval and disposal .
techiology, and where curvent practices evenfually will lead to leaks, we

should take ail reasomabla acttons to-process and dispose of the waste.

Soma wastes are difficilt to deal with, but current storage poses no
tmmediate problem. For those, we must develop greater confidence in our

3

options. This process -should be designed to take no more tham the next 3 3 5 3
L] [ L]

five years. Cur priofity should be to avoid long term risks to ground
water and thé river. Research should be focused on ways to dispose of
wastes by Tooking far [anovative waste treatmeat techniques.

‘Based on these griteria, the Governor has taken this positl'on on Hanford

defense wastes.

13 Transform existing and Future high-level 1iquid wastes Into
glass. Dispose of these wastes In a future geotoglcal
repasitory. .

2)  Treat and ship post-1970 plutonium wastes (called trvansuranic
[TRU] wastes) to the defense repository for plutonium wastes in
New Mexico,

.1.8
1
.1.3.

9
1
2
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3} Al1 other wastes must be better understocd in terms of the
trade~offs. Reasonable decisions must be made, but in light o
the priorities mentionad above,

The various wastes are discussed below.
Double Shell Tarks centain high level liguids and suspended solids.

Option 1. Waste in thase tanks coufd be retrieved. glassified and
disposed in a future geologic repository. The plant to
glassify these wastes could be completed py 1994. The cosg
of this option is about $877 million for existing waste,
“and $1.1 billton for future waste.

Opticn 2. Dried and stabilized waste could be disposed near ground
.surface. The waste could be covered with & rock and soil
barrter to prevent Flow-of rainwater through the waste.

QOreqon's Position

QOragon recommends optien 1. This material -is llquid htgh-1avet

3 3 5 3 waste, If Teft-in liquid form, these wastas eventually will Peak.
These wastes also are sasily retrievable. They should be disposed ia
a geclogic repository. -This approach is censistent with standards )
for the commercial industey.

Stngle Shell Janks contain solidy in the form-of sludge or salt cake.
The rzdioactivity in this material is similar to the wastes in the double
.shell tanks. But, it iz older and more dﬂute.

el

Uption T. The waste could be retrieved and separated into high-level
and low-Tevel waste. High-level waste couid be converted
to glass for future repository disposal. The low-level
waste coud be converted to a cement—-l!i:e matertal and
disposed on site.

Optton 2. The waste could be stabilized im ptace. This treatment
would include Fi1ling the empty space in tanks with crushed
rock. The rainflow barrier described earltar would alse be
used.

Gption 3. There is not enough tnformation to choose now. We need 2
better understanding of the trade-offs. and more confldence -
in the options befora we decide.

Gregon’s Position

Oregon recommends Gption 3.0 The material in single shell tanks
shouTd be processed no matter what option is chosen.. The best method
is to retrieve and glassify it. Birt, this option iavolves tremendous
cost and nesdless potential radiation expesure to workers. US DOE

3.3.5.3

)
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should investigate ather cost effective means of retrigva

beileve this can be and shouid be achieved within five yearMDMSTON

The wastes in single shetl tanks have been processed to reduce the
water in them, Ths has reduced the possibility of leakage from
deteriorating tamks. Thus, time spent to research dispasal optiens
wilt not skgnificantly impact the environment in the short-term.

If studies show that in-place stabilizatlon is the best option for
singte shell tank wastes, eagineered barriers should not be the only
megns of protecting puhllc health and safety. Muitiple barriers are
needed. An exampie would be to mix the wastes within the tank with

_grout. " Thus, they would not easily be gisselved in water If it
entered the tank. Engineered barriers should be reiied upon as a
secondary Tevel of grotection.

Post-1970 Plutonlum Contaminated Wastes consist of contaminated eguipment
?ggnlahoratury wastes.. This waste has been stored for retrieval since

" Qptlon 1, Removal and treatment &F the waste at Hanford, Eventual -
disposal at the defense repository for. plutonium wastes in
New Mexico. Thi€ world raguire a processing facitity to be
,l:?‘;lﬁemd by 1990-1953. The cost of this option is $180
million :

. Option 2. Near- surface stabil1zatton with a cement-1ike matarial. A

barrier identical to that described in the second oph‘nn
for -double shell ta.nk waste will also be usad.

Oregon's Pgxftion

3.5.1.8

Oregon recommends Option }.- The storage of thase wastes was designed

for retrieval.  These waster pose an extremely loag-term radiation
hazard. = They have been put in woodan boxes and stee! drums and
buried. The deterioration of these containers eventually will
release contamination into the soil. They should be retrieved and
disposed id the New Mexico repository. .

Ere-1970 Plutonium Contaminated Waste consists of generaf trash, fatled
eguipment, and 24 sail sites contaminated by releases directly to the
ground, These wastes are not read{ly retrievable.

Option 1. Removal and treatment of buried -solid waste and soi} sites
which exceed US DOE's classification for low-level
plutoniym contaminated waste. Treated waste could be
shipped to the defense repository for piutontum wastes tn
Rew Mexice.

3.3.5.3
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Option 2. Ipmobilization of the waste burtal grounds by filling with Congressional inftiatives to direct US DOE to comply with current federal 2 2 2
a ¢tement-1ike mixture. Yhe area is to be covered with 3 and state requirements on waste handling and disposal. A schedule of s L
rainflow barrier as previously described. compifance should be drawn up and enforced. Congress must provide
. . - funding to athieve clear-up of these wastes as wall. This funding should
Option 3. Thers s not enowgh Information to choose now. He need a be provided bafore any of these actions are required by Congress.- 2 . 2 ,9
hetter understanding of the trade-offs and more confidence : .
in the options bafore we decide. Forty years of defense materiais production has resulted ip an erormous
amount of radioactive wastes at Hanford. So much waste poses difficult
Oregon's Positioen . and tomplex retrieval, processing, and disposal problems. Funding has
. been ample for the production of the defense materials but not for waste
Oregon recommends Option 3. The wastes should be removed and treated dispesal. Oregon believes that funding polfcy is not acceptable.
if reasonably achievable. These wastes pose the same hazard as . Congress requires the commercial nuclear industry to concurrently set
post-1970 contaminated waste and should de treated the same. [F this aside funds for the disposal of radicactive wastes as they are
goal cannot be achieved, more confidence in stabili1zing the waste and generated. USDOE also should be subject to this requirgment. Plutonium
confirmetion of harrier protection must be accomplished. Again, tnis prodaction. shouid not be allowed without concurrently providing furding
should be completed within five years. to dispose of generated wastes.
These wastes have been buried for many years.- Spending more time to Governor Atiyeh will be working with Oregon's Congressional delegation to

resparch proper retrieval and disposal methods will rot increase the see that these actions are carried out.
the hazard in the short-term. .

Strontium and Cesium wastes are double encapsulated tn stainless steel
cyHnders. Thesa wastes are stored in water basins.
Option 1. The capsules could continue to he stored in water basins ’ ’ o
until 1995. Capsuies cowld then be packaged and shipped to HOTE: This paper will be the executive summary for the State of Oregon's

a future geofogic repository. tachnical and pubiic comments on the Draft EIS. These formal comments
will be submitted to US DOE on or hafore August 9, 1986.

Option 2. Capsules coulg continue to be stored 1n water bastas until
2010. Beginning in 2010, the capsules could ba placed in 2
dry storage vault. A protective barrier as described
earlier could be constructed aver the site in the years
2013 to 2015. .

Oregon’s Position

Oregen recommands Option P, Many of the capsules have been leased to
Industry for sterilization facilities and process control. The
‘remsinder's storad in water pcols amrd 15 under constant attentien.
There s no immediate hazard from short-term storage of this waste.
But, these capsules are hlghly radioactivite and will remain so for
thousands of years. . Eventual weclogic dfsposal wil) provide safe
fong-term disposal.

Other_ Concerns

Oregon afso has serious concerns sdbout chemical waste and low level LF#MLB : mE
radicactive wastes from defense activities. - USDOE's propoesal dees not 2939= (D1/F2)
deal effectively with these tssues. But, they are potentially serious :

risks to public health and safety and the environment. Oregon supports
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TESTIMONY
BY CONGRESSHMAN RON WYDEN

‘BEFORE THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
HEARINGS ON THE HANFORD DEFENSE WASTE
gy £ Falasili . LU
DEAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT cowwpn T il
PORTLAND, OREGOM ] 4 1986
JULY 10, 1986 suLic
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Thank you for convesing this hsaring.

Meny people in the Northwest are woxried about the poasibility of a
future repository heing built at Hanford., But not averyone is aware
that the place holds enough waste right now for a madman's nightmare.

Last Pebtuaty-. the Northwest learned about the massive releases of
radiation into the air from Hanford-

What we didn't heax about is the massive dumping of liquid wastes
into the sdil at Hanford which has turned the groundwater -
radicactive, .

The majority of the cltifons of the Northwest have no idea how much
whgte 9its in 0i4 and corroded tanks at Hanford.

They don't know the story of tank 105-A, how it !:uéturad and
spilled its contents into the soil when someons put waste in it
that was too hot.

They do not know about tanks with holes plugged by radioactive
salts. - _

They do not know about "siurry growth" in the new double wallea
tanks -~ tanks filled with radicactive wastes rising like cakes
in the oven, £illed with bubbles of potentially flammable gas.

I am not a'scientist. I can't talk about nuclear phyaics. But I
can tell you what Oregonians do and don't want.

oregonians want DOE to clean up Hanford.

Oregonians don't want DOE £o turn Hanford into a Nationsl Sacrifice
Zone. . . - : .

Let me share with you what that means,

Number one, that mneans Hanford is not BOE's personal kingdom and
playground. It ia part of our envixonment. : :

When DOE pours radioactive wastes into the goil at Hanford, you poux
it into the efvivonment.  When DOE talks aboud putting radicactive
cemant or grout into the ground, it knows the envirorpent will pay -
the toll. : e :

The groundwater under Hanfora —- that water Hanford apaf_a_tinns have
made radicactive -- that water that the Draft BIS doss not even talk
about cleaning up -= that's part of the environment too.

¥or too long, IXF has prestonded the environment starts where l{anfotd
stopa. DOE'a message - is: on Hanford property, DOE ia the law.
That's not right —— and it's not in the public interest.

2.2.1

2.2.,10
3.5.3.11

2.2.16
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Herthwesterners also #on't want DOE to leave nuclear waste in
shallow graves in the ground when theére is a reasonable alternative,
That's a lasson.DOE never has learned. In fagt, DOE appears to
believe that the soil at Hanford i5 nothing more than Nature's OWn
Nuclear Waste Treatment Eacilxty.

Take, for exawple, the use of soil to dispose of radiuact1ve Liquia
wastes., That's illegal at commercial nuclear facilities, and DOE
itself has adopted a gu1deline against the pract1ce

But it has never applied the guideline to Hanford. - To this day.,
Hanford pours gallens upon gallons of radioactive liquids intc the
asoil, shaking your head when people criticiza you for it.

The same attitude seems to apply to sSclid wastes,

NOE'a Fiacal Year 1987 budget request for money to look at ways to
remove the tank waste from Hanford is peanuts compared to what it
wants to spend to develop ways to keep it in the ground.

They ¢ell Congress Keeping the waate in the ground will save
enormous sums. Frankly, I cannot believe it HAS to cost aleven
biilion dollars to remove the wastes at Hanford to a repository. 1I
just don't think DOE has Locked hard enough for a solution.

The third critical stép for the Worthwest is for DODE to take an
honest look at removing all the waste from the site -- and not be
prejudiced by the unlawful decision to table the search for a sacond
repository. -

Finally, DOE must stop putting itself above this country's
environmental. laws -— more specifically, the hazardous waste laws.

The defende waate at Hanford isn't just radicactive, It's toxic —-
filled with heavy metals and organic compounds. It's also
chepically reactive —~ and-under the wrong conditions, perhaps even
axplosive.

Congress has wrestled with the problen of hazardous wastes three
times in the laat decade, and each time it has given the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA}) the power to regulate them,
And, yet, time and time again, DOE has ignored or redisted EPA
regqulation., In fact, DOE had to be taken to court before it would
admit that it was subjact to the hazardous waste laws.

Even today, DOE resists recognizing EPA and the state of
Washington's authority under federal law to regulate the hazardous
components of these daefense wastes.

DOE is not —- and must not be.~- above the law. If DOE bDelisves it
deserves special treatment, it should go to the authorities, apply
for a variance, and prove it. It shouldn't just pretend that there
is one Bet of rulea for everyone els¢ and another for it,

JUL 14188 ochE
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One last point before:I.go. .It is my undexXstanding tha FVMADIVISION
hearing is designed to allow as mapy <itizZens of the Northwesat as
possible to share with DOE their gpinion Gf the draft énvironmental
impact statement. As a public outreach exercise, hnwever, I'm
afraid this hearing had failed on two points.

Numbaer ¢neé; under the National Environmental Policy Act,. it is’
customary <— if not mandatory -— for DOE to flag for the public
which- of the EIS alternatives it.prefera. It has .not done 8o in
this case.

That is like palming extrxa ¢ards in a game of poker while everyone
else is betting on the cards already disclosed. My cards are
already on the table. 5¢ are thoss of ths other witnesses at
today's' —— and other -~ heatings. ' ¥Wherse are DOE's cards?

- ‘What ‘tragde-offs is DOR willing to make to pursue itn preferred

alternative? What will that mean for the groundwater -- and the
80tl —~ and the livelihood of MNorthwestarners?

Without this full discleosure, I fael a bit like we're being askad to
operata with blinders on -- and I don't think that serves any of us.

My sacond concern has to do with the way the DOE sought public input
into this hearing, For the life of me I can't figure out why with a
more than %1 million public information budget, the department
¢ouldn't have had a local contact numbex or a 1-800 number instead

of requiring pPoplE to call long distance to Richland te sign up to
speaak.,

Mr. Chairman, if you come away with any message today I hope it is
Oregonians care —- and deeply -- about what is .done at
Hanford. We care about whether our water.is contaminated —= pur
environment endangered -- our future cheated. We may not live in
Washington, but for Qregenians, Hanford is about as up close and
personal as it gets,

¥r3
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STATEMENT OF HELEN E. RAMATOWSKL
on behalf of
mmcuﬁurmvarmsovmmm VASHINGTON
July 10, 1986

SUBJECY: Comments on the USDOE Draft Emvironmental Impsct Statement an
Defense Wastes.
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1 am Helen Rematowski. I reside at 12714 SE Park Street, Vantouver,-
WA 98684. 1 appear today in the company of other members of the Nuclear Waste
Comittee of the League of Women Voters of Clark County, Woshington. We wish to
present pql_icy.-_ori.ented conments on the subject EIS and !:hé ovarall waste
disposal pro-.cesju entrusted to the USDOE. .

The wv:r‘n:sc’fortmately henefitted from a close and cooperative relation-
ship with. the Washington. State Muclear Waste Board, the Office of Muclear Waste
Mansgement, and the Muclear Waste Advisory Council on which one of our members

serves. We have also observed or participated in a variety of meetings and work-

sheps relevant to defense waste andfor waste management at Hanford. We generally
defer to and concur in the comments under p'reparat:ion by the MWB and undergoing
expensive coordination within the state prior to tha August 9th deadlina for

- public comment. While we recognize and expect that the state's draft review

coments may be further refined, we are most apprecistive of the cpemsess of our

" state officials in circulating their issue analysis at public meetings through-

out the state and for the:m re:céptiﬁty to eitizen v!.év.rpoints.

. One charasteristie of the state of Washington's approach we wish you
would erulate j..s an nvm.dame of the project-specific or pmg;amnatic approach
to complex te;:hnic;al. and policy issues which are frequently fnextricably

_inter:fg!.ated,‘ irvespective of the class of waste, The gemeral public realiy

camnot. cope well with your cmnparumntﬁlization of the issues and the failure

056
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to promote public involvement by providing “lay" explanations, Qs & As, o 1 4 1988
other tools mon-exparts have the time and facility to comprehend.

The. LWV 0f. CC.. share the State of Washington's balief that this process
is not the usual type of EIS review. ‘We are emphatically not in the position
of marshalling argunents against a major Federsl sction.. Instead, we are all
responsible for helping you find ways to ensu;'.'e through Temedial measures and
planning that Hanford defense wastes are disposed of safely and effectively.
The LWV of CC endorses the generally supportive stance of our state towards the
USD.OE'.s ccnmtawnt to ﬁprwed wagte Management at Hanford, In return, we irge
you to cmpei:ntively aggist in meeting the program requirements of the Washing-
ton Stata tean » and specifically to anticipate and/or comply with the State's
continuing needs for timely, ec,wrate, and complete information.

With respect to the DFIS, we have throe major cencéms to express.
(1} Wa urge you to ravise the enalysis in both scope and structure to

pravide for a systems approach to-an inteprated disposel strategy. for both the

rediodctiva and asgcciated chenical wastes. ‘The latter have not otten the
treatment -their presence at Hanford and the hazaxds they present warrant. fThe
State will outline in its review canments an alternative technical concent for
thelr handling, This cncept should be investigated by ‘the USDOE.

(2) We urge you to revise the analyé;is to expressly consider the

.technical implicatiens of presidential decisions: the First, to commingle

defenge wastes in a repository, and the second, to indefinitely postpone the
second repository program and possibly amend: the NWPA of 1982 to increase tonnage

limita. We ahmre the cumem that there may. be an underly:.ng asaumpt:l.on that the

smgle-shel!. tank uastea are to be stabilized in place. Such -an assmrptmn
has ra:dficatiuns Eoz- the - engineerirg desiam ancl capacity of a deep repos:.tm:y
The State of_ Haah:ggton wundex:s if there is an 1nsuEE1cienl; volime of .intact

" pagé 2-
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basalt in the Cohagset £low, and if the sibe may not prove umsuitable in terms
of geology and hydrology. If the State's comcern proves warranted, site
characterlzation would ba frappropriate, From our vantagepoint, tl.'lere is no
question that this DEIS is the piage to discuss these issues., It 1s also the
place to present and aslyzs the Impacts of the alternative approaches to

) post—closure monitoring of a deep repuaii:oi:y. Ve also expect the USDOE to

Eully evaluate in this DFES how the alternatives Eorpermanent defense waste
dispozal nﬂg,-hl: interfere with or prevent effective technical monftering of a
repository, particularly in the earlier post=cloaure years. ’ )

{3) For I:_he USBOE to adequately respond to these two aram; of c.oru:em,
it will bener.essa.l:y to make major revisions in the technical cnncepts. in this
DFIS and the accompanying references. That, in turn, c.m'lpels circulation of a
revised DEES or FEIS and adequate opporfunity for review and comment by affectefl
states and tribes, as well ss the general public. We believe that, vhile the
present. DEIS wntai;;s wixch useful, information, it is defective in ascope and
analytical content. Unfortunately, its logic has given rise to the belief that
a decision may have already been mede to stabilize wastes ia place. If this is
the "preferred alternative”, it has not been so identified. If the Department
18 not Forthcoming about 1€, $t will be viewd as a NEPA vialation.

RECEIvEL DCERL
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE : - O
{Please gsee full statement attached)

DEFENSE WASTE PLAN MARES COLUMBIA RIVER
A RADIOACTIVE SEWER SYSTEM, WEAVER SAYS

Po:':.]_.aﬁd—.—sep. Fim W_eaver, testifying at a Department of Energy hearing
radicactive military waste at the Hanford Nuglear Reservation, said the
plan would turn the Columbia River into a "radloactive sewer system.*

“The first step in controlling muclear waste is to stop making it,"
Weaver said. "The Hanford plants should be shut down now."

"What do we do with the waste we have now?" Weaver asked. ."I listen

‘all the pious statements by politicians who were the original sinners.

When it comes to nuclear waste however, they are burn again opponents.
it is the Aviyehs- and the Packwoods who dumped this terrible problem on
in the first place. They are the .long-l-.i'me nuclear weapors and nuclear
energy advocates who created the mess in the first place.
be let off the hook £0r their sins because of their new found piousness
Weaver said. . .

-30-

For mnre'info.:mation'contact Dan Meek at (202) 225«1661 or Jim Middaugh
687-6732 . ) -
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TESTIMONY OF U.S. REPRESENTATIVE JIM WEAVER

Chairman,
Subcommittee on General Oversight,

Northwest Power, and FPorest Management

Committee on Interidr and Insular Affairs

g.S. House of Representativea

HEARIWG BEFORE THE U.S5. DSPARTMENT OF ENERGY
oN

DISPOSAL OF HANFORD DEFENSE HIGH LEVEL,
TRANSURANIC AND TANK WASTES:

DRAPT ENVIROKMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

July 19, 1986
Bonneville Power Administration Auditorium
. Portland, Oregon

2:00 p.m,
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In 1960, Dr. Lev Tumerman, A Soviet Bolentist who later
emigrated, traveled along a highway near the city of Kyshtym on the
eastern siope of the Urals. He later reported that:

"About 100 kilomaters from Bverdlovsk, a highway sign

warned drivers not to stop for the next 20-30 kilometers

and to drive through at maximum speed. On both sides of

the road, as far as one could see, the land vas gead: ne
willages, no towns, no cultivated fields or pastures, no

herds, no people, nothing-'

American scientists now agree that this contaminated wasteland was
the result of careless disposal of the radioactive waste resulting
from producing plutopium for noclear weapons. The Soviet facility

is thought to have been patterned after the U.8. facilities at the
Hanford Reservation.

DOE's 1o00-page Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on
disposal of radioactive waste resulting from military-related
nuclear activitiea at Hanford diffexs from its subject matter in 2

ways: first, lt is not radioactive;.second, it can be usefully
tecycled. :

(poL413USp} JUSULOD OU)
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BTOF MAKING HORE WASTE, NOW and more plutonium for nuclear weapons. NO! We do nhot need to

expand our nuclear arsenal. But the Reagan Admihisl:r@tion.is now

This document fails to meet the requirements of the National
- L I ) N
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, because it fails to even mention
the most desirable alternative to disposing of the additional

-111ta:f high=level and transuranic radicactive wasve now being

engaged in the biggest h:xild-up of nuclear weapons and pluteniuym

gver. The testimony presented before my Subcommittee on June 16 by

"the Department of Defense and wo independent expects on’ nucl'aar

arms {inoluding Dr. Theodore Taylor, _foxuer nuclear weapon designer

08

produced at Hanfard: STOP MAKING.IT, NOW. STOP MAKING THE PROBLEM and former deputy director of the U.S.-Defense Rtomic Suppert = - 2,5.6

WORSE,  The EIS sl;.a.tea that .thu zadlbactivity of the "future tank Agenéyl', 5Ihowed thnt_., :'ln aniv event, continued plautonfium production
waste® produced betwesn now and the year 1995 will by then exceed at Hanford is. mot neaded for nauonai security. we. could shut down
that of the "existing tank waste® by a factor of-3 ({200 million the H-Reactor right now, halt the PUREX reprocessing plant, stop
curies v. 70 million curiea). We can eliminate threa-fourths of producing high~level radicactive waste at Hanford, and still get an
the prohlem By not ‘producing more wasté- . squal awount of plutcnium (about 560 kilogtiams per year) in less
- . . dangerous v-:ays, such ass . ‘

. .Where does all of the waste come from? It reaylts from the-

production of plutonium Eor nuclear weapons. Low-antiched ‘uranium ~1s  Recycling the plutonium in retired warheads, We already have

2.5.6

fuel is irradiated in the N-Reactor. The spent fuel is then 100,000 kilograms of plukonium in existing veapon‘s-.-lsn timea

chopped up and dissolved in the PUREX reprocessing plant, which the annual production of the N-Reactor and PUREX. Platonium
axtracts l.-.he 4+ itonium- and 'lenvés the fission products and has --a half;life of 24,000 years. It dcesn't wear out. .
transuranic elements {including some of the plutonium) aa liguid ) ' ]

high-level radicactive waste, which is -;-ti]_]_ Pumpgd' into huge tanks - 2. HMore efficiently using plutonium scrap. The existing scrap i
buried under about 10 faet of dirt. may be equai to ag much am IO years of N-Reactor production.

Does our nation need to use Hanford facilities to produce more 3. If absolutely "negessary," expanding plutonium production at
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the Savannah River reactors in South Carolina, which already
produce about 1500 kilograms of plutonium annually and are

Iess vulnerable than the N-Reactor to catastrophic accident.

shotting down the N-Reactor and the PUREX creprocessing plant

would also protect the people of the Northwest from the threat of

catastrophic nuclear aceidents that could invelve elther facility.

At my Subcommittee’s hearing on May 19 here in Portland,

independent experts on graphite reactors testifled that an N-

Reactor accident on the scale of the Chernobyl disaster, causing

thousands of injuries, was distinctly possible. The experts

identified several unresolved safety problems, including:

Reaction of the uranium metal fuel with water to produce

hydrogen and the potential for explosion.

Phe possibility of single pipe failures that could disable
both the primary and emergency core cooling aysten and lead to
melting of 70 Euel rods per failure.

Ignition of a self-sustaining graphite fire by the heat of
melting Eyel.

Page 8ix
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Contamination of the Columbia River by the ange~through -

emergency core cooling system.

Multiple pressure sLIkea defeating the filtered confinement

system and resulting in unfiltered releases of radioactivity.

Absence of selsmic support appropriate for the seismicity of
the area. (DOE's FY 1987 budget reguest itself states that

the lack of seismic upgrades could lead to an H-Reactor
meltdown.)

bossible core overheating due to release of Wigner energy

atored in the cooler poréions aof the graphite core and
reflector. - )

The absence of teated emergency planﬁing for serious acoidents

releasing radioactivity beyond the Hanford Reservation.

Other problemg, such as lack of control xoom habitability
during an:accident, :edundanﬁ cables roukad through the same
spreading room and subject to fire, brokem valve parts caught

in the cooling system, and lack of adequate'neutﬁon monitoring
egqulpnent. .

(pal411uapl JUSURIOD ou)




.28

2.5.6

3.4.3.1

.Page Seven

-

e

oy
=y,

057

RECEIVED DOERL
JUL 14 186 605—7
WM DIVISION

DOE has now shut down ‘the N-Reactor, because 3 former welding
inspectors had falsified their credentials and 4nother 8 welding
inspectéra were inco::ecfly inen passing grades oh written exams.
Iif thét is enough to.make DOE skittish about operating the plant,
then it should be closed permanently, right now. When the House of
Repregentatives considers uﬁprop:igtiunn for Hanford, probably in
late July, I wi;l cffer an éﬁandment to cut off funds for operating

the N-Reactor.

My Subcommittes has yet to closely examine the PUREX plant,

but that is high on our agenda of areas to pursune.

THE DANGERS OF HANFORD'S MILITARY RADIOACTIVE WASTE

The EIS blandly asserta that all of the military radiocactive

waste at Hanford can easily be handled to prevent any threat to the

public. But the discuasion'ia incomplate; there is no mention of
the fack khat, as Br._taylo:.testifled before my Subcommittee, the
Inventories of dangerous 1sot09és in shallow bhurial are equal to
the that resulting from the{explasions of several thousand one-

megaton nuclear weapons. According to Dr. Taylora

057
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~ i
"Release of these wastes by large.éhamical oz’ small

nuclear explosion could produce long-term éallouh

contarination on thp same scale as a major hucleﬂr war."

This waste is not only dangerous to people, but it makes Hanford a

pr;me target for attack by terrorists.

Hor does the federal government's track record of predicting
safe ocperation at Hanford warrant gonfidence. In 1958, the manager
of Hanford facilities testifipd before a congressional committee
that the single~walled tanks were expected to laﬁt for 100 to 200
-yeal:s. But they had already started to leak, and now 60 of the 149
tanks aré either confirmed or probable "laakers.® A 1953 U.S.
Geoiogical Survey report, which had pninte& out that the tanks were
potentially hazardous, was ¢lassified by the Atomic hergy
Commission. (AEC) and not published until 1972. In 1868, the AEC
alsc classified a highly critical report by the General Acococunting
office. ’ -

In the 1960s, AEC had to dig up trench 2-9 at Hanford, which
contained about 100 kllograms of plutoniom. An AEC report
concluded that intrusion of water into the trench could have

resulted in "a nuclear chain reaction."™ It was probably such a

3.4.3,1

3.4.3.7

2.2.12

3.4.3.8
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chain reaction or chemical explosion that caused the Kyshtym rather than "stabilization" in place.

disaster in the Soviet Union.
The Huclear Waste Pollcy Act of 1982 specifically ‘cequires all

high-level waste to he disposed in deep geologic repositotries. DOE 2-4- 1-4

THE LINK 7O COMMERCIAL HIGH-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISPOSAL _ claims it need not follow these instructions for waste that may be
_dlffi_cult to yretrieve. Thus, it appears that DO:E efforts on

Phe EIS clearly displays bias toward leaving in place and defense waste and commercial waste are either uncoordinated or it
; r

2.4.1.2

teying to "stabilize®. the waste now in. the 149 single-walled tanks is polities as usual getting in the way of the best scientific

3.3.2.1
by filling the tanks with gravel or sand, covering the area with 18 degision,

feet of vock and dirt, and erecting signs on the surface saying,

literally, "Don't Dig Here.” This bias is reflected in thats What happens if the wastes are.commingled and are disposed of

at a high level repository located at Hanford, hut defense wastes

1. bDOE's May 1986 Environmental Assessments for the 3 sites meanwhile continue to be generated at a high rate? Where will the

selected for characterization as the first repository for addit.onal waste be placed when the Hanford repoditory is £ull? - It

3‘ 3‘ 2' 1 commercial high-level radicactive waste (Hanford, Yucca will have to be transported somewhere, which means the
Mountaln, Deaf Smith} do not mention a-need to accommodate transportation issue will have to be dealt with, sither now or
w_asr.e retrieved from the single-walled tanks.. later. Zero transportation of nuclear wastes from Hanford is not 3’4.2.2
an aption.
2. DOE's unlawful dec.ision' to cancel work on selecting possible

giten for a second repomitory was based up.on a conglyusion that
3 . 3. 2 . 1 a second repositery would not be needed until about the year _N‘HAT TO DO WITH THE EXISTING WASTE
2020. But it would be needed sooner, LE all high—level

radloactive waste at Hanford were to receive geologic disposal The fact that DOE can even consider leaving some of the high
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level radiocactive waste in place 18 astounding. Fipst of all, It's may he costly. In testimony before my Subcommittee on June 9, Ben

illegal. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 specifically

requires deep geologic disposal for high-level radicactive waste, DOE's site~ranking methodology {which Qas then ighored) was the

whether military or civilian. Second, it seems hypocritical to

leave the military high-level waste in queskionable tanks near the site.

cost of building the repository and transporting the wastes to the

Rusche of DOE told me that the only treasaon Hanford ranked so low in

Even though the costs of the Hanford site might be more than

surface, when all commercial high-level waste is to be burxied in those for other sites, he stated=--and claimed the National Academy

deep geologic repositories. Why is it acceptable to leave the

of Sciences backed him up on this--that cost should not determine

military waste near the surface, when we find it so necessary to ‘the final rankings that there are more important factors than cost

bury the commercial wastes in deep repositorles?

in deciding where to permanently repose these dangercus wastées.

Now, while I disagree with Mr, Rusche's assertion that cost alone

Tank Waste . ' . . put Hanford in last place (DOE's methodology ranked Hanford last in
other respects as well), I agree that dollar cost should not gulde
I bhelieve that the waste in the double-walled taniks should be the disposal decision., Yét cost appears to be an overriding factor
extracted, solidified, and shipped to a gecleogic repository not at in the military waste EIS. .DOE seems to he pursuing the cheapest
Hanford. ©DOE should not leave the waste in the single-walled tanks ronte here, yet disregards cost when deciding what to do with
nor at this time procede uitn_its half baked and p&tentially commer¢ial wastes,

dangerous $7 billion plan to cut open these tanks and dig ocut the )
sludge and salt-caked wastes, There is now no good mathod for Other
izolating this waste from the.environment. We can only further

study possible technologies, while in the meantime creating no new

Wastes

waste. Isclation Pilot Project (WIPP) in New Mexico, which was built for

that purpose.

The eventual treatment of the waste in the single-wzlled tanks ¢an deal with the older tramsuranic wastes dumped into the ground.

The post-1970 transuranic waste should be shipped to the Waste

But further study is apparently reguired before DOBE

3.1.4.5

3.1.3.25
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The. ‘strontium and cesium waste capsules shiould be shipped to the 5.

3.1.2.5

geologic repository.
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It assumes that the existing facilities will operate

tlawlessly, with no accidents.

¥

6. It fails to conslder the hazardous chemical content of the 2- 3.; 1. 14
" OTHER PROBLEMS wastes. 3.1.6.1
1 see other problems with the EIS: - . 7. 1t treats the Columbia River as a sewer system, failing to 3; 2 .4.1
. account for harm to Fish and downat_iea!n users. It also 3. 5.6 .6
o0} 2.4. 1.8 1. It redefines some high-level and transuranic waste as *low- ignores potential flooding and absence of upstream dams.
o level.” .t
. 8. It neglects the effects of range fires and subseqiient wind 3.5. 1 .100
. 8 2. it then ignores the significant 'volume.s of low-level e.togion. of mpil,
2 '4. 1' ) radicaotive wastes, including those previously defined as X
high—levei or transuranic. 7 9. It disregarda that the ﬁanfn:d Reservation is part of lands 2o4 o2c2
) ceded to the Yakima Indian Nation.
1 14 3. It :'Ez.l:lls to plan for disposal of the old feactors at Hanflord i
2.3.1. previously operated for military purposes. 10, -Washington state authorities believe that DOE has repeatedly
. ) : a.nd s:y‘stemati.qélly nisuded references to sdientific 4- 1- 10
4. It merely menticns possible technologiea Edfr further literature. . l
processing of the high—lev&el waste ko take plar.'.e_ akter the o o
decision is made on which. alternative to adopt._. These I intend to address some of these other problems in my weikten
3' 1. 8. 2 technologies, such as grout and vitrification, should be cg.ymmanes'.-in August. .

discussed in the EIS itself.

T



v

98

2.3.2.12

2.2.4

2.2,11

3.3'3.1

i~y 3 z:;? N_:'
Fud < % § ¥ E

058

Owvilta F, Hilt, Ph.D,
Consultant—Nuclesr Fusl Cycle
1510 S.E. 127th Avanua

Vancouver, WA 98684 JUL 141986
Telephons (2068) 254-9203 .
WM DIVISION
uly 10; 1986

STATEMENT PRESENTXD AT THE
U. &, DEPARTHMENT OF SNENGY HEARING ON
FORIN DEFENSE WASTE DI SPOSAL

%o what others have sald or jmplied hers today, I belisve
that the of Energy and! 1ts predecessors have donte an accsphable,
it nat‘.:l cormandatoty and ¢redible, Job in handling and storing radicsotive
wastes at Hanford and other defen=e sita=.

The Pepartment i3 to be dad for 1ts commitmant and efforte ta

pesrch cub altermatives for the disppsal of exieting and fubure radichetive
wastes at Hanford, to publdcize those altermatives:, and to sclicit commenta
snt mggesticns on those slbematives, Tha pepartment has # gargantusn
task in selscting an ascceptable and- muitable process or processaes: for the
dispoaal of thade wastes,

A balance in envirermmmtal and health protection, rediation exposure:
and zafety measures for workers, and cost expenditures and effectivensss axe

~amust, Our naticn simply camot afferd to submit to unressomable demsndm

such a3 converting the site back te a "pristine! state when there i# so mch
demand for use of limited mso\lna.a._ Juch expenditures as assisting our
nationts poor - yea, and even the world's poer -, cleamp of toxle waste
sites, funding nacessary defense ackivitles, and the like, muat take
priority over nsing unlimlted expenditures for extensive actions whers the
identified banefibs fm mmall, Rathar, cnly a balance assuring the health
and safety-of the public should be neceasary or required. Thum, T beliuva

-scoe modification of the ccmbinad altemative, if not thes sxact altemative

desuribed in the Draft Brviroitental Dvpact Shatement, shodld be selected

RECEivizw ECGERL
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TE5F - :
“~ in the final maiyals as the chosen alternative.

kgry, frightsned, frustratsd, and misinformed citizens provide the:
Depu?a_gﬁ;ith a tough audience, m
gat.hmng’ancﬁm—i il Ferip e e
plaad that the pubZio b patient and wnderatand

g of your efforte.
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Foriond, OR §720%
TESTIHONY OF PORTLAND CITY GUHHIEEIO#EH ﬁI&E LINDBERG
ON THE U. S. DEPARTHENT OF ENERGY’S DRAFT ENVIROHMENTAL
INPACT STATEMENT ON THE DISPOSAL OF HANFORD DEFENSE WASTES
IN THE.OREGDH FUB#IG HEARING
. BONNEVYLLE POWER ADMINISTRATION AUDIVORIUN,
_JULY 10, 1986 :

HEMBERS DF THE HEARING PANEL, LADIES AND GENTLEKEN, GOOD AFTER-
NOOK. I AM CITY GOMMISSTIONER MIKE LINDBERG OF THE PORTLAND GETY
COUNGIL. I AM HERE TODAY TGO MAKE THREE MAIN PDINTS REGARDING

YOUR DRAFT E1S5. FIRST, YOUR WORK TOTALLY NEGLECTS THE ECONDNIC
AND PUBLIC HEALTH EFFECTS ON THE CITY OF PORTLAND, THE LARGEST
DOWNSTREAN POPULATION CENTER. SECOND, YOU HAVE PRODUCED SUCH A
SEVERELY FLAWED AND INCOMPLETE PIECE OF WORK THAT IT SHOULD BE
THROWN OUT AND STARTED UVER. THIRD, THE STATE OF -OREGON, WHiCH

COULD BE DISASTROUSLY AFFECTED 8Y THE CONTINUING UNSAFE STORAGE
OF LEAKING RADIdAGTIUE_HASTE AT HANFORD, DESERVES MNUCH MORE THAN

THIS ONE PUBLIC HEARING.

PORTLAND IS TME LARGEST CITY DOWNSTREAM OF HANFORD'S DEFENSE

WASTES. IT, AND OTHER CITLES AND FARMS ALONG THE COLUMBIA RIVER
GORGE, COULD BE ECQNDH!CALLY RUINED OUT IF YOU CONTINUE TO STORE
NUCLEAR WASTE USING INADEGUATE NETHODS THAT GONTINUE TO LEAK
SLOWLY INTO THE. RIVER. YET YOUR DRAFT CONTAINS ONLY 5 PAGES ON
"SUCIDECOEDHICB." AND ALL OF  THAT 18 UN. THE AREA IMMEDIATELY

SURRUUNDING HANFORD. GENTLEMEN, THAT SIMPLY WEILL NOT DO.
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YOU HAY BE ABLE 10D PERSUADE SOME PEOPLE THAT PUNPING PLUTONIUM
AIGHT DOWN INTO THE WATER TABLE THAT FEEDS THE COLUMBIA RIVER IS
SAFE, BUT YOU CANNOT CONTINUE TO IGNQRE THE LARGEST MUNCIPALITY

ON THE COLUMBIA RIVER. WE WILL NOT STAND FOR IT.

THE GITY OF PORTLAND AND ITS GITIZENS HAVE STATED MANY TINES THAT
THEY ARE VITALLY CONCERNED ABOQUT WHAT HAFPENS UPSTREAM. A
RAPIDLY INCﬁEASING NUMAER OF PORTLANDERS ARE CRITICAL OF THE U.
8. DEPARTMERT OF ENERGY’S OPERATION OF HANFURDS N-REACTOR., ARE
WORRIED ABOUT THE STORAGE OF EXISTING DEFENSE WASTES, AKD ARE
ADANANTLY OPPOSED TO RANFORD BEING DESIGNATED THE NATION'S OHLY
GIVILIAN NUCLEAR WASTE REPUSITORY. THE WEEK OF JUNE 16-20TH WAS
“HANFORD AWARENESS WEEK™ IN PORTLAND AND INCLUDED, AMONG HANY
CIVIC EVENTS, A CITY CLUB ADDRESS ON GHY WE cnu'f TRUST THE U-s-

D.0.8., TO SAFELY STORE RADIOACTIVE WASTE.

THE PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL HAS PASSED A NUMBER OF RESOLUTIOHS ON

HANFORD, “ﬁN MARCH &, 19835, WE OPPOSED NAN#&RD BEING HADE A
FEDERAL REPOSITOURY AND REQUESTED THAT CONGRESS GIVE OREGON THE
SAME RIGHTS AS WASHINGTON STATE. IN APRIL 1985, I DEMARDED,
BEFORE GONGRESSMAN WEAVER’S COMMITTEE, THAT.OREGOK REGEIVE MONEY
TO STUDY WHAT YOUR UPSTREAM WASTE REPOSITORY IS NOW DOIRG TO US
AND -HOW .IT MAY EFFECT PORTLAND’S ECONOMIC LIFE IN THE FUTURE.
JUST A FEW WEEKS AGO I WAS GLAD TO SEE .THAT THE EUVERNU& oF

OREGON HAS FINALLY SEEN FIT TO JOIN THIS GROWING CHORUS.

2.3.1.12

2.1.1

2.5.5

2.1.1
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6! MARCH 14, 1986, -THE GITY COUNCIL UNANINOUSLY ' SUPPORTED RAbIUAC‘i‘IVE. OTHER STATES QR . NATIONS NIGHT REFUSE TO BUY THEIR
SENATOR HATFIELD’S DEﬁAND FOR AN INDEPENDENT ARD EXPEDITED U. S. HARVEST. RECENTLY —#EﬁTERH EURDPEAN NATIONI REFUSED TOQ BUY ANY
GENERAL ACCbUNTiNG OFFICE PRaBE OF  THE HN-REACTOR. ON MAY 20. FOODSTUFFS--INGLUDIH& GRAIN, VEGETABLES, MEAT OR MILK--FROM AN
1386, T ASKED THE NATIONAL ACADENY OF SCINNCES TO PUT SCIENTISTS ' AREA WITHIN 640 MILES OF CHERNOBYL’S. N-REACTOR.

NCERNED ABOUT NUCLEAR SAFETY ON 175 PANEL _ . )

AND  BHOTHEERS COMGERNED ‘ WHAT IF PEQPLE REFUSED TO BUY OUR FOOD BECAUSE A WASTE LEAK AT
THE N-REACTOR AND NAWED A NUMBER OF ; X ) _

EXANINING TRE SAFETY OF TH HANFORD MADE THEM WORRY ABOUT EATING POSSIBLY RADIOACTIVE WHEATT

. ) HOV MUCH MONEY WOULD THE PAGIFIC NORTHVEST LOSE?  IN 1984 THE
CONGRESSHAN JIM WEAVER SUPPORTING HIS AMENDHSNT TG PROHI??T T THREE STATES OF UASHINGTON, IDAHO. AND OREGON HARVESTED 51.1
EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS. OK QPERATION OF THE H-REAGTOR UNTIL CONRESS BILLION WORTH OF WMEAT AND OTHER FOUD GRAINS. THIS BILLION
HAS MAD AT LEAST. 120 DAYS TO CONSIDER THE RESULTS OF TRE P.0.E.7S 'DOLLAR RARVEST GREW WITHIN A 640-MILE RADIUS OF Hnnruaﬁ's WASTE
SAFETY STUDIES AND THOSE OF THE NATIONAL ACADENY OF SCIENGES- STORAGE AND N-RSAGTOR. SO WE COULD LOSE A BILLYON DOLLARS A YEAR

WHY DID +HE cf&k COUNCTL ADDPT THESE RESOLUTIONS? BECAUSE THE IF - PEOPLE . THOUGHT THE COLUMBIA WAS BECOMISG RADIOAGTIVE AND
FIﬂANCIAL LIVELIMGOD OF PORTLAND, ITS BUSTNESSES AND RESIDENTS, PRUDUCING RADIUACTIVE GRAIN.

COULD BE.TDTgLLY DEVASTA?ED BY AN ACCIDENT OR LEAK OF RADIDACTIV- THE. VALUE OF ALL OTHER CROPS GROWN AND SOLD FRGM OUR REGION I
ITY INTO THE GOLUMBIA RIVER. THE CHERNOBYL ACCIDEWNT HELPS US TO 1984 WAS $3.3 BILLIDN; +hE TOTAL aF'ALL LIVESTOGK PRODUCTS, SUCH
PUT REAL KUKBERS OK- THE VERY BAD ECONONIC CONSEQUENGES OF AS NILK AND NEAT, THAT YEAR HAS 22,8 BILLION. 350 THE GRAND TOTAL
WIDESPREAD RADIOACTIVE CORTAMINATION AND IS, FRARKLY, A TOPIC QALUE oF  susT Qué vEAR 6F PACIFIG NORTHVEST AGRI-BUSINESS I8 a7
VHXCH YOUR FLANED EIS SHOULD HAVE STODIED IN PETATL IN 178 THREE BILLION. UHIT*ING 5UCH LARGE SDCiUECOHDHIC EFFECTY FRON YOUR
VERY THICKX VOLUMES. HOW CAN YOU IGNORE REGIONAL. ECONOMIC CO3TS? DRAFT £15 #ans ST S5 NUGH THAT IT BEGOMES THTALLY USELESS AS A

iﬁRQUGHOUT TRIS REGID*, THE COLUMBIA RIVER IS ﬁEPEHDED OK FGR - DOCUMENT FOR NAKING RATIONAL DECISIONS, THE NUMBER GOF SUCH

IRRIGATION, SHIPPING, INDUSTRY AND RECREATIU*. A CONTANINATED ONISSIONS MAKES YOUR DRAFT EIS HIGHLY SUSPECT AND THEREFGRE. NOT
RIVER COULD PREVENT FARKERS FROM TRRIGATING THEIR CROPS, OR, IF CREDIBLE TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC OR THEIR SLECTED REPRESENTATIVES.

.8. D.0.E. WARNED THEM TO0 LATE THAT THEIR WATER WAS
THE U:S. D.O.E. WARME WHERE IN YOUR WORK ARE THE OTHER VALUES Of THE COLUMBIA RIVER?

3.2.6.3

3.2.6.3

3.2.6.3
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YOU HAVE FAILED TO INCLUDE THE ENORMOUS CO3TI OF A POIBIBLE LOSD
OF SHIPPING IF EXPORTS DRYED UP ahb THE ©OsTs TO HUNbREDS oF
IKDUSTRIES OF LOSING THE RIVER AS A SOURCE OF WATER FDR THEIR
NANUFACTURING PROCESSES. RECREATION, INCLUDING LEISURE ACTIVI-
TIES ON THE RIVER SUCH AS BOATING, FISHING, AND WIND-SURFING,
SUPPORTS MANY SMALL BUSINESSES AND PROVIDES THOUSANDS OF JOBS.
YET NO WHERE IN YOUR DRAFT EIS bD I FIND ANY MENTION OF THE
POSSIBLE ECONOMIC LOSS TO TOWNS ALONG THE RIVER IF VACATIONERS

FAILEDVTO VISIT BECAUSE THEY THOUGHT THE RXVER WaS RADIOACTIVE.

TOURISH. ROT ONLY PROVIDES AN ANNUAL GYCLICAL IN;UHE T4 QUR CITY
AP TO THE REGIOR BUT ALSO EDUCATES BUSINESSPEOPLE ABOUT DUR
SPLENDID ENVIRDNMENT. THEY XNOW THAT BEING ABLE TQO WORK IN A
GITY THAT SIT3 ASTRIDE THE CLEAN WILLAMETTE AND COLUMBIA RIVERS,
AND WHICH IS5 OHLV ONE HOUR BY GAR FROM THE OCEAN AND THE MOUN-

TAEINS, CAN OSERVE AS A MAGNET TO ATTRACT ARD KEE# A SKILLED AND

EDUCATED WORK FORCE. YET NO WHERE IN YOUR DRAFT DO I FIND ANY '

ATTENTION TO THE POSSIBLE COSTS OF LOSING THESE VALUABLE DRAWING

CARDS OF ECONONIC DEVELOPMENT AND NEW JOBS.

NY SECOND MAJOR POINT IS THAT YOUR DRAFT EIS IS SO FLAWED THAT IT
NUST BE TOTALLY REJECTED AS A& CﬁEDIBLE DOCUHENT. THE DRAFT FAILS
TO SATISFY THE MININUM - REQUIREMENTS OF AN ENVIRONNENTAL IHPAGT
SCOPE AND ACCURACY.

STATENENT REGSARDING CONTENT, ALS0, THE

EVALUATION PROCESS FOR THIS EIS WAS NOT INMPARTIAL.

L3
L3
g
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THEREFORE, I SUBNIT THAT YOU HAVE NOT YET FPERFORNED AN EI3 AND

THAT YOU SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO START OVER,

THE DRAFT. FAILS TO TINCLUDE THE FOLLOWING NAJOR ITENS. .THERE 13
NO ALTERNATE S5ITE SELECTION, NO ALTERNATE “IN-PLACE™ DISPOSAL
PLAN FOR LOW-LEVEL, WRSTE., ND - IDENTIFICATION OF THE SﬁEéD oF
MOVEMENT OF EXISTING RADIOACTIVE POLLUTIOK TO THE CDLUHBIA'RIVER.

AHD NO INFORNATION ON THE RADIDACTIVE TOXICITY OF THAT EXISTING

2.3.1.12
2,3.1.2

POLLUTION. THIS COMPLETE OMNISSTON OF ALTERNATIVES MEANS THE

DRAFT FAILS ONE QF THE MOST BASIC REQUIREMENTS OF AN EKVIRQN—.
MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT...THE PRESENTATION OF A FULL RANGE OF
PRAGTIGAL OPTIONS TO DO UHAT THE PROPOSING CORPORATION OR AGENCY
WANTS TO DD AUY IN DIFFERENT WAYS OR LOCATIONS MORE AGGCEPTABLE TO

THE PUBLIC.

THE DRAFT CGONTAINS THE FOLLOWING HMAJOR ERRORS: IT FAILS TO

REGUGNIZE LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES OR IMPAGTS.  IT ONLY
PRESENTS THE IMMEDIATE AND SHORT-RUN COSTS OF A NARROWLV-DEFINED
PLAN. IT FAILS TO SHOW MAJOR GEOLOGIC FAULTS UNDERLYING THE

PROPOSED SITE. IT FAILS TO SUPPLY THE BASIC DATA ON THE PROBLEM
+«.THE ANOUNT, RADIATION LEVEL AND LUCATIONS OF ALL DEFENSE WASTE
AT HANFORD. IT FAILS TO 5HOW FUTURE WASTE TREATHENT AND DISPOS-
AL. YOU SINPLY NUST DO MORE THAN THROW DIRT OVER IT IN OUR

BAGKYARD, DUR RIVER SYSTENM XIS NOT A BOX OF KITTY-LITTER!

THE EVALUATION PROCESS OF THE DRAFT FAILS IN THAT THERE ARE NO

2.3.1.2
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IMPARTIAL EXPERT REVIEWS. WHERE ARE THE INDEPENDENT FUALUATIUN;
BY CGMPETENT TECHNICAL PROFESSIONALS OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF
SCIENGES, THE U, S. GEOLCGICAL SURVEY. THE U. 5. ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTICN AGENCY, AND THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSIONY

LADIES . AND GENTLEMEN,. . THIS IS A NATIDNAL ISSUE AND FHOULD BE
DEALT WITH - AS SUGH BY THE APPROPRIATE FEDERAL SCIENTIF{C.
GEQLOGICAL, ENVIRONMENTAL. AND NUCLEAR REGULATORY AGENCIES.

THERE IS ABSOLUTELY NG JUSTIFICATION FOR CONTINUING TO LET DOE
FOR WITK THIS DRAFT DOE HAS AGAIN PRDVEN

ITSELF IRCORPETENT. TO DO THE WORK.

MY THIRD MAJOR POINT INVOLVES THE LACK OF A CONPREKENSIVE PUBLIC
INVOLYEMENT PROCESS FOR OREGON. AFTER YOU PUT IMMENSE QUANTITIES

OF ATOHIC BOMP WASTE -NEXT TO OUR RIVER OVER A 5SPAN OF MDRE THaw

40 YEARS, WE DESERVE MUGCH MORE THAN OKE DAY IN WHICH TO VOICE ODUR

DISSENT OF YOUR PROGCESS AND TO REBUKE YOUR INSUFFICIENT ATTENTION

TO DETAIL.

THEREFORE, I OBJECT IN THE STRONGEST POSSIBLE TERKS TO THIS
SHODDY PIECE OF WORK THAT YOU ALLEGE TO BE AN ENVIRONNENTAL
INFACT STATEMENT, AND I CALL FOR COMPREHENSIVE LEGISLATION
WHICH WOULD REQUIRE THE ENTIRE HANFURD COMPLEX TO NEET LEGAL AND
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REGUIRERENTS OF GOMMERCTAL U. 3. REACTORS
AND HAZARDOUS WASTES. IT IS VITAL THAT HANFORD BE REGUIRED TO

MEET ALL FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS, AS FRUFDSED BY
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CONGRESSYAN RON WYDEN.

I BELIEVE THIS 15 THE LEAST THAT PORTLANDERS AND TKEIR FELLOW
PACIFIC NDRTHHEST CITIZENS HAVE A RIGHT TO EXPECT FROM THEIR

LEAQERS. TBEIR GOVERNMERT AND FRO® THE AGENCIES WHICH SERVE THEH.

FINALLY, PORTLANDERS HAVE A RIGHT TQ KNOW THE NAMES AND QUALIFI-

. CATIONS OF THE AUTHORS AND REVIEWERS OF ANY FUTURE REPORTS THAT

GAN AFFEGT THEIR LIVES IN SUCH A MAJOR wWaY.

AFJUME MAJUR RESPONSIBILITIES AS. CGITIZERS, CAN YOU NOT FIND
CONPETENT PRdFESSIUHﬂLS WHO WILL PUT THEIR NAMES ON THE CDVER OF

YOUR REPDRTS AND ASSUHE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR CONCLUSIGNS?

THANK YOUu.

THE DRAFT ASKS U3 TO

2,3.1.12
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The US DOE must ows up to the problems .create:d by 40 years

[ _' ) of imprnpef storage of military waste at Hanfoxd.
AECEIVED DOERL . )

JuL 141986

. . YA 'Readir.ag between the lines of the draft envixonment'il im’pact
Wi DIVISION i )

statement (DEXB) there is a consistent suggestion that the
"reference” cleanup .a.ltex'nat:lve combj,neg the "bast* of all
TESTIMONY OF . options and prqvide:a a practical leval of long-term 3 M 3 * 3 . 1
DAN SALTZMAN, VICE-CHAEIRMAN, protection. That is a guestionable assertion considering
OREGON HANFORD ADVISORY COMMITTEE the significant quantity of high~level wastas (HLW) that
would be left in-plac.a in aged and fatigued single-wall

tanks under the reference alternative.

Many compelling reasons to remove all hi_gh-—level wastes from

ON THE tanks and trenches have besn presented today.

But let's consider probably the most obvious conditlon that
should eliminate the reference alternative trom furthe.r
consideration: The potentipl for massive flooding and 3 ] 5 ] 6 . 7
HENFORD MILITARY WASTE . eroéion of the the 200 storage area--the home of the
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL higl"l-leve]. ﬁaste tanka. . .

IMPACT ESTATEMENT
The likelihoed of massive flooding of the Columbia River

Basin dictates that all HLW wastes must be removed and :
ent-.ombs_d in a deep repository, n_ot left in tanks a few feet 3, 3. 1. 1
benaath the surface or in trenches. a . .
_ RECEWVED DOERL
_ . JuL 1 4 186
Juiy v 1935 _ WHMDIVISION
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clc;éar inspection of two of the depaxtment's own studies of
flood potential sharply contradict the DEIS downplaying of
flood risks.

In the DEIS summary is the statemont:

"The waste 1s at an elevation that would not be xeached
by any reasonably postulated surface flood. The poten—

+ial for flash flooding is remote."

This confidence is undexmined by the department’s two prior
reports,
In a 1983 Battella assessment of military waste issues, ths

authors concludes

*A major flood would be nature-induced...[and] could
exhume the waste by innundation of beth waste storage
areas. Tha occurrence of such a...flood is estimated

-to he...vexry likely in 10,000 years." . {1}

The impacts of such a major flood on the buried waste are
assessed iIn a 1985 Kent State/Battelle report. In that
report, we are introduced to the specter of the great
Missoula flood and its threat of erosion of the 200 a.toraga

area, According to the report:

RECEIVED DOERL
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*{a} great deal of ye-working of sediment would oééur
within the Pasco Basin during a -Missoula fldnd_...we
conclude...that instability of at least the top meter
of the [200 area] surface material would ocour...we
consider guite likely t_.hat greater depths of sedimeﬂt;
wou;d- be involved in trangport during such a flood...”
12)

s‘o you ses, the long-term risk of a major 'fluod is a very
real one. A flood -~ the mizing of water with waste -~
ia the worét possible scenario 1}-_: tarms of causing
widespread contemination of our Columbia River and u_f our

agricultural lands.

The department must not belie its own commitment to clean up

the proeblem by advocating, an uhsound option that would

leave pﬁrt of .tha.t problem in uwnsafe tanks or trenches.

411 high-level wastes, defined according . -to EPA's
definition, must be cleaned up, glassified, and buried in an

acceptable deep geologic repository.

Finally, let me echo the need for a tangibla good faith

gasture from the department that will show Northwest

residents that_ wa ara on the verge of action with respact to

cleaning up a 4_0: year old problen, not moxe studies,
) RECEWVED DOERL
JUL 14 1986 8660
- WM DIVISION
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A fiscal year 1988 budget. with funds for constructing a
wasta vitrification plant is but one sign of good faith.
We are tired of promises that are not backed up with a
commitnent of rasources. Te talk about nleaning vp éhe
. nilitary waste on one hand, and to then request FY 1987
hudget authbrizatinn to construct additional suxface ponds
2 . 2 . 9 in w‘hich_ .to .dump PUREX snd N-Reactor rgdicactive liguids is
a slap in the face to a region that hes horne, for the sake
of national defense, the risks from improper waste storage

for over forty years.
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Battelle Pacific Northwest Labnratury. Agsessment of

"at Hanfor:
le-Bhell Tank Residual Liguid Issues i1 _E d
%%:e,eWaahington. June 1983, DOE Contract DE-ACGE~
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RLO 1830,

Narthwest Laboratory/Fent State Unl-
2 Eatte}.le Pag;iign Poteptial from Misscula Floods in the

;ggzétgészﬁ Vashington, CDecember, 1985, DOE Contract
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Coaments of Richard Sslsey, W.B. regarding the
Harford Defends Waste Eavironmental l-pa:t Statement

I as Rickard Belsey, a physician, a uuher af the Portland Chapter cof
Physicians for Social Reeponsifility and a -aember of the Cregun Departament
af Energy Hanford Hd\rlsurv Cosaittee.

T would Like, hrsi: tu convey some cifizens’ r'ur:tiun tu the Defense
Haste EIS sxpressed during a pubklic inforwation aseting spuusured deintly ay
the US Degartsent of Energy and the Oregon DOE Advisory Coamittee on Hanford.
@ nuaber of paople were concerned thak the. agencios and individial s respnns:h—

“im for the development 'and manageasnt of sucisar defenss wespons arodsctiom

© weapons. -

had nak, planoed for the safe and perwanent disposal of the huge volume of high
tevel radinactive wastis associated with their production. ‘Furtheracre, they
wore concerngd that an important question, which tiey thought should hiv: been
asked forty years ago, still nedds to he ssked tndayi *Doms continued produs-
tion of plutoniums for avclear wazpons at Kasford or anywhere else any site i
this country ingrease or decrease the sscurity of the people of this country?”

Permanent ard safe diuposal of the forty year accumulation of radisactive
wastes generated during plutonium productiee and pysificatidn for use in
nuclear weapons ts essential beciuse current "tesgorery" storage strategies,
tha “No Dispasal Action® alternstivey, haye baer inadequate. Thare is a high
likelihand that these systams will continue ta fail and it is a virtual
cartainty that they will be unable to contain the high level nucl=zar wagtes
for the required term. I cannot feel tonfident.that current aznd past
activities and the knowp radigactive releases fraom the Hanford site have NOT
already been a threat to the healts of Oregonians. The US Department of
Energy has ‘tried to reassurg us that the‘pubilic health and safekty of
individuais in the repion have nat hemn comprosised but sdme axthoritiss
have questioned the assumpiions én which their jugfgdent is based. Ik
reading tkis snvironaental ispact stateasnt [ am partigularly struck by ‘the
tnadequacy of information about potential hidlogiz sffecés of the -
altarnatives for peraanant disgosal of radicactive wastes resulting from
plutoniva production st Hanford. Consequently, the statement is sariausly
#lawed and should ha expanded and carrected before any further éction ig
:unsiﬂ!red .

An expert parel cancerned with :the .lsageters nanaqn’ant. of comaercial
auclear wastes recosmmended that the safest sethod would be #ispasal i a deep
geologic repasitory, This alse semms ta ha the safest way to desl with
radicactive wasts produced during the production of plutonium for. nu lear
1 believe that resoval and disposal of all high laval nuciear Waste
from the Hanford site apd its storage in a deep geoiogic repasitory is the
safest and ‘wost reassuring of the offered opticns, ' The engineering sclutions
proposad in the *{p~Plare Stabilization® and "Raference” alterpatives invelve
feke, unproven, tecknology which will have te waintain its integrity for
thousands of years if it is to protect the environment and proxixal posula-
tions.. This is ongragcedented and it is Iikely that the techaclogy will,
staner gr later, fail. Mhat will be .the ispact on the peopla and the zconcay
of the region when high level radioactive wastes get into our wat=r and into
the food chain? Kil) the country’d populdtion, ai that time, be willing to
invest their resoorced tg deal nuth uhat 1:, then, only a regional problew?

In dealing with tha hnlth and sauty af ;:upln in this regios it 1s

R&(..Eh £ DUERL
L 14 B8
oM DIVISION

DafenEis ~ 7/9/B& Page |

2.5.5

3.3.1.1




v6

2.2.1

2.2.3

2.1.8
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-Cost effective analysis is only appropriate when the same populaticn has to
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d:é¢ficult tp think about permanent d'ispnsal of these high level nuclear
waste§ in cost-effective terms. To think about saving other people‘s acney
at the cost of potential health hazards to this region 18 very difficult,

carry the burden of cost-effectiveness tradeoffs. [t is apparent, from the
recent potitical decisions about the second geclagic repasitory, that the
rest of the country is not ready te have a nuclear dusp in their backyard ¥ | Y
and would rather put it where no pne lives, out here in the West. We
also know that Hanfard and the other sites being considered for a deen
geslogic repository were chosen because people iA the rest of the country
s5t111 think that po gne lives here.

I.am daaplv cun:arneﬂ By the decision of the Presluent and the
Decartaent of Energy about the second geologic repositery. Because of their
decision ta plan for anly & sinple geologic repository, I feel a2s though this-
EIS and these haarings zay simply be a hureaucratic charade. [ hone not, buti -

the voluse of high level nuclear waste now stored in single and double-walled: .-
:'.)NA‘!:";"::TR

tanks, in cribs, in ponds and in covered canisters and containers on the

Harferd Reservation would probabkly-regquire at least a doubling of the reposi- |

I am afraid that the hidden amssage from the Prezident and the:

tery capacity. i

Decartment of Energy is that we will have to live with less than the satfest
aeans of disposal and the decision wilk he couched in "cost-sffective”
language. I think that the Department of Enargy should look seriously for tz
Aess axpensive ways to safely repave all of the current high fevel radisactive
wastes at Hanford, If the costs cannot be safely reduced, then the the
country chould, in this case, pay the price of assuring the safest possitle
disaosal alternative because it is the people of the region that will live
witnh any potential hazards for thousands of years.
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Transuranic and Yank Wastes

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE U.S. DEPARTMENT DF ENERGY
Portland, Oregon July 10, 1986

Re: Draft Environmental [mpact Statement on
Dispesal of Hanford Defense High-level,

The League of Women Voters of Oregon believes the federa'l. government in
fult cooperatioﬁ with the affected states and Indian Nations must do everything
necessary to chtain and maintain a permanently safe and healthy environment
regarding the disposal of the Hanford defense wastes.

The League of Womern Voters believes -the public should be involved in each
step of the decision-making process, particuiarly since decisions regarding each
type of waste in its particular situatiom will be made on a continuing basis. for
many- years to-come. Regarding -these Records of Decision, we believe it is impera-
tive that each action in the disposal process nust be thurougl‘i]y analyzed, proven
to e technically vaifd, and undergo independent expert review and full publ ic
discussian. B

2.5.5

We also feel each action in the-dispesal process must not preclude Further
actions which might be desireable for other aspects of the entire system. Furthar-
more, anm adequata tracer and monitoring system should be estaht'lshed whach should
extend into the postclpsure pericd for a Iong time.

3.3.4.2

One of our concerns is that the U.S. DOE must use the same enviranmental
standards as the Nuclear Waste Policy Act intended and not bypass them under the
Atomic Energy Act. Defense waste standards should.comply with state and federal
requirements to assure prutectfon of gruundwater qua]ity

2.4,1.1

2.2.4
3.3.1.2

. League members agree that the solution should be as cost effective as possible,
but the cost issue should not determine the choice of the disposal alternative. In
that regard, we are grauely concerned about the tone of the draft EIS Nhlci‘l $eems
biased against the geolegic disposai alternative due to cost.

In reviewing the draft EIS.and comments of others, we concur with the states'
of Oregen and Washington requesting more information on the four alternatives pro-
posed and inclusion of discussion of the other 23 dlspusal methods not discussed.
For example, Masmngtun s Depariment of Social and Heaith Services Office of
Radiation Frotection in its draft review paper guestions the reTiability of the

3.3.5.2
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3.5.1,101

3.5.6.40

3.4.2.24

3.3.2.1

2,4.2.1

2.2.1
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League of Women Votars of Cregon July 19, 1986 Page 2 OOéLl(
Testimeny before i.S. DCE, Portland, OR

Re: [raft EIS: Disposal of Hanford Defense Waste

multi-Tayer protective barrier system for the shallow berial sites. The concern
is with water intrusion due to increased ireigation in the future or change in
the water level of the Columbia River Basin from the removal of dams, or westher
pattern changes such as an ‘arid spel] killing the vegetation on the barvier and
wind removing the seil. Also, consider the tiny ant. Remember the song, “Whoops,
there goes another rubber tree plant?" The Washington agency points out that
already in two different locations in the 200 Area harvester ants and termites
have burrowed into waste and resurface_d radicactivity.

More data meeds to be collected concerning groundwater flow and groundwater
contamination risks due to activities over the very lang term, such as seismic
avents, flooding, climatic changes, dri-THng fdr gas and other resources, and
increased human and animal activity.

We have concarns about the coordination of all facets of transportation of
wastas, such as lines of autharity, responsibility, procedures, enforcement of
regulatfans, routes, emerdency praceduras, funding of equipment, training of
personnel, safety of eguipment, enforcement of security measures, emergency
stations, and risks due_ to hazardous weather, to mention some.

The League of Women Voters has a deep concern over the recent decisien to
abandon the search for a second repository in the East. We feel {t may "color"
the decision to stabilize in place the defense wastes at Hanford rather than
removal to a repository. It could have a profound Influence on the decision to site -
the conﬁlerciai repository at Hanford.. It could affect the design and size of tha
commercial repositnq" dua to comningling, It is imperative that all of the an-
going praductien activities at Hanford producing wastes, as well as the “nen-re-
trievable" low lavel, transuranic, and hazardous chemicai wastes on the site
be  factored inte the system-snd should be-thoroughly discussed in an EIS.

Furthermore, the EIS must address the impact permanent waste dispesal at
Hanford would have an the cultural activities of the Yakima Indian Nation and the
other two affected tribes. :

Finally, the League of Women Yoters of Oregon believes 1t is the responsibility
of the federal governmént to take all the time, testing, resources, expertise, and
discussion necessary to do the job right, because the social, envi'ronmenta], and
econamic well-being of the region is at stake. The people of Oregon want to be
assured that our agricultural, recreational, and industrial economy will continue

to flourish. RECFIVEL DGERL
Kristine Hudson, PresidentJUl 1 4 1986 Noyma Jean Germond K
5038 S.W. ldaho Calumhia River Task Force Rep.
Porttand, OR 37221 Wi DIVISION 88455, T008 wen. 1vd,

Lake Oswego, OR 97034
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Statement of Anne Bringloe for
The Sierra Club

on Disposal of  Haoford Defense High-Level, Transuranic and
Tank Wastes Draft Enviroonmental [mpact Statement )

July 15, 1785

1 am Anne Evingloe.
Viee~Prasidants focum and
Mationzl “Nuclear daste Caucus.
enviransental bDrganization with a menbership of
14,500 membhars ia the Northwest Region.

Chairman of the Sierra Tlub Regiomal

Chairmnan af the ths  Forum's
The Sierra club 15 a national
320,000 with

We appreciate the opportunity to express ouwr views at
this and other regional hearings. :

Members of the Sierra Club in Washington and Gregen have
carefully studied the Draft Environmental Impact Statemsnt
igsued and conclude that it is elearly deficient and must be
re~written. Considering the grave naturg of the actions
considered in this DEIS, we implere thée Department of Frergy
to carefully consider the additions and suggestions mnade  at
these hearings and to invest the time and funds necessary to
produce a document which is compléte.

The most glaring absence in the DEIS is -the missing
alternative, the LIeéan—Up Al tarnative., The option of
complete isolation of the defense wastes which would :nclude
the contaminatied scil under or near tanks, the contents of
leaking tanks and ctanks due to bhegin leaking, and tha
transuranic wastes in  various landfills, is never presented.
It is excluded and replaced By various and paorly documented
excuses for its absence.

Any Epvirpnmental Impact Statement referring  to . the
defense waste at Hanford but lacking a caomplete analysis of
the Clean—Up Alternative is unacceptable, and is insulting tao
the agresent and future citizens of Washinglton and Oregon who
must live with the constant threat of contaminatior.

. Also cunépicuausl& absent from this and most DOE Hanford
documents is a discussion of the impact on the Northwest of

the ongoing creation  of the natignal - sacrifice area for
defense and nuclear industry waste. Discussions of " local
employment trends, public service  requiremants,. and even -

long—term pollution threats
‘Bumulative negative impact to many of the state™s important
industries ingluding agricultwre, -and . tourism. -Algo, the
ability of the state to attract new industry may be
significantly impaired by the presence of an ever-growing

to HWashingten do not address the
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national nuclear dump. full disclosure of tha truths Pcncernlnq nuclear waste,
o . including the time and fund tuall
A cursory review of the history of nuclear activities at | pe—n-aﬁemg: Ssolatian, nds actually necessary for safe and

Hanford shows that progress toward 'safe &nd responsible
3_2.6 3 handling of waztes has been slow, punctuated by failed
. technology, accidents, cover—-ups and mast recently a blatent
disregard for the requirements of the Nuclear Waste Palicy
Act which requires construction of a second high-ievel

geclogic repesitory.
RECETED CCERL

Further avigence of “"business as usuwal" at, Hanford is

all coo abvious. For example, at the DOE Seattle workshop on ’ . JUL 18§ 085
defense waste preceding this hearing, a representative from b0t
Battslle, a DDE contractor, who was participating in  the . “”A["VEHON .

Environmental Impacts Warking Group glicly answered a

3 5 4 8 question conzerning groundwater transport of radionuclides to
the Columbia River. He stated that -there would be no impacts
of concern even if all the waste in question flowed Into the
Celumbia River due ‘to the river’s capacity o dilute the
wazte. This "expert” view is corrocborated 1n section 5.59.4.1
of £l DEIS which addresses long-term impacts of the No
Dizposal optior.

The selief by DUE and its contractors that virtually no
2 5 5 heaith effects would occur under savere failure coenditions
et because of the Columbia River's capacity to dileute waste only
cenfirms the puhlic’s fears about the intent and capability
of the agency to respansibily address the hazards of nuclear

waste.

001

The DIE has budgeted %5 million dollars for the current
year for Hanford public relatians. Ironically, previous
2 5 5 public r=iations activity which attempted to allay public
. L] concern has only intensified concern and anqered citirens.
Now, well informed citizens have learned from experience to
question every statement and every action ktaken by DDE and

its contractors.

The seminal issue . in all riuclear waste programs is
Fadera: credibility. The only sure path to address public
2 3 2 9 concarn and gistrust is with full and independent -technical L\Wt5+ O%IL“L
. and programmatic review. The rcosts  of such state or agency a. clulo ‘\10“"“-
aversight of the Dafensse Waste program 'must be assumed by the g‘e-‘_'_ e &=
DCE just as affected states and Indian trzbas are funded IS"&' mz\ ros e

undar the NMuclear Waste Policy Ac't.
Sea**“z W 98‘?12-

. Continuation of the DE+En:E Waste and ather nuclear

waste programs reliant ppon current BOE methods of mollifying

2.5.5 legitmate concern is & heinous -breach of responsikbility to
: tha citizens and laws of the United States.

E;.IF'E.].Y, the histaory of failed programs and projects, and
the degradation af the enviromsment will centinue uwnchanged
2 5 5 until a commitment is made by the DOE to the discovery and
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EAGLE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF WASHINGTON

1L MONRUF, CENTER 1416 3V 8524 STREET SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 3117 2067494583

Comments on the Y. 5. Departnan£ of Defense
Draft Eavironmental Impact Statement on Defense Waste
July 1§, 1986

1 am Ruth Coffin, President of the League of Womean Voters of
Washingtom. Our comments are on the subject EIS aad on the
averall waste dispnsal pru:nss entrusted to the Department of
Ecargy.

The Laague of Women Voters has benefited Erom a close and
cdoperative relationship with che Washington State Nuclear Waate
Board, the Offica of Nuclear Waate Hanagement, and the Nuclear
Waste Advisory Council on which two of our membera serve. We
have also observed or participn:ed ia a variety of meetings and
warkshops relevant to defense vaste andlor waste management at
Hanford. We gomerally defer to and coacur with the comments
under.prepnratinn by tha Nuglear Waste Bpnid and undergoing
extensive coordination within the state prior to Che Augase 9th
deadline for puhlic comment., While we recugnize and expeckt that
thoae drafe revisw comments may be Further reEindﬂ. we are gost
jppreuxutive of the openness of oyr state officials in _'
circulating cheir issue analysis at public meetings throughout
the atate and For their receptivity to citizen viewpoints,

One tharaéreristic of the State of Hkbhington's approach we wish
you would emulate i3 an avoidance ﬁf Eﬁe projécbwspeciflc or
progranmatic approach to complex technical dnd policy issues
which are Ernquéntiy.inektricably ln:effelated, irrespective of
the class of waste. The general public really cannot cope well
with your c¢ompartmentalization of the issues, Likewise, your
failure to provide non-technical explanaticns, questions and
answers, 8nd other tools which the aopn-expert citizen has the
time and facllity to towmprrehend discourages understanding. and
participation in this very imporitamt gquestion of public policy.

ale

S
&5
o2
Ei

069

AECEIVTL DOERL
18
MLAB S N
WM DIVISICN

We of the League of Women Yoters share the State of Washington's
belief that this process 13 not the usual type of EIS review, We
are emphatically not in the position of marshaliag arguments

against a major federal action. Inatead, we are all responsible

for helping you find ways to emsure through remedial measures and 2- 3- 2- 12

planning that Hanford defense wastes are disposed of safely and
effectively. The League endorses the generally supportive stance
of our state towards the BSDOE's commitment to laprove waste
managenent at Hanford. In return, we ¢rge you teo caoperatively
assist in meeting the program requirements of the Washington
State team and, specifically, ta anticipate and comply with the
public's céptinuing need for timely, accurate and complete
tnformatton. '

With respect to the draft EIS, we have three najnf concerns to
expreaa. :
(1}  We urge you to revise the analysis in both scope and

structure to provide for a gystemsa approach to an integrated
disposal strategy for both the radigactive and associated

3.3.5

chemical wastes, The Ratter have not gotten the treatment thair
presence at Hanford and the hazarda they present warrant., The
State will outline in its roview comments an alternative
technical concept for their handliag. This concept should be
iavestigated by the USDQE,

(2) We ufge yom to revise the amalysis to expressly consider the
technicel implications of presidential daciasions: Ethe first, to

-commingle defense wastes in a repository and the sgcond, to

indefinitely postpone the second repositery brogram and poagible
aménd the Nuclaear Waste Policy Ack of 1982 to increase tonnage
limits. We share the concern that there may be an aaderlying
agauymption that the single-shell rank waatea are to be stabhilized
in place. Sueh an aasumﬁtion has rasifications for the

engineeéring deaign and capacity of a deep repositor¥. The State 3
of Washington questiond if there is an sufficient volume of

.5
intact basalt in the Cohassat flow, and if the site may be . - 1

.8

2.1.3

7
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WM DIVISION 3 Testinony of Semator Al Williams o The

Draft- Envi: 1 Impact Stat t on
Disposal of Hanford Defense Waste

Seattle, Washington

unsuitable in terms of geology and hydrology. If the State's July 15, 1986

2.1.1

concern proves warrented, site characterization would bz

From our vantage point, there is no questiom that Good afternoon. My name i3 AL Willfams. I am the chalrman of the

It ig also the

inappropriate.
this DEIS is the place to discuss these issues.
placa to present and asalyze the impacta of the alteraativae

Senate Energy and Utilities Comwibtee fn %he state of Washington. I

appreciate th i . -
approaches te post-closure monitoring im a deep repository. We pRreclate e oppertunity to present testimony on the Draft
also expect the USDOE to fully evaluate fn this DEIS how the

alternatives for persanent defense waste disposal might interfere

2.1.7

Environmental Impact Statement on the disposal of Hanford defense
waste.
with or prevent effective techalcal monitoring of a repository,

particularly in the earlier post-closure years.
. The existing defense waste on the Hanpford reservation is the resylbt of

(3) For the USDOE to adequately respond to these two areas of
concern, it will be neceasary to make major revisioas in the

some 40 years of military activity conducted in the name of - natfonal

2.3.2.10

¢01

technical concepts in this DEES and acconpaﬁying references.
That, in turnm, compels girculation of & revissed DEIS and adequate
apportunity for review and comment by affected states and tribes,
as well as the general pablic., We believe that, while the
proeseant DEIS‘doncainé'nuch useful information, it is defective in
scope and analytical content. Uﬁfurtunately. its loglé hauw givesn
rise tg the belief that a decision may have already been wmade to
If this is the "preferred

If the Departmeat

stabilize wastes in place,
alternative™, it has not been so identified.
is not forthcoming about that intent, it will be viewed as =
violation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),

" peobilem at Fanfoid.

securfty. As a result of bhese activities, 340,000 curies of radio-
active lodine were released -during J945; 5,000 curies of icdine 131
were Intentlonnily released in 1949 resulbing in & plume 00 miles long
and 40 miles wlde over parts of eastern Washington and Oregon; and In
1951, a fallure in some filters caused the release of 19,000 curies of
radiolodine over several sonths. The early 1970s brought the xost
widely knmewn acoldent at Hanford when it was discovered hhéb‘sale of
the aingle~shei1 tanks had ihiled and released approximately a haif a
utllion gallons of radioactive waste into the sofl. It s againsk this
historical background that the Draft Environmental [mpact Stata;ent en
defense wante uust be analyzed. Consequently, I commend efforts by the
Uirited States Department of Energy Lo ciean up the defense waste

It is clear that some action must be taken.

2.3.2.12
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In- 1982, Congress enacted the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. The Policy Act
establishes a program for the deep geologic dlsposal. of: commercial
high-level nuclear wasts. The -Ack. alse allows the President to
determine whather high-level.defense waste wfll also be disposed of in
the commercial repository. President Reagan, fn the spring of 1983,
made the decislon to permit. commingling of defense and gomeercial high-
level waste in one repository. - The Prasident's decision to .approve
copmingling forgsd a 1ink batwaen commercial ami defense high-level

waste disposal.

The linkage batween the commercial and defense waste dfsposal programs
was further strengthened by the 'Ha.y 28 deci=ion ur_ Secretary Herrington
bo postpone - Indefinitely the site selection process for a second
repository. IL appears to-ma that. the eouércial repository program
may be driving the disposal option dacislons for defense waste. The
final environmental assessment (EA} released on MHay 28th wmakes
assunptions about the amount of defense waste that would be commingled
Iin a commercial repository. The EA assumes that most, if not all, of
the waste in the single-shell tanks will be stabilized in place; thab
1%, not disposed of in a repositary. The "indefinite postponement® af
the selection process for a second repository also appears to rely on
thiz assumption which may result in greater pressura for in-place
stabilization of these wastes so as to nat affect the capacity -of the
firat reposibery which ia limited to 70,000 wetriec tons. Bobth of these

factora lend oredence to the bellef Liat the Depatuent has in fact

. aingla~shell tanks should be & permanent dispdssl optlon.

05058

RECEivgn DOERL
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already nade its décision about the dispusal of the waste In the

Page 3

single-shell tanks.

I do not belleve that in-place stabilization of the wa..atas in the
At best, it
may be a temporary solutlon bubt it should nok be the Final declsfon.
The single-shell tanks are not safe for the permanent disposal of these
wastes. They have leaked in the past; soma allege that they coabinus
to leak. These wastes should be disposed of In & repository. The
health and safety of future generations should not be sacrifioed
bocause the cost of repository disposal may he greater than in-place
stabiiizaktion,

Safety, not econcmies, - must drive LEhe disposal

degision.

The credibility -of the U.S5. Departaent of Energy 1s highly suspect
since thé May 28 dacision to "indefinitely postpene” f.he sits selsction
pfuceas for a second " repository.
Department's  decision vioiates the spirtt and letter of the law aa

ewbodied in the Wuclear Waste Poliey Act. Cc tly, I am screwhat

gui~shy about participating in the defensa waste disposal process for
fear that the.Departnent may again engage in arbitrary and capriolous
behavior. The astate of Washington participated In good falth in
activities undértaken pursuant to the Huelear Waate Policy act only to
have the rug yanked out: from under us on Hay 28. Wny should we expect

different treatment by - the Departwent 1in the defense waste

Envit 1 Impact Stat t process? As I have already mentioned,

I share the view that the -

7o
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the appearance that a daciafon has aiready been made by the Department
in favor of In-place stabilization of the exfsting defensa waste In the

single-shell tanks only adds to my uneasiness.

I think that tha Draft Environmental Impact Statement process pay be
preatuce., The draft document adamits thak In the case of single-shell
tank wastes, "further ressarch and developaent will %e required - to
verify dispssal eethods prior to a final decision or implementation.”
Fon can an intelligent decision on a disposal method for single-shell
tank waste ba oade when the necessary research and develcpment data
upon which to base a decision has not been conducted? If, as the Draft
Environmental Impact Statemant alleges, further data on retrieval
methods will be-required before a final decision can be rade on the
geologic disposal option, then why are we engaged In a process which
adaibtedly lacks the pertinent dataz upon which to base a rabiomal

chofce? Let's obtain the relsevant research and development data needed

- to make a decision on dispesal options before we sake that decisien

2.5.9

2.5.9

rather than after. .This seems llke a classic case of putting the cart

before the horse,

The need far _additional research and development work alsc supports the
argument that tha Draft Envircnmental Inbacl: Statement is too narrow In
its acope. That is, it should he more specific as ko what mi’ormtiun
will be.needed to resglye certala disposal issues. For example, as-
mentloned earlier, the disposal of the wastes In the single-shell tanks

will require =ore research and development. Howaver thu' Draft

RECEIVED TOERL
L8
Page 5§ WM DIVISION

Enviroomental Ispact Statement fafls to say whabt that research and
devolopment should be or how lang it will take to complete that

process.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement contends that defense waste

will contlnue to be ﬁrocluced for 12 =more years'al’; Hanferd, The draft

070

should provide contingencies for waste productioa and examine a range 2 . 3 L4 1' 6

of production scerarios. What if waste producticn ceases In 6 yeara?
20 years? 50 years? ‘Thesa possibilitlies should be addressed by the
praft Environmental Impactk - Statesent. ‘e uncert_ainliy suri'uunding
future defense waste productlon should be recognized and planned for

with realistic options.

In conclusfon, the most Important point that I think must be made is
that the Department needs to recognize the linkage between defense and
comsercial waste disposal docisions. They are part of the same
problem. The commingling decision by the President cesented thab link.

Dacisicn=s {n the cocmmercial EA process can affect decisions In tha

‘defense Draft Environmental Iapact Statement process. Until this

linkage Is recognized, Lhe Depai'tlent'a disposal program for high- 21 1- 3

level radicactive waste will offer incomplete solutions to a nationwide
probles,  Partial sclutions encourage distrust of the Department's
analyses ind decisions.
seriously ondermingd by the postponement of .the sacond repository
progras. The dgfenu waste program  may . auffar because of -this:

Cansequently, I urge the Department to begin to restors 1ts credibility”

Tne Departaent's credibility has been 2.5.5
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by acknowledging the linkage between bhe coumercial and defense wasta
programs. A commitment to analyze the impacts of the delay in the
second repository program upon defensd waste di_.aposal swould begin to

alleviate the Department's credibility probles. Thank you.

AWrdid-6
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HANFORD DEFENSE HIGH-LEVEL,. TRU AND TANK WASTES
Seattle,. Washington, July 15,1986

Ruth F. Keiner
Western Washington University
Bellingham, WA 98225

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

These comments refer only to the Draft tnvironmentai Impact Statement
{DEIS) in guestion, and relate only tangentially to any decisions on the
copmercial high-ievel radioactive waste (HLW) repository. Moreover,
deficiencies and discrepancies in the JEIS beyond the major ones are not
identified; I intend te submit more detailed comments on the Appendices
bafore the and of the comment peried. Finally, these comments reflect my
onn views; they are not, to my khowledge, representative of the views of
any agency, organizatfon, institutien, or public interest group, although I
have submitted them to the Northwest Citizens' Forum on Defense Waste, of
which'l am & member.. I have received no financial or logistical assistance
in preparing these comments.

INTRODUCTION

When U-238 1n a plutdnium production reactor is irradiated, both fis-
sion products and neutron activation products are present after irradia-
tion. The process of isolating and purifying plutonium and fissile uranium
from this irradiated fuel yields a considerable gquantity of chemical waste,
in solution form, which alse contains a variety of radionuciides and which
is, in part, highly radicactive. The process of plutonium production and
purification was bequn more thanm 40 years ago, when the chemistry of
radioactive matarials was in its infancy, as was knowledge of groundwater
-peilution mechanisms and the radiechemistry of soils. In the absence of
any approprizte dispssal means, very radicactive plutonium praduction waste
was partially dewatered and stored in tanks, radiocesium and radicstrontium
were purified and encapsulated, less radicactive 1iquid was dispersed in
the soil from cribs,.and low-level transuranic {TRU) waste was stored or
buried, Today, high-level waste {s stil1 stored in tanks, though these are
now double-walled, adequately monitored tanks, and much Tow-level liguid

waste is, unfortunately, still dispersed from cribs inte the soil or stored’

in ponds. None of these disposal methods, with the pessible exception of
ponds, has ever been comsidered permanent.
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The DEIS uader consideration addresses tha permament disposal of this
waste. It §5 2 bit add that the issvance of the DEIS coincides with the
issuance of the final anvironmental assessments for characterization of the
first commercial HLH repository. This schedule brings the DEIS to the
pubtic at the height of the comtroversy over siting the repository and has
resulted in understandable public comfusion over the two issues. It would
be prudent for DOE to address the timing of this document in the Final EIS
on Defense Wases, In fact, this DEIS is independent of the repository
siting decision {excep{ in one aspect, which will he discussed balow}; the
tank waste, TRU wasie and contaminated soil at Hanford must eveniually be
treated for permanent disposal no matter where the commercial repository is
put or when the commerciai repository begins to accept waste.

There is also same confusion about the relationship of this DEIS to
the recently released General Accourting Office (GAD) report entitled
"Nuclear Waste: Departiment of Energy's Transuramic Kaste Disposal Plan
Needs Revision® {GAD/RCED-86-90} which states (p. 18) ‘that the DOE has sot
fully addressed Bl% of the defense TRU waste. Since this GAD report was
issued at the same time as this DEIS, and this DEIS is not cited in the
report, one might assume tkat the DEIS was mot included in the documents
reviewed by GAD. The impression remains, however, that the DEIS does not
include a substantial fraction of the TRU defense waste at Hanford. Is ali
defense waste included in the DEIS? If any is not included, it should be
incorporated into the final EIS. Since there were no scoping hearings at
which this point could be raised, it must be addressed at some poiat.

The absence of scoping hearings also seems to preclude considering the
question of continuing to produce plutorium at Hanford, and thus continuing
to produce this waste. It would make no sense to discontinue piutonium
production at Hanford permanantly while continuing productien elsewhere in
the United States. Whether or not to continue plutenium warbead production
at all is a question that DOE cannot amswer unilaterally; this is & deci-
sion for Congress.

THE ALTERNATIVES FOR THE HANFORD DEFEHSE;RELATED WASTE

The wastes included in the DEIS are:. HLW from the PUREX process
stored in double-shell. and single-shell tanks, current stored TRU waste,
pre-1970 TRU waste, Sr and Cs capsules. TRU-coataminaied soil, current acid
waste, waste from cladding removal, organic wash wastes, finishing plant
waste, and miscellaneous customer and N-reactor waste. - The options
presented, n addition to a “po action™ aption, are: (1} vitrification and
geqlogic dispesal of most of the waste, with ip-place stabilizatien of the
remainder; {2) in-place stabilization of all defense waste; (3} a
“reference afternative” in which HLKW In double-shell tanks is vitrified for
geologic dispesal and the remainder of the defense waste is stabilized im
place. Unfortunately, reduction of the waste stream is only alluded to in
the DEIS, and not adequately analyzed. The DEIS does not indicate a
preferred dispusal alternaiive, but asks for publiec comment om preferances,
50 that appropriate further research directions are indicated.

2
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VITRIFICATION AND GEDLOGIC DESPOSAL

A The "geologic dispesal™ alternative, appropriately, does not concern
itself with repository Incatien. There 1s, however, considerzble apprehan-
sion that the DOE decisidn not to proceed with the sacond HLH repository
has pre-empred geclogic disposal, because the amount of vitrified defense
waste thus gemerated, whep added to the commercial waste, would exceed the
repgsitory capacity. -The DEIS indicates that geslegic disposal of Hanford
waste would yield 23,819 canisters of waste, which hy DOE caiculations con-
verts to 11,910 MTRM (mora recent DOE calculations indicate 22,000
canisters, or 11,000 MTHM}. - An additional 7250 MTHM of defense HLW is an-
ticipated frem other sources. If commercial spent fuel requires 50,000
WTHM repository capacity, and since the Nuclear Waste Poiicy Act limits the
first repository to 70,000 MTHM, the first repository would be just
adequate if DOE's calculations -are correct, but allows for oniy a 10% error
{approaimately} in those calcuiations., The fisal EIS must thus assure. that
work on the ‘secand repository will resume in & timely menner, or an -amend-
ment to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act to expand the size of the first
repositery would be required. Such an amendment would have considerable
and complex: repercussions, i .

¥itrification of HLW appears to be an adequately tested technologys
there "is an operating plant at Marcosle in France. Moréover, the proposed
dissalvirg 0f waste in glass has considerable ddvantages over -glass produc-
tion from a calcine. (as is done .in-Idaho)}, Calciming requirés exceedingly
high temperatures, and the calcine preduced 1s & difficult substance to
handle, isolate, and manipulate {I make these comments from personal ex-
perience with making doped glass from calcines). Although the behavior of
radigactively-doped glass over periods of thousands of years cannoi be pre-
dicted with any certainty, it is safe to assume that the glass is more
stable than spent fuel itself. Even though there is the probability that
glass devitrifies (since radiation damages the glass structure} and can .
then be leached by water, the rate of leaching of radioactive materials in
the glass would Be 1ess than the lesching rate from spent fuel, if only be-
cause the radigactive material is considerably more dilyte in glass than in
spent fuel. Synthetic ceramics, like "synroc*, might prove preferable to
glass, but synroc technolegy is not as well understéod, nor would the dif.
ference tn suitability be very great. . However, vitrification and geofogic
dispesal have been.recommended for radioactive waste sirce 1979, when a
study af these processes was published by the U. 5. Gaologic Survey
(Circular #779: “Geologic Disposal of Radioactive Waste"). With ali of the
uncertainties attendant on very long term predictions, vitrification and
geologic disposal appear te provide the mest assured isolation of radigag-
tive waste from the accessible envirpmment.

The major drawbacks to vitriffcation dre thrée: extensive hamdling of
the material is necessary, considerable volumes of process waste are
produced, and the costs in both dollars and energy are extremely high.
Both the cost and the occupational radiation.expesure -attendant on the
geologic disposal alternative are almost an order of magnitude higher than

for the pther alternatives. Jccupational exposure may be decreased by in- .

creasing remote handting, but this markedly increases cost,
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it fs not clear that the method proposed for digging solidified waste
out of the single=shell tanks has ever been tested on any scale. A dry
method might appear preferable to any sort of hydraulic sluicing of the
singlé-shell tanks, given their aged and partly corroded state, but other
methods should be discussed and compared. ' In particular, any method ac-
tually used for such a process must be included in the EIS.

The DEIS does not contain a satisfactory discussion of the hand)tng
and ‘treatment of current chemical {as distinct from radiological} wastes
from the PUREX pracass, let alone an adequate discussion or analysis of
process wastes from vitrification itself. The geclogic disposal alterna-
tive-would include a considerebly larger waste stream than the referemce
alternative; much of the waste contiins compounds (sulfates, hydroxides,
etc.} which.cannot be. incorporated. into glass. Any final EIS should 1n-
c}gde 2 detailed discussion and analysis; a supplemental Ei5 should be con~ °
siderad. :

IN-PLACE STABILIZATION

The discussion of in-place stabilization in the DEIS makes it clear
that actual experimental work done in support of . this altermative is
grossly insufficient. It #s unclear from the discussions in Appendices A,
8, [ and M whether descriptions. are of conceptualizations or of actuai ex-
perfmental. data; wost of the methods described appear to be canceptual,
Appendices M, 0 and . which deal with hydrologic models, do not indicate
clearly how these models have been calibrated and reveal insufficient ex-
perimental testing of midels. N '

The success of fn-place stabtlization as an isolatfon technique
depends on the performance of the soil overburden and capillary barrier.
At present,.there has been no actual testing of adequately leamy or silty
soils for this barrier, although such testing will apparentty begin during
the next fiscal year; soils-tested to date are not suitable for. the bar-
rier. Thus, no decision at all can be made now on thé adequacy of the

proposed.barrier for tsolation from rain and weather.

Grayel:and rock 411 is. the only method proposed for stabilizing the
singla—shell tanks (Appendfa Bl: it is proposed to fill the space in the
tank above the dewatered solid waste with-gravel or rock, whick would sta-
bilize the shape of the tank and contain the waste. This method is concep-
tual at present, and is certainly not the only method which could be con-
ceptuatized by DOE. Wihile pouring grout or cement -inte the tank poses con-
stderable problems of ‘waste ‘migration, other fi11 types should be con- -
sidered which do not depend sa-heawily on drying the waste, Clay . -
{bertonite or kaolin) or a clay and sand mixture might rot enly fill the
tank but.absord. rematning moisture in the-waste and adsorb any wét waste.
Clay f111-might also- penetrate the waste layers in the tank and provide a
more complete fill. This sort of method ngeds to be investigazed and’
tested. Complete chemical and radiolegical characterization of tank con-
tents is also needed.
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There 15 an angoing in situ vitrification project at Hanford, yet this
method was not suggested For stabilizing contaminated soil sites. In-place
vitrification might be the best methad for stabilizing TRU-contaminated
sail, and should be included in any EIS. [n any case, deliberate con-
tamination of the soil with TRU waste 1s unnecessarily risky, and the use
of cribs_and unlined ponds should be discontinued. Methods for reducing
water volumes need-to be investigated and substituted for simple absorption
of contaminated solutions by soil. -

The proposed grauting process and WRAP facility are also only concep-
tualized as yet; the WRAP process needs to be tested to some extent. Dif-
ferent grout formulas need testing for consistency, setup time, drying
raté, etc., bafore any decision. can be made on grouting, {n sum, ali
aspects of the in-ptace stabjlization proposal need actual experimental
testing and 2 supplemental EI5 before any decision on in-place stabi~ -

" lization can be made or reconmendéd.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Informed comparisons can be made only on the basis of adequate Tnfor-
mation on techniques of disposal, costs, and comparative risks. As has
been pointed out above, -the information given on in-place stabilization
techniques is inadequate for informed comparison. Cost amalysis in the
DELS is not adequate for anything; -Appendices J-and K address costs without
sufficient. detail. The only conclusion which can be drawn is that
vitrification seems to be the most expensive waste treatment option. The

. magnitude of the difference in cost between vitrification and in-place sta-

bilization cannot be estimated until an adequate cost amalysis is done,
however. ’

. Non-radiolagic occupational risks, except for those associated with
transportatfon, are not enumerated or analyzed in sufficient detail.
Operation of the vitrification, grouting, and WRAP facilities is lazardous
in that large quantities-of materfal, massive machinery, and, in the case
of vitrification, very high temperaturés. are involved, Remaval of
material from the tanks. invelves handling high-pressure water streams. In
the absence of adequate informatfon, one way assume that each alternative
is very hazardous to workers. - Qualitatively, removal of material from
tanks and vitrification appear te include greater nom-radiological accupa-
tional hazard than the varipus methods given for in-place stabilization.

Radiolagical risks among alternatives are amenable to some comparison.
The long term yisks fvom geologic disposal {assessable fvom the EPA risk
assessment “for- 40 CFR i?lg can be compared to the résults of the two
scenarios for fallure of the barriers in the in<place stabilization atter-
rative {Appendices R and S). Both the radionuclide release-to-dose conver-
sion and the dosé-to-risk conversion used by DOE have been questianed, but
comparisons can stitl be made since the same canversign factors are used .
for all scenarfos. Similarly, non-fatal cancers are excluded feom. health
effacts, but they are eacluded in every tase (an adequate risk amalysis
would be based on cancer incidence rather than cancer fatalities, and this
should be done in the final EI$). : :
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Although the research in the DEIS s inadequate for amy conclusion,
the impression given by the DEIS is that witrification and geciogic dis-
posal provide more secure isolation of the waste for the future, especially
the distant future, than in-place stabilization, at the expense of con-
siderably greater present radiologic hazard both to workers and to the
general public, This suggests that mich more research #s needed into the
in-place stabilization options and the barrier tefore a real decisiom can
be made. It is also true, however, that a decision shouid be made in the
foreseeable future - in a few years - and even then there will be objec-
tions on the grounds of insufficient fnformation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

2.3.2.3

3.5.1.56
3.1.8.21

3.1.4.5

3.1.4.35

3.1.8.9
3.2.6.8

The following recommendations are for priorities for further research.
At this time there is not sufficient knowledge about in-place stabilization
to either include it in some combination with vitrification, like the
reference alternative, or rule it out. . ¥itrification and geclogic dis-
posal, on the other hand, appear to provide sufficiently superior iselation
that they should not be ruled out for the high-leve} tank waste and the en-
capsulated Sr and Cs. Fuorther research will materiaily assist in a deci-
sion on the single-shetl -tank wastes, which simply cammot be made at
present, amd indicate the need for a supplemental EIS.

1. The highest research prinri'ty shoirld be into. actual barrier performance
under extreme climate condftions. 1f the barriers-don't behave as an-
ticipated, the geologic dispesal alternative would be superior.

Z. The second. research priority is actual testing, om some scale, of the
transportable grout facility and the WRAP facility, as well as testing of
in situ vitrification for TRU-contaminated soil. Evem with the geolegic
disposat alternative, some material will have to be stabilized in place.

3. [If the barrier performance is not as predicted, safe removal of
material from the single-shell tanks assumes a high gpriority. Other
methods than that given in the DEIS must be investigated, and amy suggested
method sust be tested. Perhaps limited testing could be done cne one or
two tanks, in any case, for both this priority and the follewing one.

4. [f the barriers appear to perform as predicted, metheds for stabilizing
the single-shell tanks and their contents would assume a higher priority
than methods of removing material from these tanks. ~ Other materials should
be tested in addition to rock fill,

The f’oﬁo\i;lng recomnendations are directed toward t.he final EIS, and
relate to.other aspects of the DEES than further research.

1. The vitrificatien facility should be fully tested with hot feed;
vitrification dppeavs to be the best option for at teast somé double-shell
high-level tank waste and newly generated HLW from the PUREX process.

2. A thorough and detailed cost analysis of all options is needed.

[
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3. A thorough analysis of non-radiological occwpational hazards%%‘e’t‘é@" 3 4 1.7
' ! Aza el

4. A thorough anaiysis of the velationship between each alternative, the
docision ta delay the second repository, and the rate af generation of com-
mercial spent fuel is needed. :

5. Options for reducing the defemse waste stream, such as the process
modification facility, should be included. -

&. A thorough analysis_uf the process waste streams and management of haz-
ardous- chemical waste, including reguiatory overlap and uncertainties fol-
l_uvnng on the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and the mixed waste
issue, is needed. ’ .

7. Since the S5r and Cs capsules require mintmal, if any, treatment before
storage in & geciogic repository, the geologic repository appears to be the
best atternative for these, at. least. CosiS and advantages and disadvan-
tages of this aption should be explicit.

8. Adequate funding for the management of wastes from defense activities
shou1d be assured. N . .
9, Waste-producing defense activities should either be regulated directly
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the. Environmental Protection
Agency, or-DOE should abide by the regulations promulgated by these

agencies by explicit written agreement. A

10. Differences between the HEIS and the GAD report on TRY waste should be
reconciled.

11. Use of cribs for radicactive 1iquid disposal should be discontinued.

I3. Cancer incidence rzther than cancer fatzlities should be the measura of
radiclogic risk,

A FINAL STATEMENT

. The ultimate chofce of which wastes to vitrify and which to stabilize
in place will involve a balance between current public amd pccupational
radmmgi_c_: risks and potential Future radiolegic risks: e. g., vitrifica-
tion entzils the greatest occupatiomal and pudblic hezlth risks but appears
to provide the best long-term isolation. The choice must be miade careful ¥y
ardl_knewledgeably and, if possible, such that all risks are minimized.
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BROCK ADAMS® TESTIMONY
DEFARTHENT OF ENERGY
JUuLY 15, 198BS

MR, WHITE, REFRESEMTATIVES OF THE U.S5. DEPARTMENT DF ENERGY, MY NAME IS
BROCK ADAMS AND I AM FLEASED TO HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY TODAY.
THE DISPOSAL OF HANFCGRD™S 43—YEA& RCCUMULATIDN OF DEFENSE WASTE 13 ONE OF
THE MOST IMEQRTANT ISSUES. FOR THE FUTURE OF QUR REGION. FOR DUR
GENERATIOM. AND FOR MANY GENERATIONS TO COME.

YOU'vE ALREADY HEARD A GREAT DEAL COF THECHMICAL TESTIMOMY AND E KNOW OTHERH
WILL HAVE MORE TC ADD BEFORE THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ENDS.

WHAT I°D LIKE .TO CONCENTRATE ON TODAY IS THE QUESTION OF PUBLI PROCESS:
HUW 1D WE PEAL WITH THIS COMPLEX ISGUE? HOW DO WE ACHIEVE REGIONAL
CONSENSUS? HOW E£AN WE ENSURE TRANSPORTATION SAFETY?

AND FINALLY, HOW DO WE MAKE SURE THE MOUNEY IS THERE TGO PAY FOR THE CLEANUP
OF HANFDRD"S NUCLEAR WRSTE?

I*VE WATCHED CLOBELY AS YOU'VE SOME THRUUBH YOUR DEFENSE WASTE E.1.5. PUBLIE
PROCESS, AND I'D LIKE TO COMPLIMENT YOU FOR A GDOD PAITH EFFORT TG TAKE THE
ISSUES TO OUR CITIZENS AND.KEEP' YOUR MINDS OFEN.

YOU*VE MADE VAST IMPROVEMENTS OVER THE TRADITIUNAL DEPQR?HEN? oF ENERGY NAY
OF DOIMNG THINGS.

1*VE BEEN PARTICULARLY IMPRESSED WITH THE NORTHWEST CITIZEN’S FORUM
APPOINTED BY MIKE LAWRENGE. IT WAS A GOOD IDEA TO FORM A TRULY INDEFENDENT
BODY' OF CITIZENS TH REVIEW THE E.1.5., AND FRANKLY, 1T TODK GUTS TO INCLUDE
BEVERAL, HANFORD CRITICS OM THE FORUM. FROM MY VANTAGE FQIMT, IT LOOKS LIKE
THE EFFORT WILL PAY OFF. I’'VE MAL AN CFFORTUNITY TQ TALK WITH SEVERAL
MEMBEERS OF. THE FURUM, AND THEY REFORT TO ME THAT IT APPEARS LIKELY THAT 24
CITIZENE, REPRESENTING DIFFERENT INTERESTS AND PERSFELTIVES, ARE GOING TO
REACH A CONSENSUS.

IT ALSD APFEARS THRT THEIR RECOMMEMDATIONS WILL CLGQEkY FARALLEL THOSE
AREIVED AT INDEPENDENTLY BY THE STATES OF DREGON AND WASHINGTOM. IF DOE I8
WILLING TO LIVE WITH THESE COMPROMISES — AND I STRONGLY URGE YDU 7O - %
THINK WE’RE VERY CLOSE TO ACHIEVING A RESIONAL CONSENSUS.

BELIEVE ME, WE*RE GOING. TD NEED 70 BE TODGETHER AS A REGIGM TF WE'RE EVER
GOING: TO GET CONERESS TO APPRUPRIATE THE -2 .OR I GR 11 BILLION DOLLARS IT
WILL TAKE TO CLEAN UP HANFORD.

THAT LAST POINT RAISES. A VERY IMPORTANT GQUESTION:

IN AN ERA OF
GRAMM~ALIDMAN, . HOW CAN WE SET THE MONEY?

RECENVED DOERL
puL18 1985

2124 Fourth Avenue » Suite 203 - Seattle, Washingian 88121+ (206} M}S?Hgm DIVISION

Pant 1 oy 1w Broes acmre. Senale Commtee - Uehocs
-
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FIRST, WE HAVE TO ACHIEVE THAT REGIGNAL. CONSENSUS. SECOND, AND THIS WILL BE

ONE DF MY VERY FIRST ACTS WHEN I GO BACK TO WASHINGTON DC AS A U.S. SENATOR
NEXT JANUARY, WE MUST SECURE THE FUNDS NOW TD PROCEED WITH THE CLEANUR.. AND
FOR FUTURE YEARS, WE MUST CREATE A TRUST FUND. OR OTHER UNTDUCHABLE SOURCE OF
HONEY TO.FROVIDE FOR THE ONGOING WASTE MANAGEMENT AND DISFDSAL ACTIVITIES

FOR TOD LONG, WE HAVE BIDDEN THE TRUE COST OF WEAPONS PRODUCTICON BY MOT

ACCOUNTING FOR THE BILLIONS IT'S$ GUING YO TAKE TO SAFELY DISPOSE OF THE
WASTE.

IF OUR NATION'S POLICY IS TO CONTIMUE T BUILD MORE OF THESE WEAPONS —— AND
I THINK WE SERIDUSLY NESD TO GUESTION TWE NEEDR FOR MORE ~~ THEN THE LEAST WE
CAN DO IS PROVIDE THE MOWEY ON A GURRENT. BASIS TG FAY THE TRUE COSY,
INCLUDING DIBPOSAL.

NOW, SO MUCH FOR DEFENSE WASTE. 1TS SHMEER VOLUME AND THE PROBLEMS WE ARE
HAVING WITH IT8 SAFE DISPOSAL TIE DIRECTLY TO ANOTHER DOE DECISION INVOIL.VING
HANFORD.

AS WE ALL KNOW, THE DEPARTHMENT OF ENERGY IS ALSO INVOLVED IN ANOTHER
EXTREMELY IMPORTANT DECISIOM ~— THE SITING DF Thi NATIONS FIRST - AND
POSBIBLY ONLY - DEEP REFOSITORY FOR' BDMMERC]AL AND MILITARY NUCLEAR
WAZTE.

NOW I REALIZE THAT NONE OF Y0OU HERE REPRESENTING THE DEPARTHENT HAVE
ANYTHING TO DO WiTH THE REPOSITORY DECISION. BEUT X WANT vOU TO DG ME &
FAVOR,

1*D. LIKE YOU TO TAKE A MESSAGE TO WASHINGTON D.C. FUOR ME. THE MESSAGE 18
THIS: WE HAVE TRIED PLAYINE BY THE RULES. MANY OF LS BELIEVE A REGIONAL
SYSTEM OF SAFE MONITORED RETRIEVABLE STORAGE (MRS) SITES I8 THE RIGHT ANSWER
FGOR THE INTERIM OF 40 OR S0 YEARE.

THE CITIZENS SPOKE UP ARDUY THIS ISSUE A FEW YEARS AGD AND WERE IGNORED.
WE MUST START OVER AND TRY AGAIN. CAN YOU IMAGINE ANYPLACE IN THE
CONTINENTAL U.S. THAT 18 WORSE FROM A TRANSPORTATION PERSPECTIVE THAN
HANFORD?

- THE TRANSPORTATION OF 70,000 TONS OF INTEMSELY RADIOACTIVE COMMERCIAL WASTE

MAY BE THE WEPAKEST LINK.IN THIS FOLITICAL CHAIN REAGTION.

IF YOu I.IVE IN SFOKANE, DR BDISE OR MISSDULA OR EASTERM OREEDN,
1S SELECTED AS THE NATION’S ATOMIC LANDFILL, PREPARE YOURSELF FOR ONME HECK
OF A NUCLEAR PARADE. 175,000 TRACTOR-TRAILER TRUCKLOADS, (R MORE THAN
22,000 TRAIN LOADS OF SFENT FUEL RODS WILL PASEB THROUGH THESE' NORTHWESY
COMMUNITIZES DVER A 2B YEAR PERICD.

AND HANFORD

DUR FRIENDS IN OREGON, IDAHOD, MONTANMA AND ON EVERY NATIONAL, TRANSPORTATION
CORRIDOR HT TQ BE JUET AS COMNCERNMED AS WE ARS, WE MUST UNITE WITH OTHER
STATES AFFELTED BY THE TRAN%FGRTAT'DN I8BUE TO LIUE Us THE FOLITICAL
MUSCLE WE DEUIDUEL¥ DOM*T HAVE TODAY IN THE U.S. SEMNATE. &
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AS A FORMER SECRETARY OF TRANSFORTATION, I KNOW FIRST-HAND THE DANGERS OF Q‘“cn RCT FoR psnc:‘“
TRANSPORTING HAZARDOUS CARGO OVER THE NATION'S RAIL AND HIGHWAY SYSTEHS. s nmsn STRIKE FOR PEBtE
3.8,2,2 1'VE SEEN TOD MaNY EXAMPLES OF ACCIDENTS THAT RESULTED IN LEAKS OR
EXPLIGIONS OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. I SHUDDER TO THINK OF THE EFFECTS
OF A NUCLEAR TRANSPORTATION ACCIDENT.

EL CENTRO DE LA RAZA - 2524 6¢h South, Sestile. Wa. 38H+

Seattle Wemen Act for Prace/WSP
DEADLY NUGLEAR SARBAGE WILL RUMBELE ALING OUR HWIGHWAYS IN ONE OF THE LONGEST (oR)a19 1668
2 ANE MOST DANGERCLS CONVOYS IN HISTORY. THE DEFPARTMENT OF ENERGY MUST - B
3.4.2 ENTER INTD A TRANSPORTATION WORKING AGREEMENT WITH REGIONAL STATES Ta : C . .:u.ur 15, 19&%

ADDRESS SUCH ISSUSE AS: LIABRILITY FOR ACCIDENTS, INFORMATION ABDUT THE ECENVELD DOERL.
TIMING, ROUTES AND CONTENTS OF SHIFMENTS, AND CONTACT PROTOCOL BETWEEN THE )
STATES AMD WASTE CARRIERS. Departnent of Znetgy JUL 18 1986
A EIMILAR ABREEMENT WAS ENTERED INTOD BETWEEN DUE AND THE STATE OF SOUTH ' . WM DIVISION
CAROLINA IN 1980, THE CITIZENS OF WASHINGTON DEMAND THE SAME. There ias more to the federally dlrected decision for Hanford to become the
. . - nation's nuglear dumpsite than meets the eye.
WE IM WASHINGTON ARE WILLING TO DO CUR FAIR SHARE. WE HAVE SAID THAT IF THE . . .
PROCESS IS5 FARIR AND THE SCIENCE INDISFUTABLE WE WON'T PLAY THE "MOT I[N MY What wa hear from ouwr administration and voliticians is amvhaais on science and
2 ]_ . ]_ BACKYARD® GAME. WELL, THE ADMINISTRATIOM AND DOE MUST HAVE THOUGHT THEY technology, Today, and sven yesterday, we have bsen and are faced with a series 3 4 3 1
* COULD PULL ONE OVER ON US. ) of vroblems of cataclismic consequances tnat have not yet been solved. a8 an exe
. . . . . . . amples the 149 aingle wallad tanks, contsining most deadly nuclear wasta from
THEY CREATED AN ELABORATE SYSTEM TC EVALUATE THE FIVE SEMI-FINAL SITES, defense mroduction { an orffensive croduction ] of these tanks aimost 20% are
SPENT HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS IN THIS ELABURATE RANKING PROCESS, ANMD THEN, WHEN Lwaking {27) and ne real solutlon in sight. The tanks and many other hazards -
1T came RIEHT DOWN ™ 1T. DID THEY PICK THE TOF THREE .GITES? are deadly hazards 10 all 11ving things, numans included.
NO. THEY PICKED NUMBERS ONE, - THREE AND FIVE. ° HANFORD HAB 'NUMBER FIVH, BUT While the point !.n quastion today is nuclear waste disocosal, hign and low legvel, 2 . 5 . 5
SOMEHOW MADE THE TOP-THREE LIST. THAT ISN*T SCIENCE, THAT ISN'T FAIRNESS, The Chernobll accident seta an awsoma examvle of the Inherent dangars of a .
— THAT"S THE DOE NUCLEAR LOTTO GAME. THE EXPLANATION NAS THAT DOE WANTED competitive rupaway science and technology Trogram or as I like to view 1t, the
[ S0-CaALLED GEOLDSIC DIVERSITY AND THAT HANFORD® 8 BASALT FILLED THE BILl. . indisecriminate versult of science and technology sourred Wy lntersst wroups-
oy BUT AT THE SAME TIME, THE DEPARTMENT CANCELLED AlLL THE EAST COAST GRANITE #=alinly the milltary and tnose who urofit financially; the exscutive and. legis-
SITES WHEN IT CALLED OFF THE SEARCH FOR THE SECOMD REFOSITORY. l.atlve b h of our govi t . cheeringy/
THE FACT IS, TRESE EXPLANATIONS ARE PURE BUNK AND WE AREM’T BUYING IT. We nave not even learned to cope with preasnt nuelear waste, at least not safely,
THE FACT IS5, THE ADMINISTRATION IS PLAYING POLITICS. and now we want to accumulnte more and more at a dizzying rata=in Hanford. ot
THE EAST GETS THE POWER, AND WE GET THE GARBAGE. ) . X .only the tanks are ieaking as mentioned nrevicusly, but thers are leaks underground
THE FACT 1S, WE HERE IMN THE NORTHWEST HAVE LEARMED JUST HOW FAIR AND and declassified rsvorts will not reach us until 30 to 20 vears later,  The *‘1.4’{\.;
REASHNABLE THE PRUCESS IS. AND -IN NOVEMBER, AFTER THE LESISLATURE HAS MET TO recently declasalfied revorts referring to melt downs or near melt downs in the “““-c. . q’ . 3 . 1
PUT A REFERENDUM ON THE BALLOT, THE PECPLE OF WASHINGTON STATE ARE GOING TG 19503 and 19602 justify myremarks. It also fills the people of owr country with
HAVE A CHANCE TGO TELL WHSHINETUN i JUST WHAT THEY THINK UF THE a desv sensa of aonrehession and mistrus¢. The transvorsation of spent hot rods,
ABMINISTRATICN PLAYING POLITICS WITH OUR LAND AND DUR LIVES. uranium, to the subssquent converslon to olutenlur poses several grave hazards,
WE ARE BDING TO ORGANIZE. WE ARE SOING TO FIGHT. #WE ARE GOING TO SFEAK WITH Much has been written by research scientlsts, unencumbersd by the Pentagon and/or
oNE VOICE. THEY MAY BE THREE THOUSAND HILES AWAY, BUT 1 GUARANTEE YHEY’RE weapens manufacturers interests. They imply that 1f the Nuclear Waste Bosrd and
GOING TY HEAR U8- LGLFQ AND CLEAR. R . . : the DOE will not heed their sdvics, owr state will be facing a p:r:eca.rj.ous future-.
if a futirs at all-.
IN THE HEANTIME SINCE WORDY HAVEN’T HAD MUCH IMPACT, SINMCE THE
2.1. 1 RECOMMENDATIONS  OF THE NATIOMAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES HAVEN’T MADE A DENT, For ay vart, the salution to nuclear waste disposal is not to pass 1t on to another
MAYBE YOU COULD DELIVER A MESSAGE =~ A VERY SIMPLE MESSAGE —-— TO THE FOLWS state; we need not one or two sites, wa need ten, twenty or. thirty, oreferably closs 3 3 5 2
IN WASHINGTON DC FROM THE FOLKE IN WASHINGTON STATE.. (THUMES DAWM GESTURE) 10 where nuoléar waste is being produced; the 2ame acpliss-to Talwan avent uranium
. RECE!VI:D DOE'RL rods-~we do. oot need mars plutotlum to make nore bombs, we do not need more nuclear
THANK YOU. wedrons testing, creating more waste. A1l of these only exacertate an intolerahla 2 . 5 . 6
JuL 18 905 o and unsurmcuntable uroblem, we face today.
gors 45 Lol
[N Sincersly yours,
WMDIVISION "'11/'5" M 5 a/‘ J . Seattle Women Act for Peace
: _) WA ”Lﬂ O(P'M ]LI/!M l'fW"t‘ anch of Yomen Strike for Peace
bl : sl = butad
L Frrpgdn i oondpe, ohom & biiday inol Koppel, co-chair

Ersd The Arms am—um The Humen Racs
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Statement of Esteila B. Leopold
Department of Botanu
University of Washington

CLIMATE CHANGE

The EFI5 nakes superficial mentian of possible impacts from
climate change but the treatment is inadesuate in terms of huwnan
safety. Considering the importance of long term conditions, and
the- wealth of modern data on climate systems (unexelored by DOE)
this topic is @iven short shrift, Is undocumented and is woefully
inadequate.: Just mentioning a problew is no substitute for an
arnalusis.

- FThe safetd of the buried defense wastes as well. as the
repasitory must be considered on a geolpgic timescale. The
federal guidelines irdicate that radicactive wastes must not leak
intan the accessible envivonment far 19,800 gears. That figure
should bhetter be i09.80@ years, considering the length of time
befogre the high level wastes would decay to g Y“safe " level'.
14,020 years is 2x the age of pur civilization. 180.000 years is
the age of later stone age cultures.

An anaiusis of past timing of climate and glaciation on =zuch a
timescale can be a basis for prodecting the future climate for
eastern Hashington.

The reason this is relevant is that anyg Change in climate mgans
a change in hudroloay.

Long. range climate can now be predicted Lecause it is
egtablished that our climate is forced by orbital characteristics
on earths not mentinned by the EIS.

The present intergiacial, 19,000 wrs long zo far, has been
canl ing over the [ast 4008 years. The last interglacial complex,
recarded by detailed fosszil pollen data in Frances showed 3 warm
periods, @ach as warm as todayy each lasting ca 10,002 years and
each ending rather suddenly with major ice ‘advanees in the Vosges
Mt=, 1t took oniu ca. 179 uears for temperate vegetation to be
replaced bu & boreal or canadian tupe near Paris, In the third
coaling, Scandanavian ice reached Amsterdam only 4000 years after
the warmest part of the interglacial. o

This meand that the sarth prubahlg will experience the
begining of a major glaciation within the next 4-5800 years. A
delay estimated at ca 20808 yrs could be cavsed by €02 increases
of the atmosphere (however, the so catléd greenhouse effect does
not seem to be happening). {onsarvatively projecting from the
past 100,200 yearss -a shift to & glacial climate should occur
in 5-7008 uyrs.

DOE assumes that eprecipitation might double in eastern
Washington , and rrojects oniy a small increase in water entering
tha surtface aquifer. Tha EIS does aot expiain how they arrived at

this figure. This srojection is unoocumented; so it apeears to be

. a guass, not based on a serious appwnach.

Under a full glacial climatey catastrophic floods iike the
Missoula floods of the late—glacial accrossz esasztern Hashington,
couid wipe out the alluvium of the Fanford. Reservation, chanae
the position of the Columbia River,. removing part or all of tha
buried waste tanks, the reactars, amd fhe Purex Plant (nat
mentioned?.

Recent floads in relation to Hanford are dealt with
superficially. Floods of historical magnitude (1948 and 1894)
with about 21,008 cubic nmeters/sec *world inundate the 18@8-F area
but wauld bhe gf little consequante o the regt of the Site" (p.
4. 10 no documentation). However sdcks floods wowsld impact ground
water levels away from the river and flush cut existing wastes in
the alluvium into the river.

The EIS congiders failure pf the &rand Coules Dam. But it only
considers cecenarios for 25% and 3@% failure. It says the 100
areas and JBB area along the river would he flogded. but fails to
point out the refation to the N~Reactor which would indeed be
flooded, DOE's capacity to shut dowe or operate the plant would
be insignificant. Such a condition would speli severe disaster
with grave environmental consgquences for the region.of the
Coulumbia BasSin and the river. The WPPS Nuclear Plants would also
he flooded. DOE fails to deal with these obvious hazards.

The EIS doea not take into accemmt that if the Grand Coules
Dam failed, the Priest RapeksDam just above the Ranford
Heservation would srobably go too, and thkis event might incresase
public hazards by annther arder of magnitude. :

In summary, the EIY does net adeauately address the topic af
enviraonmental and climate. change. With all the geplogical
expRrtise DOE has brought to bear om the EISs it has avoided the
most serious problem of all-— time and iong term hydrolegy. This
ig a fatal flaw of the EIS and the wraject.
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Dupurinont of Energy Putlle Hearing RECEIVED DOERL PAE 2 Buicr LATSWOR INUNY
¥aderal puilding Auditorium JUt 1B 186
Souttle, sushinguon - . 007 Im ks b £t s _
Ty 15, 1v86  WMDWISION AR T PHAGG CIAD DISUURES ME THE MOST I8 IMAT, UP UNTIL NOW, (g FEDSAL GOVEKKMENT AND
T A MARY MATISON 7273 SQUIH i26th SCPRKER, SZaTiLs, %A 96178. THE MULY1-BILLIGN DOLLAR NUCLUAR INDUSTRY MAVE SERN MOST KELUCYAM' 10 INFOKU CIMIZENS AQUT
IT SERM T ME THAY fhs SCATE OF WASLINGUOR ANMD T18 RESLhSHPS HAVE ALasalf AGCEFIED MORE THIS LS50k, Much OF MAT THEY HAVE SAID NAVE BEEN HALF-THUTMS AND EVASIVE, BUOH AS RLCENTIY
2,1, 1 TEAM HEm wiwe o THE NAT ION'S HUGIEAR WasiE. : VALHIAINING CHAT THE SLX-MEMSH PANSL ASPUINIED BY THE DOE 10 THVESY IGATE THE H REAGTOR swerr, 2, 5.5

_ | WAS REALLY HOr & GHOUP Okt COMMIITES THAY ¥EDiAl La® DECREES SHOULD OPEN “lsyIR AHED [NGS TO THE
WE ALL CARE ABOUP THE GENMNAT IQNS OF PEOPLE THAY WILL HAVE TO LIVE IN THIS wEGION AFTER WE PUBLIG, BUI, mATHEW, SIX LUDIVIDUAZS WHO HAVE, AND WILL IN 14E ATUKRE, BE ATTENDING BRIEFENGS
AME MO LONGER HERE. e MAVE A RESPONSTHILITY HOT TO FOLLJYE THEIR WATER SUPPLIES, IHE AR HOU MELCINGE AND MAY, CHERSFORE, M6t BENIND CLOSED DOORS. ANOYHEM EXAMPLX IS TELLING UG HOT
THEY WILL LAVE 0 BxEACHE AND THE FOOD GHALN THEY WILL MEED TO EXIST ....AND FOR THAR MATTER, TO WORRY.+s oQUR NUGLEAK WASTE WILL 58 VISHIFIED AND SAFELY SCORED WHEN THEY ENOW THA? FRANCE

WHY NOr ‘PRUTHFULLY rﬁﬁbﬁ\fﬁf %gﬂ:fﬁc], 3 . 1 - 8 . 10

05Y FOR SAFELY MANAGTYG NUCLEAR WASTE IS, A3 YET, YHKNOMWN. i
JUL 18 1886 2075

DEMGCRAL IC GOVERNMENT DSPENDS UFON THE INFORMED AND ACTIVE.PARTICIALT ION oMWHEDWISHIba

g L) N ‘ i i W BE NECESSAHY 19 ST0) HONTTOR AND FROT ECT . . .
HOT L0 PASS UH THE HORasNINGS TAX BURDEM {HAT WILL & HE, 1 IS HAVING TROUBLES WISH [VS VIPRIFICALION PLAUT.

THEMS oLYES PHOM NUCLEAR VAS FE GONPAMINAT ION,

SINCE MEAWLY 90f% QF COMMEACTAL NUCLEAR WASIE IS GENERATED IN THE EASTERN PART OF THE URITED

SIATES ISH'T T INCOUPKEHENSISLE THAT [HE PEDERAL GOVRRNMENT IS NOW TELLING US THAT HANFORD

AND RENUTRES. PHAT GOVARHMENIAL BODIES PROIECT THE GITIZENS RIGHT T0 KNOW.
15 THE OHLY PAiUANANY SEPOSITOHY REDKDY _ . i
. T OF US HAVE ONLY A VAGUE IDEA OF #HAT COS OM A¢ THE HANFORD SKSERVATION. THIR MAY IN

= ) :
= 3.4, 2 .2 1t WILL BE INCAEDIBLY EXPENSIVE TO MOVE SFENT FUEL TO HANFORD. WHILE IN TRANSIT IT WILL BE

PART BE DUE U i'H.A Ll Fl g i { e
i 0 THE FACL THAT FHOM TIPS INGEFPIQH IN 1543 AS II’ARI‘ F '1?{3 GOVERNMENT '3 MANHATTAN

BUBSECT TO ACCIDENTS, THEFT AND TERRORIST ATTACE. PHOJKCY TO MANUEAC IURE AFOM BOMSS, THE REASON FOR ITS EXTSIENCE WAS SO SEQRET THAT EVEN THOSE
WHO WORKED THEWE WE<S UNAWARZ OF WHAY THEY WERE PRODUCING. MUCH OF IT8 ACTEVITIES SINCE HaVE

THE UNILED SPATHS DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY HAS IDENTIFIED NEARLY 500 MUGLEAR FACILITIES CURRENTLY BEEN CARRYED OUF IN AN AIR OF GREAT SECRECY.

OBSOLEYE QR EXPECTSD TO SECOME OBSOLECE IN THE NEXT FEW YEARS. AS AN EXAPLE, THE SHIFPINGPORT

ATONIG PORE SIKTION, JUST WEST OF PITSSURGH, PENNSYLVANIA, BY TODAY'S STANDARLS A VERY SUALL LOOKING: UACK O THOSE YEARS #. PEIHR LINUASSI, CENRMAL COUNSEL FOI THE DEFARTMEN? OF HEALTH,

REACTOR, WAS DECOIMISSIONED AND PART OF IT SHIPPED TO HANFORD LAST YEAR, IT JOURMEYED 7,800 EDUGATION AND SELEARK TOLD A JDING CONORESSIONAL SUBCOMMIITES IN AFRIL GF 1970

MILES VIA RIVER, OGEAN, PANAMA CANAL, THROUGH PQRTLAND AND UP THE COLUMBIA RIVER TQ HANFOED. “IHE AMERICAN PEOFLE WERE NOT INFORMED QF PHE EVIDENCE TRAT VAS QAYHERINE DURING DiE

ABOUT 2 WILLIUN PEOPLE, l.2 u':u.mu OF THEM Idl THE PARTLAMD-VAMCCUVER AREA, LIVE ALONG THR . 18503 AND 1960s OF THE UNCERTATNSY AS TO THE HEALTH EFFECTS FROM RADYATION.,.I WOULD
GOIUNBIA RIVEA. - THE PORFLAND GUSIONS DISTHICT JAEDLED $4.1 RILLIOM TN BLFORTS AND §3.5 AILLION SAT CHERE WA3 A GENEAAL ATOGPIUERE AN ATTI[UDE IUAT THE AMBWICAN FEQPLE, GIVEE THE FACTS,
I8 IMPORUS DURING 1984, THE ASSESSED VALUE OF THE PORT DISIRICTS ALONG THE RIVIR I3 $52 WQULD. 0T WAKE THE BIGHY RISE=BENSFTI JUDGMENT .*

BILLION. TOURISW, SPORYS AND COMMERCIAL FISHING BEING MUCH WEALTH TO THE REGION. BARGING y - )
3 . 2 . 6 . 1 » WAT T KNG® ABOUY NUGLEAR WASTE MAMAGEMGNT COMES FROM MANY HOURS OF INPENSE RESEANCH oN THIZ

BADIOACYIVE WASIE 1S A THREAT IO ALL OF [HESK. '

SUBJECT. 1'M GRATEFUL ‘TO HE INVESTIOATIVE REFORTERS OF THE SkkTTLE TINES, SEACTLE POST
ACCORDING TO CLAXENCE E. MILLER, A USIOE OPFICIAL IN DECOMMISSIONING, FANFORD WILL ALSO THUELLINGENCER, YER ORRGONTAK AFD TZE FMLADKLPHIL IWUIRER FOR PROVIDISG $0 WICH BACEGROUND
RECEIVE SOMS 230 TLUCKLOADS OF SHIPPINGFORT RADIOAC{IVE DEBRIS - & 2,000 MILE CVERLAND HAUL. +HPORMAY [N, FUBLICAIIONS BY THE WASHINGTON PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPOMIIZILITY, THR LEAGUR

' OF WOMEN vOUHMS OF SPONANE, THE LBAGUE OF WOMEM VOTEHRS EDUCAT IGN FuND, THE NEws LEITER FROM
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rHE qasdlHGEwl HUCLSAR WAZCE JUARD, DRe ALLEN 3. 28nS0H AND LAARY HIOCK'S "ULOWING 1IN THE

QIND" Al WdEGOUS OCHEH BOOKS AND PUSLICATIONS HAVE 3EEN WOST HELPFUL.

I ALSO MuKes b dadt adkn I KEAD IN SLOUISE SCHUMACKSR'S ARPICLE LHAL [ DEPARCYENC OF
BELMGY AND LvS CUHYHAC IOKS..eHOCKMELL ILANFOHD OMSRAFIONS, HAUTALLE, \“ESIINGUOUSE HANFORE,
AND UNG MICLEAf INDUSTALSS..«WILL SPEND MORS “EAN §5 UILLION YHIS YEAR AND EMPLOY 70 WORKERS,

INCLUDTNG AN QUtsIDE PUBLIC-MELATIONS FIRM, 1O BRLP O ‘THR ‘DHPENSK-WASIE ISSUE

ALL 1 AsK 18 QHAL Pl DEFARYHMER! OF £NiRGY, DEFENSE DEPARTMENT AND THE NUCLEAR ‘InDUSTRY
LAVEL SI0H JS AND TELL T "LIKE P I5." WE CAN SEN PuOBABLY ACREE ON SOME PORM OF
MOATLORED AErRIBVASLE STOMAGE [HAT IS WELL MAEMyATNED AND PROCECT £D...BVEN THOUGH YHAT,

100, T RISKY.

It SEEMS ONLY LOGIGAL [0 S0P FURZHER PRODUGIION OF COMMERCIAL AND DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE

UNTIL WE CAN SAPuLY DISPOSE OF IT.

RECEIVED DOERL
JUL 18 1986 6075
WM DIVISION
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HOW DoES DOE SHRINK HI LEVEL WASTES?

076
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. The U8 Department af Energu has earlier indicated it must bury
30¥, 080 cubic yards of transuranic wastes. The EIS cites 32,800
cubic meters aof contaminated soil. Now we hear recently that the
volume is 32 million gailons of waste.

One way we fear DOE is shrinking the volums of defanse waste

it must take care

af is tp redefine what high-level and low-level

waste is. Under their new standards the Hanford plant has been
able to reglassify 7 of the 12 million cubic meters of soil
contaminated or disposed liquid plutonium waste as "low-level",

and te reduce the
axplanation to 32,

remaining 3 million tubic meters wwithout
208 cubic maters.

The new standards mas al=zo allow Hanford to leave high-level

wastes in staovrage

tarks— contrary to public law— in cases where

the tanks have. failed and caunnot be rempved.

The losphole in thie procedure is highly danderous for the
people gt HWashingkon and the region. If one takes high level

waste, mixkes it wi

th enough soil, it can ba termed as "low leval"

and thrown in a. trench » geen te the enviruvnment. This is no way

ta run a busine=ss,
nuclear wastae!

parttcularly one as seridusly devastating as
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WALBRIDGE J. POWELL JUL 18 1986
ENGINEER &GEOLOGIST (206] 2325295

4314 jsland crest way mercer island WA 98040"M DIVISION
JuLy 15.1986

On Saturpay JUne 7, I startes My GOTH YEAR OM EARTH BY READING AN ARTICLE IK THE
SEATYLE P-I WHICH STATED THAT THE LEWELS oF RADIATION AT KiEv, A cITY oF 2.5 MILLION
FEQPLE: WERE APPROXIMATELY 15 To 30 TIMES NORMAL,THAT ABORTIONS HAD BEEN FECOMMENDED
FOR SOME WOMEN CAUGHT IN THE RADIOACTIVE FALLOUT FROM THE CHERWORYL ACCIDENT. ThE
ARTICLE WENT ON TG SAY THAT 100,000 PEOPLE EVACUATED FROM THE 18 MILE DANGER ZONE
RUN A BIGH RISK OF DEVELOPING LEUKEMIA AND THYROID CANCER: THAT REGIONS OF ITALY HAD
ISSUED WARNINGS ABOUT CHERRIES AND PRODUCTS MADE EROM THE MILK OF SHEEP AND GOATS
AND SWEDEN HAD CANCELLED THE ANNUAL SUMMER RETHDEER HURT.
LET us NOW SUBSTITUTE SPOKANE. SEATTLE. AND PORTLAND AND OTHER SMALLER CITIES FOR
THE ¥1EV AREA, THE (OLUMBIA FOR THE PRIPYAT, AND TWo WEEKS ¥ 1985 Fom 1942 TO THE

VRESENT: THE LANGUAGE FROM RussIAN 70 U. S. BUREAUGARBLE.

WHat THE Russiang UNFORTUNATELY ACCOMPLISHED IN A SHORT TIME, WE ALREADY HAVE,

ACCOMPLESHED, THE HANFORD OPEN AIR TRANCHES HAVE LEAKED SINCE THEY WERE INSTALLED.
THE K REACTOR HAS SPEWED RADIOACTIVE GAREAGE SINCE IT WAS FLRST ACTIVATED. Purex
IS VOMITING RADIOACTIVITY INTD THE AIR RIGHT MOW. RADIDACTIVITY 1§ SEEPING INTD
THE CaLumBla RIVER AT THIS INSTANT.

LET U5 EXAMINE HOW WE HAYE COME TO INHERIT THIS LIVING HELL. WE ALL KNOW ABONT THE
HIGHLY SUCCESSFUL EFFORT TO PRODUCE AN ATOMIC BOMB BURING WORLD WAR II. WITh THE
ADVENT OF PEACE WE HAD TH1S STABLE OF ROY wunnzés WHO WQULD BE UNEMPLOYED 50 THE
DEFENSE DAPARTHENT DECIDED TO PROMOTE NUCLEAR BONBS, MISSILES AND POMER PLANTS.

OF COURSE, TO PRODUCE THE NECESSARY BOME MATERIAL,FUEL, AND MATERIALS FOR TESTING
18 HEVADALENIWETOK, BIKINL, AND JUST OFFSHORE OF San DIEGO A ENORMOUS CADRE OF
BUREAUCRATS AND CONTRACTORS WAS DEVELOPED., THEY ARE STILL WITH. Us BUT THEIR COUNT
HAS MULTIPLIED TEN TIWES OVER. -

AS THE YEARS HAVE PASSED. BOMBS WERE SET OFF ABOVE AND BELOW THE GROUND AKD OCEAN,

ovER 250,000 CIVILIANS AND SERVICEMEW ARE KNOW TO HAVE BEEM EXPOSED TO TO VAST

LR

x
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*
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QUANTITIES OF RADICACTIVITY, POWER PLANTS HAVE BEEN BUILT AND HAVE MELTERMM DVISION

DOWN AND VENTED [ThRee MiLe Istann I, AND THE ATomic Eneroy COMMISSION, NoW  THE

DepT. oF ENERGY STILL MAINTAINS THAT A LITTLE RADIGACTIVITY WILL NOT HURT ANYONE.

THAT 13 ANALOGOUS TO SAYING THAT A TIGER IS ONLY SLIGRTLY FEROCIOUS OR THAT IT

[$ TASY TO KEEP.AN ELEPHANT A5 A PET IN A SMALL huT. [N THE FIRST INSTANCE [ woup

ASK WHY DO TIGER KEEPERS HAVE SUCH NUBBY FINGERS AND IN THE SECOND | WOULD ASK WHY

THE BLEPHAT'S MASTER SLEPT..OUTSIDE,

WASTE WAS DUMPED OUTSIDE AT HANFORD BECAUSE THEY WERE JUST TOO LAZY TG FIGURE OuT

WHAT TO DO WITH IT AND BESIDES: IT WAS GOVERNMENT LAND AND YOU CAN DO ANYTHING YoU

WANT ‘ON GOVERNEENT LAND IN THE INTEREST OF NATIONAL DEFENSE.

In vHE 19505 A TREMENDOUS EXPLOSTON OCCURRED IN THE URALS OF RUSSTA. SPENT FUEL

HAD REACTED AND CONTAMINATED HUNDREDS OF SQUARE MILES. THAT ARZA IS NOT IN USE TODAY 34 4 .3 8
AND WILL FOREVER BE UNTEMABLE. OW THE FANFORD RESERVATION WE HAVE THE SAME S1TUATION
AMD TT COULD GET WORSE. '

THE FOLLOWING COULD HAPPEN IN THE AREA OF THE I“TRENCHES 1. Liquip WASTE HELD IN

A+ I-TRENCH COULD LEAK AS ITHAS DEEN FOR FORTY YEARS. 2. TPEWrE PERCCUTESD:MN AKD
18 ENTRAPFED  AND CONCENTRATED BY COLUMNAR CHROMATOGRAPHY IN WHICH DIFFERENT 3. 4 .3. 8
SUBSTANCES ARE SEPARATED OUT BY THE SOIL AT DIFFCRENT DEPTHS DEFENDING Ok THEIR

MOLELULAR WE1GHTS MD PROPERTIES. THE PLUTONIUM 15 aDSORBED [ BOUND TO THE SURFACE

OF SOIV PARTICLES BY MOLECULAR BOWES) INTO A RELATIVELY THIN LAYER OF THE SO1IL.

A CHATIN REACTION 15 SET OFF BY WATER PERCOLATING INTO THE PLUTONIUH RIch sO1L.The

Hrsn TEHPERATURE OF THE PLUTONIUM WOULD CAUSE MASSTVE QUANTITIES OF HIGH PRESSURE

STEAM TO. FoRH, THE EXPLOSION WOULD RESEMBLE A MUD YOLCANG AND WOLLD PROJECT mnznset,v

Rnomm:nvs AEROSOLS INTO THE ATHOSPHERE, THE END RESULT wolLp' BE CONTAMINATION OF THE

WHEM’LA?fDS OF EASTERN WASHINGTON.CITIES CONTAMINATED, THE RIVER AND SUERFACE WATER

WADE FERMANENTLY UNUSABLE. THE AREA WOULD BE £COLOGICALLY DEAD Auuﬁﬂiﬂiﬁg

WOULD WISH FOR DEATH'S RELEASE.

Teoay we Have THE DOE tNVOLVED 1h: D]SFDSALM-OF'.CIC_ZLIAN WASTE, DISPOSAL OF MILITARY

WASTE INCLUDING 17,000 TONS 0F WASTE IN PLACE PLUS.NUCLEAR FUEL FROM SURFACE AS
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WELL AS SU'B_SUR.FACE i‘ESSELS AS WELL AS THEIR meactor castuss (100 wucLEAR SuBMARINES

TN THE HEXT 20 YEARS }5 DEVELORIHG A MINIATURE REACTOR FOR THE SYAR HARS PUMPING LASER

fnE OF THESE \MS SCHEDULERFOR LF\UNCH oM A SPACE SHUTTLE CLOSELY FOLLOWING CHALLENGFR

AND ‘ONE g_o_uj_n HAVE BEEN. ON BOARD THE TiTAN MISSILE THAT EXPLODED. JUST ABOVE 175 PAD

ApriL 18, 1686); PLOTTING THE SHIPMENT OF WASTE FROM A DEFENSE DEPARTHENT LOAN TO @

‘COMMERCLAL REACTOR 1N TAIWAN THROUGH THE PORT OF SEATTLE FOR RECYCLIHG AT Savaunsn

3000 MILES AWAY; EXPERTMENTING WITH A WASTE 1SOLATION PLANT I CaRLsBAD New Mexico;
ATIEPTING TO DISIGH A SAFE CASK FOR TRANSPORTATION OF DEFENSE AND CIVILIAN WASTE
{TARGET DATE 15 1955 ALTHOUGH SHIPHENTS FROM THREE MILE 1SLAND.ARE ARRIVING AT HRHFORD BYEY week ]
nPéMum THE PURRA PLANT  SOR PHODUCTION OF BOMB MMTERTAL A0 PROCESSING OF SPENT FEL FROM THE FAST
FUN TEST FACDLITY (eowenTs wert puE o8 THE DRAFT EinponeNteL [bpAcT STWERERT w7, 1086%; m
RTERFERING wiTh [, Roeerr Gae’ sﬁpwsmmmnwosammus 4D SVIET DOCTORS  CHARGED
WITH DETERIRING THE EFFECTIVAESS OF BORE, HARRCH TRASPLANTS TH NJ.EVIATIN; THE EFFECTS OF EXPOSINE
TO RADICACTIVITY + -

HE BURBACHRTIC, ENTITY koW a5 € [0E € 1 o 27 e CEPARTPENT OF EXTINCTION ) 15.AL50 musviLY
COLLECTTNG FALSE DATA TO JSTIFY THE OWICE OF HAWORD AS THE SOLE RUCLEAR WASTE FACILITY 1N THE 128
(N OF THE PRIVE COTRACTONS. IN AL 0F THE TOE'S provecys 15 ROCGHLL. ROCRYELL IS ALS0 TIE FRIVE..
M&’m VE .CAN THEREFORE MAXE, r\lssu*mcws AS TO THE OALTTY AND R IABRITY _
oF ROCKWELL'S wome om TR PROECTS.

[ WOULD: SUGBEST THAT YOU CONTACT YOUR CORGRESSIEN TRHORRCW (T THEY ALL/SEEH TO RE T oF Tow

o TS T Furoee Ay Asta. THEY SEEM T0 THINK THAT THE WELFARE OF [URVRE A ASIA ARE MIRE I
FORTANTT}WTMT(FT}EIRUMI PEOPLE . '

Tere 15 oMLY mre WY THET VE cop oBTAIN contre oF e TOE Al THAT 15 THROUGH FINANCES . HHEN YOU
CALL DR WRITE (PREFEW\E.\‘) YOUR COMGRESSHER TELL THEM THAT YOU FEEL: TIWT THE ITE 15 T OF (ONYRIL
AT THAT YOUAHD YOUR FRIENKNOW OF A GOOD CAVMIDATE FOR THELR OFFICE WD JIST HiGHT YOTE 70 €T
OFF FUDS T0 17, AFTER ALL, SHDILD WE TOLESATE A PUREAUCRACY wise #0TTn syoun i ™ WE SHALL BRING
RHBRWSTE T0 THE RSIET FLAE A DIT 11 TRFE%, =, Lo L ()C}_%ﬁ:‘ /

/;,) - > .
Wmerpor I PRRLL O

WASHPIRG "=

The Washington Public Interest Research RGP

5628 University Way NE - Seantle, WA 96107 {206} 526-8843

Statesment on the Ihadeguacies of the U.5.Dept. of xnaxgy-
. . Eantord Defense Hastes B.Ls.

The Department -of - Energy -is p:.acmuea-ling the public to
death. They refuse to discuss all related Banford radicactive and
toxic waste problems in one Environmental Impact Statement and
one decision-making process. The issues are ibterrelated and the
cumuelative impacts from all the wastes at Hanford are so
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tremendous as to prebably make Hanford the world's largest and’

most complex toxic waste dump.  The pecple of the State deserve
better treatment than te have the significance of the issues hid
from them and their participation. discouraged- by the DoE's
inglstencve on piecemealipg the cleam wp problem-in multiple
thousand page ElSes, The DoE evidently hopes that many of the
probhlems at Hanford will fall between the cracks of public
concern, Thus, the heart of our concern is that the Defense Waste
BIS is totally inadequate in its scope.

2.5!5

. The public desexves- to. know right now that this’

Environmental Impaot Statement progess of the DoB's is being
dominated by cost considerations rather thatn the search for the
best available technology or achievement of the maximum possible
cleanup of contaminated areas. Any private industry which
indiscriminately dumped its toxic wastes the way tho ‘DoE has
would see its cfficials in jail and wouild be ordered to achieve
the maximum posaible cleanup = regardless of cost. Qur testimony
focussesa.on the incredibly f£lawed process heing uséd by the
Depaxtment ¢f Energy - your purpose seems to ke not. &0 clean up
your wastes but to convinee the public that you have done so in
order to continue producing huge quantities of wastes at Hanford
as the byproduct of weapons production. .

We challenge the operative .goals .of the process undeztaken
by the DoE in releasing the draft EIS. Spokespevple for the DoE
have said they wiesh to use .this process to determine what
*tradeoffs™ are agegptable to the publia.

Tradeoffs are simply not acteptable to the public when it

comes to clean up and disposal of the vast quantities of toxig

and.radiocactive wastes dumped: or stoYed at Hanford. We can not
accept tyading off either’ public health or the environment of a
vast area of central Washingl‘.on in axchange for aavan ‘the DoE
money .

¥o private industry could seek to have the publie consider
coat "tradeoffs* in the clean up of 4 toxic waste dump yndar the
Federal Superfund law (CERCLA). BY what right does the DoE
congider itself subject to a different standard when it gomes to
what is undoubtedly thia nation's mogt complex and dingerous
toxic waste dump - Hanfordy

We demand an expianation ag to the weight the poE is glving
te cost savings when deciding on "in place stabilization® varsus
an actual clean uy and disposal of the wastes they hiave dumped at
Banford. The EIE guotes from the Hanford Defense Waste Management
Plan {1975} to state that the decision will ba made to go forwayrd
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with in place stabilization of wastes rather than actual ¢lean up
and disposal in a repository if the DoE determines that “short
term risks and cdosts of retrieval and transportation outwaigh the
environmental benefits of disposal in a geologic mined
repository.® (EIS at wvi)

We can not allow the DoE to decide that the cost of cleaning
up the toxie waste dump, that they have made 600 square miles of
central Washington into, {s a more important criteria than .the
long term health of our public and enviromment for the eternity

-that these wastes pose a hazard for so long as they are left

untouched or swept under a few faet of soil. .

the scope of this EIS is also inadequate in that it wholly
fails to describe For the public the scope and nature of existing
contamination of the solls and groundwater of the Hanford
Resarvation, Ignored are hundreds of contaminated so0il sites,
contaminated ground water streams, the chemical and radionucleide
centent of s0il disposal ¢rids and even the high level waste
tanks. Replacing the required description in the EIS of the
actual contamination of the Hanford environmant are the most

.amazing public relations statements and terminology. Funny how

thea DeE ha= millions to spend on the PR for its defense waste
manageMent program but, cost is a factor in whether they
clean up after themselves,

Rather than inform the public about the true nature of the

" severe threat that Hanford wastes now pose due to leaks and
.deliberate dumping practices, the EIS contains statements like

this : *waste management practices at Hanford were shown ( in the
1975 Environmantal Statement for Hanford Waste Management and
Oparations ) to safaly and effectivaely igsolate the waste on an
interim basis," (EIS Forewerd page v.) :

With Uranium in the groundwater; plumes of contaminated
groundwater from soil dumping heading towards the Columbia River;
500,000 gallcons of high level nuclear wastes lLeaked from single
shell tanrks; sail heavily contaminated around the tanks;
Plutonium from Hanford in the air amd soll of downwind
communities; HOW DARE THE DOE SAY :"Waste management practices at
Hanford were shown to safaly and effectively isolate the waste on
an interim basis”? . .

Oaly to the DOE can 39 feet of dirt and crushed rock on top
of leaking high ievel nuclear waste tanks be called a permanent
golution or disposal of nuclear wastes, But with the expenditura
of enough PR money they. go one step farther and call this a
rgeotextile baryxier®™, To the public it's still nothing more than
30 feet of dirt shovelled on top of the most dangerous wastas
known t0 humankind. Futhermore, there ils absoluteley no proof
that this ia any more effective at isolating these radicactive
wagtes from the eavirgument than the DoE's literally, as well as
figuratively, sweeping the leaking waste tanks undar a rug.

The DoE has excluded from ‘the scope of the EIS any
discussion of the gsignificant technological and gealogic problems
with emplacement of defense high level nuclear wastes in a
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geologic repository. The DoE has apparently viclated tha Raticnal
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by both failing to discuss thase
significant issues and through deciding to drop the construction
of -a second mined geologic repository. X .

NEPA reguires the completion of an Environmental Impact
Statement prior to ANY decision that may lead to-ddverse
environmental impacts . or which limits the choices on such a
decision. NEPA further requires considération of all relavant
environmental information by the decision maker when a decision
with adverse impacts or which limits future choices is made. That
is exactly the nature of the decision made by the Secretary of
Energy in announcing that there will be no sascond repository. In
8o doing, he has made the Defense Waste EIS a sham, He has
foreclosed the option of a true clean up of the wastes ih the
leaking. single shell high level nuclear waste tanks and the soil
around them. In essence, the Secretary of Energy has decided that
these wastes are not going to be placed in a repository because
there is not room in one repository for all the defense wastes as
wall as the civilian puciear wastes which must go into the
repogitory. The state must proceed to ‘challenge this decision and
demand that it be set aside by the Federal courts for failure to
consider the considerable environmental hazards of the "in place
stabilizatioa” , l.e... shovelling 30 feet of dirt on top of
these wastes , option described im this draft EIS,

Clearly, the Department of Energy is ruaning scared about

" its having viclated the National Envirpnmental Folicy’ Act when

the Secrstary of Energy made the arbitrary, capricious, blatantly
political and totally illegal decision to abanedon the second
repository program. The Secretary of Energy's decision not only
made it crystal clear that the DoE hever intended to
latscientific and legal issues suych as the gréundwater movement
in the basalt rYocks under Hanford stand in the way of Hanford's

" selection as a high level nuyclear waste dump BUT, he made

perfectly clear that a total clean up of existing single shell
tapk wastes at Hanford and emplacing those wastes into a geologic
repository would NEVER happen — and that this EIS on the defense
wastes is a sham.

The DoE's Michael Lawrence is now playing point man for a
scared DoE, which has. been caught blatantly violating the
National Environmental Policy Act, On July 8,1986, he relesased a
brand new computation of the volune of wastes and a denial of a
legal violation by claiming :"Tt is the rate of loading of the
repository, not i{ts capacity, that is most important."fhis
Subterfuge does not. srtand up-to serutiny. .

Appendix C of the Environmental Assessment of Hanford - a
DOE document - shows vwividly how the Secretary and Lawrence are
misleading -the public and vielating NEPA. That document estimates
that there will be. 130,000 metric tone of high level waste from
Spent nuclear plant fuel rods alone by the year 2020. The maximum
legal load for a repusitory is 70,000 metric tons, Lawrance
admitathat there (s already 11,000 metric tons at Hanford in
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tanks - 10,250 tons alone in the leaking sing'\t},i tanks,
Additionally, there is 6,500 metric' tons ¢urren @ other DoE
facilities that must go into a repository. Simple-addition makes
clear that the OoE violated NEPA by canning the sacond repository
program and giving the shaft to Texas,Navada or Washington State
when we ware made finakista in the high lavel waste dump lottery.
Even. the DoE should be able to add these numbers which prove
Lawrencets math does not hold up, even if. the DOE made the rather
sensible decision mot to produce any more high level nuclear
wastes. Without any new wastes there is not room in even two
repositories for all nuclear power plant fvel rods and DoE high
level wastes - the DOE doesn't intend to put those single shell
tank wagtes in a repozitory despite putting out this BIS that
1ists this as an alternative. This violates NEPA. .

We challenge the decisision to proceed with a
“Jemonstration” of "in situ disposal* for the tank wastes, for
which the DoE requests funding from Congreds in its FY 87 budget
for Hanford, %o too must the State ¢challange the dizmissal in the
RIS of clean up and removal of the contaminated soil envelope
surrounding the waste slites. .

‘We wish to comment on the Eailure of the FIS to addresd the
elean up of the chemical touxic wastes dumped or stored at
Hanford. Any private dumpsite would have to meet the standards
and timelines of tha Resource,Conservation and Recovery Act
{RCRA), Superfund {CERCLA} and the Fadaral wWater Pollution
Contral Act. This EIS not only fails to discusse a total
inventorying of dumped toxic wastes or a total clean up, but
fails to discuss even meeting the same ¢lean up standards that
the owners of any toxic waste dump would have to meet if the
ownars were anyope but the U.9.Department of Enerdgy. We Eear
that the "in situn disposal® or "in place stabilization® option
that the DOE seems to have already chosen by default for much of
the Hanford noclear wastes also condemns future genarations to
the exposure and groundwater -contamination hazards poged by the
chemical wastes — something that we no longer let private dumpera
walk away from without cleaning up, The grsatest hazard from the
failure to Gispose of the chemical wastes is, perhaps, that these
wastes constitute the speediest transport mechanism for moving
the associated radionucleides out of the burial ground and
through the soil to groundwater. X

Even had the Becretary of Energy not precluded the geclogic
repository option (illegally), the draft FIS would gtill wrongly
lack a repository alternative for putting all all of the
radfcactive wastes - by volume - into & ‘geglogic repository,
Instead, the repository opticon dascribed in the EIS proposes only
the majority of the wastes ag classed by radicactiviky would be
placed in thé repository. Much of the wastes - still lethal -
would remain in the tanks. Given that the geclogic barrier ayatem
1s the "best available technology® for dlsposing of wastes, and
hte intent of NEPA is to require full considexation of a wide
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range of alternatives, a true gelcloglic diaposal alternative
should be fully evaluated,. Dismissing this alternative, solely
on the basis of cost, should mot be & decision made by the
Department of Enexrgy. .

Bn independant investigation of the efficacy of relying on

the man-made barrier syatem should be conducted - glven its

contradiction of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act's reliance on
geologic barriers bacause ho man made barrier can be expected to
keep wastes out of the environment for tens of thousands .of
years.The fimal EIS should include full exploration of
techrologies other than grouting and the geo-textile barrier,
specificdally the proposed technology described in the State of
Wasfilngton's comments, The technelogiea described in the drafb
FIS are largely untested and, thérefore, do not deserve status as
the only technologies to be considered. .

Three recommendations follow on ways te improve the decisiob
making process for.the EIS. Improving the precessa Is necessarry
to ensure that adequate public lnvelvement and public confidence
exist in the decision making process, and that NEPA is not
violated, .

Answers to many of the basic questions about the defense
wastes are still lacking ; What are the exact contents of the
jndividual tanks ? { -onmly the contents of the tanks in aggregate
is kpnown ); How reliable is the technolegy of grouting in
isolating the wastes 7 { the EIS states that *soluability" of
grout is not knowa ); How will the wastes be monitored, since the
monitoring equipment must puncture the protective barrxier ¢ The
public must have the right to review and comment on the DoB's
plans as answers to these basle guestions are found. This is the
last public hearing which the DoE bas gauranteed the public. This
is not acceptable.

Another EIS. is only planned if the data on these unangweraed
questions exceeds the hounds of what is currently expected. The
intent of WEPA, howaver, is to compare detailed alternatives,
Thus, it is inappropriate for the DoBE not %o plan for an
additional public inpui procasa. The public is being forced to
operats in the dark without the basic information necded to
evaluate the alternatives.

A formal process of independent review of the fact finding
process on these basie yuastions is also warranted., The DOE
suffers Lrom a lack of credibllity with the public due to past
mismanagement of the wastes at Hanford, This credibility was not
imprxoved when , at the defense wastes workshop in Seattle, a DoE
official told the public that all of the waste at Hanford could
be dumped in the Columbia Rivex, and no harm to human hedlth or
tha envirdnment would ensue. Such an independent review should be
conducted by both the Stat and the Ratlonal Academy of Sciences -
with funding from a DeE "Superfund” style adcount. The DeE should
be required to Set fAaide the clean up funds as soon as possible,
legt they never be dppropriated.
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*Cur State Is a Dumpsite’ ,

DUR STATE IS A DUMPSITE b¥ Dana Lyons, CopyTight 1985
{reprinted with pem:.ss:.un) i

I lost my job here rishing and opened up a Bstore

1 buy and sell reactors. cooling towera, and lead doors -
We've got a brand new industry bearing fruit of finer taste
We sell julée to California and get paid 4o keep the waste

CHORUS ]

Our stats is a dumpsite, plutonium 239 )

Qur. state is a dumpsite. just set 1t over thers, that's fine
Qur state is a dumpsite, we'll take whatever you zend

Our state is a dumpsite, where the hot times never end

Wa don't just make the power, we aleo bulld the bombs
The dollsys never stop from Washingfon to Washingion

The other states all love us cause we rarely take & wtand
' They send us 1ittle presents and put money in our hands

CHORUS

S0 now I'm fat and weamlthy ceuse my business here haa grown
I sell lampa that don't plug in and heaters for - your homa
Progress and technology, for us they've sura been grent
Wa're singing hére in Washington, the everglowing state.

- Our séate is a.dumpai-ﬁe, plutoni\m 239
Our state is a dumpsite, just set it over there that's: f.’me
our state is z dumpsite, our fate is to mutate
We're singing here in Waah:.-\gton. the ever glowing atate

i repeat -

Record and cassetta (4 song album.on 12% reuord.) swailahla
by mail. Send check for $6.00 { includea shipping) toz - -
Reigning Records, P.0. Box 45451, ‘Seattle, WA, 96145,
FPlease gllow four waeks for delivery..
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1f ali the efectric pover used by one
man during his ifetime weie general-
od by nuclear power aline, tha amount
&f radioactive wasté that would be pro-
:n;ced would ﬁt ina prece of glass this

sVAcademy of Scierices secommended
thathigh-levet waste could bestba dis-
posed of by butial In geological salt
formations. In-a report to the Atomic
Energy Commission, the NAS commit.
o stated that it was convinced that
“rclioactive waste can be dispased of
safely in avaristy of ways and at a large
number of sites in the United States.”
They advised the immediate Investi-
gition ofa “large nunber of potenila)
future sites aswell as thie complemen-
tary labjoratory levestigations of dis-
posal methods® 5o that the nation
woitkd be prepared to handle the waste:
upened from an Increasing number

‘Nuciear Waste;

Don’t Bury 1t,
Recyle It As Fuel

by Mar;one Maze! Hecht

What we call nuglear “waste” is -
tually a valuable resource. More than

- 96 perceat of the so-called wasle pro-

duéd by nuiuvar reactors can be re-
processed to be reused as aranium or
plutaniym fuel; only aboit 4 percent
Is actualiy high-evel sadicactive waste
that regquires dispesal. And even this

high-level waste could b2 trangfarmed,

imo »_resource: Advanced isotope
teparation technolpgits could sepa-
rate and concentrale it ieto Its constit-
uEnt isotop luding costly and

ohul could be “mmed" from the blgh
kevel waste.

During the Atoms for Peste years,
one of the selling points 107 nuclear

© power was its cosed fuel oycle, be-

cause it was clear that this would

cheapen the use of auckear power and’

ensire asteady supply of fuel no mat-

+- ler what became of the natural urani.

um supply. The other nations thatwent

‘nuclear—Canada, France, England,

lnp;n, -nd the Soviet Unlon, ior ex-

scarte strilegll: meul: Tike rhodism,

b ‘Ih:r\l.lde:rqrde

-and are leprocusins their tuel, What *
d herst

Byireating 2s 'vuste" aliofthespent ~

fuel produced by a single 1,000-megz-
watt nuclesr plant over hs 40-year life-
1iine, the United Stales friows away
the equivalerit of 130 milkon barrels of
oilor37 miilion tons of coal. Thisdoes

k thevalue of

Theanmrlushﬂeh:ﬂo\mhtha .

!edmolugy Evotved; it is a political
From lhe inning of.the

ivilian reactors,

- This was theratcopted as U.S. poli-
ey, with the general assumptian that
the United States would develop tom.
merclal reprocessing facilities and that
only the high level waste remaining
after reprocessing would require per.
manent disposal The Ouak Ridge Na-
tional Labaratory in Tennessee con-
ducied further studies, and by 1969,
Ok Ridge had developed a designfor
a reposifory for highrlevel waste in
geep salt depasits.”

Aslte wasselected in kyons, Kansas,
1o test the suitability of salt biria! in
197, afled an advisery committee ap-
pointed by the Fresidént concluded
that the establishment and burial of
highulevel waste. can be cartied out
safily,” The Lyons site was abandoned
in 1972 as lnappropriste, however,
when 1he AEC discovered thal sait
mirting was stili going on a few miles
wway, The Atemic Energy Commission
then began o develop an interim plan
for & Retrievable Surface Storage Facil.
fty, which it expected to begin réceiv-
ing waste for storage n 1955,

This concepi was overtemed In 19735,
howsver, when the successor asancv

tothe, En:rsyl'

nudear”- i th gavern-
disposal

of high et ppckear waste was tech.

(hes:mgg:c metals and other isotopes

¢l feasibie and safe.
Th-ﬂvvumﬂm‘ﬂ.ﬂ-mnm—

© July-August 1965 - FUSION

Energy -and

A;ﬂhcy or ERDA dedded nm:e again
lnveshgale other geo!ng:a! pou'lbllh
tieslior reposiories. ERDW's aimwas o

Nuctear Report
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have an sah repository by

ERDW abandoned the idea of imerim:
repositories not because of any tech-
nical difficuliies, but under pressure
rorm the environmentalists and' the
Environmental Protection’ Agency.
which ¢harged that the repositories
would became *permanent dummng

grounds.”
Carne [y Carter
Then came the Carter admini

chear R y C issi
constiuction pemmit in 199, and 10
have spent fuel and high-ievel waste

—bmn!ammernmtheﬁm reposltory

by 1998

The site selection for a second re-
pository is also mandated, this one to
be located In the Eastarn or Midwest-

#m Uniteg States. Twelve potential

sites Wttt recently announiced, which
set off the envi ronmentalist howls_ This
d down

isanea'

Tty
LT
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Departmént of Enetgy- for gealogical
conslderations. In addition, there has
been ongoing research on the most
E'llt
waste.
The only way to understand why a
project for burying nuciear waste that
was deemed both feasible and safe in
1957 i still on the drawing bosrds in
1985is tolook st the decling of culteral

y 10 prepare and

tion. President Carter banned the e«
processing of spent fuel in 1977 on the
basis of mnpmlderal%on repmceis-

ing facitities, the said, -

list i expectad to be
ml'rvebﬂm andm:nlhree siteswill

ptimism in the United States and the
necessarity paralle} growih of the en-

d to the Pre in 1993
fnr hlm to choose. A final decision Is

worthd make plutonium accessible 1o
tetrarists who could then convert itto
a weapons-grade feel, -

Caner guazanteed that the waste is- .
. sue weukd remain a political tootbatl.
- By thenth )

was

Hon permit chtained in 2002, The rec-
ommended budget for both deposi-
tories is $76,345.000.

. Al of these sites are being exen-
sivelly resiarched by the national lab-

1999, with the construc- -

The opponents of nudear poaerand

“the Indurstrial growth that it symboliz-

&3 understood very welt that their en-
emy was “technolpgical optimism.”
The Ofice of Technology Assessment
consultant on the waste Management
issue, Danlel Metlay, wrote the follow-

¥
off and running, with the on
their side. tn kooking at what Cartes

did, itis bard %o avold the cnnclusrun :

thathi

nuclear movement would be able o

use the waste issue to bury civilian nu-
clear power in the United States.

At the same time that Carter chose
o make burdalof nuclearwaste the only
option for the Unitéd States by elimi-
naNing reprocéssing, he aiso bogged

dawn the plans to build a repository -

{or high-level waste by creating & new
interagency buresucracy {the ter-

agency Review Group on Nuclear |

Waste Managemeant):
The pollﬂcal b:ﬂle mdaymrwhem
locat-

What Is High-Level Nuclear Waste?

- The spent fuel from a nuclear plant is removed after aboui threg years |
in the firel kg, when the conc i

of the fisslie

the fust is less than about 1 percentand the chlm veaction s impeded. &

235in

1,000-meg; plantw

peryear,

The span foel inch.ldes urarium and plutonium (f not reprotes:ed) a9t ’
the fission products that have bullt upin thue Years or so of operation,

p itstuel

and very smalt of some

 (heavier than ura= -~

nlum}--napmmum ameicium, and curium, among others——which have
long decay fimes. .

Initally, the spent fuel is vary hot, geverating about 221 megacuries of
ivity and 2,1 megawatts of thermal beat per metric ton. Tie spent

ed is the Iegicy of that bur!aurm.y
and h
couraged.

. Under the provisions of (e Nuclear
Waste Policy Act, slgncd imo law In
1983, the Depanment of Energy has
tentatively named three’ sites (nar-
rowed down from nine) for the na.
ttan's first repository and is awaiting a
final environmental assessment from
Ihe National Academy of Sciences on.
these gites (Hanford, Washington;
Yucca WMpuniiin . Nevad,
Smith County, Texas). After further
evaluation. fwhich includes the con-
strrction 6f explgation shalts 7,000
4,000 { et deep 10 determine rock con-
ditions), the President will select the
final sitein 1991,

Theschedula isthen to have the N

Noclear Report

_Afier one year it the water, both the radioactivity and the heat output
-decline by faciors of 83 and 276, respectively. In other words, after a year
* or's0, the total radioactivity Jevel is about 12 parcent of what it was when
“It first came Out of the reactor, and after five years, it is dawn to just 5

. hl:eludor:rsmlc radipactive isotopes become himiess with time, This

2, and Deaf

'm:u: than natural wabium ore In 450 years, The total waste, including
N phmjmum, bncomes fess toxic i 5m-1,wo years, dependlngnn the fyel

fuel is stared in water pocls to C0o! it and 10 provide radiation shielding.

percent.
- How long 'do thesa most hizardous isatopes livel Unlike other poisons .

deciy process is:measured in terms of half-life,” which refers to the
amaount of tine it takes for half of the mass to decay. While i few radigiso-
TOpes Kave half-lives on the order of !housands of years, the ‘hazardous
oomponents of Ruckear waste rapidly decay 1o a radiosctive toxicity leve]
ower than'that of natursl uratiiuem ore. To take the example given by the
umm: I’uwer Reulrch Instityte, "the skrontiem In'waste hecomes less

histoty. . 2 . R
Note that chewule I;notrepmcessd it takes 10,000 years forthe

mch‘ym hll belomhalol natural ungwm.
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- Radioisotopes As Resources

Mhmmmnfhmmﬂdmamﬂmm high-

- beved nuclear waste not only cretes avaluable new resource for medicing -

and industry; it aise vastly lessens the toxicity of the remaining waste. Irc
“efinct, removing the radiosctive isatopes from high-leves nuclear waste is
like *aging” the wasts—the radicactivity is decreased. For example, if
<5ium-137 and strontium-5G are remdved, the effect will be that of aging
the w-ste hundreds of yaars.-H me plmnum group melals are also re-

i tor example—this has

Iheeﬂ'ectoflgm; thewaste lhouunds more yeals.
Mady of these nd-ountopv.um alreadyin use. There are Row betwesn
#0and il yeatly, for that o
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ing about the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion inthe err.h 1”5 o1A ‘mpnn on

‘Anillusnon nfmru-ﬁtywumngd
where, in realivy, nona sxisfed. Over
ihe yrats, the sense of technological
optinils embedded Hself in the ati-
tudes gnd thoughts ofimportant agen-
<y policymakers. [tbecime, irasense,
an officai doctrine at AEC. Thereis no
evidente that Its validity was ver se.
rioushy quesnaned unitil IM mid-

B s

“EI

In the eatly days of the nuclear age,
that there would be a commercial re--

processing industry ‘was taken for
gr:med by the cuteral optimists. Thus,

ar lsompes In addition, the Department of Enetgy has an extensive plan
for recovering and using these nudlear hv-pmducts for defense as weltas
chviliar perposes.
'Plutnﬂlum—ﬂ!lhmusedwpumhurlpmkm: a5 well as
smaH reactors in space.
® Ceslum-137 is used as the radiation $ource in food imadiation plants
and is experimentally being used 1o process sludge - fuming sewage into

'apure and usalﬂe fertifizer praduct.

fueled th lectric genera:
brsm'cllhmbeenu:edtopmﬁdedmpmrlormmttm
stations ay well as remote surveillapce stations, nmpnun:l mds. and
deferise ¢ ions: systems, A

generator is mow being developed for Lt with low-pnwernl:hrsyﬂﬂns .

ek remote emergency POWer SGUFCES-

# Kiypton-as, tritium, and hium-147 are used in seff d
lights. When the first spacectatt docked, it was. prmnethrum-u?-powemd
llghu that guided fiwe final maneavering. These lights use beta-emitting

o artivate , and are pasticularty appropriate for
remole or tactical applicauom The pmerhnum-ui' it especiatly prom-
ising becaise It req & than the krypton-8s.

Nonradiosctive krypmn is also used in i

the p burizl of waste was not

- seen as wegent, and the research pro-

ceeded 1o test geological formations
aver aperiod of yaars,

But commercial reprocessing—a#d-
year-old technology<-was abaited in
the United States, despite it advan-
tages both in reducing the amount af
waste that has 1o be disposed of and in
rendering the high-level waste inaless
soluble, hence safer, form.

Although France began commercial
reprocessing in 1958, the first U.S.
tommercial reprocessing facility did
notopen until the late 1960s. The West
Vatley, N.Y. phint, operated by Nude-
ar- Fuel- Services, was reprocessing
commescial spent fuel from 1946 to
197.: The Plant was in the process nf

arid
.l:rgervnlumeolwaste,wﬁsntheen— .

andt |
lights, where itls mpmormnhmsenomzon slnﬂurmur-liuw:»mli-s
ssc-ruﬁnmulﬁbe .‘\nn he

palladlum Iho’r(;(um
Iridmm, nuthanium, and osmium —are cos!lylmpom forshe United States,
which uses ahout 35 percent of the yearly world production and imparts.
r=arly 30 percent of this. (South Alrica produces 4b percent and the Sovier
Unlon 48 percent of the world supply.) Advanced istlope separation pro-
cesses will De necessary to develop these soUrtes to maximum advan.

uge.
ﬁmeuukhau-hghmungpnm.mmmem.ﬂtﬂﬁk
a0 the Department of Energy
pliniarnudurby-pmduq use. ﬂ;eyamwwused imnduslvyu ataiysu
cs, and i
the HNational Research Cnunul noied, the platinum metals are generaliy
eithes the only material that can be used o the most cost efiective of the
availabie npwm, mmmm nplmmmmunlikelym be signif--
tcaant. Indeed, th

d to delay the
Nuclear Rewhlmy Comminson's li-

censing of the exparsion; Finally, in

V976, the private owner gave Up-#ntire.

by because It had become too Costly to

tnatntain an unysed plan,

Another reprocessing facility in
Marris, L., built by General Electric in
the early 13705, Never Opened because
an unanticipated design flaw caused
by new regulatory requiremants ne-
cessitatiéd chariges in the phint that GE
deered 100 Costly to make.

Athird facility at Bamwell, N.C., op~
eratdd by Aied General Nuclear Sers
vices, is tha ane that President Carter
stoppad In 1977—when it was 75 per-

JubypAugust 1906 FUSION

cent f ith his ban on re-
processing. Atthe same time, Carler's
actions kalted the plans of the Bxon

" Nuclear Report
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France has piansered in. nuclear was

ey oM
te storage. At

4
Ak

eea i

lef, France's AVM viification plant at Marcoule; where steel

.
Hy b
i

T,
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canisters of radiopctive waste are stared. dhy In &ircoaled wells. under ground. Right, uniike the other major miclear
rations, the United States now hias no cammencial reprocessing of nuclear waste. Here, Gerteral Electric’s reprocessing
plant at Marris, l., which never opened, Shown ant the water-cooled basins where spent fuel is stored pending repro

cessing or buriat,

Nuclear Co. ta build & commercil re-

processing plantin Oak Ridge, Tenn.,’

which vias planned to be larger than
the other three plants, .

The Reagan administsation could
have rescued the Barnwell plant. in
4961, hut #s with the Clinch River
‘braader’ reactar- Reagan chose to
abandon This technology fo a *private
enterprise” systet s0 sunk in the
5 v i i coull

ing plaﬁl has abot 234 metric tons of

- high-level waste from its reprocessing

of spent fuek; and both the Manvs and
Barnwell facllities have starage pools
{or spent fuel. Other spent kel Is
stared, at the auclear planis whare it
was, generaled, in waterfilled basins
10 dissipare the heat and altow the de:
cay of the short-tived fission products,
By the end of 1983, there was an asti-

ﬂlerse majar infrastructura develop-
ment projects. Reagan also reversed
Caner's policy of providing federul fa-

cilities for atilities 1o stare spent fuel, -

and again made this the responsibitity
of individual utiljties.
. How Much Wastet

The ciosed West Valldy reprocess-

NWoclear Report

vared 4 of spent fuel
being stored a1 plant sités, witk about
£20 cubic meters additianaliy expeci-
ed each year.
There is o problem in continuing
10 stora spentfuel inthese pools for -

wiltbe ful) by the end of the 19805,

1 addition 10 the commiercial spent
fuel, there is atsa 3 much larger vol-
ume of high-level waste from the de-
ignte program, 324,000 cubic meters,
This waste Is stored at government fa-

cilities in Hanford, Wash., Savannah

River in South Carglina, and in Idaho.
The defense waste has il been repro-
cessed al the hwo government-oper-
ated reprocessing facilities.

Although tha c ia) spent fuel
is only about 1 percent of the volume
ol defense waste, it has 2 higher Fevel
of radipactivity and heat output be-
'?useihedaianpeWHlaisdiluled.m

10 35 years, at g to Depart
ment of Erergy astimates, the Interim
storage room avaitable at plant sies

FUSION

of Energy estimate |5 that

defense waste has 4 radipactivity of

1370 megacuries, while the commer-

IulyAugust 1906 .
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cial waste has a radioactivity of 35,700
metgacuries. {One curie Le the quantity
of madioactive isotope that decays at
the samie rate as 1 gram of radium, 3.7
* 1™ disintegrations per second.}

commescial nuckear plants would fit
underground

_into one 1.5 square mile

reposilory. §
The Technology of Cisposal

Thete is o mysiery to the perma-
nent busial of nuclear waste, The basie
miethor] used today in France was ac-
tually deveioped in the 1950s by
Brookhaven Nationa! Laboratory, and
there has been a steady steeam of im.
praverents inthe techaology to meke:
the waste more stable.
. The liquid waste is mised with glass.
rit, and then poured Iatn a 3-inch thick
stainless sigel canister that Is 10 feet
high'and % 10 2 feet in dismeter, The
canistar js heatéd untit the giass melts
and then It is cooled, which fixes #ach
atom of tha waste solidly in the borb-
silicate glass, The canister is then
packed in anbther bawiar of moltded

081
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,teei, and tmtqngrlnvlsssLompdly Is sur-

rounded with a metal or ceratiic cor-
rosion barrier. Finally, the assembly is
butied in a spécially designed vault in
ageological formationin salt, volcanke
rock, or granite, whith forms an addi-
Hional bamrier, The United States has
been testing various geological for-
mations to see which are the most sta-
hlefor long term storage.

The general principle is 10 setup
systen ol multipte barriars, to enture
tnat no radioactivity is released.

The tests that the French have done
on this vitrified waste indicate that afi-
er 904 yeas of slorage time, the glass
will still be a satisfactory storage me-
dium, According to the intemational
Atomic Energy Agency, such glassis so
siable that even if placed in flowing
warm water, “it would Lake 100 yeats
to dissalve away about 1 millirneter of
the surfare of such a glass.”

There have also been advances in
the preparation and transporation of
fuel. For exampte, the casks for trans-
poHing wasle are probably the best
designed containers ever made, They
became famous jn fiims mate by the
Sandia National Laboratories showing
trucks with waste casks colliding futl
spesd with a lpcomative or crashing
into a wooden structute, In all these
dramatic vsts, the cask emerged un-
scathed. |

Ahernative methods of waste dis-
posal have been developed that are

bed cafclning, developed at the ldaho

- Chemicat Processing Plant near tdiho

Falls, the waste and stores ft

|Wm HJS!DN”

dry. The defense waste at the idaho
facility has been stored in thismanner.
. The Future

The pioneers of the aomic age sw
the Atoms for Peace program as s way
1o iift mankind out of poveny world-
wide and Into an age of plenty, Thelr
technologlcal optimism is as right w0
day as it was If the 1950s, We shoubd
be mass producing nuctear plants for.

overtum the present throwaway” tu-
clear fuel cycle and Implement a re-
processing program, i we immediate
f¥ gedr up to reprocess puchear wasie
antl turm 96 percent of it—and probe-
bilyall of it~=intp new resources, there
wrikl be no problen of nuclearwaste

lauriak. .

Nudear Repoet
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How did you learm of the hearings? ) “HWE“HQOE

— L {1} . wor

Word of mouth >0

Other (please specify}

Did you attend one of the Honford Defense Waste Open Houses 1n
February or March? Yes CNo X S :
bid yoﬁ attend one of the Honford Defense Waste Tnformational
Worksheps in Moy or June? Yes 2 ko __- :

Did you huve access to a copy of the Draft Environmertal Impuct
Statement -or the Summury7 - Yes No
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Yery 6o0d foed . Falr  Paor

.. Hearings moderotor

. Procedures for recording comments : N

. Physical arrangements SRS — N ;_;w.;;;"f.”:
_ow o
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Word of mouth L= .Other (please specify)
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- Procedures for recording comments
. Physical arrangements

Process for requesting to comment
. Five minute comment period

Pledse s,hur'f: any additiongl com
TTHAIE, Mo e RS

ments vou may have abeut these hearings.
TEAMEIG.

4
;
£ o
.
FEiN
o
o

086

L Fi W "'\"’E‘-B'.‘!‘,Q‘-"
5""”#"‘3 b Taia

HANFORD DEFENSE WASTE ENYVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PUBLIC HEARING -- o + wj .
C) ’ gf“"’ e IMESS - - -

AUDIENCE _QUESTIDNNAIRE

. RECEIVED DOE-RL?.
UL 18 @6 0fG
Moll .. WMBRAGER

© BWEN W oWeR SwEE,

Bot wdsv, 2 Rot —m:g\/
WE Osme ~wmam? |

OFT TR lETHAL Whets

£
dad
P

P el

RECEVED DOEgL

JUL 1 g 1986
WMDIvisION

086

LES s =Pmoswe ‘ELH‘EGLf TPES Pb
DCD.[! W ARmtO T

| e Noctese wmafons e wumsd Wods s -

e

SIPUM'Blf:LT_’-J BELTISH 40 (uSmre T Hoosl evsRGY.

MD we wal A

SOORRElL ¥FRoM TTRRE PooRlY Togw
: T

OOT, Rt BlewTed Periaions,

“U fta ‘W'U@Tt\b{ STATE wll foT . B 4
s whsTE Do e Peope w40 s A
Nooiede WhaTiz Shoully, HAyE T ooewT

Do Lc.-»/ T Howswg wHeTo

LSTES .

4%,

We pos S P

ML 0T Prabocs AN MRS

No ="
ST oA © Cemiea
o 0T ey g ene o
- fon Fair Poor Loty 1\:}4;\“ PEGAD Rpadoci s (W
. —j Yo
Wit s w72 ST B Disfess ovrt,
. — T ) HW&EE‘(\) DO LA 4

5

syiem HHE APUIIGLYE OF

A o e Vo e %o e —— TRAT  The ww (B
. UL S = ;

Lo DANCE

nte dbaut fhe

Draft Environmertel Impact
SO !

mpents gn the ?
i r &\m»:u,} ufrn?:k)tme"

T WS CaaltiNUED
P MR R S aavie

fiing written 1™
n

i

ING AND TAKING THE TIME TO FILL OUT
MATr e o LT e ! n‘rr-_

|
G’DVBC.N
:DECLS-I O ke ~FEsAt
e Profue podene LAWES Loy
Arreorey, roRmVER_. BY TWEAL

P oo o
T

OOT oF " Jabs.

M e BUT'

Prense L\s"ﬁf‘ul

o
T LAk e

(%)

HOME T oyl
gtﬂfblj?;la% AR ﬂi’c_threA",'? ot .Hm\_)f

W feaplma v MEEALY

TUE ALoars b A torT o FMHE M eor bamoc@*ﬁc;

T R FRgTEOINE g ME Taar
A BE VAl

WP @ (e 3O0f0e T OF

S U PeD ) Lwes Wl e

?LEI}S;E 3‘\’6? PROp AR G-

sty b Yoot Creafods e s
s L, :

i ¥ DB Fre TWEC(R (o 104 P %530‘;9‘0&%5*_
= e . UHT e t;wg%ﬁ_%
Vs erons 3,_-5%‘ .
very r:mcmw&"e' “THes
Ratbeca, " dug /f{uifl;\__

coe e 4

We w= oue WORLD |

Bary  pecision s Mbes  AFTEcR e obE oF us
oM s Plrst,

2.1.1

X ; THeRs  A2E Yo husowes,
OWE WIS i@ o e SNGWM*%% = e -

Crsepopil. A0 mRpe aiz=- 3,3.56.1

2.5.6

2.5.6



SN 1 th
7 lq

I¢-5 ~/_‘5m"‘4‘“%

[

zf{__ixfi_;zi

_‘&%‘7;\'0 ‘J‘é?'l

mmfz 1o v ‘""FS'}??W?"W-FQW

Guagid Hwdn HZMNV ki

2270

o 'Q;*v\wmc

G/ IR I e Pk et TR I T Dk

= FFey f’”V}VW‘ Lf7/ )z“f&ﬂ( TSI v \ng S Mrr) PRy RN | 'O-*a-q

““““ i T AR o7 JTEITE *“Q/Ifﬂ@*’ J B9 T T TRy ehee W‘i)i”—"f Ef {" T

-, - o S A1 eI T IA AT T3] 1) / 77

B TIVASEI R "““"I?QSQ{;“ ’Wﬂy’ H_*} - i ;-j*“-‘” iwc b‘{‘(‘fl?)“%r“"?’“ 7('\'0 ST PR
BT Ry AR S A ST s f»/b/z =55 }(

o “---‘----*"“*(@5,;; HOTEY VAN T arE” ’709_%017 WS WJW
wom B S l%‘”’"’/ il rﬂggf’?ﬂﬂ :

St Wgefeﬂé’éﬂﬂ‘”’ﬁ Vs

LT 72;’ s

WsHE RS T R ST T mow i, TReY

‘_’_ri----m-——w---o jerg ¥ JV’JE) \_Z

w"%“&

3"‘2 e s “’Kf’”‘ v C"/S N | G ELTRREE R ?‘Zg‘?fi‘ SIS
-er,?_ oL pETT .Au'an.cm““?"‘.(jl i \ _—Ty}'g” o ' CEI L9§F§Fg—&7ﬁ7—};_{]~ﬁjw05 575_' R .‘;S—;r?.”.

n ’J";@ TETTTTITTRA YR SRS TTN T "/mu{” ] g’,‘ff: \fﬁy’wﬁw&q"‘“ ‘)J._.jj‘;"'?g?s a@i }%kﬂg -f}gf“ f\agw/ - ¥ e o VJ—:’*}W-)VT‘*

. Z’)‘*).‘-'—z% r”\‘"’“'i 7€F1J’JW5""}71-'—E - ; 14,177‘7——— Yy, &“o‘wp/y“ HITLTT Q‘}; e *fbmﬁ!ﬂj: \'Q“'[

Sl Lilacin ]

W = h-__a

PTTIE TR

anwi

ﬂf mz '+v.qd;'zr¢*cr L \T/’\mum‘\:-gﬁ'

- ;?gﬁgi:}

i e

-

o £ S e o bi'f"“tfm’?”’f@‘?‘fﬁ “'nf""’?r 16 THIE N RN
j)p:—/:_ AT IS f-—-":;;;r SRl e o ;"7‘"*? T —-nvgv.fg:j ‘)y—g-ljz"“;r{j‘ﬂ;‘“;@ﬁﬁﬁm e 54“"2??{,(:”"’% 'U'Dﬁmw\:ﬂ'"'@‘l"\\j
s z"msrmr"w U‘%@rt@z- ' dﬁa'ﬁqu\ B A T i
LRSS v AC oW ;1—1:?::&’ LGAC LA ’?’8"0"—E“"’"T’Elfﬂﬁé"")"mﬁ'ﬁ;’?mnﬂrn,_ N mdl‘
Erel ETYelsY TEHTONSTS ) E I ORI FENIGNATE ERT

553utay

TIUANUOLTAUS DY} ROUL [RTIDIEE STy}
PIR[OST o) PADOIARAD ATIRL uddq 38h joud sSwy ABoyouyssi ajpwtido.dde FT-ITHY
T#a) aM 2w ‘amr3 sry3 1w ajses Av@ronue Lo ab!)a;s Jusgemiad LIPILUGd o)
9% (30q) APdaud jo Juamyawdag reiapad ayp abin paubrsiepun Ay Iy :

'uo;du;qs-n USRI SEMYINOG UF UOTAMALISIY IIlran
pdoruey dy3 1% paymdqr Apwsige l;siu 4waroNy A0 resadsrp puw abeioys
Irqrsuodsaa aq; 2ILI0ADE EIMYJION ITLEIRG 3 SO0 FIUIDISL IYF an

50 or N /g0 NOSING A :
?m‘*bc_, Okt ANORTIE3L #iSum FSNES38 quodnoR 2

OGf 8 Y
Hgors

IO MSNTIN

L8O

i

EEERL G

TRUIRUGITAUR FY] HOLL [RTII)ER STH)
AIRTOEY 03 padorasep AFIni ue®q 1ai Joy SWY ASOTouyzay apwradoadde ey
R8s am s® ‘audr) Sry; 3w #3suM JESIDNU 1O 2BWI0)S juIuwmIdd IIPFSUGD OF
308 ¢(30a) AbSsdu3 40 juamilidad [BLIpR3 AU} 5in pauybrsispun ay) sp

THOJDUTYSEY UIIIFPWYINOS UT UOTIPAIISIY J@I[INY
PAGLURY Jy) }W pIFVDOT ApwBIFR B)sem 1wF2NY Lo [#sodSIp puw sbwioys
SrQrSuodsai 2y} IQWI0APW ITINYLION STIESRS 243 LO SIUIPISEI Sy N
NOISIAMIT WM
agti A 1.AC

T304 BM30

ANTMIIETL FiSeM 38N3ISE guodnoH

80

iptiteh.
LT
£

AR

128



#aifsl
L
—_—
& b
S
iR

B
e J\
4%
fard
ik

087 087

RECEIVED POERL ' ‘ o RECTVI. DOERL
: NFORD DEFENSE WA IMONY '
L1818 0y -—ﬁ DEFENSE WASTE TEBTIMONY JUL 18 1986 g7 HANFORD DEFENSE WASTE TEGTIMONY
WM DN|S‘|2N deits of . ) WM DIVISION
- starua: -n; ;:i:ws:-l’-o: n:::.':‘:‘:u:i’":;:::::t‘:::‘:z;':::;:;‘:::.’;‘:‘dbu C . He the resjdents of the Pacific Horthuest advocute the responsible
Huclear Reservation in South@estern Hashingtom. . ) ;u‘;;::: ;::ﬁf::';j:;Ii:fs:::.{:::;t:::t; a;roa:y Iocated at the Nan¥ord
. a5 xng an.
He the undersigned urge the Federal Department of Energy (DDE) not
3. 3.5 _4 to consider permanent storsge of huclear maste at this time, a5 we Teel to co::}::: ::f::::g:':t::" "': F"’:""" Dﬂ’"’*""?* orf Eaﬂ‘”’ (DOE} not
that appropriate technology has mot yet been Tully developed te isolate that approprimte t age of nuclear waste at this tize, as we Teprl 3, 3 5 4
this material from the environsent. this lﬂfer?i}af:o-.:::ojogy has not yet been fully developed to isolats e
anvironaent.
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STATEMENT FOR HANFORD HEARING
July 15, 1986
Tn accordauce with our .:';u.munity Statewment on Dlsarmament,
and in concerm for the health and environment of the Northweat,
sod the world comuniry, ) X
The Sisters of §t, Joseph of Peace urge that:

1. The N-Reactor be sbut down immediatelys -

2.5.6

2, The Plutoniux—Uranium Extraction process .and all
praduction of weapons grade plutonium ceazoe;

2 2 1 3; There not be a ouclear waste:repository at Hamford; and
L] L] -
4, The speeial isotope Facility be eliminated.

Pinally, we see Lt as most important that thexe be an independest

. 2 . 2 - 13 examination of all Hanford operations.

“CONTAGT:

Jusle E. Reichlin cBIP
Director,
Dffice of Justice and Peace

. .Sisters. of St. Jogeph of Paaee

The Sisteis of Su Joseph of Peace Statement oo Disarmament
We, the Cangregslion of St. Joseph of Peare, an internationaf Commaunity, publiclky declarc ur resl-

innce 1o the praduttion and deployrent of all nuebanr and siher ir of masy
We are d t» ging and assistiop In the gryent wirk of educsting eurselved and siken
to the o #f nuclear and wther muss desiruction aras,
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Mary Voegtlin Anderson
6844 30th Avenue N.E.

. EBeattles, WA B115

July 15, 1988
Tagtimony on Nuclear Dmfernse Haste

The forty year old accumulation of nuclesr waste at Hanferd
precents an immensely difficult prohlem for which curyent
technology offars no completely effective solution. However,
this pefense waste is just 2 small part of the total nuclear
vaste probiem and cannot be considersd separately. A1
ragdionctive wastes are alike in their dangerous potential,
whethar their oripin is weapon production or power plant
penerat ion.

The Depirtment of Energy’'s mistaken idea that we can vid
oursalives of any of this deadly waste by burying i¢ in
underground vaults is a carefully perpetrated myth. In faut.
burying the desdly garbage is really just & form of storage,
the only operiooption at this time. Whether the material is
defenue waste or powsr plant waste, it will still be there for
the next iD, GO2 fo E42, BBO years, poEsibly exerting its ravaging
influsnce in ways that our most brilliant scientists have not
yet imagined.

Considering the violant geological history of this planet
and the extenusive lonaevlty of radicactive material, the plan to
bury nucigar wastes in underground repositories is absolutely
maniacal. Even the moit carafully studied genlopical site cawm
BEvEr prhvida the raquived 18, C0D years of gunrqn%e-dg .
predictable :auuriby .giinnt major pznlngical upheaval.

The Hanford site is an especially poor choice for an
undergrount repository. Studies of the ppscible interaction
betirean SOME2 very hot waste and the basalt rovk formation yield
uv:d!m:e oF pnaslblﬁ tcalamitous problemns. Future sarthquakes
could easily shattar rook formations surrountfing an uriderground
repository and could open up rew channmels for groundwiter‘uﬂder
presgures of as much as 1,000 pounds per square inch. - This
pressurized water could begin toving Shrough the waste vaults
and’ toward  the suvface. According to-W.B. Geological
Aspsociation Hydrolcgist Bill Meyer, sven without the
precipitating influence of an earthouake the pressurized flow
of water in underpground aquifers miy be pervasive or thrae
dimensional, that is meving toward the surface ax well -as
horizontally. {omsidering the potential of prazssurized water,

the Hanford site's pronimity to the Columbis River would further .’

exacerbate an alrveady catastrophic situvation, possibly greating

RECEIVED DOERL
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a widetpresd nurlear wasteland in the Northwest.

Bacauss the Nevada ard Texas sites present different but
wqually serious problems, some type of aboveground monitored
vetrimvable storage system swems to b a more viable and safar
form of storage than burial in deep underground repositories.
Storing the westes aboveground in specifically denigred
contairiment facilitiss would enable monitoring and control. that
would be impossible if the waste were removed from humanm coentrol

“hy deep hurial in roek formations. Also, Monitored Retrisvable

Storape would he less eiapersive; construction would be sasimr
antg wWould not reqU1re macrifice of human lives as underground
copstruction probably weuldi it could offe- greater sataty) and
it couid be locaied anywhers, not just in politically convenient
places such as nghinukon statm,

The mont’ import ant advantage of this plan, howsver, is that
it offers time to eviluate thoroughly the woncept of undeprground
burial’ or even to Hevelop new solutions. . Fhe Department of
Energy should then no longer feel compelled to geclare Hanford,
Nevada, or Tewzs suitable sites for reposiforias when these
sites have not.sven been adequately studied. - 'I mtrongly obyect
to this precipitous action which.shows callcuu disregard for the
wafety and nnll-belnn of Ha:hinyton state citiz-ni.

Although this moni £ ored rctrievnhl. ;tarage aysiem offers a
ruagonabiy sane disposal mathed,. the really critical issus
remaing an ominous threat to our entive planet: the continumd
proliferation of nuclear weapons and power plants uhen there is
crurrently no truly effective way t6 rid ouir planet of the deadly
vastes. The very future of bur vulherable planet depends upon
the resmclution of this issue. We gontinute to proliferate the
genaration of deadly wastes which will affact. our planet
essentially forever when we are having immense diffioulty
storing the wacte of gust the past forty years., What about the
next forty years? What about the next century? —Does olir
“Manifest DeEztiny" include the constvruttion of monitored
retvievable .storage fapilities from "sea to shining sea", a saa
poasibly shininp due to radicactive luminescence? Or are wa to
cenvert cur entire planet into & gigantic hucicar cenetery,
burying our human reason along with the destructive wastes
penerated by cur failure to uss thlt reagon?

Curr-ntly shere are o ultimat-ly Intl-fyﬁnn ansners to
these questions, - Until a gonpletely effeptive means is found
to rid our planst of atomic waste, our pursuit of snergy from
thie atorm is entirely insarne. Even apart from the pessibility of
literdlly bury;nn ourtelves in nuclear waste or destroying
curselves by nunitar war, it i% probably Just a matter-of time
until we exparience at lmast one American "Chernobyl Syndroms”
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Olympia, Wa. RECEIVEL DOE-RL

July 1%, 198
JUL 18 985

) : p.
Dapartment of Energy WM DIVISION
Dear Sirs:

Ir thege protective barriers you mention are guch good solutions
to caring for the nuclear waste, then use this method to dig-
rose of the wastes In each state that produces thea.

Transporting wastes thousands of miles across the country does
seem B very dangercus procedure.  What are the safeguarda?

No more SNEAK attempis to route wastes through the state of
Washington, such as the rods from Taiwan. And the Department
of Energy was going to send these materials theough the state

of Washington without notifying wa?

I fear that there will be eventual leakage of radicactive wantes
through the bagalt reck at the Hanforé ared. Anything that jeo~
pardizes the purity of the Coliimbla river is indeed dangerous.
ign't there a type of rock somewhere In the U.S. that is more
solid than the basalt of the Columbia river area? :

I don't believe there are enough optiohs. The ones propesed
do seem skimpy.

Yez, it's time for s parmanent smelution. The forty-three years
would have surely been long enough to carefully study the envir=-
onment and its strengihs and weaknesses at Hanford. [ don't

feel that careful study has been made, and if not, start in now -
to make in-~depth studies and KEEP THE PUBLIC. INFCRMED.

Respectfully, youra,
05244’/

{¥rs.)} Beth Busraird
2016 E. State Ave.
Olympia, Wa. 98506
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Rich Holten
V.S« Dept. of Energy
Richland Cperations Gffice
P.0. Box 55D
Richland, Wa.

Dear Sirs,

Fizage don't duap nucular weste at Hanford - 3

Perhaps Nevadse if mo other answer.

Charlogte Denniston

11815 = 20th 5.W.
Seattle; Wa. 95LLE

July 4. 1986

nd, plesse end producticd of prutonim a2, BU G

Hanford,

Our .state of washington is still basically
a virgin state - lex'g help it stay that way as long

as we can,

Stmceraly,
I ﬁ-f-wv-wa{n(
cm:r‘ Qatte Denniston

Gitwmari Podco
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July tt, 1986

Rich HoltenfEIS

RECEIVED DOERL
epa T s 5
ggc£1§n§t§;:§az§oﬁzeog§1ug, JUL 18 B 4 Fi

PO Bex 550
Richland, WA 99352 WMDIVIS’ON

Dear Mr. Holten:

This letter is in regards to the Department of Emergy’s Juiy 2 1 1
15 public hearings in Seattle en the DEIS for disposal of bl g
defense wastes at the Haniord Reservation.

I oppese the use of Hanford as.a repositery for defense
wastes, ab well as for a high-level commercial nuclear waste
storage ared.

Past leakages of existing waste at Hanford inte the Celumbia
River prove that the basalt foermation at Hanford camnot Cen-
tain these compounds for an indefinite period of time. Con-
tinued or increased use of Hanford for waste storage poses a
threat to the integrity of the matural enviromment. It also

poses a grave danger to the local ecconomies of communities 3 2 6 1

downstream from Hanford; nuclear waste has zlready contaminated
fisheries to a certain extent; high-~level waste storage and
defense wastes would dovs50 to & greater extent. The threat of
polluted Columbia River water &ould also discourage the sport
of Hoardsailing, whith bas proven a substantlial econemic boon
te the communities of the Columbia River Gorge.

I urge the Pepartment of Defense to lock elsewhere for waste

“storage, or better still to investigate alternative means of
.removing this nuclear threat from future generations.

Sincerely,

WM’JJ WVVV W\\g’\

baniel Spetz
17 sparrvow Lane
White Sakmon, WA 98672
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9052 30th Ave., SW
Seattle, WA 98136
Juty 14, 1986

Rich Holten
EIS, Department of Energy
P, Q. Box 550
Rickland, WA

99352

Dear Mz, Holten:

We are very much opposed to development of a long-term nuclear
waste dump in the Richland, Washington area. The reasons are
numerous and too cbvicus to need restatement.

Yours sincerely,

Mr, and Mrs., Robert H,
Farber
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July 14, 1986 CEJL Ps’;g:m' . RECEIVED DOE-RL
Rich Holten/EIS ——— 6989 . lgammljﬂl: Hopkins 4L 18 g dro0
. i 001 in
U.8. Dept. of Energy . ' Olyupie, Wnl:'::.gton ;8501 . WMDIVISION
Richland Operations Offioe -
P.0. Box 550 - 7/'51&6’

Eichland, A 99352 _' 7 Bear v Hetler,
Pr, Holisn; T wish b ewphasie + P anef

Toe question of the urgenty of nuclear waste disposal has bothered

3.3. 5 ’ 1 me for st least four years. Nuclear waste, in My opinion, cannot be f oy D“ld' "F. E“‘"?'f ot T FMX 2. 1-1
eafely stored on this planet, and frankly, it has no buaineas on, in, «
stemsly Hhat Hhofond wnsdaroyfan chaodf

or AROUND Bartn. :

Jince pregent propesale call for budgeie of 2 million to 11 million _hgi{‘ {re wiweel as a = [

dellars then I suggest tnis money oe spent on permanent removal rather

than on temporary bend-nid tactios, which, in reallty, only amount to “‘V-bqﬂﬂﬂ‘ waglag

monumentis t¢ our foolishnesa, All containere eventually leak and ever —

more costly measures will ce reguired 4o macertain contingencies relative - eaanart m - M L;M

40 leakmge . contminment. . The medis woula have me bslieve that my choices & olq;f g Morflest Gl traieg

narrow to one polnt: Where ahall my great-grandehildren expect imminent : "o ’ .

contamination to come Ifrom? We owe them more. [»] d“’"’““;’ “ ']a ?‘&“WJ Wy 3, 3_ 5. ]_
I bave not met anyone, of the dozens of people I've spoken with, m' e M'-{-M_{ ’f rnelepan

incluaing ny father (who i3 a retirad Boeing engineer witn 35 yesra of
experience) who dislikes or disapproves of ay idem. If you find eerious
fisws in it, plesse let me know.

My suggestion is to rémove tne waste in Space Souttle stop-offs at Suandinal
& geosynchroncua satellite whose only purpose is to contain this waste WJ
uwntil, when leaded into a shuttle 1t'a own, 1t ia hlested off into the : )
3.3. 5.2 fun, The Sun's gravitational pull would take over in & few yeara and ) M m“%"\'

minimal control is all that would be necessary. Jhuttles take off for
lighter reascns tnat thie. Robot aystems could run the satellite, They
CRN put cars together.; they could do this job. Very litile danger to
humans on the HSpace Snuttle flights since exposurs ia limited, if any
would need to existv. And, we would be rid of it foraver.

Thenk you ¥or allowing me tnia cpportunity t:o help, if pessible.

T.D. Williams
0y morth otk
Henton, WA 93055
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USDOE, Richland Dperations D&fice
©.tbox 880 RECEIVED DOERL
Richland, WA 99352 . L 18 985 6!0]
Dear Mr. Hottene WMDIVISION

.The following are my comments on the Drafi EIS- Disposal of Hanford

Detense High-Level, Transuranic and Tank Wastes (DOE EIS~0113):

Eomments—— Hanfard Defanse Waste Draft EIS,

The DBraft EI5 is well written and eésy tb read. The alternatiQes
presented cover all possible options.. My comments are based on the
fo01lowing Ffapcts and oboervatiohs:

1. The existance of the Defense Waste on the Hanfeord
Rea:rvation. under current cnndxtzdns. preseats no -hazard to the
public.

2. ‘Assuming that np new waste is generated (all uperatiéns are
whut down?j that: the site is monitored; and that the public ia
wxcluded, &s at present, there is ng hazard to the public.

3. There is-no rational incentive to recover the Real Estate
values of the Hanford Site. Hanford will always be a controlled
area. . ’ ’ . ’

4.  The largest guantity of radioactivity, as indicated in Table
2~ Page 1.11, is the S5r-90 and the Cs—127. With their appraox. 30 year
half-+1ife, time. is in our favor. The waste produced in ending WW-II
has &lready pagssd through one half-life! (Note that the table is
sonewhat misleadine in that the plutonium and americium decay through
Tona chains. The radipactivity of the dasughters must be considerad in
estimating the Hazard Index of the parent plutonium and americiem,)

6. - The plutonium .and americium are lpcated in relatively small
areasy the chemistry ia such that they do not tend to migrate fraom

their fixed positions in the vadose zone.

&. Removing 98% of the radioactive materials from the Hanfard
Site will result in minor. improvement in public Hazard. Hanford will
remain a controlled area, and we naw have a second controlled:
contaminafed site,

7. There is no reaschable, logical scenario for assuming loss of

.ingtitutinnal'cnntrnl in the year 2150 or at any other time.

M. J. Szulinski

101

Under these coriderstions the following conclusions regarding the the
proposed alternatives can be made:z

i. Geplogic Disposal— Nothing is gained. There is a net loss of
rascurces and in safety. This alternative’ should be dropped. Also
ses the Reference Alternative No. 3.

2. ;n—P}ace Stahilizafiun and Disposal-— Adeguate; Accompishes mout
good.

. 3. Reference (Combination Dzspnéa!)—— Effort is egsmetic. Double

shell stored waste and drummed TRU waste are adequately stored. It
would accomplishk greater "hazard reduction® ¥ the single =halled
tanks were emptied and the buried TRU were retrieved and stabilized.
It makes no sense to stabilize the material in the double walled tanks
and the drummed TRU waste if the single walled tanks and the buried
TRU wastes are judoed adeguately stored. & second site becomes
¢ontaminated and Hanford remains. a tontrolled site. This alternative
should be dropped and the WIFP program, as & TRU only storage
facility, should be terminated.

4. No Disposal Action~= This case tieg alternative No. 2 as the best
caurse of action, particularty if loss of jinstutional control in the
year 2150 is not a considerdtion,.. It has the further advantage of
avoiding action based on- current presuuras that might npt be totally
obhjective,

One further minor note:  Defining Non=TRU waste. as containing ne
plutonium i it contains tess than 100 nanocuries of piutonium, is
reninisent of the Lysenco/Stalin decree that enviranmentally acgquired
traits can be passed on genetically. It wouid be mpre meaningful , and
nonesty ‘to:declare that waste containing less than 100 nanocuries of
plutonium per gram can be treated as if it contained no plutonium.
This criterion should be justified in the EIS.

RECEIVED DOE-RL
. . JUL18WBE ,4,e
VM DIVISION

Respectfully, Submitted

Ricl 5and WA 99352 . . .

{509} 946-8670

M. J. Szulinski
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"RECEIVED DOE-RL

for the Digposal of Hanford nlfenle lligh-l.wei, Trmurmic
and Tank Wastes

Suly 17, 1986

I ax u menber of the Northwest Cirlzens Forum on Defeunse
Wastes and a member of the Steering Commitree of the Hanford
Educxefon Action League, These groups will be prasenting
thieir own testimony and the following are my parmonal
comments on the Draft Env.{r tal In;plct 34

1. To begin v:l.th I commend the naparhunt. for invauting
their time and energy over the past six monthe to fnform aund
sduckte the people of the Northwest on the complex situation
of Hanford defense wastes, DUnfertunataly, the Department hes
folled to inelude ail of the Hanford waster and hes only
presented part. of the problem. 1 recommend that the
Deparmmt of Enetpy ctnsfder all of the defense wadtes at
Hanford i one complete Environmental Impact Statement. This
sghould include the wastes in the 100 and 30D araas such as
the eight 0ld production vesectors. To not do this {s awking
people to golve & }igsaw puzale with meny of the piecu
wissing.

2. Whueu uueh contern has hesn r-ised ahuut the
radioactive nuclear wastes, there is Ansufticient attention
to the problem of toxic chemicel wastes. The Department of
Energy lins yet to complete a comprehensive inventery of the
cheinieal wantes., The Department has not adeguately addrezoad
the disporal of those wastem, mor has it presentzd anything
on how the chemicals interact with the nuclear wastes, In
fact, this draft Eavir tal Impact -8 neglects to
consider a June 1985 Battiblle study of the interactions
between Hauford's chemical and nuclear wastes, This raport
explored the posaibilities of explonions in existing waste
tonks (PNL-3453, Complexant Stabiliey Investigation, Task 2 -
Organic. Complexants. E.C. Hartin).

3. After reading the draft EIS {t becomes clear that
rost of the proposed dispopal methods have yet to be proven.
Although the Department -has receivad- supgort for glageifying
the liquid wastes in the Zovble—shell tsnks, I am not yet
convinced that thip tachnology im sultable for deep geologic
disposal. - Anothexr uncertainty is the grouting of mome of the
wagtes, According to Booald Provost of Washington Btate,
grouting containg hazardous chemlcals and cherefore fallg

Ji . Th .

B:.;;n'o Augu:::'.kunue' o JUL 21 1585 ore3
 Spokane, WA, 39207 VM DIVISION

Commenta on the Draft Eivi 1 Impact St .
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under provisicne of the Resource Conssrvation and Recovary
Act (RCRA). Ths draft EIS doss oot explain how or when it
will meet the RCRA requiréments. Other methods sre stiil fm
the congeptual design stapge or merely ideas on paper. The
Departnent of Energy does noc know how to safely dispose of
the current wantes. Therefore the Department should halt the

duction of watil the stockpile of wantes
is dispesed of in an acceptable mannar. Arguments that such
& plutonium production halt would harm necfonal security are
erronecus. The United States possesses more then is
nacessary to mast any reasonsble need Ffor national aecurity.
Moreover, even though this drefr Environmsntal Impact
Statenent speaks of furture defense wastes, it offers oo
justification for future plutonium ptoduction, The citizens
of the Horthwest must ba told why they. should continue to
1ive with the risks of Hanford operatioms.

4., With regards to the three diaposal options presented
in the draft EIS, I would favor the Departuent divecting its
" ressareh to the geologie diapossl option. 1 am mware that
thiz could mean increared radiation expoeure to Hanford
workers and that it is the most expensive altermative.
However 1 believe that this current generation ig morally
obligetad to accept all the ridke and coste assaciated with
theze wastes, The mujtrrity of the American people have
lupported the government's nuclear wempons buildup by thelr
votes and taxss. It bBas heen this nuclear weapons buildup
that hae produced these wastes. Many in the United States,
though I am not one, sgree that the risks of these wastesg are
acceptable becausé of tha mo-called benefit of narional
seedricy, aupposedly won by Americe's nuclear arsenal. The
presant cbligation im to clamnup the wastes that have bheen
produced. With any wastes left in Hanford soils, future
genstations will only reap the risks without enjoying any of
the benefitw. . .

If this iz truly one nation under Gnd, then we nhwld
atart fulfilling oer call to be responeible stawsrds,
benefirring our dignity as co-ereators, This beauriful earth
is zacred, 311 of us will be judged on how well wa cake ‘care
of 1k,

Ll el

5. Given the lack of information concerning many aspecka
of Hanford's wamtes, some of which the Depertment readily
acknovledges, the DOR must commit iteelf, at minirum, to &
eupplemental EIS. 1 would cuggest that a period of five
yearse would be anough for the Department to provide the
public with puificlent informaticon. Citizens need thim
informarion to responsibly particlpate in the decisiun—naking
pracess.

RECEIVED DOE-RL
WL218E
WHI DIVISION

6. Thers ie considerable uncertainty about the DOE
baving sufficient financial resources to insute the adequate
disposal of all defense wadtee. The people of the Northwast
will have to generate the necessary political support for the
clespup of the existing wastes. However, the cleanup of
future wastes {assuming continued plutonium production)
ahould be funded on & pay-as~you=ge basis. Similar to
provisions contained in the Huclear Waste Policy Act of 1982
(for the disposal of commercial nmuclear wastes), the price of
specinl nuclear materials should Include a surcharge
aufficient to guarantee the nafe disposel of subsequent
wastep, )

7. There continues ta be cemfusion as to what wastes ars
high-level and which are mot, Within the present management
syatem of defense waskes, it is too easy to bypass certain
disposal requirements by simply reclassifying the wastes.
What was once high-level waste is now considerad low-lavel
end can be disposed of in a less stringent fashion. This is
of special concern with the DOE becausé this agency ig still
tos far removed from public mcrutiny, To correct this
eitugtion, I propose the following two recommendations.
First, the Department should provide specific definitions for
the varicus waste clagsifications and fnclude thep in the
final EIS. Becond, there needs to-be irdependent oversight
and licensing of the Department’s disposal prectices. - The
Huclear Regulatory Commission, the Environmautal Protection
Agency and the affected states of Dregon, Idaho and

_Washington could merve - th‘,ls E\mction.

8. The EIS gtates that 190 kg. of plu:tmiun in the aoil

.will be cleaned up (page A.17), However, according to

Eanford documents, this will mean that over 100 kg. will
remain oo the Banford site (BNWL-1779 UC-70, 1972 Waste
Dinposal Summery, page & and BNWL-1701, 1971 Waste Disposal
Sumzary, page 12). Leaving more than 106 kg, in Haiford
moils is ypacceptable; 10 kg. might be acceptable.

9. I have mmerows quesations regarding the
transportation of TRU wastes to Hanford from offsite. In the
October 1983 Defense Waete and Byproducts Management Monthly
Repore (RHO-PE-SH-10 BWM), it states on page 30 that “offsite
waste was racelved from {anoga Park, Lawrence Berkeley,
Ferr~McGee and Weastinghouse....A total of 233 drums of TRU
waste has been received from Kerr-HcGee aince 9/01/83.” How
if Hanford received 233 druma in just two months from ome
company, what is the total scepa of the situation? How and
where. are these wastes addressed in the DREIS? Whet are the
contract arrangements and with whieh companies? Who paye for
the disporal? How much has been tramsparted to Hanfard
already and how much will be transported to the WLP Project
in New Mexico?
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Seattlg, Wgah. - 98166 ] Ht{::j’.l' - o
July 19, 1986 . . JUL 21 1936 010&
Rich Tolcen W DEASION

U,5. Department of Energy
Richtand Opevations office
P.0, Box 350

Richland, Wash. 99352

REGARDING: Draft environmental impact statement on radioactive defense wante

‘- Mr. Holten:

The U.S, Department of Energy must bury ita 53 miliion gallons of

. radioactive defense waste in.a deep geologic depoasitory.

That's probably the most expensive option. But it's & long-term
polution te a decidedly long-term problem -- that radisactive gamk will
"glow" for an additional 10,000 years.

Some DOE suggestions to bury Hanford's existing.storage tanks with
rock andé dirt soonds akin to fixing a patch of dry rot in your wood floor
by buying a new rug.. I question the sbility of thode tanks to hold their
cargo for the next 100 centurles,

T guese I'm not alome, The URS Corp., im & Tecent repoxt to the
state, concludes that current technologicsl know-how does not support the

" proposal to bury Ysnford's mtorage tanks,

Frankly, I find the private angineering. firm of URS more credible
than your agency. . R

Your department's penchant for. secrecy ranges from destroying draft
documenta on dumpsite selection to haraseing a group of Mason Cousty
Bay Scouta who canved down the Columbia River two years &go.

Using a legal loophole to bar the public from & pavel's review of
the N Reactor added to the theme that your department prefers secrecy
to avold accountability. i -

Hanford’s history of vedlation leake into Washington's alr and water
confirma my belief that the muclear céservatfon ia not a good neighbor
now, Fapecially hecaise those leaks were slso kept sscret for about 30
Years,

Tao bad the stats can't eviet the Department of Energy. Bight now,
1'd love to swap your 570-gquare-nile Hanfoxrd reservation for a
Jackrabbit refuge,

Sinceraly,

P

— P

ce: U,5. Sen. Pan Evans
¥.5. Rep, Rod Chandler
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Testimony of Josn Mootry, Rt. 1, Box 554, Spokane, WA 99204 RECEIVED DOE.RL

Presested to the U.5. Department of Energy
Spokane hearing on Hanford Pefense Waste Emvironmental Impact Statéuénz 2 1986

7,
July 17, 1986 - WM DIVISION

I am gn agtive particijant in and gn advocate for the democratic process.
One of the woat blatant exasples of abuse of the democratic process that E've
encountered has been the Department of Egergy's actempt to a_m.comitted
to deal honeatly with its massive amounts of nuclear garbage, while following
its own agenda to make more and dump it inke the soil, air and water as usual.

For exmmple, by 1982 DOE's practice of dumping defense waste directly
iuto the ‘acil had ceused 12 million culic meters of Hanford's soil to become
80 contaminated with plutonium that DOE's cwn guidelines required the soll
ta he tranaferred to DOE's underground waste facility in New Mexico. But the
site cannet hold that much waste, and the cost of excavation and shiphent
would have been encrmous. So POE solved the problem by raising, by 10 times,
it own guidelines for plutonium concentratien din soil. With the stroke of
a pen, plutonjum~contaminated waste became low-level waste, aud plutonium
continues to smase in Hanford's soil.

Here is another exawple of how DOE, on paper, solves its technical and
budgetary dilemmas: The Nuclear Waste Policy Act requires thet Hanford's
29 millien gallons of high-iavel wadte in tanks, plus its 500,000 gallons
already lesking into the envircmment, be solidified and buried in a high-level
waste repository licensed by NRC. So. DOE, sinply issued POE Order 5820.2
which makes m distinction between wastes produced before the Act and.those
produced after, making earlier wastes not subject to the Act.

For those here today who might f£eel beholden to DOE for presenting an
environmental impact statement on Hanford's defense waste, I want to make
one thing very clear. The EIS was not drafted becawse of DOE's concern for
the enviromment or the safety ofj citizeps. It was drafted because citizens
have ended Hanford'a 42-year history of cbscurity;  public pressure forced
tiia EIS. ) _ o T )

And true te form, DOE has once again turned the spirit of the FIS into
cosely exercise in futility. 'I'hé time allotted for citizens toc study the
document and to testify about it appears to have been purposefully imadequate,
once again revealing how DOE continues to view citizens' opiaionz with
contempt.

=1-
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I wish to remind the Znergy Department that it is working for us. It's
stone-age practice of dumping radicactive and chemical waste directly into
the ground is unagcegtgﬁle to vs, If it comntinues such practices in spite of 2 . 2 - 10
us, then something is very wrong with the way democracy is functioning in
America,

Awerjcan citizena a:;e, paying the wages for each and every member of this
bureaucracy. We are even paying over $5 million this year alone for Hanford's
"public relations” se that highly-paid spokespersons for the department and
its contractors can tell us what & fime job the]r.'re doing. We don't believe
them.

2.5.5

Like imexperienced farmhands gone herserk, IE and its contractors have
oceupled our land, used out monetary and physical ressurces to feed their
inasatiable sacred cows, and paid us back by letting the creatures defecate
their dangerous poisons inta the very agricultural beartland of our regiom,
And they continue to do sol’

Commen loglc demands that the front—end of this nuclear mis'adven.:uré be
addressed before the back-end can be dealt with apprnpristely. AB leng as
plut.onium prnducl::l.un continues at Hanford, DOE's current, limp attempt to

2.5.6

arldress the problems of ‘defense waste will be viewed correctly as the farce
thet it is. .

Bxigting defense waste mugt be cleaned up, of course. And DOE has heard
hundreda of Northwest citizens testify that safets-. not economics, should be
the main priority. People are willing to pay. for the most reliahle and safe
procedures available. But, :amp:are'd to plfher DOE facilities,. federal appropri-

2.2.1

ations for Hamford's cleanup are exceedingly low, revealing that the depari-
ment's priority at Hanford is expediency, not safety. How then, can we believe
thar this hearing is anything but & mockery?

Clear in the minda of Northwest citizens is the memory of months spent
studying incomplete and inaccurate data on the repository, The public's

2.1.1

studied opinion that Henford is not geologically or hydrologically suitable

_was mirrored by reputable independent scientists throughout the cauncry. Bur,

regardlesa of the sclentific dats, DOE pursued its own political agenda, and
lame excuses were made.

Speaking of excuses, titizens nationwide are fed up with DOﬁ's ploy of
pointing to “aatiocnal securizy" and "Congressional mandatea” in order te

duek-and-cover when held to accountabilicy. RECENEL DOE
vl AT

-2~ JUL 22 1886
WM DIVISION
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DOE has violated the Nuclear Waate Policy Act by eliminating setond-round

‘repository sites, It has purpesefully destroyed {if they even exiared) docu-

ments related to its selection of Hanford., It originally claimed that "national
security" prevented it from teélling about Hanford's massive dmounts of radioactive
iodine relessed upon unsuspacting American citizens, And, amidst probing guestions

‘and crirical testimony, it has recently twice walked out on the Congress of the

United States of America. lts ‘bureaucratic bungling and scornful disregard for
citizen and Congressional authority arellegion. Yet, when pressed, individuals
within DOE lament that "Congress made us do ic.”

I aubmit that the U.5. Departwent of Eaergy hes deceived Congress,. just as
it has the people of the Northwest. Once again, I wish to firmly remind DOE
officials that this is a dem;cracy. and that we-the-people are your employer,
bosa and highast authority. We are telling you that continued plutonivm produc-
tien at:Hant’ot_'_d is unnecegsary for national defense, jo incompatible with cleanup
of Hanford and is causing unnaceptable risk to American citizens,

Hanferd johs need not be eliminated, but companies and w.urkera should be
paid to clean up the mess instead of making more. This will keep them oceupied
for decades, if not centuries, with restorative work of which they, themselves,
and citizens everywhere can be proud.

RECEIVED DOE-RL
JUL 22 1986
WM DIVISION
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RECENVED DOE-RL
JUL 23 1986
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SPOKANE, WASHINGTON
SULY 15, 1936

oy

UNITHS STATES DEPARTHENT OF ENERGY
SPOKANE PUBLIG HEARING
DEAR SIRS,

I am a long-time resldent of this area having just recently rerurned from
working cut of state and aow vesiding in Spokane, Washingron.

Thanl you for this opportunicy to spezk to the issue of disposak of

radicactive wasteg from the Hanford nuclear site.

I believe that the best solucion to the current situation is for the
United States to collectively contain insofar as is possible all nuclear

wastes from around the countxry and to store them in the most stable
gecloglcal formations that can be found, most probebly wnderground salc

lgurﬁhﬂﬂ

formations. I strongly oppose on-sife disposal-by any means as this
would surely perpetuate the poisening of the land and water which has

?oﬁmK

already begun, We must retract and contain as much of this tezribly deadly
material as is possible and begin to reduce and finally eliminate the &
T~

sources from which it comas,

We have & responsibility to our families sand zo our nation; a responsibility \*

to future generations and really to all life on this planet. The whole world .

is watching; now and in times to come. Will we act intelligently and responsibly § ¥

or will we will we act n fear and in preed? Iy %
. v&“

As a citizen of the country which I love most deeply, I call on you to Lo

please awaken to this prest task and to begin the work which must begin now \ [{l

in order te secure a safe and peaceful world for all mankind.

”'ﬂﬂr

Respectiully yours,

vl Bl PHhd, ?W ns

Pickae! E. Camphed] W

Kenpeth W. Burchall

2.1.1
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HANFGRD DEFENSE WASTE ENVIRDNHENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PUBLIC HEARINSG RECEIVED DOERL
AUDIENCE QUESTIONNAIRE JUL 22 %85 0109
fow did vou learn of the hearings? WM DIVISION ©
Newspaper Radio ___ v __ Hail _ _ At work .

Werd of mouth ___ Other {(pleuse specify}

Did you ottend one of the Honford Defense Waste Open Houses in
February or March? Yes ___ No

Did you attend one of the Hanford Defense Waste Infarmational
Workshops fn May or June? Yes ___ o

Bid you have gccess to @ copy of the Draft Envirommentol Impact
Stotement or the Summary? Yes No _)g_

_erx_fi_qgsi Good  Fair  Poar
Oi(__ —
— O —

Pleose rate eagch of the following:

Hear ings moderdtor _ _
+ Procedures. for recording comments

. Physical arraongements i oK —_—

Process for reguesting to comment — o O —_

. Five minute comment period - — O .
Please share ony cdditiong! cnmments .you moy have gbout these hearings,
LSS I (L NN 00 SN M --L' I I s iy

£l oo e T2 a-{r.n-,':. ey b B {"J.é*ﬂ.z -
I D o PR Jﬁ%ﬂ—/um o S T
%N‘j_pfm_.cim. 'Im..-t.,i e g P

Any odditional €Eaments aboyt the process of submitting wrltten

comments on the Braf: Environmental Impgct Statement?

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING THIS HEARING AND TAKING THE TIME TO FILL 097
THIS QUESHONNAIRE

Wealt
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Promising Us Science, Biving Us Pgliticss X
; - When I became a seisntist, one of the cardinal rules. I“mﬂDHHEON

. L - WM BISION
Wiltiam Harper Heuff, Ph.D. ] . z::::e:'?xa that the facts reported not be 2olored by what I
. .
In an editoria) published at the time yodu, the United States
Department of Energy, issued your Draft Environmental Impact
‘Statemant on the disposal-of Hantord's defense vzste, tha
Ir: City Herald compared your task to the one Herculws had
in cieansing the Augean stables.. In fact, the He Eglg
conctuded .that your labor is gro.ter.

.1 stress all of this because |t sullies your reputation.in
general and compromises your DEIS in particular, . The Job
that needs ‘doing will take a1l the power and trustworthiness
that science at its best can offer. But becauss of your
past performances, ths possibilities that the work will be

" #n. expensive and tragic buondagglu are almost alt one can-

.1 wauld agree. But Iwouid atso take the comparisron O .. see, H et what ou will
further. ‘For,-although Hercules was: a memorable -hero, he
was hod a ‘very responsible one!

2.5.5

These concerns nntld, Fet me now make a felw comments about
your DEIS....

According to the famous Gresk myth, the stables of Augeas,
King of Efis, had been collecting fl1th for thirty vears.
You have been doing Vikewise for over farty, And Hercules
did his job in a single day by diverting the River Alpheus
through the pla:a and ‘washing the waste downriver. Your
task will take much longer} and we are desperately eoncerned
that you not do someth|ng similar wl!h the Culumbla‘_

First lnd aiways, I ‘am-disturbed by the entrmous number of
assumptions that go on- to beedme the basis of critical
calculationg, "You know as well as I that errors tend to
mul tiply with every atep, and almost aJ1 of your prognosti-—
cations lnuo!uc multiple steps.

4.1.20

Time after time, you admit that the procedures contemplated

and the machinery required .have not been tested or even

do-lgned. One of the more intriguing terms in »our document
“preconceptual .” .

2 2 1 We do not oppuse the disposal of Hanford’s defense waste; uwe

. v . fawor it, We only wish »ou had had gresiter foresight and
responsibil ity when you began .. .and cdnflnuod the contamina<=
tion. We are concerned that, fven as you wrestle with the
awesome problems of disposal, you are adding thore waste to
the mess. -And we are desperately concerned that, in your
efforts at cleanup, you hot make a bDad problem worse!

4.1.8

I lllrﬂh.d your D1qssary, and’ the word nrecﬁnceptunl' s
nat defined,. Neither is it found in the digtionary, .About
the closest ‘the dictiohury comes is ‘preconceptian,' which
ie defined as "prejudice.' An analysis of the word‘s con-
stituent parts suggests that wheén you say “preconceptual ,”
what you mean is that wou haven’t’ theught abaut something.
That troubles me oo,

4.1.8

Much of what you do at Hanford is sanctified by thé word’
“science,” Althowgh increasingly distrusted, youf science
still hat great power. #And that is sobering, for science
deserves better than you have dope with jt. .
There are many technical details In yoyr DEIS that worry me.
1 regret that you have allowed only five minutes for verbal

The problem ist »ou stnrt off doing science and end up
testimony at this hearing —— but ha1f of what was permitted

corrupting it with politica! ‘There is ho better example of

2.2.14

that than the choice of Hanfard as on¢ of the finalists fer
a C|Ul]lan hlgh 1euel nuclear waste r!pasltorv.

All alang in your repnaltary se1ect|nn, you emphasized that
Hanford would be thosen ONLY if it were proven safe by
scienptific study., But euen though Hanford ranked fifth in
neaprly every technical aspect, when the finalist choices
were made, Hinford suddenliy jumped te third. Why? Because
you "wWanted® to tharacterize a basalt site....

L L . * * » * * * L3

#Testimony presesnied at the USDOE hearing on its dratt
Environmental Impact Statement on. "Dispasal of Hanford
Defense High-Lsvel, Transuranic And Tank Wastex,” SpoKane
City Hall, Julr 17, 1984,

at the civilian repository Envircnmental Assessment hearing.
Somehow, we are more:comforted wheh our cencerns are spoken

‘out here In-public than when they risk encihg up in a file

box somewhere, perhaps never again to see the light of day.

Becauﬂg this is how you have structured these hearings, [ am
attach:pg an appendix -to the wrltten copy of this testimeony.
I'hope it will be read and taken seériougly....

Ong of my greatest worries about yaur defenss waste c[eanup
is accountability., How do we know that human hezlth and
safety will have the top priority? How do we Know that
ewtabl ished gquatity control standards will be felliowed in
this critical and complex task? = How dbo we Know that, ende
begun, the job will be completed as planhed? How do we Know
that the billions of dallars needed for this proJect will be
properly spent?

2.3.2.12

2.2.1
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Ahyone Moderately familiar with waste and graft on large
federally~funded projects is bound to wonder akout bath the
quality of the work done and the war the mohey is handled.
Wi thout soms sort of independent oversight, the defense
wasgte cleanup is practicaily an open invitation t& cheat. I
would hope that, in rour final EIS, you will reassure us on
all of this by providing a2 mechanism for public accountabil-
ity.

My final concern is this..., I urge you to adopt the safest
and most permanent alterhative in your DEIS —- geologic i
disposal. and I would add to that recommencdation ah equally
fervent recommendation that the deep repository chesen ngt
be on ths very bank% of the Columbia River. Such a choice
nbt only violates the scientific facts but common sense and
moral principle as wall.

Something els#.... You Know as well as | do that, if the
deep gedfogic alternative is to work, you must fmmediately
reverse your crassly political decision to suspend the
search for a second-round repository site in the East.
Othefwise, you will not have room for both the civillan
waste and the defensé waste. L X

‘I end with the same concern With which I began. Thoughout

your ferty=year legacy, vou have promised us sclénce and
safety and given ye potttics and pellutlon. In the process,
human health and 4rust, economic and social priorlties,
demacratic and scientifle process have all been sacrificed.

1 hope to Gad that you will do better than thit with your
defense waste!’

Aopandix )

Berond the primary valus that human health and safety,
present and future, should Lake priority over pcunumi:s ar
politics, there is one Other general piinciple’ that should
be uppermost in your thinking as ryou go about the defense
waste ¢leanup. This is that whatever you do should not end
up making a bad situation wors#. Even under the hest of
conditions and intentions, there (s reason to fear that rou
will spend billions of dollars converting your waste into
f6rms where it will be *ven more uiffl;ult to process
further, should that become nrcessary.

For sxampie, ih one of your alternatives you propose leaving
the satt studge in the bottoms of the 14% single-walled
tanks in placze and filling the tanks with gravei. What
happens if you later nesd to pet at that sludge because it
is continuing to be an environmental hazard (&s some of 7t
has already dang by Teaking)?

hCEIVED DOERL -
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And, doss not the gravel strategy create 1497 high—-Tevel
nuctear waste repositories, al)l of which should be Tegally
licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commissich as required
under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of {9827

Something else that bothers me is how you have omitted nmome
300 ragiologitally=contaminated wites at Hanford from rour
cleanup pians. In t984, with & stroke of the pen, you
transformed many milliohs of cubic meters of tranSuranic
waste to a Tow-level category. Whereas the lower limit for
TRU waste used to be ln'yanocuries per’ gram, USDDE order
5820.2 summarily rained the 'imit to 100 nanocuriew per
gram. Un¥ortunately, the hazard involued did not change at
at1!

1t worries me, too, that in rour discussions of processes
tike wvitrification and grouting, no formulations with test
results are listed. - You do refer general’y to the fact that
the success of both processes depends ypon compensating for
the particular waste compositicn invalved. As a chemist, I
know that the physical properties of both gtass and concrete
are® compromised by any impurlties present. And, when you
‘say vitrification and grouting, »ou afe talking about
turning out tons and tons of impure glass and concrete.

I werry about leaching frem improperty—formulated groyt.
The Savannah River Plant‘s EIS admits that studies on the
teachability of grout-are in & "preliminary stage"=« hardly
& proven process,

In the absence of test results, I worry alsg about atmos=~
pheric emissions from your vitrificatiod process. While
sometimed cited as an encouraging ¢xample, the French vitri=
fication.plant on the Britany Peninsula has & bad repytation
oh radioactive smissions.

Several other concerns,... ‘You have written vour DEFS risk
assessments in terms of what you can reasonablr anticipate.
Yet, most serious nuclear accidents have invelved the
unexpected. Because it is improbable, you often minimize
the -potentially catastrophic.

For example, in section H.4.%5. on hand)itig *Pre«] 970 TRU
Salid Waste," there is the mention of a possible accident
from “criticality due to thanges in fissile geometry during
subsidence operations.® That wmounds 1ike a full-scale
nuctear disastes to me —— semething comparable to what
hapg;n.d at Kyshtym in 1957 and nearty happened at MHanford
in 73. .

Alsn, rour discussion of Socioeconomic Impacts (Appendix K)
is yery mechanical and completely ignores a crucial matter
== citizen perception xnd morale. This is the most
important imponderable of al)l —- one that is still only

wmbnision 010
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3,1.8.1
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3.1.8.1

3.1.8.10

3.4.3.8

3.4.3.8

'3.2.6.3
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u'h}sp.r.a about. . Mgst people do not want to live, work WHMPIVISION

ralse families near. nuclear facillties. And, whether »ou
know it or not, what you do at Hanford has become a social
and economicé Blight in Eastern Washington. - Already, there
is evidence that new businesses are reluctant to locate
here, pAnd, should your activities and reputation compromise
the marKetability of Washington’s agricul tural preducts, an
economic catastrophy of unparalleled scope Will ‘be the
reasutt. . ..

Another Impertant matter,,..  Ssveral tiney in your

preambles 'to sections, »bu mention following the most
conservative lines of reasoning.and reckoning. Yet, vour
descriptions repeatedly manifest a facilte optimism.

‘Bevweral times you assure ugs, "While there i3 no intention of
the federal government to ever leave the site...." Come on
now! Mo government, much less civilization, has ever lasted
the time your wastes wil! reémain dangerous. In fact, rour
DEIS assumes loss of institutional control by the year 2130
-- a tiny fraction of the time much of the waste will be
hazardous,

What you are planning must dutlast climate changes, ice
ages, genlogical upheavals, and, if we are s0 lucKy, hunan
populations whose understandings, languages, values and
purposes will be very different from our ewn,

For this latter reason alone, it is crucial that you adopt
the most permanent and inaccessibte alternative —- the

geolagic disposal.  And I would add to that recommendation
an gqually fervent recommendation that the deep repository
chosen not be within a stone’s throw of the Columbia River.

Finally, midst all of the deubt and controversy over how
your defense waste should be handled, there it one matier
that seems c)ear -anc ghambiguous. Especially until rou are
much more conviacing in vour ability to didgpose of the
defense waste alreagy. on hand, the processes that generakte
that waste should be brought to a halt:

111
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United Btates Senator Slade Gorton
Testimony for tha 9,5. Department of Eaetgy Publlic Hearing
en the Defense Waste Environmental Impapt Statament

July 17, 1%86

1 regret that 1 am wnable to be hers pézsonnlly'to utmnent
on the Draft Bnviroamental Impact Statement on the Disposul of
Hanford Defends Wastes. 1 have askad Dick Ellis, my Eastetn

Washington Director, to present this testimeny on my behalf.

Cleaning up 40 years worth of defense waste at Hanford is
one of the mogt imbortant tasks facing the Department of Energy.
Making sure that the Depattment carries out thim responsibility
safaly, effectively, and expeditiously is one of the most
important tasks facing the Stﬁte of w-:ﬁlngion. 1 am plezsed at
the Ilnterest nnd involvemant of Washington :a:ideqts in this

important iasue.

The overriding criteria for the disposal of Hanford's
defense waste must he the pzétoction ef public health and odur
énwirunment. Revent actions taken by the Depariment of Energy,

however, lead me to guestion the Department's committment to

2,2.1




2.1.8
2.2.14

0ST

2.4‘1!1

JuL 22 886 40/
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glving priority considerstion te the protection of public health
and our snvironment., oOn May 29th John Herxington, Secretary of
Energy, announced that, if DOE has its way, further

conslderation of secondary zepository sitea in the cantral and

sastern United States will be indefinitely postponed.

The Department’'s unilateral decision to suspend the second
:lposi.to:y siting program viclates poth the intent and l.njtter of
the law, AS a member of the Senate Environment and Public wWorke
Committes during the 97th Congress, I was deeply invelved in
developing the buclsar waste Policy Act of 1382, I was
responsible for including in the Act provimions that require the -
siting of a lucond_zepositazy and place a cap dn the smount of
waste disposed of in the first r-pcsité:y._, My intentlon was to
snsure that the £irst repositeory site would not later b-cnﬁe tha

only cepogitory in the nation.

The Department of Bnergy has nefitheér the responainility ner
tha autherity to decide whether or not to proceed with the
aslaction of a sﬁbond :aposltﬁxy. Ae one of the Saenators
involved in drafting the Act, 1 caﬁ attest to the faut that ths
elements. of th.e Ackt are inseparable. The éiting of a tuwcond
reposlitory is a kﬁy slement that caﬁ net be Qaﬁoved without
jeopardizing the entire Act. The Departmant of Energy muit ba
reguired te sirictly comply with Fhe law. ‘ '

.wkste can be disposad of in the firast repository.
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It is particularly disturbing that the decidjion to
indefinitely postpone work on a ascond :-pouitpzy was based
partially op the Depuitman: of Energy assumpkion that defense
waste !n =single-shel} tanks at Hanford uo{;ld not he placed in a

repository.

3.3.5.7
This implies that the Department of Baergy has :
already decided not to chooze the option of diapowing of
Hanford's existing defense waxzte in a repository, Under
existing law, ho more than 7¢,000 metric tons of high 1gv|1
1f Hanford's
existing defense waste was added to gommerclal waate and other
defanse waste the combined total would exceed 80,000 metric
tong, The Department's apparent opposlition to bullding a second
repositesy giver the impresion that the Department inktends to
laave Hanford's defense waste whare it is.

»

. The Final Enviromnmental Impact Statemest must ¢iarify this
iseue and specifically addrass the impact of single-shall tank
wante diaﬁosnl on the firat repository. 1 am deeply concerned 3. 3. 2 -1
that the Depaztment of Energy's lllegal sescond repoaitory
declelon will add pressure by the Departmant te utttilize.ehn

single=shell tank waste in place.

Ancther issue of particelar convern is that the Dzaft

Environmental Impact Statement does not adequately addresg the
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3.1.6.1

2.4.1.1

2.4.1.1

3.4.2.23

masdive guantities of chemical waste curtently in the aingla-

shell -tanka and contaminating Hanford moil., This chenical
cuntaminatién is a dnngerou; envizonmental ind ﬁeaith thraat.
The Department of Enexrgy must take lmmediate action to identify
the hazardous chemicals at Hanford and emyure that each dlaposal

altarnative specifically sddreases chemical contamination.

In addition, the Draft Envlzonmen;51 Inpact Statement does
not indicate that the_Dgpn:bment of Epergy intends to comply
.with thé_:aquirqmanta and the intent of ;edé:al and state
environmental laws. The Washington Department of Ecolegy
already hap fined the Department of Energy for Hanford's nonw
complisnce with certain environmental law. The Dspartment’s
non-compliance with these etivironmental laws can not be

tolerated.

The DEPu:tmanf of Energy must demenatrate that ita defense
wagte actlone can satisfy federal and state ilaws. In the Pinal
Environmental Impact Stabement, the Depertmant should indicate
ite intent te comply with a1l appropriate federal and state laws

to protect publie health and tha snvirénment.

Another concern which deserver special nete is tha lmpaot
of the transportation of defsnse wakte. In my view, the

Dcpnrkmuné has not adegquately addremied teansportation inpacts

in the ongoing #site melection proveas for high lavel wazte
:npoaltotigs. 1 have cospahtorsd logitlationrho ractify this
aericus oversight, and 1 castion tha Department not to make the
aame error in connidering defenae wists d&isposal options, I
join the citizens of Spokane and other communities on potential
transportation corridors In urging the Deparinent of Energy to
cqru!u}ly_éonnidaz the txansportation impacts né its defanse
waxte actions. In addition, it is important that the Final

" Environmental Impact Statement includes an explanstion of the
fndfral assistance which will bo_ﬁnﬁe available to.locel

snergency responae providers.

I stxongly sdpport the Pepartmant of Enargyts efforka to
clean up Hanford, I will continue to work for adequate fadctal
Eunding to:-uppozh theda elEo:hQ. ineloding continuing work on a
facility to pincass tather than bury the N-ﬁeactoz'l.zadlcaetivc
cischéxge. pumping radiocactive liquid out of &ingle-shell tanks,
and:runcn:ching lgd'anveloping technolaogiss, such am the ‘

glansification faeility, for immebilizing nuclear waste,

3.4.2.23

3.4.2.24

2.3.2.12




et

8°8'¢

6°8°1°€E

8'6°¢

134 9 &

NGISIA {1
958 2 r
R303 TZANR0AM

(=3¢ ]
s TR

- ATeaeoury
‘HOGSTM 933Q U@ FINT Doop

*ETETIS1BN BNOPINZEY JoU30 Luvw e18 6. paTDUEY
Arnjages L15A Pie DAJOYTUON og USD 3T SJoUM
PURCJR 8a0qs aq weD SPRI0YE AMTIUPSE AUy UL *Q

‘I67 ATQTOUCdEad 9Q 0F 838wM
petyTsavtd yo aawys ayeyl I3uiE yowe loyw
‘UATIRATITIN DUR Yodvessd sHRIN0OUS 0 JODIA UL G

TPTIOM 9UY nondnogy: qinpoad stqwecisap
¥ 8% 818ws oug TI68 01 aTqtescd ag fem
1T ‘UHOTITONDE DU Yileaded SATEUSYTI JAIVIV h

. i "TOTRPUTIRIHOD
J&3%A PUNSIE 3O FJIB9) aul aTwIABTE 0] 3EmEA
892038 TTH Jo WOT1BOTITE8wId ety Hupqluya

Aratatpsmuy £q wpuwIodosd ¥3IUR 8y} 10BIeqUNO) ¢

T2IRTIIEQ Jo gedms] L1Tanose Bty Loy L1qrEeed

PUR ‘sied-X TRTILENPUT PUW [wOTpem ‘ITmIaA PuUw

#1095uy FUT{od1ucd ‘pooy Juyadesaxd JoF sATT
‘POETTIIN 2 UWo 1T MOW W0 YodwRsad alo0EmaLg *f

*3158M Jnok Jo eaTlIedoxd AATIONOTPEI Uy

JO 21172039 al} sjowerd of meadoad uotimaAnpy
pUE WOT1ETSS oyrqud SAfIUILYd UW WO NJ |

tguntiePins SutsoTTOF mi\ JI8pIaUen 39EeTI
’ IHAWITAWeD

SGE65 ‘umeM ‘PURTGOTY
Q45 xog: ‘0
: £3zoum Jo *3ded a1 .
9g61 ‘oL £Tap :
8% 145 wodeq) ‘sprsvey
Sif)1 Xod ‘4 3eTwmy

Shpiye

BeF
o

o
£

2pg NOSIAG M
. 988 €2 inr
™EC T R0EY

“A3puniroddo eyl I0F ‘uemiTRy) ‘IR ‘nod Juedr

‘Z¢eafun) £q polmufyssp sesvoad UOTATSTOR Y} yITM SIuETTduod

39§A35 PUP S935eA IEITIRO JO UOTIESLdETp Pum BUFLPUBY PATI0RIZa JO
sauejzoduy ayi yo uorijuSodax m3do puw pIpuwn Sadin UO3I0n I0jwuag

*89198A 1TATINIL ITGEIEN aZTLIIN puUR 2T2L33L
03 poudysup IUFTd UoTILOTITIITA 335BM al) Fo JUSWATUBAPY ¢

*a1spA A¥ITONU SZTTEQOWDE 03 wexfoly JUS@ITIIL IINEH IBATINT Y "4

*ExUR3 T[aYS-STRUT WOI] IjmEm BI'IDDJ.BZ.E.I.[ 30 Bupdmng 't‘

*£3TIFORL JuxmIEall Fuanlyjg ue 01 wofILsIly "¢

T *souwTTdmod '['e:;uanmurp\ua 2319Tdme> ojuf pioguel Surag T

: " :eicyoisIay pesseippw Lyazenbape

uzaq Jou ARy JBY1 PIOJURH 3u s1o@[cxd Buteduo o7 waard aq uorInNIIR
poz Juipiny U3 PopUMMODDI el u0liog I103wUdg *ampluesw 343 ul

“237s dunp IEdT>HU TFUOTIZU ¥ 6 DAOIURH IO UOTISUTMOW 3y} 1s330rd

AITRuxcy O} UCTOEdF DATIRISTRI] _'[ur.)ada_u Jursodoad ot IJUpIE) YIOOF
IoWIRA0Y PUT SURAT UEG 203BUSE yipm Poutel sey Ho3zon 101Hualg

‘sgaanxd- STYY Woiy Jupserasp up Adzoug

Jo juamyxedaq Iyl 3O SuOTIS® B4 paroyqe ATITIqed evy ag  -eseaduoy

49 y3acy 319s sP aysea IERTINU 3o [EHods|p d auy3 a0y d
UOTIDBII6 SIS SYF 01 JAIMPE 0] PIUTUIIIGP BT UDLITY dojBUBg

*39I1TmoD Y3 03 PIAIATTP ¥q TTIA Aucwrised
U313TdE  'UC3a0n SPETS AOJIRUAS salEzg PeITU) JO FTRUSQ UG JUMMAIRIE
FOTAq ® ofEm 03 Aayunizeddo STY: Sawy 01 om A0F Iouoy we EF IT

TUBUATRYD AR

SBGT ‘T ZInr

“HOLYOD JOLVNHE ¥0d HOLITAYA NOJONTHSVM MMAISYE ‘SITTd A0Id A%
CEINHSHA  AOMUNE 40 INTRINVEECE JAL J0 INSEIVIS IIVEHT TVINEHNORIANI LIVHE
FLSVA ISNAAIT TIOANVH HHL NO NOLICO HUVTIS HOLVNZS ¥OA4 ANOWIISIL Tvddda

kﬁ;s.{?s wd oo Z”

i A

i\;-i - i 3 E ‘.‘
N Y A S

6°2°¢
1°'1°¢

Yiee

152



€61

2.1.1

e
S iab
o
il

i, ’
A

114

RECEIVED DOERL
UL E 2 1986
WM DIVISION

o4 .
3426 NE 19th Ave.
Portland, OR 97212
July 18, 1986

R.A. Holten/EIS

U.8. Department of Energy -
Richiand Operations

P.0. Box 55D

Richland. WA 99352

Pear Sir or Ms.:

§e wish te express our strong objections to the location of tha
nuclear waste deposltory at Hanford, in Washington State. Its
location s¢ ¢lose to the Columbia River, a critical source of water
and recreation for both states (Wasbington and Oregom). as well as
the dnproven safety of the site make it a dangerous and risky
choice. .

We recogrnize that the nation needs to have a nuclaar waste

.depository somewhere., and that no one wants it in their "backyard,”

but there must certainly be locations that sre less populated., with
more stable geoclogy, and less risk to important sources of water
i{such as the Nevada site).

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.

Sincerely, / :

Richard Rasenber: 7
Rochelle RcseM

e
U3
)

Testimaony for Jeparimuns of Energy Public Hearing on Nuclzar
waste Menagement - July 8, L9BG, Richland Weshingten.

tiiven by Melisma tigheter, 1235 Isascs, Waila Wslla, Wa.

My name is.Melises Webster. I live in Ualla Walle with my husband
and two children. The annauncemant that Hanford was recommended 85 a
Firalist For the nation's nuclesr weste oump shocked and disappolnted
me. I hed understood that the Hanford site was not favorable for
underground radicactive wastes becsuse the rock of “this repgion is
parous, . 1 had understoed that the large populstion area in the basin and
the proximity of the Columbim River alsc mate this arps unsafe for this
type of siorage, ' What hes changed td cause this 'ares to be consigered
now for tne great kot spot of the nation? :

Other ‘quastions which hawvnt me are:

If we heve so much yeste alraady snd have no safe way to defuse or
dispose of it why do we tontinue to produce it? wouldon't it oe batber
to davalop eafer-forms of energy? : ’

why must ane area lor twn) of the country be sacrificed in this way
wheh nuRlgsT waste is being produced at many sites?

why does the DDE think we will eccept a study which they heve made
themselves and which serves thelr own interests?

wny do they tell us it can be safe when we know in our hearts i% would 2

not bte? Ine past record at Hanford and the disaster at Ghernochyl justify
aqur mistrust and Tesr

And finally, why does anyane Or any sgency or goverhmenl think ihey
have shg right to pollute $he earth.in ithis monumental end irreversitiie
menner? In our . cereless use end abuse of nature in the name of progress
we have came so far that we no lanper see the megnitude of what we ere
doing. .

I have a right to speak here todsy becsuse I iive close te the
Hanford sres and 1 care deeply shout preserving the beauly and sefety
of this region. But I spesk also far tha protection of the entire
coyntyy end 1 urge the department to see to the ending of nutlesy
waste production: before.it provides for long term storape. of presant
and future waste.

. Thank: you,

7S Lebdelps

Melissa 1. Webster

LRy
= ;J\)A-"R"
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TESTIMONY DF
SOVERNUR BOUTH GARDNER
STATE OF WASHINGTON
for
USDOE. FUBILIC HEARINGS
an
DEFENSE WASTE ENVIROMMENTAL IMPAGT STATEMENT
by
CURTIS ESCHELS
SPECIAL ASSISTANT ON ENERGY ISSUES

July B, . 1984

L0
L]
L3
N

Governor Gardner reguested that 1 express his regrets that%@%‘:ﬂﬁ@r‘
not be here personally to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Etatement on the Disposal of Hanford Dedense High-Levil, Transu-—
ranic and Tank Wastes. He asked me& to present his testimony. My
name ig Curtis Eschels, 1 am Governor Gardher's Special assistant
wn energy issues. | EChair the state of Washington Energy Facility
Eite Evaluation Council, and 1 am & member of the state of
Washington Nuclear Waste Board. .

Eefore I make specitic comments, ] will take a few momsnts to list
general criteria the LS. Department of Energy (USDOE} should use
10 reach decisions. The number pne criterion must be the protec—
tion of public health and the enviranment:. To meet this all impor-
tant criterien, UBDOE must: . . .

- uee state-of-the-art technologies;

- comply with appropriate laws by leaving the shadow of the
1934 Atomic Energy At exclusions and-movintg into the
sunshine of carrent federal tegislation;

- consider ecunnm::&, but not allow economics to drive deci-
si0ons§

- minimize future reieasesi and

- make sure science, not politics, prevail irn the decisian
making process.

The cleanup ot this 40 yeers accumulation of wastes is & major,

long-term challenge 4or USDOE and the state of Washington. This
Draft EIE is the hegxnn:ng -of a lnnn, difficult, and expsnsive

task.

I am pleased that the citizens of this region have becom® so knowl-
edgeable sbout this issue. I ¢redit the USDODE and state of
Washington information programs for providing informatioh to the
citizens. ] hope these information programs will continue even
though the Draft EIS commeEnt period will ‘svon end.

The following specitic comments are made in the spirit of improving
this draft impact statement. This three volume, :,000 page docl~
ment is, for the most - part, clearly written and technically sound.
However, to make the final document compl te ang adE uet » USDOE
must 1nt0rpcrate the following YSSUEE.

Chemiral Hazards

The scope of the PEIS is too narrow. The document does not ade-
quately deal with the hundreds of thousandes of tons of rhemical
wastes included in tank wattes and dispersed in Hanford soils. The
hazards of chemizal contamination are no less real and urgent then

2:2.3
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the hazards of radiocactive materials.
chemicals gontamination and each disppsal alternative must
specifically address chemical contaminatian.

Soil E@friers

The Draft E15 appears to make overly optimistic performafice assess—
‘ments for sDil barridrs.
-the available ititerature has been misrepresented.

The validity of the EIS is.in jeopardy if
Barrier perfor—
mance must be substantiated by previpops studies and actual experi-
ence. Fathway and travel time calculations are meanxngless until
barrier performance 1s substantiated.

Compliance With Safety Lawe

We are concerned that the USDOE emphasis on stabiiization.of tanks
is pontrary to the Nuclear dWaste Policy Atk "multiple barrier®
approach which requires stabilization of both the container and the
wastes. The USDOE approsch leads to an acknowledged contamination
of Hantford oroundwater. Contaminestion of groondwater is contrary
to state law, In the final EI5, UGDDE should adres to comply with
all appropriate state laws to protect public health and the envi-
roanment.

Compliance wWaith the Mationsl Envirunhenta! Falicy Act

In the final impagt statement. USDDE must specifically identify the
ampacts ©f "the" propesal as reguired by the National Environmental
Folicy Act. The use of "bounding assumptions" to cover a range of
impacts oF alternatives is not acceptable. Oelayed records of
degision will regudire, -as. a minimum, a supplamental EIS with an

opaortunity for Cl‘t}’.‘.’.El’\ comment .

The draft document calls for a system. to mark the woundary of the
actual dispesal sites. USDIE describes what 1t calls “actual fis-
posal sries"™ which would cover I2 square miles. Inm aur opinich,
not all the 32 square miles must be off - limits forever. . Only that
land that is irretrievably contaminated by dangerous wastes should
be written off, "USDOE must establish a separate, public prbicess to
condemn land prior to writing it off.

bils (=] Mnni{ur

ushot. must, in the +:na1 EIS, evaluate the impact of defensa wastes
on the sbility to monitor & proposed repository. This man1curina
is especially important in the earlier postolousure years. 1t'is
obvaous that eves consideration o+ a reposxtnry requlrEJ tha [-T1:4
possible cleanup of. defense wastes,

-

i3
&
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Health and safety issues must be the maiar factar in the clpanup of
defense wastes and in decisions leading to the selection ot a site
for Qeplogic disposal of high~level watstes., From all indications,
the decision te indefinitely postpone wWork on a setond repository
was based, in part, on USDDE data which assumed singie-shell wactes
would 1ot go to & repository. If the decision was influenced by
such an assumption, there will surely be added pressure by USDDE to
stabilize the mRingle-sheil tank wastee in place. In addition, the
use of guch dats o make a decision op the secand round repository
raises serious guestions ahout the validity of the geolopie reposi-
tory alternative for single-shell wastes, The spirit ard intent of
the National Environmenial Folicy Act reguires consideration of
valid alternatives. The final EIS must clear up this confusion and
must clearly address the impact of single-shrll wastes on the
design and tonstruction of a repository--wherever 1t is huilt. The
final document must include specific informetion on the number af
caristers of glaszified waste USDOE expects to exiract from single-
shell tanks.

Conclusion

In conclusion, [ supoort strongly USDOE's effprts fo move ahead on
key elements of the Hentord cleanup. Thie includes continuing
research and preliminary design work on the glassification and
grout facilities. The state of Washingteon will work to forge a
coalition to support cleanup funding.

The Washington S{ate Nuclear Waste Eoard will testify at the
Egattle meeting and the Board will submit detailed commants on ar
before the August 7 deadline.

Bovernor Gardner and 1 thani you for thia opportunity to comment.,

—1-
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© To: Department of Energy, Hanford Waste Site Hearing, July 8, 1986

Subject: Production and storage of nuclear matexials

From: Gretchen de Gragse, 127 whitman St., Walla Walla, 99362

The Department of Energy and the Reagan administration have

been cavalier in their treatment of the public and its elected
repreg¢ntatives. On Monday, July 7th, Congressman Sid Morrison said
that a'Waahingtcn State lawsuit and congressicnal legislation will
probably fail to take the Hanfo;d nuclear reservation off the list

of three contenders for the nation's first high level nuclear waste
repogitory. If a lpweuit brought by the state of Washington and
congressional legislation are dopmed to fajilure, then what is the
purpose of this hearing? A cartoon in last wesk's New Yorker (June3Oth)
expresses the contempt of=aqencies ifke the Department of Energy and
the Pantagon for the public: One ganeral o another in a closed
meeting says "Ne., no, When I say thie new secret weapon can slip past
their-defenses undetected, I;m not referring to the Russians, I'm
referring to Congress." 1iIt is wrong that the public must beg for
mercy before a governmental agency that hag no legislative or judicial
authority. o '

Safe public policy regquires that no new nuciear wastes
should be generated wntil a safe storage and monitoring system
is created. The N-reactor, which produces weapons grade plutonium,
should be shut down immediately on general principles. We already
manufacture and sell too many weapons. During the fiscal year 1985,
the United States sold more than 11 billion dollars worth of weapons
to 115 countries on a government to government basis. During the
same period, undér'the Arme Export centrol Act, the United Biates
80ld over 2 billion dollare worth of weapons in private sales to 167
countries. Some of the countries are not friendly to each:other, or,
to us. It would be safer to send cherry bombs in diplomatic pouches
than to continue making weapons grade plutonium for defense or sale.
RECEIVEw DOERL
JuL 22 1985 ol
WM DIVISION
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Giver the contempt of the Reagan administration for the
United Nations and the World Court, and the contempt of the world
for the Reagan administration; 3s is reasonable to doubt the control
of nuclear weapons by the United States or others like wus.

Given the events at Three Mile Island and Chernabyl, it is
reasonable to doubt the safety of the N-reactor.

Given the duplicity of the Department of Energy about

emissions at the Hanford site, it is doubtful whether "Grandma's 2- 5. 5

Cookies" should be stored there.

Reascnable doubt means that there is debate on at least
two sides. A superior, we know best, attitude taken by the Depart-
ment of Energy and President Reagan is inappropriate and unhelpful.
I beg the Department of Energy not to risk human life and our
environment over debatakble issves. The generation of nuclear waste
should cease until the debate is resolved.

Reccives LOERL
WL2D W g
WMDWISION O/f7
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Department of Energy Hearing - July 8, 1986 RECENED BOE-RL
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Lisa Lyens - 3075 East Main Street, Walta Walla, Washlngfih BBASION

Environment Impact Statemsnt

t would like to live and raise a family in the Northwest. -| celebrated

my tirst annl\.rersay on July 6. The nuciear risk in the Northwest is becom-
irg too grest. Peopie wil! be forced to relocate outside et the Northwest.

New industry will net risk coming In, Many will close and ieave. People
outside ¥he area wll4 ncf.send thelr children to colleges in the Northwest.

The Depar?men} of Energy's envlrenmentai impact. statement says that
thelr tour_ waste storage optiens have no health risk to the publig. |
don't bellieve this! The Department of Energy '‘has already permitted Hanford
to secretly release huge amounts of radiation intc-the atmosphare of the
Northwest., | wonder how many cancers *his has already caused and will
contlinue to cause.

This guaranty of safey sounds familiar. In the February 1985 issue
of Soviet Life magazrne,_ukranian Power Minister ¥Itylli Sukurov sald
that "There was one chance.in |0,000 vears of a meltdown.” As we all know,
two months later Chernoby! blew. The N+Reacter, like Cherpobyl has no
deme and has 8 graphlte-moderated core and is bzing called tess safe than
Chernobyl!

There Is a mystarious wasteiand in §us$ia in the southern Urzl
meuntains, larger *han New York Cify. The city of Kyshtym and other
small touns no ‘loenger exisi. There is.no Jffe, no pecple. Highways ware
bul!t over the land, and signs say "keép windows raled up -~ do not stop."
This was believed to be an aiea of plutonium production. An exiied Soviet
bicipgist now living in London, who has sfudied the situation, says It was
dgue To shallow Qufial of stered radicactive wag?es which overheated and
sxploded fike & volcano. One of your dangerous options in your statement
iF to put a cencrete covering on The radioactive wastes that have been

dgumpad in unlihed pits at the same tlme the Soviets were doing the same

B.4.3.8
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tking in = foug that doesn't exlst anymore.

The impect statement gives & popuiation report of the people in an
80-mile radius of Hanford. ‘This is the danger distance f{rom Chernobyi to
Kiev or Hanford to Hallq Walle where } live. It polnis auf.Thaf we are
a iow-population area, therefore eligible for risk, Low-population Is
not NQ=population. ' The inclusion of-+his low-population report in
the same report stating a "presumed zero risk to public¢" of nucliear
wastes is a contradiction in the report of Itself.

Tné young people of the Northwest ask for safety for owr future.

The exlsting and future nuclear wastes must be neutralized.
The N-Reactor so like Charncby? must close.
Please avoid a mass exadus ©OFf people from the Northwest. We iove

this area and wish Yo stay and raise our famifies here.

Lisa Lyons
207 & Fecl Moy
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Richland, WA 993552

[ atn writing to Xpress my opinion concerning the DOE'S draft Environmental
Impact Statement entitisd Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Transuranic,
and Tank Wastes', and wish to raise the following points:

1) THE DEPT. OF DEFENSE AND DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO
MEET AT LEAST THE MIKIMUM SAFETT STANDARDS REQUIRED OF COMMERCIAL
REEACTORS, BOTH FOR THE OPERATION OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES AND THE DISPOSAL
OF NUCLEAR WASTES. | believe it is the responsibility of the United Statec Federat
Government to protect its citizens irom internal as well as external threats to their
health and well bemig. I therefore cannot understand Why the United States
Department of Energy {DOE) conmiztently sperates using lower standards of safaty
than are required by the federal povernment for commeraal nuslear reactors i
thig country:

8} How doee the DUE justity operating the N-reactor and other federal reactors
without cotitaitiinsnt dores, and with 1058 TigoroUs salety standards han those set
by the Nuclear Reguizbory Lommussion (NRC)T 1 do not accept the rationale that
becalse they generally operate within the NRC guidelings it makes o differenice
that therr standards are mMore lax Because the DOE has the technicas capability to
operate within the NRC guidelines, the DCE and DOD should be required by iaw to
meet at ieast the safety standards required of commercial reactors and coarimersial
waste.

¥

27 ALL DEFENSE WASTES SHOULD BE K
YEARS, &) DEFERSE WASTE:

TRIEVAEBLY STOR

=

ED FOR AT LEAST 5¢
H SEL OF BY DEEF GEULOGIC
enlogic drepasil he deel- burial, wWith wastes
E 508 for at 1
Ap 4 e reguired to ienose of 3
the came way DOE sheuld not e alivwed to disposs of 118 s by
In-place stabilizaton, and consequentily oplions 2 (Inn-Place Stabiligalion) and 3
(Paference) ave unsuitable . )

at 1 urge the IOE and at ieast one indebendent azancy to consider other ophiods
for the sale retrieval of the Dre- 1470 defense waste:. s6 that 11 can be talely stored
by desp geologls disposal 2t a site oulsids of Hantord, and retrievably stored for it
least 0 years tefors burlal. Thers i1 no 1ushiiscation [or ay dther course xcept
cost and political expediency which should not be factors on wastes which must be
olated from numan contact forat lagst 17 SArE a

spent SO

Therefors the

2.2.7
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%) ARE RADICACTIVE DAUGHTER 1SOTOPES INCLUDED IN TABLES 1 & 27 Tables |
&2 {p.L11 & 121 are difficult to understand. For instance. Americium-24t1sa
radicactive degay product of Plutonium-2 39+ 240, and' yet it is not shown o
merease as Plunium decays Were radjoactive decay products computed inte
Table 2, of does it only depict the initidl quantities of radicactive isotopes? 1f not
included already, please recompute to accarately reflect the total quantities of
isotopes. ’

43 UPTIONS 2 & 3 ARE VIRTUALLY IDENTICAL AND POTH ARE UNACCEFTABLE.
The reference option {cpton 3) is only a differsnt name for onsite stabitization
toption 21, 17 one 1ooke 2% the numbers, 1t e clear {rom the reference {option 3)
that the DOE plans to dispoese of ail pre- 1970 wasts (which 15 virtoally all of the
present defense waste] and even some of the post 1970 waste by in-place

- statilizavon foption 2):

a) Most.of the plutemum gensraied and extracted by the defense department
was dong hety 1344 and 1670, Mo extrachion wWas done belween 1972 and
14435 The reference option plane to stabilize 1n place ali waste generated prior o
1470, and much of what hag beén generated since then (see p. B.24). Therefore,
option 3 i st a fancy name for option 2, with more than 90F of the total defense
waste being stabilized i piace, as outined i option 2. Therefore, both options 2 &
3 are totally unsuitable. ’

5) WHY ARE THERE N CONFIDENCE INTERVALS FOR ESTIMATES? One cannot
foreses evell thé near future With 1608 certainty, and predicting events 10,000
Fears into the futyre 18 even more difficalt. Why then 4o the BIT tables lack
confidence intervals o the estimates? For instance, oo p. xif of Vol I it is stated
that Twwnstream users of the Columbia River wonld incur at miest one health effect
asgociated with the disposal of waste over the 10,000 years This is only one
ezample of the consistent tack of confidence intervals for ¢gtimates. Itis
iinposssble to svaluate the data precented without some idea of the uncerixinties
invelved. 953 certainty levels ehomld Le prozenisd o all tables representing
sstmiate: niertainiles invelved 1 YOUr health impact estitniates?
How were these det ?

6} AN [NDEPENDENT 3TUDT ANL INDEPENDENT EIS 15 IMPERATIVE BEFORE ANY
DECIZICH S BE MADE CONCERNING NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL. [t viclates standard
scentific practices o have the agency responstble for the geneoraticon of the nuclear
waste alse responsible for evaluating the health and environmental smpacts of
nusisar waste generation and storage. it is umposcibie to evaluate the scientific
data presesited without independent input and review. It 1s imperative that an
independent agency be charged with data collection, analysis, outline of options
and production of the EIS

E)
e
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7} NO ACTION SHOULD BE TAKEN UNTIL LESS HAZARDOUS TECHNIQUES ARE
BEVELOPED FOR THE RETRIEVAL, PROCESSING, AND STORAGE OF THE PRE- 1970
DEFENCE WATTES. [tis cléar from the wording thronghout the EB that the DOE
does not yat have techniques for the safe retrieval and disposal of the pre-1970
defense wastes (see p. 1.8, [.17 for examples). Therefore, no action should be
takeh until technologies can be developed for the safe retrieval, procéssing and’
storage of this wastes. I i unconscionable wo literatty sweep this waste tunder a
rug of concrete and leave future generations with the task of cleaning it up shouid
the DOE's predictions of environmental impact prove in the futuré to be too

optirnistic. ’PM& N M
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[ am writing to exXpress my opinion concerning the DOE's draft Environmental
Impact Statement entitied Disposal of Hanford Delense High-Level, Transuranic,
and Tank Wastes™ (EIS), and wish torasse the Totlowing points:

1} AN INDEPENDENT STUDY AND EIS IS NECESSARY. To respond to all the
obections I'have to the alternatives putlined i the DOE's EIS wouwld take more
epace than the EIS. Suffice it to say that | cannot accept any data, protabilities, of
conclusions presented in the EIS, since the EIS 15 researched and written by the
samée department which hag genierated, carelossly stored, and must now Ly 'to
630 up and dispose of the Wastss. I believe that no actien should be taken on
disposal of defense nuclear wastes untl an {NDEPENDENT agency can beth expmine
the original data; ¢ritique the DOE's EIS, expliore other retrieval and disposal options
8nd make recommendations as to how the Jdefense waste should be retrieved and

~disposed Tt is unconscionable that there has been no independent study on wastes

as hagardous ang long-lived as the defense nuciear wasts,

a) This nation wae bullt on the ideal of separation of powers: separahon of church
and state, and separation of judicial, legislative, and executive bodies of
government. How then <an this same nation set ofie dapariment, the DOE, with the
tazk of generating, menitoring, storing, and witimately disposing of its own
hazardous fatenats? Thig e clearly a conftict of interest No matfer Hew noble the
Furpbse and how strong the desire for obiectivity, it would be asking the
impossible of any individuai or organization to remain neutral and objective on all
facets of this1ssue. 1 therefore consider it impsrative that an independent agency
be gt up to monitot past, present, and future generation and storage of defense
wastes and to determing ow best to retfieve and dlSpOSG of the defense wastes
EIH eady generatad

bi I know that the siting of the commer\,:al waste reposztor? iz beyond the scope
of the defense waste ELS. but 1 belleve it is nevertheless relevant to poit to the
DOE's viciation of its own guideiines in elevatng Hanford from 5Sth of T sites te 3rd
of the three sites chosen for further charactenization The DOE has iost all
credibnlity as an obactive party by placing its depatimental concerns above the
heaith and safety of the Ametican peopie. This agency cannot be trusted to
present options: which accurate y refiect the Teal health and environmental impacts
mvelved. - s : '
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2} ALL DEFEMSE WASTE SHOULD BE RETRIEVABLY ITORED FOR AT LEAST 50 3 .3 4 . 2
YEARS AND THEN DISPOZED OF BY DEEP GEOLOGIC BURIAL. This nation has decided
that geologic digposal by deep buraj 1 the safest method for disposing of the spent 3 3 1 1
.

commercial Tuel and that wastes should be stored retrievably for at least 50 years.
The DOE should be required to dispose of its wastes in the same way. Thersfore,
the DOE should not be allowed to dispose of its wastes by In-place stabilization, and 3 3 2 1
conisequently oplions Z (in-Piace Stabilization) and 3 (Referenice) are unsuitable. ‘
Furthermore. retriavable storage for all wastes for at least 50 years should be
mandatory.
al Why was retrievable storage not considered m the EIS, parfisulasly for the
pre-1070 wastes? It is imperative that a retrievable option be evaluated and 3 3 4 2
utilized
b} It1s the duty of governmant to Protect its citizens from external as well as
miternal haye. Why doés the DOE continue o operate its reactors and propose
disposing of Its nuclear waste under lowet standards of salety than thwose rﬁquzred 2 2 7
Py the government of commercial reactors? - The DOE should be reguired & mest bl
HIGHER standards, not lower ones! This imperative appliss W the operation of the
del’ense reactors, ncluding the N-Reactor. the operation of the PUREX plant, and the
DIoCessing. storage. refrieval and disposal 2f all defense nuclear wastes

% ALL DEFENSE NUCLEAR WaASTE SHOULD BE REMOQVED FROM HANFORE TC A
GECLOGICALLY SAFE DEEF REPGIITCRY. The Nabional Academy of Sciences, which is 3. 3 - 1 . 1
¥ the DOE'S own admssion thus nation's most prestigious collection of scientists,
considersd the Hanford site Gneuitable comimesdial mixlear waste storage, due o
the potential for groundwater and Columma Kiver contamination. It recommended
the DOE change its selection criterta, such that Hanford should have been dropped
from: the Hst of characterized sites [or commercial waste storage. Defense wastes
are move unstable than commerical wastes. These wastes also not be stored at 2 1 1
Hanfora, and shouid be shipbed away from Hanford for dispesal. The location pa
should be chozen on the baes of geciogic safely, not political expédiency. The DOE
has alteady compromised the siing of the commercial waste fepository. It shouid
not be allowsd 1030 the 53ms 7or the delense wastes.
a) P. 3l stater that sending most of the Hanford wastes to a desp repository after 3 . 4 . 2 . 2
they have beeln iminebilized i giase may notve wistilied when rick and cost are’
weighed against benefits * If itas not Wﬁrth the rigk o transport vmws from

nlore Wasty (sde p 1 7; ana grea:er dzﬂtancns are- mvolved) to transport.

commerclal Waste from the East Loast to Hanford? Jurely the grantie sites on the .
Bast coast, the Nevada Tuff, the Texds Sait and the rocks at whatever site ghould 2 1.1
have been <hosen instead of Hanford for further charadierzation, wonld be at ast

a¢ safe-as the water satirated Hanford Basalts/lil This is clearly a donble

standard.
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4) NO ACTION SHOULD BE TAKEN UNTIL SAFE TECHNQLOGIES FOR THE RETRIEVAL,
PROCESSING, AND RETRIEVABLE STORAGE OF THE PRE-1970 DEFENSE WASTE ARE
DEVELOPED. Tae defense department created this waste, and should bs held
responsible for disposing of ALL its westes (n the same manner as that required of
commercial fuclear feactors. It is clear that thé DOE does not yet have the
xpertics to do this safaly e p. 1.8 & 11T}

a) Therefore, no action showld be taken on the long-term disposal of the defense
wastes until technologies can be developed to retrieve and package the pre- 1970
wasts in 3 manner suitable Ior deep geologic disposal, and should be retrievably
stored for at 1east 50 years. .

b} Because the DOE cannot yet safely store the nuclear waste generated by
plutoninm extraction, the N-Reactor and PUREX plant should be shut down and no
new waste generated until such time as technologies for the packaging and
disposing of the waste In the same manner as for commercial nuclear waste are
devefoped.

5} HANFORD 15 INAPPROPRIATE AS WELL AS UNSUITAELE FOR STORAGE OF BOTH
DEFENSE AND COMMERCIAL NUCLEAE WASTE. Because plutonium is currently a
waste product of the commercial industry and the desired end product of the
defense Gepartment, cominercial fugl should under no circumstances be stored at &
defense facility. THEREFORE. HANFORD SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM
CONSIDERATION AS A REPOSITORY SITE FOR SPENT COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR FUEL!
To store the commercial waste at Hanford ig et another viotation of the separation
of powers on which Hhis naton prides itself It aise violates our 40-yeat policy of
separating the peaceful and destructive Uses of the atom and is an open Invitation
to other natlone to make weapons ¢ut of their commercial fuel.

al Negevernment wif] believe we do not use spent commercial fuel for warheads
wher: ts rich plutonim resoures i€ located in the middle of a defense facitity,
ewen 1 wie Jid not use it for warheads! There are sufficient nen-defense sites
availabie ih s nation that there 15 fio nesd to locate commercial waste at the only
deferse facility i the entire natton that is reprocessing spent fuel for warheads
{urless e government itends t5 4o 501, The [act that the DOE elevated Hanford
iToil @ fow position ¢n the Hst of avallabis sites, passing over mote suitable sites
baged 3n sufely, supports the notion that Hanford is being chosen as a commercial
Plutomum -extraction site (etther for bombs or breeder fuel) rathier than a
commercial waste storage site ’ ‘

b What agsurance can the DOE give the American citizens and the rest of the
wWorkl that sperit commercial fuel wili not be processed into piutonium for
warheads i the commercial waste is stored at Hanford? | reatize that there is
currently legislation to prevent this, but congrees could change the legistation, and
evati I it dues tiol, the DOE could Dlace a blanket of ‘National Security’ over the site
and reprocess the spent commercial fuel without permission. How can this be

prevented {f the commercial wasts s located on a defense site?

RECEIVED DOE-RL
JuL 22 1886 Y .
: WM DIVISION p4/4
¢) 1 know the DOE would 1Ke to argue Mat tis ssue Is ot relevant 1o the defense
wasts EIS, but I believe the two issues are inseparable. By setting the precedent of
in-place stabitization’ for the defense wasts, they are paving the way to extract
plutonjum from the spent commercial fuel at Hanford, thereby turning the more
easily disposed of commercial waste into the same high-volume liquid, sludge, and
solld waste that the defense department canniot yot dispoge of safely. If itcan
sweep 40 year s accumulation of defense waste under a rug of concrete, as options
2 & 3intend to do, it can just as easily sweep all the commercial Waste under the
samne rug after it has been reprocessed o remove the piutonitun and uranium,
whether for warheads or breader fuet.
--1t 15 therefore imperative that commercial nuclear waste not be stored at
Hanford, apd that defense waste be subject to the same disposal practices as are
currently required for spent commercial fuel,

Sincerely,
C.5 Wellet

224 N. Ballevue Ave,
Wally. Walla, WA 09362
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Sonia Trapeni, 405 School Avenue, RIS, Warlla Walla, Washington 99362

| am & mother apd‘n homemaker and | speak for the families and fyture

families of the Northwast. Thé people of the Northwest ars bging.selecfeu

by the D;0.E. to be a Najional Shcrifice Area. The residents uhu“ha;e to

face the dreadful rgaflfy.of the dpﬁhle_guc]ear peril are frightened.

The double peril is 1) the thusfar irrescivable nuctear waste préblem a

nd

2) the Cheracbyl~like Hanford N-Reagtor which is. focated on the Columbia

River.

and are a.pretense at having a.permanent solution *o the nuclear waste
probiem. Here are the four optiens gfvén us -

§) Deep geologice! disposeal means digging down 900m to bury the

retrievable waste in barrels. Passing through our wafér supply Invo{va

the risk of accidental contamination. There is also no knnwnrsbhsfﬂnce
for barrels that qan.psrmanenf[y hold +H% highl? co}rosive toxic waste.
is dishonest to presume that these contalners will not soon leak ond

ultimately totally co}rude. The current b;rrels ié use sfince [270 are
In fact, that Is why_doubie-ined barrels are now

conttnually lesking.

used which face the same dilemma.

2) In-place stabilization - What a joke! Ne¢ ane currently knows
how to “stabiilze transuranic wastes”. All of fhe'was%e prior to 1970
was dumped into unlined pits }o soak into our poraus hasslfic sofbl.
so-called "non-reficvabla waste" presents a grave daﬁger to the people
of fhe N.W., the groundwater and the 1,214 mile~iong Columbia River., 1
fs a pretense for you to put a barrier of concrete gver i+ and calling
it "s¥abilized". These wasies awst pa retrieved snd meutralized. Unti

¥ou can do that, you dao not have a permanent storsge solution.

3) R combinstion of above two -- twe wrongs doen't make a right!

4) Leaving it as jf Is -~ The housekeeping of +the DOE has been peritous!

stoopy. Hazardous wasfes have baon cerelessty and temporerily pforgg
- Diae - b [

The DOE's environmental impect statement has four -unacceptable options

s

This

+
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in un{lﬂed'plfs and now one of our options is to leave it as It is, We
are not talking about spilleﬁ miik, but we are §a!kfng-abouf fhe graatest
hazard man has ever created.

The most disturbing aspect of the impsct statement is that tha Nerth-
west i3 being used as ; scapeogoat. The.DOE is warming us up to becoming
the Natiocnal

dumpsite. |f you take a map of the United States and visuzl~

ize I+ as YOUR heme in Washington D.C., imagine that you have the most vile,

obnoxious rubbish %0 disposa of that nobody else wants. Where would you
nut §it? ... in the furthest :orneé of you} property ... in fact that Is
axactiy what pigs dol ’ .

We in-the Northwest deserve as much protectlon as more popuiated

in the country.

areas We should not have to carry a_djspropurfionafe risk
tor Federal opefaf{ons. The impact statement lies and says there 1s zaro
It health risk to the public in atl four options. What prospective scientist
woul& pass his thesTs in school if he concluded as you did in the impact
statement -- "presumed heal+h risk zero™. In tact, no ene in the country
except fhé O0E believes Fhat slnce ng Dﬁe eglse in tThe counatry wanT; a
dumpsite. the NIMBY syndrone all cver -- Mot

A Senator.said, thare is
fr My Back fard!

Fresident Reagan himse!f a5$ured the peopie of the East tThat they
Obviously, he is aware.of The &anger to

would have no nyclear dumpsite.

them. ireniciy, fhey have a» more suitable granite rock soii. The
Horfhﬂeé? is an endangered habitaf! The Chernpbvl/Type H Reaéfar at
Hanford must close. ' The se-called "m:n-re‘t'rievab‘l;-s'II wisies must be refr[buv
and neutralized. Impossible? Then you MYST MOT préduce moré plutonium.
There alrsédy has been e&oﬁgh_prodqqéq #u‘éesTroy the, whole .earth.

Until nuclesr waste can be neutralized so fh;f it can safely be in the
Angelez and ﬁew York, the Northwest CAMNOT

RECEN DORERL
JUL 22 1985

backyard of Mashington BG, Los

3ilow itself to become a National Sacrifi-g Area!
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MY NAME IS FHANG&S J. TRAPANE, I HESIDE IN VALLA WALLA. I

AN A PRACTICING CHIRCPRACTOR, AS WELL As A PHOFESSCR OF
CLINICAL RUTRITION AW WEGTEAN STATES COLLEGE IN PORTLAND,
QREGOH, OR THEIR POST GRADUATE FACULTY.

I SPEAR - MEITHER AS A GEOLOGIETWOR A NUCLEAR FHYSIGIST, BuT
AS A HEPRESENTATIVE OF %HGSE wHO CANNQT BE HEHE AT THIS TIME
+--+ THOSE PEOPLE Wﬂﬁ WOULD OCCUPY THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST FOR THE
HEXT 10,000 YEARS.

WE ARE TOLD THAT FLUTONIUM, PRODUCED IN THESE HUGLEAR
REAGTURQ, OHLY DHE OF THE MANY BI- PHDDUDTS, WILE GIVE OFF
RADILATION FOR 250,000 YEARS, gﬁ$ THAT'5 ITFS BALF LIFE ..,..
THE TINE KECESSARY FOR IT 70 DECAY TO 1/2 ITS ORTBINAL

- CONCEWTRATLION IS 24,400 YEARS.

" THESE FIGURES STABGER MY IMQGIRATlUN AE I'd SBRE THEY HAVE
STAGGERED THE IHAGiNATDHE OF THOSE WHO CAME UP WITH THE FIGURE
OF 10,000YEARS AS THE HMALF-LIFE OF THE WASTE THAT 15 EXPECTED TO
BY DURPED AT ANY HUGLEAR REPOSITORY,

CALTHOUGH I'l SURE TPAT THE FIGURE OF 10,000 YEAR HALF-EIFE
I5 A PROFGUNDLY IHAGCCURATE ESTIMATE, I #0ULP LIKE ¥0 GIVE A

GOHCEPT. OF JUST HOY LONG 10,000 YEARS REALLY IS.

IF WE LODK BAGK IN TIHE, _uesm.:'m:’:: MAR WAG HUNTING WITH

FLIRT-TIPPED SPEARS 10,000 YEARE AGU. THE FIRST PBTTERV HAS L
R ' . =
: . . ) v Ew DO

WRDVISION -

JULzzw ul"'_s

MADE 8,000 YEARS AGO, WRITING WAS INVENTED AMD FIRSTY USEh 5,000
YEARS AGD. THE WHEEL WAB FIRST USED §,080 YE%RS AGBD.  WHAT IF
MESOLITHIC MAH, THRGUEH BOHE QUIRKX, HAD DEVISED A PUTRID TCXIN
MITH A "HALF-LIFE" OF 49,000 YEARS? WHAT IF THAT TOXIN W&E
POLLUTING égé WORLD NOW? WHAT WOH#LD WE- THINK OF THEM?

WE HAVE NO RIGHT TD PRODYCE A SUBSTANGE §0 TOXIG, S0
DEADLY, G0 LONG-LASTINE, THAT IT COULD AFFECT QUR SIUSPHERE FOR

A HUWDRED YEARS ,... LET ALONE 10,0801111

BUT, YOU SAY YOU HAVE WAYS OF HANDLINE YT. REALLY?? THERE

CAR BE ONELY TUO EXPLAIHATIDHS FOR THE FGUE CHDIBES You DFFEH IH
YOUR ENVIAGHMENTAL INPACT STATEMENT :

(1) youw EKPECT THE PUBLXC TO BE STUPID EHOUGR TO BELIEVE IT.

Temirs
(2; You ARE S*HPEﬁ ENEUGH TC BELIEVE IT .YOURSELFS.-

SURELY, IFf YOUR UDNTAIHERS ARE LEARIHG ALRzADY, IN LEBS
THAN 30. YEARS, DO YOU REALLY BELIEVE THAT DDUBLE CUNTAINEHE WILL
LAST FOR 10 DUB YRARG®?

IF THE‘HADIdAETIVE-HATEHIAL ALREADY BEING FDUNO il THé
EOLUNBIA- PIVER SILT IS EVEMN HDH A POTEETIAL HEALTH HAZARD, 0O
Youg HUHEBTLY EELIEVE THAT THE BSLUHBIA HiVER AREA WELL BE
HAﬂITABLE 8Y THE.YEAR 2500 .;... OR HOﬂ ABOUT IK 1C,000 TEAEE

TR,
X \"'HEH THE REST QF THE FILTH FIupe ITS WAY INTO THE mﬁﬂ LAYER
AHD INTD THE ‘RIVER?

RECEIVEL DOERL
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DBVIOUSLY, THOSE PUSHING FOR THE WSE OF YHE NORYHWEST A5
THE HATEOHE NUCLEAR DUMP SIYE, ARE DOING 50 TO KEEP I¥ OUT OF

THEIR QU BACKYARDS|

WE DON'T. WAHT IT IN OUR BACKYARD ANYMORE THE PRESIDENWT
REABGAN VWANTS IT NEAR WASHINGTON, D.C. OR HIS HANOH IR

2.1.1

CALIFORNIA, OUR LIVES ARE HD LESS SAGRED THAM AMY OTHERS. NOR

Tmb .
o0 E WISH THIS Peeeesd FILTH 0N ANYONE.

TRERE IS A FIFTH ALTERHATIVE FOR YDUR ENVIRONKEKTAL IMPACT
Toraey
STATEMENT AND THAT IS, IF YOU CANNOY WEUTRALIZE IT«THER ST0OP
PRODUSENG IT1  YOU HAVE NG AIRHT FO ENDAHBER THIS SENERATION DR

2.5.6

GEZEAATIONS TO COMET

THERE ARE TROBE 0F US WHC LOVE PLAHET EARTH, HDT OHLY II.U!.'.',
BUT 1DB0 YEARS FRO% HOwW; t,000 YEARS FOGRM NOW ANWG YES, EVEN
1D,[§Dﬂ YEARS FROHN N‘ﬂ‘\'l' ANE YIE WILL WDT HAVE IT .HEHIJERED WASTE BY
THESE FOOLISH INDIVIDUALS WHO CAHNOT SEE FURTHER THAN THELR

SELFISH KOSES,

Yor o ot

Twwy WAy LEFT QR Lecaey 2% XMW Maewsne %o

GEMEERTone oF  TRS  Rdwsx.
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Shirlay Hagman

‘123 Emst Maple, Waits Walla ’ 272

7/8/86 Nuclear Waste Hearing

My name is Shirley Hagoen snd I live in Walla Walla. I have here in
oy hand a-pstition signed by & number of people from Walla Walls and
a fan rrnm onnnhs areas such As lu.ltun-rromtar. QOregon.

The potition mdl ag followa: “I ltronsly objeot to the pozsibilivy of Hanford

being chosen a2 the losation for & reporlitory for the ntalom's high-level
nuslsaxr waste. Thars 1s no way tc detsrmime that this wasts oan be
Eafely somtalmed for 10,000 yeaXYs. The posaibility of sontaminated
groundwater flowing into the Columbia River is of parsmount sonserm

to the altizems of Washington awd Dregon. - Why should the state of
Washiugton be the garbage uayoul for highly dangarouz waste from

the entlre sountry? HNOT PAIRII! NE DON'T WANT IT!* The impact statemant

wasta plan’ provlde no” sate sSotution.

The response to thia pe‘tltlnl was overswhilukng! Of All the people

I approsshed, thers wers only & handful who deslimed to nsn. 'I‘he usual
Tespoxse was sodsthimg like this--*You bet I willle

Mr. Lawrsmoz {Mlike Lawrsanse) omee statad that the cpimions of the publis
wlll hava little or no Lafluemss on the deslizion izvolving this high-~leval
waste repoaltory. If this is true, I find it appallimgl It shows a
flagrant disregard r£or the eomeerne of the very psople who are affested
by L1t, live hera! WE ars the omas at risk! WE are the ones deeply
sonsernsd about the safsty of our shildrem, our gramdehildrem amd their
shildren amd. grandehlldren. Who should hava more right to influsnes the
desislon than the very people who live hers,

I have read that The Health and Energy Instltute in Weshingtom, D.C.

has determined that the solidiried lava Troek at the Heanford eite iz too
prene o poesible high temperatuyres, undsyground waber zovemeat, exploalwe
meathane gas and the potential for atrags-oaunsed "RosX burstimg®. Potential
problemg have also beea identified by the U.S. Gaologis Survey, the
Naticmal Aspdemy of Sciemser and the Nuelsar Regulatory Commisaion.

We are talklmg sbout saterial whioh eould remaim hazardous for up to
10,000 years! I do mot baslleve fOr omne minute that there is any possible
tnytl:o' determine that this waste can be gafely gonfimed for that period
of timel

If the response to thlz patitlon 18 any imdisation at &ll, the over-
whelming majority of Wallia Walla peopls {ani I halleve, othsr psople .

in the area) &re ‘u mtyon, opposed tc the melestlom of Haaford as a!
dumpsite for hi Tadicaetive wasts, und your current unsate waste plan..

1 an here to &sk for s atate vete om this ilzsus! ghksk=pou.

RECENEU BOE-RL
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Greetings: I'm a E&!\e};ﬁ&a‘ from Welle Hzlla. In g:tie ongoing geolaglsts and also by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The basalt
£louw of fy 1ife, I try to reconcile daily stress énd tension with . ds a result of volcanic sctivity--who can guarantee thzt for the
potentizl threat of harm from household accidents; a_utomobi:le' next 10,000 years there will be no movement of the continental
accidents, crime and natural disaster, to list just z few. Znviron- plates? I'oh only 1s the proposed ground site unstzble, but it is 2¢ ]_. 1
mental pollution in our agricultural community is -a Ba and frightan- located sc very close to one of the worldis lérgest rivers. The
ing phenomenon., To top off the knot of worries, the_a voiatile stote Columbia aquifer se.rve &’ huge x;egion‘. ‘lrrigating thousands of
of world affairs and the global economy glve me cause for greab acres and prov.i.ding drinkinq water for large punulations.
‘concern. ALl of this negative stuff overloads my stress circuits . Ang why j,s 1t that although- the large majority of highblevel
causing me to indulge in the all-too-popular tendency to ignore the waste 1s produced in the esstern half of ‘the United States that
-Iocming threst of the Hanford facilities. I'd like.to bury my haad Vs;mrage losation iz planmned for the West? How can Lt make sense. to 3.4,-2.2
in the sand, but scon that sand could be radioachtive, T ais;o raalize tranépo:t dangerous.stuff all the wey acrogs the continent, along

that the federal politicél machine is Counting on us laid-back routes that are populated and not always sunny a_nd_dry? 1s the

Rorthwesternars to romain lsld-back. So although it takes great population along these intended routes of transportation currently

? a
energy to speak out, I'm afrald ko keap silent. informed It is an irrespcnslbility of gready negliu nce that

Today in Rich:l!and'at tnis -ublic hesring I'd.1ike to sddress the plants producing waste do not also precess that waste on site.

tuo items of enormous concarn: thz increasing possibility of location The second item Of concern here today regards the.N reactox.

¢f 2 national high~level nuclear wéste repository on the Hanford I join the thousands of Volcas demanding a shutdown of this plant. 2.5.6

raservotion, and tha potential of o "Cheznchyl-wWestw, that is, an In light of the recent occident at Charnobyl, it is treacherous to

accident within the N reactore continue to operate a3 facility Lhat has many similar structutal

The issue of the repository ls one of gafety or destruction of deficienc_ie‘s. Tne' potentlal for human error .alse lecoms larqe—ia

2. 5. 5 the Pacific¢ lorthwest--no: politics and convenience, I have read o it-possible that ¢hers exists the same sort of cocky self-assurance

sutmary of the DOE's Oraft cpvironmental Impact Stztement, and feel that was the dm-.m-all of the space shuttle program? and is thare a

as though the fox has assured me that all the gatcs and fences of real awarensss of the possible magnitude of any ercor?
the chicken éoop are secure. There is a breakdown ir_a basi;: language
.1.18 usage when it is stated that none of the propossls would result in
significant impact on the environment.
The basalt rock of the area is ccmplef;ely inappropriate for . : a : . ) T
2.1.1 storage of radioact;j;::zu;{::g, as has Leen stated bﬂmuﬁhlé":}EQL RECE~
el w2296, .
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I realize it is in my bast intercst to remaln calm ana polite,
2 5 6 but Y fael my fzar percolating with rage at tha added dbscenity of
] - . . .
the production of weapons—grade plutonium from products of the

N reactor, compounding the danger of this technolegy.

In summary I'd like to 4tate the following: 1) thare is currantly

at Hanford a guantity of high-=ievel waste wlthcocut a treatment plan.
It i an.abomination to ﬁring more; espe:iaily to an areca éhat is

2' 5' 6 geDlagléally unstsbla. 2) The X :eaéto: must ba shutdown imﬁ?diaéély
in order teo allow a thorough safety check and overhaul hy independent
agencies. ) .

Keanwhila, I'1ll continue &5 paint my house, tend my organic

garden, and dream cos though there is a future, hoping and prayiné
that you arz listening. Please, listan dsep within Yoursalves to the
knowladge that this is larger than an =zconomic issue; that thé :

witality of & besubiful portion of this aaprth--our homa=- is at stike.

RECE{VED DOERL
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Hanford Waste Repository Environmental Cohcerns

The waste repository ssiection should consider not only tha mosat
geologically stable formstion for storage of high. levael waste but
alao the utilization of tha moat coast effectiva atate of the ert
technological methoda for snsuring the wastes are contaihed jin - sn
enviornmentally safe configuration.

Concerns:

Struetural astability of the #ngineerad containera containing the
waatea ia of primary congern, The contzirners muat be ablae to
insure the waste, no watter what form 4t is in, doea not
penetrate the container ~ boundary and bacome released te the
anvironxent.

Tha most coat effective means of producing thesa contalners is of
major Cohcerh. We nust enaure that an overdesign to neet
unrealistic criteria goea not dictate the container coat. Howaever
the containars should definitely meat the necessary contajiprent
critaria. In othar words lete not let unnecessary Trequiremants
dictate costs orf cosbts influence griteria,

The form the waate is to be procesmed into should be tha most
stable Xnown, ualng most presant technology. This should not
preclude the JInvestigation of advancad waste form which in the
#uture may be better auited for longer storage.

lLeaching of the wastes from the container to the ground water may
taka hundreds of years but ia still & major concern of thia
compunity. The necaaaary precautlons ahould be taken to prevent
thia £rcokx  happaning. Remenburing that cost effectivenasa to
achisve these reauita im of primary concern.

Sincerely,

Gragory Adame .
Concernad . Tri-Cities Reaident
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R of the DOE's actual (as contrasted with its atated) criteria for selection
RE: DOE Draft Enviropmental Impact Statement on Hanford Waste of & commercial waste dump, no effort is going to be made to neutralize
the wasteés or otherwise dispose of them in such a way that théy will in
i N . . fact be isclated from the enviromment during the 250,000 years of their 3, 3. 4 .2
1. The DEIS is vracceptsbla because the awthor (DOE) is neither roxicity. That is, the decision being made through the limited optioms
credible nor competent. . considered in the DEIS 18 thaf there is ng possibility of sale dlsposal,
The DOE imcks credipility. Recently-released documents (released, it or in any event that no effoyt will be made to develop such sale disposal.
shouTd be noted, mot on ihe imitiative of the DOE itself but enly as a This 1s tnconscionable
2 5 5 rasult of public pressure} show that for the past 40 years the DOE/AEC Monitored retrievable gtorage wou}d at ieast not close the qoo: to t?e
et has both deliberately awd accidentally released large quangities of radio— possibility that we can somehow contain the damage dene by the irresponsible
active materials inte the air, water, and soil of this region. The use of auclear technology.
POE/AEC did and does this secretively and without regard for the wellbeing The gurrent DELS should be rejected as having failed to consider at
of this area and those of ua who live and work here. The DOE was recently least twe of the most rational alternatives for dealing with the wastes.

fined for illegal, hazardous operation of the current waste site. The
- DOE's K Reactor and PUREX plant have in the last year actually increased

theiy level of (admitted) emissions, ! . A B ij?‘
Thus, the entire history of the DOE to this day shows a knowing dis- ﬂ/ ﬂ

regard for the health and safety of this region. The public cannot be Barbara Clark

expected to believe that the DOL has auddanly acquired a concern for our BG/b

wvelfare. We cannot be expected to have any confidence in a report dealing cc: Office of Nuclear Waste Management
with the safety of radicactive operations when that report has been pre- Senator Slade GCorton

pared by the very DOE which has consistently ignored safety in ite own ’ Senator Daniel Evans

operatiocnsg. ’ - : Representative Thomas Foley

. The DOE lacks competence. The purpese of the DEIS is to evaluate the ggvgrnm: Booth Gardner

impacts of certain proposed actions on the environment. Clearly, an OE

2 5 5 organization which would manufacture deadly toxic materials, which would
L countaminate the air, the water, and the spil with them, and which would do
s& with ne plan for ever neutralizing them, has no understanding of our
environment and the interrelationship and interdependence of all 1life on
this earth. It is inapprn‘)riate that the DOE should prepare the report om
the impacts of certain actions on the enviroument when by its own actions
it demonstrates daily that it has no respect for the environment or urder-
standing of the fact that our own lives are part of it.

The choice ¢f the DOE to author the RIS showe an unbecoming contempt
for the intelligence and understanding of the public. The current DELS
should be rejected as untrustworthy and as incompetently prepared, and

2 3 2 5 a new ¢ne should be ordered to be prepared by an independent group whose
vl e low primary concerns are protection of the public and our enviromment.

Z. The DEIS fails to consider at least twg reasonabie altermative
actiong.

There was no consideration of halring production &f toxic wastes, at
2 5 6 teast pending development of an adequate and sale disposal system. As the
et cup of deadly wastes is already overflowing, it is astonisliing that no
consideration wae given to the obvious option of turning off the faucet.

There was _ne consideration of Monitored Retrievahle Storage. The .
3 3 4 2 proposals considéred by the DELS all boil down to leaving the wastes where
ednTe they are and covering them with cement so they can't be seen. On the basis




891

2.3.2.12

e ki

—

u,
3

1<8

RECEVED pogg, ™

JUL 22 55
Wi Division

TESEIMONY OF THE TRI-CITY INDUSTHIAL
DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL ~ DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEHENT ON HANFORD DEFENSE WASTE

RICULAND, WASKINGTON
JULY 8, 1986

MR. CHATRMAN, MY NAME. IS SAM VOLPENTEST, AND I AM THE
EMECUIVE VICE PRESIDENT OF fHE TRI-CITY INDUSTRIAL '
DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL -{TRIDEC) mr}c:mzs’,'w;\saxm'rou. WHILE
I HAVE NEVER WORKED AT HANFORD, I HAVE BEEN VERY TNVOLVED
OVER. THE PAST.TWENTY FIVE YEARS IN HANFORD PROGHAMS. AS A
COMWUNITY EEADER I HAVE BECOME VERY FAMILIAR WITH HANFORD'S
ACTIVITIES; WHAT THEY ARE AND WHERE THEY ARE HEADED. -

- GUR MEMBERSHIP IS COMPOSED OF THE AGRICULTURAL,

: COMMERC‘IAI., TINANCIAL, INDUSTRIAL ARD LABOR SECTOR, -THE

CITIES, CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE, COUNTIES AND PORT DISTRICTS IN
THE  TRI-CITIES. OUR MEMBERS ARE DEDICATED TO THE FROMOTION
OF THE ECONOMIC AND SOCTAL DEVELOPMENT OF OUR REGECK. I AM
PLEASED T0 BE HERE YODAY TO PRESENT THE VIEWS AND COMMENTS
ON BEHALF OF TRIDEC.

FRANKLY, WE ARE PLEASED TO SER DOE COMING OUT WITH THIS
E-X-S FOR THE DEFENSE WASTE STORED AT HANFORD. WE BELIEVE
THE GOVERMMENT HAS THE RESPONSIBILITY TO GET OF WITH ShFE
DISPOSAL OF THESE WASTES. WE ARE ENCOURAGED THAT DOE

o j P
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RECOGNIZES THE NEED FOR ACTICN AND IS BEING CANDID, HONEST

AND OPEN IN ITS DISCUSSIONS WITH THE PUBLIC. IN THIS REGARD

WE ARE PLEASED WITH THE DECISION OF MIKE LAWRENCE, DOE

RICHLAND QOPERATIONS MJ\.GER, TO ESTABLISH A BLUE RIBBON 2 * 3 . 2 . 12

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF A CROSS SECTION OF

CITIZENS THROUGH OUT THE STATE. HIS CHOICE OF THE COMMITTEE

AND ESPECYALLY OF ITS CHAIRMAN REV. BERNARD COUGHLIN,

PRESIDENT OF GONZAGA UNIVERSITY WAS EXCELLENT. WE ARE SURE

THIS COMMITTEE HAS PRCVIDED DOE WITH SOME EXCELLENT ADVICE

AND DIALOGUE.

WE WOULD LIKE TO SEE DECISIONS THAT WHEREVER FRACTICAL,

MAXES THE USE OF EXISTING FACILITIES TO MINIMIZE COST.

EOWEVER, MOST IMPORTANTLY AND WE EMPHASIZE THIS POINT, THE

DISFdSAL WOREK HUST BE DONE IN A MANNER TO ENSURE WORKER 2' 2 * 1

- SAFETY,; COMMUMITY SAFETY AND THE PROTECTION OF OUR

ENVIRONMENT.  THESE DRCISIONS MUST BE TECHNICALLY SOUND -WE
MUST NOT LOGK FUR THE CHEAPEST ANSWER - WE MUST LOOK FOR THE
RIGHT ANSWER.

REGARDING DISPOSAL OF SINGLE SHELL TANK WASTE, IT IS

EXTREMELY IMPORTANT THAT DOE HAS ALL THE AFPPROPRIATE ANSWERS
PRIOR TO MAKING A FINAL DECISION. IF THE WASTE CAN BE
DISPOSED OF SAFELY IN PLACE AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH AL
APPLICABLE WASHINGTON STATE AND. FEDERAL EPA BNVIRONMENTAL 3.3.2.1
REGULATIONS, SO BE If. HOWEVER, IF THE WASTE CANNOT BE

DISPOSED OF SAFELY IN PLACE, THEN IT SHOULD BE REMOVED,

3.3.1.1

REGARDLESS' OF COST AND SENT TO A REPOSITORY. IN EITHER
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EVENT DOE MUST ANSWER THE TOUGH ENGINEERING AND sattiP IViSION
QUESTIONS PRIOR TO MAKING A FINAL DECISION.

OUR GREATEST CONCERN IS THAY THIS WORK MAY NOT RECEIVE
ADEQUATE LEVELS OF ¥UNDING. IT IS VITAL THAT DOE AND
CONGRESS MOVE FORWARD AT ONCE WITH ADEQUATE ADDITIONAL
FUNDING FOR THE _II-ELE!-’L‘ENT}\TION aF KEY DISPOSI}L ACTIONS. WE
AKE NOT SUGGESTING THE BEST 'qurHon FOR DISPOSAL OF THESE
WASTES BUT WHATEVER SELECTION IS MADE I IS5 MEANINGLESS IF
NOT IMPLEMENTED IN A RESPONSIVE TIME FRAME. SPECIFICALLY,
WE .DO BELIEVE THAT DCOE MUST MEET ITS 1935 STARTUE SCHEDULE

FOR_THE, HANFORD WASTE VITRIFICATION PLANT. DOE MUST FULLY
SUPPORT THIS MUCH NEEDED FACILITY WHICH WILL PROVIDE THE

éR‘ITIi'.‘ALLY I;IEEDED .CAPAEILITY TO PROCESS HANFORD'S HIGH-LEVEL
LIQUID WASTE. .

IN mSE DAYS OF GRAMM-RUDMAN AND RAMPANT BUDGET CUTS,
DOE l"!"UST REDOUBLE ITS EFFORTS TO ENSURE THIS AND OTHER HIGH-
PRIORITY FROJECTS ARE NOT ALLOWED TQ SLIF THEIR SCHEDULES
DUE TO LACK OF FUNDING. TRIDEC OFFERS TO SUPPORT YOU IR
YOUR EFFORTS TO SOLVE A SITUATION THAT IS A NATIONAL
PROBLEM. ONLY THROUGH THE TOTAL COMMITMENT OF DOE TO A
SCHEDULE AND PROPER FUNDING WILL IT BE POSSIBLE TOQ MAINTAIN
A SPIRIT OF CO-OPERATION WHICH HAS EXISTED BETWEEN DOE ANDR
THE COMMUNITY FOR NEARLY THIRTY YEARS.

IN SUMMARY WE APPLAUD DOE'S OPERNESS AND THE PUBLIC
HEARING PROCESS IT IS CONDUCTING STATEWIDE., THE FINAL
OPTION THAT DOE CHOOSES MUST MAKE THE BEST ENGINEERING AND
SCIENTIFIC SENSE AND IT MUST ALSC BE RESPONSIVE TO 'E'HE

5 7 B

128
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- RECEIVED DOE-RL
JUL 22 985
FUNDING COMMITMENT FOR THESE DISPOSAL ACTIONS so as TdVMDVISION
PROCEED ON R MEANINGFUL SCHEDULE. .
' ON BEHALF OF TRIDEC WE THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY
TC EXPRESS OUR VIEWS.
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TESTIMONY OF ANDREN R. GARDNER JUL 35 mgg : ON
BEPORE DEP S — WMDWIS!ON people with £ar lees resources than the DOER. Your fail%@@ﬁs -

o FTIT 10, 1986 conBider such factors fatally flaws all of your Hanford studies.

5 d, your dation for in-place stabilfza-
tion is also unrellable. It is based upon an untested tech-

: - nology that strikee the average person as fntuitively 1llogical.
My name is Drew Gardner. I live at 1212 NE Brazee in v g e ¥ & 3’ 3' 2 . 1
Your failures with steel tanka, and your past apd current prac—
Portland. I am & Father of two, an attorney and President of . E .
: tices of dumping low level waste and transuranic waste into o
the nonprofit corporatien, Pandah, Inc., which stands for ping ste pen
. trenches, make the contamination of Columbia Basin water as
"People Against Nuclear Pumping at .Hanford. )
inevitable as gravity itaelf.
I am here to tall the Department of Energy that ite
Covaering your mistakes with five feet of naw soil is
3 2 6 1 practices at Hanfoxd are the most seriops current threat to the
LSRR . no remedy. The contaminated poll, the leaking tanks and the
prosperity of this clty and this region. 3 3 2 1
existing waste pust be removed and is_olated from our ground et e

Your draft Environmental Impact Statement is not
. water and our river.
acceptable to the people of this regicn,
We will not accept the conclusion that £full removal i= 3.3.1.2
The study igneres the soviocecononic impact of your : . : adele
too expensive. For forty years you've spent countless billions
radjioactive. waste management proposals on the economies of :
at Hapford, and in s¢ doing have polluted the enviromment there
3.2.6.1 Portland, the Colimbia Gorge and: the State of Oregon. This, we
in & manner which would subject you to criminal iiability in the
will not tolerate.
private sector, Evern today, as we eit here at this hearing your
You need. to understand that any lncrease in trace -
proposed 1987 budget continues to ignore the environmental
amounts of radioactivity in Columbia Basin weter or agriculture, ® - 2 "
problems at Hanford.
even at statistical levels you deem safe, will ruin the economic
) While you acknowledge that 62% of the nation's entire.
3 . 2 . 6 . 1 base of cur region for decades. Lost proflles are not figures
volume of defense nuclear waste is currently stored at Hanford,
that are impossible to calculate, for most of us involved in
your envirommental protection budget for 1987 allocates just 1
cormerce recognize that the loge of reputation translates into : . )
. 1/2 percent for Hanford. - The area hightighted Iin red on the
the logs of income. Such things are routinely estimated by . .
: chart next to me  indicates the proportion of your Environmental
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Protection pie sallocated for Hanford. We, in the Northwest will

not accept & 1 1/2 percent solution for 628 of the problem.

And we will not permit you to open & national dump for
wapte from all over the country when your 40 year record
demonstrates you canhot even handle the wastes you produce at
Hanford now. '

the day von rejected your own internal rankings to
recommend Banford for the natlonal dump, you awakened the people
of the Northwest. And we promise you will see us at your hear-
inge, you will mee us in the courts and the legislatures, and in
the City and County Councils. And we will fight you with every
means at our disposal. Which brings me to my £final point.

It was Loxd Acton who sald a century ago "power tends
to eorrupt, absolute power corrupts absclutely.®

You have demonstrated that DOE pelf-regulation will

not work and that our political representatives in Washington,

‘B.C, have given you far too much power. By changing guidelines

rather than practices to solve problems, by continuing to dump
highly toxic wastes directly into the ground, by choosing to
spend $1 biliion in an attempt to disprove that which is so
obvious to everyone sitting in this zoom-that you don't dig a
national ktozxic wagte dunp of any kind just four miles from the
natien's second largeet river,—and by failing to adhere to
environmental standards’ roqtinely impoged on priyate '1ndunt:y,

you have demonstrated an institutional disregard for the safety

et
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of the citiszens of this country, and a tendency to experiment

‘with the truth:that can fairly be chakacterized as corrupt.,

We, therefore, call for the creatiom of an Epa
nupeffund. adninistered outside of the muthority of the DOE, to
condrct a thorough :I.ndependant analysis of Hanfn:d vaste
cnntamination, and to effect a comprehensive cleanup that will
endeavor to return the ground and water at Hanford to the
condition it enjoyed prior to your introduction of radiocactive
waste.

And we call upon our federal govermment to withdraw
from the DOE any Ffurther authority over nuclaar waste managemant
at Hanford, placing such respongibility and authority with the
Pediral EPA.and'i_';he Washington and Oregon Departments of Envi-
ronmental Quality.

Lant weekend, I re-read a docurent that has surprising
relevance to. this ﬁrbc’eeding I'd Iike to guote a passage from it
nows

Goverrnnents lony established should
not be changed for light and transient
causes. But when a long train of abuses,

pursuing invariably the same objeot, evincea

a design to reduce the people under absolute
despotism, At ie theip .H.HE_*- it is theix

duty, to throw off such government, and to

provide new guarda for their future secy-

-rity.”

Thege are the words of Thomas Jefferaon contained in
our counkry's Declaration of Independence. Tou, 1ike King
George, have committed a long train of abusea. We; like Jeffer~

son's followexs. won't 8it atlll for it any longer.

4
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2.2.13
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And, B0 I clome with a warning given you on behalf of 7 ) s =-RL
: ' 3 1386
the people of Oregon. . s . . ) WMDMS ¢
We will not surrender our environment. 7 le

We will pot surrender our state sovereignity. Rick Holten:

We will pot sucrender our democratic values and we

will pot purzender our child:en'scfuture to the txrqnny of a I a= absolutely against eumploying Fanford as a vaste 2 .]—- 1
self-regulated buteam_:rucy J_.ike the Department of Bnergy. dusp. g

Thank yoeut

I bave been foilowing tie nuclear zituvatico for sole
years and with a great deal of concera, Men: have
averreached themselves on this oute; they*re handling auwclear
saterials they don’t have the respcnsikility or seand ta

adequately assure safely. There have teen far tco #any near

accidents, accidents, construckion flaws, human errors and
poiitical or manageseat upderhandedmess to allow the public

any coafidence in the suclear industcy.

I've sohscribed to The Lewistem Bcrping Tritune for the

iast couple of years. Although I clip some articles

regacding the various nuclear plants, waste sites and
related issues, I'we saved all articles concerning Raaford. 2 . 5.5
I've quite a file full and cam see for ayself that Ranford

has a lousy record. Ok yes, there®s the cccasiomal PR piece

vhichk attespts o cosmend Banford, Pit.thase dentt stack o
against tha many agre articles revealiag Hapdfcrd®s probleas

apd shutiownsa
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I could tediously list many reasons why nﬁcléar &storage the nuclear iadgstn] and its deadly uaétas, then the tranest
is dangeroas-— certainly including Aandford's: hasalt stuten;nt hasrairead] heen made: “ié ha;e aet the ehel, asd
) Eatlatians,_leakagas and the pl:n_xilitg to the Calumbia . he is ug." _. CORECINTD DOERL.
2. 1 . 1 fiver, past his-t.arj of contaminate emissions and pl‘:esﬂlt - . ) ' :‘Z\r.ts,u iy ,’ JL23 336 '_ (¢
folated health bhazards, etc. etc. and that with the - B . . . " \‘.i.cturia l: Sa)e'el:‘ WM DIVISION b1
excéption of the Richland area- (1t's a national shase what ) ;. -
peaple will risk for tha.sake'af baving sork}, nc one wants - Co ’ ;/" = < " R
Hanford as a matiosal repository; indeed, a.great wasy of us ) £13 S. Almon 13
2 -5 96 want Handford shut down altogether, as I do. X . Moscow, Tdabo 83843

_Theére ave political and boriness fortures to made in
the nuclear. industry. Such personal and corfarate p‘:"e“éi-ia?
don't realistically, net uould it geea ethically, concern
thenselves v.ith the thonsamnds of years of terrihle risks
involved with nuclear waste storage. Short tera precauticos
and lip service are criminal in view of envirsomental and
husan abuse. You cannat Justify cantasinating air amd

- vater, even the soll of our crops,norc our commgmities aloen
3.4.,2.2 ue o o

the kighways where nucléar wastes vould he trapsported.

In the name of "defense® won’t cut it vhen the nuc.l.eaz.;
indusiry sasctioned by the gaveramemt puts us at a more .
immedia4e risk tham those welre sup;.userll.y defending
ourselves against. Ia the nake of eccpcwical or technical
"progressY won't gut it wvhen vwe die fram th.e hazards

sunoundihg it. If we ﬁu:sua this suicidal fixation with

-2 -
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CITY OF

} PORTLAND, OREGON

BUREAU OF WATER WORKS

Dick Bogle, Commisaioner
Edward Tensiy, Administretor
§120 SW. 5th Avenue
Portiand. Qregon 97204-1926

July 17, 1986 RECEIVED DOERL
L wL23 e o33

WM DIVISION

Mr. Jerry White

United States Department of Emergy
Mafl Stop FED/706 -

Post Gffice Box 580

Richland, Washington 99352

Subject: Comments on Draft EIS for Msposal of Hanford Defeﬁse Wastes
Dear Mr. White:

The Portland Bureau of Water Works is very concerned about the Draft Environmental

Statement for the Disposai of Hanford Defense, High-Level, Transuranic, and Tank
Wastes. Bocause of our late notificatjon of Hhe recent public hearing in Poriland,

we were unable to schedule a time to:present these concerns in public. Although
the text of our prepared comments was submitted to you, we would 1ike to take
this opportunity to reiterate our concerns and offer & propesal for addressing
these concerns.

friefly summarizing our previously submitted commemts, the Columbia River sysiem
1s the heart of the reglon's water resources. In Tight of the porous aad complex
geclagy of the area, disposal of nuclear wastas at Hamford appears to have the
potential to permanently fmpact this vaTuable water resource. Radiological con-
tamination of the Columbia River would not only 1imit avaiTable options for future
water supply sources for the Portland metropolitan area, but may also threaten the
long-term viability of existing groundwater water supplies which are influenced

by the river.

It 1s, therefore, imperative that the EIS thoroughly address potentiad environmen-
tal and economic impacts to water resources downstream of the Hamford site.

We strongly recommend that DOE conduct a study of ontential pff-site fmpacts of
alternatives that include Hanford as 2 permanent dispesal site. This study would
include, theugh not especialty be limited to, anpalysts of a worst case scenario
of radiological contamination of the Columbia River and resulting environments)
and econvmic lmpacts to existing and future water supplies. Evaluation of
existing water works factlities and future water needs of the Portland metro-
politan area would be key elements in the study. .

Such a study wiT1 ne doubt e 3 major undertaking, For comparison, we are
currently negotiating with the U.5. Geological Survey for the development of a
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Mr. Jerry White
July 17, 1886
Page 2

computer model of the Portland wallfields. We anticipate that the study will
have & total cost of $500,000 and. require about three yéars to corplete. The
study is Timited only to the hydrology and geology of the area influenced by the
wellfield and does not -even begin to address weter quality issues and economic
considerations. The study we are proposing. that DOE undertake would, fa most
cases, take advantage of existing, available information and, therefore, we see

.the Portland Water Bureau as being actively involved in the study.

Regardless of the approach or scope for the study of downstream impacts, our

.concerns must be considered in the evaluation of Hanford waste disposal options.

We are the largest purveyor ef drinking water in Oregon. providing drinkirg

. .water to one-third of Oregon's population. Even the potentfal for permanent

contamination of current or future water supplies of the Portland metropelitan
arez represents a threat to the Tong-term viability of therregion.

We very much want to.be invelved in the DOE's ongoing EIS process. We would be

gtad to meet with you and your staff to further d?scuss our concerns and prupusa!'

for. further study. -

Sincerely,

Edward Taany

Administrator )

ET/ME/sa ) RECEINVED COE-HEL

cc: Mayor Bud Clark . JUL 22 1986
Commissioner Dick Bogle '
Commissioner. Mike Lindbarg

WM BIVISION
Commissioner Mildred Schwab L
Commissioner Margaret Strachan
Governor Vigtor Atiyeh
Senator Mart Yatfield
Senator Bob . .ckwiod
Rep. Jim Weaver
Rep. Ron Wyden
Rep. Les AuCoin
fap. Beb Smith
Rep. Denhy Smith
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v City of Lewiston

IDAHO'S OHLY SEAPORY

POSTIOFFICE BOX}&17 LEWISTON, IDAHD 83501

- 1208) 7483871

July 21, 1986

Mr. Rich Helten, EiIS

U. 5, Department of Energy
Richland Cperations Office
P. 0. Box 55¢ -

Richland, WA 98352

Dear Mr. Holten:
The City of Lewistom appreciztes this'uppuitunicy to provide

comment on the alterpatives being considered for the permanent
disposal of defense wastes stored by Hanford. While not addres-

.sing the permanent disposal site, we would like to focus our
. comments on the transportation of the waste to the site.

OQur concern.ceaters on the use of Highway 12 from Lewiston to

Misgoula, Montana for. the transportation route. As you know,

Highway 1Z is a scénic and histeric travel way, As it follows

. the Lochsa River, it winds-its way through  the Bitterrpot Moun-

tains on & two-lane highway, -The poteatial danger is clear as
one considers the delicate balance of nature of the mountains,
river 9nd valley. The Valley's lifestyle, both sogially and
econcmically, are tied to the outdoors. Ary disrtuption to this
balance will have severe implications to Lewiston and the Valley,

We strongly discourage the use of Highway 12 between Lewiston and

Missoula as the transportation route for the relocating of de-

fense waste to its permanent location.

_Thank you for your consideratien,

'.Sin,cerely, -

[/ ’/‘_ _ //‘
S Aty

Gene Muoeller

Mayor

ROBEKT L. KNABEL

Gy Managee

COUNDIL GENE MUELLER  LEONARDWILLIAME  MOARI: :
R P
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P. O, Box 462
Shaw Island
Washington 98286
July 22, 1986 -

R. A. Holten/EIS

U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Gffice
P. O. Box 550

Richland, Wa.

‘Dear Mr. Holten:

Enclosed .is a copy of my remarks at the hearing
of your department on July 15th, afternocon
segsion, at. the Federal Bullding in Seattle.

It iz my hope that the public outery and concern
about the disposal of nuclear wastes will prompt
rethinking and a totally new assessment of both
asiting the present supply of wastes, the techniques
of storage and, most importantly, the stopping of
production= of materials we simply are unable to

_hlndlg with safety to the Earth or its greatures.

Very t ly.yours,

Gl 5?%

FEE/S
encl.
®ECEVED DOERL
L2286 gL
WM DIVISION

5
.ggﬁ
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RECEWED DOERL

Comments by Frederick E. Ellis, Ph.D.

Public Hearing, Seattle, Wa.
U.5. Departr;lant of JUL 24 85 o3
Enerqg
July 15, {oss VM DIVISION
¥—5 18

Federal Bidyg.

The study of history, if nothing else, shows the great
contributiona of man as well as his unbelievably stupid
mistakes. In scomething over six-thousand years of re—
corded history we have reached surely the zeaith of
insanity - churning out vast quantities of highly

toxic nuclear waste under the guise of "defense® against
the bogey-man of the Soviet Union; a nation, like our
own financially broke and whoze populace, like omrs,

has no wigh for war. Slewly, I think, the body politic
in this country is getting on to this myth without which
the output of nuc¢lear weapons would grind to a halt,

The deception of the public by the military and the
Department of Energy is as mind-boggling as it is
self-defeating.

Reading the Environmental Impact Statement, a three—
voluma ceilpendium of .turgid prose and highly technical
data gtretches to the breaking point cne's patience.

The glaring cmisgions are evident and have already been
dealt with by previous speaskers. Noteworthy is the
Alice-in-Wonderland approach to the issue of the siting 2. 5. 5
of nuclear waste: 28 the Mock-turtle cbhserved, "You are
quilty, now let's have the triall™ Now the Pepartment of
Energy is telling us, "We have selected the mite and the
three alternative methods of disposal:.naw let's hold

a public hearingi® This procedure is a betrayal of
public confidence.

Presently accumuzlated waste must be disposed of as

prudently as the best scientific talemt can devise 2' 2' 1
accompanied by total cessation of the production of
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more plutonium and its 'ar.'tendant wastes. As the only

‘space ship wé occupy, namely planet Earth,we have no

moral right to pollute and destroy it and its biota.
Think of the Earth as your home. Where do you staw

% gallons of high-octape fueld in that home; in the
kitchen back of the wood~burning stove? in the living
room near the fireplace? in the bedroom? The question
ig silly. You don't store it anywhere in either your
own dwelling or the planet you inhabit. .

8¢ far politics has dominated the whole problem.of
‘nuclear waste disposal. Conspituously lacking in the
Department of Energy¥management of the problem has been a

- frank, open, non-political, rigorously aciemntific and

objective attack. BDishonesty, hoodwinking of the public
and daceptioh have marked the department's conduct of
its business. Like NASBA, the DOE has lost what public
credibility it might have had.

since the selection of Hanford as a dump site has been
a political decision, the akolition of Hanford as a dump
girte must be political -~ at the ballot box. I call on
the body politic to repudiate, at the voting booth, the
present administration and its Deﬁartment of Energy

and, in &twrn, support representa;ives_in the Congreas,
the Senate and the White House who will be sensitive

to widely expressed public concern and legitimate fears.

RECEIVED DOERL
JUL 34 1886 613l
WA DIVISION
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=
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218 &, Waason
Coon Bay, OR 37420

Mirce 28, 1966
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RIECEIVED DOERL

Jarry D. White:

U.8. Dept, of Ensrgy
Waste Management Div,
P.G. Box 550
Richlagd, Wash. 99352

Dear Mr, White:

At a.coacernad citiren I would like td ses the nuclsar waste
depository sites for tha very higl, long-term nutlear waste
locatsd in a stable locatien far from humamity, and as deep
a0 possible, such as the dessrts of Taxas. This memns we nasd
to complete the building of the ouk west plant that converts

_the wante into solid form imwediately. The present mathod

of liguid in tanks asems dengerous,

If the locals near Hxnford ars oot opposéd. the burial of low
lovel waste on sight sesns feamible. - o

Thank you for this opportunity to give ny views, and alac for
providing the comprehansive seriss of public meetings on
this important issue. HMr. Dick Wilde'a recent presentation
was vory intersating,

Sincersly,

J.,,WWHM

Hap. Mike MeQrmcken
B¢tds Bob Packwood

JUL24W86 437
WM DIVISION

2.1.1
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RECE: VED DOERL

®. A. Holten / EIS

Us 8. Bepartment of Eneroy JUE 25 1885
chland Op@rations OfFfFice

P. 0. Box 558 WM DIVISION

Richiland, Wa. 93352

703 Beacon.
Fakima Wa. 35861
July 18, 1386

Reference: Jraft Environmental ImPact Stztement
Disfosal of Hanford Defense High-level, Transurénic and
Tank Wastes

Daar Sir.

Defense high level wastes represent 99% of the nation”s total valume
of high-lzuvsl waste and 13X of the total hish-level radgioactivity.
The purposs af Permanently disPosing of existing and fubture nuclaar
defens Waste 1% to Provide for an aPProrriate lsvel of Protection of
the public health - and safety a3 can reasorably be exfacted. All
:P;ctical heans to avoid and minimize enviramenkal harm shouid be
Aker.

It is understood that the final decision on several asPects of the
waste dizPosal Plan may be delaved Pendind furthar research and
davelofnent. In this way cusrent -actions would not Preclude futurs
technological develoPmints.

The first steP in analyzing the alternative disPosal methods is to
determine the short farm effects from retrsival, transPortation and
placemgnt of wastes into the alternmative Permansnt storases.

The Oeolodic Disposal Hiternative has the highest pogaibility for
gCcuPational exfosures primarily dug to the londer imP lamentation of
this alternative. The other alternatives have a much lower
scoupstional exPosure but all sre Ffar less than naturally occuring
radicactive sourdes .

The potential for radiolo9ical accidents is Senerally the same as
operational accidents and therd is no sionificant difference betusen
the differant altermatives.

The nonradiological imPacts —- inluries, illnesses. & fatalities - in
the Geolodic DisPazal Altarnative are 4 40 B tines as nwany Jus o
incressed nan-houwrs and bravel distance reduired for imFlewentation,
All other alternatives are about edual,

Hatural resources are not in short suPPly and are not significant on
4 national scale zince they are reduired over a 15-30 v2ar Perigd.
Geolodic Disposal Rlternative reduires about five times more enamdy
and materials then the other alternatives,

Revarding ecolo9ical inPacts the Henford sites are ciresdy distrupted

-maoner £0 Produce ans meanindful imPacta.
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Jut. 25 Eeﬁaiag

WM DIVISION
and temporars further disruption of plant and andmal communities
would result from ail altermnative imrlementat:ons. The Jeglofig
Disrogal Aliernative i2 the mast diaruPtion but there ia little
significant difference between any of the aliernatives.

The zelection of any of the alternatives would wot affect current
land uses or adversly affect the local Tri-City economy

COHCLUSION:  The Geologic DisPosal Alternative has the hi9hest
rossibility for cccuPationat exposures and nonradiclosical
impacts Primarils due to the longer~ imklemswtaticn of this
a2lternative. In all other znort ferm imPacts there is 1ittle
2ignificant differance betueen any of the alternatives with
Tittle to recommend one alternative over another.

The second steP in the analalvis of the alternative disFosal metheods
is k) detdrmive the Postdizfosal impacts (Lon2 term imPacts up to
10,999 yearsl.

Chemicals are intertuined with radicactive wastes and could be
teached from tank wastes Into deinking waker and cund Water but
would not be adusrsly sffecked off zite, Zuen haut active
irnstitutional control, Prodected envirommental imPacts are small with
little to recormend ond alternative over another with resPect to

long~term imPacts on Public heaith and zafets.

Lesched wagtes due to infilbtrated preciPitaf:on. 2ven with double the
Prasent average annual Predirttation imare rapid disaolutionds would
result in doseg that are so small that no health sffects are
Projected. Even the radiolo9ical conseduences of 3 Flacial Flood
wodld wonld be of lithtis sizniyisance.

The =onsgduences of Partial or Funchional barrier failure. z2long wikth
wetter climibes would only Produce inPacts sligshtlw. above backoround
radiation lavels excebt for the no diafoszl albervatise.

The rizk from human intrugion 15 low where passive instliutional
sonbrol are effective.  Individuals would have to 19nore the Pubklic
records, and ihe barriers and warwning marktrs in an inhenticoral

wader the full Qarden
jcenaric dosez are only alisht for all alternattves auaart for the no
disfosal which could result in fatal gsrounduwatsr doses within & feuw
dezrs. The potential for chemical contaminakbion would 2lse sxiszt.

COHCLUSION:  The analsziz of long term imPacts indicates no maljor
gifference among the three active disPosal cases. bub with the

No Dispossl Alternative and loss aof Savernment control fie
rasgits of human intrusion couid be unzccefbable. The release
into the sroundwsisr was found unaccePtakle comPared %o EPA
drinking water standards., as much as 1699 timesd the scceptible
limit in some scenatios

Atthoudh safety iz paramount. the cost criteria of the alternatives
must alse be considered.

Resuirgd natural resources ars not in shors suPPls and are not
significant on & national scals when required over a 15-30 sear
reriod. The Gaolo@ic Disrosal would. however, reduire five tine more
gnerdy and materials than the obther alterratives,

(palJtiuapl uswwod ou)
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The overall cost of the No DisPosal Alternative it flra%. sPPear to be
the lowest, #1.8 billign, but continusd costs of F1.3 billion Fer
century could actualls make 1% the most. extenglve; The 2zclogic
disPosal Alternative, totalirg about #$11 billion, is four times more
expansive than gither of the other tuo altsrnatives.

CONCLUSION ! Atthoush the Geologic Disfosal aliernative ramoves
5% of the radicactivity and shous the Touest lows herm
relaases to the enviroment., the increasd short term
oParational exPosure Lo workers and the Public, and bhe wash
increased costs are not Jupbifiabls on the bazis of incressed
Fablicz safetbs.

With continved onsite management and monltoring the. Mo
Disposal altsrnative would be acceftable in harws of safety
but lond teérm coats could becoms Prohibitive. The Mo Dizroszal
atternative. wouwld nobt aclws the disposal problém. bub would
£imPly PostPone dealing With Perminant waste disPosal o
Future Denerationss This alternative is eagentlislly the
continustion of Present waste manadsmant Fraciices and is
therfors oot accertakla. |

The In Place Stabilization Alternative calli far
immobllization and atabalization of washe ‘and relies on 3
Protective barrier and markér avstem. In view of bhe szited
Seolofic Protechion Provided for tRs most danierous
radizachive pizhes bhis altarnative would be unacca?table in
terms of Public safety. Witk only 4 slisht additional cost.
incraaged Publlc sifety can he achieved thru fsolofic
1solation.

Finally the Referdnce Ilisgrnative resulta in low releases angd
sxFosure .at 3 reasgnable cost gonsistent with the sublic
health and zafety, Most imPairtantly thizs alternative mandabes
a1l new dnd redily retrisvaibe defense wastes bo be Hisposed
of utilizing seslosis rerository izolakion,

RECOMENDATION: I recomend that the Praferred alternative
chasen for the disPosal of Hanford defense Haste bg the
Reveregnce Riternabive.

SPecifically the folloving manadement slemevibs should be utilized to
deal with' defensa wasies:

Eslsting Tank Waske:

Single call tanks - The older single—wall tanks contain waste that
wonld reduire speclalized, sostly. and potentially hazardous recovary
oferations. Difficult retrieval and lower radicacktivity sfussast that
sending 1%t to a deeP rergsitory after immobilization in 9lass mas nob
be dustified when the risk and cost ard weighed a9sinst bawefita.
Hear térm risk and cosbs involved in disturbing wastes thst are
currantly stakle and that would be hazardous to retrieve canmot be
Jugtified simPly for the added safety of Sedloglc isolation.

The Maste Solidificatian Progrim beRun o 1263, shauld be con+inwed
%0 reduce the volume and mobility of Vivnid wazhe., An
Zvaporator-crystallizer should Be used to exbract the uwater which

RECEIVED DOERL
UL 25 1985

WM DIVISION
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Will ba disPosed of In underground cribs. The remnaining slurrs
conkaining salits and radioactive mixfures are troated and furned to
grout then returved to the tanks. Finally the tanks are filled with
Sravel and sand Lo Prevent dome. collaPas and the tanks ire sealed.
The Barrder & Marker System is utilized to isplate washe from
external 1i9uids 24d ecoaszbems, A CASE surwveilance in addition %o
mzausl moniboring for the tank temP. levels, and radioackivity, and
Turtuznﬁlng aoils should continue Lo be used unkil ail tarks are
solated.

Double~shell tanks —~ Waste retreived by hedraulic slugeing iz
sqFerated.  The high-leval waste ig vitrified and Placed in a
240lo9ic rePository. The low-level washte is concenktrated by
evadoration and converted Lo Prout and disPosed on site, The final
disrosition of the tarks would be similar £0 the sinile wall Links -

CFilled with 3ravel and sand and sealed. The Barrier & Harker Susten
is utilized to lsclate wiste from external 1idulds and ecosystems,

Fature tank wastes:

Solide and Tiduids would be sererated with Cegium. bgin® removad from
the suPernatant,  The slod8e and cesium ig Processed in the
vitrlficabion plant and Placed in a4 9ealogic rerositery. The 1iduid
would he sonverted to Skounb and disposed on sité.

Strontium/Cesium:

Low wolume but sontalns 687 of atl high-leval defenze waste
radioactivity., Current beneficizl leassind for medical purPoses
would continue. Cesium is extracted from liduid waste by ion.
exchange and converted to @ solid. Continued storase in water Gasins
antil 1325 then it would be encarsulabed and Packagsed inkto canaaters
and Placed Lo 9eqlogic rerasitory. .

" Retreivably Stared & Mewly Created TRU Solid Waste:
TRUY {5 19% of DH volume but less than 1% of radicactivitu.-
Remohe handied TRL handled in .2 sfecial daste Regeivind and
Proceazing Facility and aent to WIPP. Contract-handled wasts are
senk Lo WIPP without reProcessing. All wasts <199 nCid9 is treabed as
th;}aezl waste and disPosad on site. A Barrier & Marker Svusbam is
W zed.

Previously disfosed-of Pra 1978 TRU solids:

The 300 area sites would be retriaved and processed For WIFP. The 200
L ared sltes would ba stabalized and comPacted if nedessary and a
Barrier & Marker Swstem would be used.

" TRUY Cowbaminabed selils’

Grout would e indected for subsidence contral and 4 Barrier & Marker
Syatem would be used,

Eincerela:

Daniel Kiwnes .Tr. 9 491)

RECENED DOERL.
UL 25988 538
WM DIVISION
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281

2.1.1

2.1.1

139

CHET ORLOFF

3315 Northwest Savier Streey
Portland, Oregon 97210

July 21, 1986

Mr. R. A, Holten/ElS

U. §. Department of Energy
Richland Cperations

P. 0. Box 550

Richland, WA. 99352

Bear Mr. Holtem:

‘On behalf of my fellow Oregonians, I wish to add my own .few words,
- axpressing strong resistance against the recefpt and storage of

nucTear wastes, to the many and eloguent words you have already
recaived.,

I full realize, have leng studfed the matter and being the
brother of a nuclear physicist, the problem the Departmant of
Energy and, indeed, our nation face with the problem of nuclear
wastes. The issue, of course, is much greater than that with

‘which you and your colfeagues are facing and for which you must

arrive at an answer. That issue being how we produce and tonserve
energy in this country. However, all of us do face an intense
regfonal problem and that is the matter [ wish to express my
belief to you on. .

Yery simply, from most (I'TV admit, not all} available evidence -~
from the Federal goverrment, private industry, and public insti-

.tutfons, 1t is readily apparent to the objective reader that to

cantinue to collect ard store nuclear wastes on the Hanford Reserve
is folly. Worse than that, it is criminal -~ 1Ff not considered
50 now, it witl cartainiy be held sg by future generations,

1 predict that should ft be dectdéd to build up, rather than curw
tail, Hanford's storage capability, the Federa] government wif?
have a crfsis of maJjor proportfons cn 1ts hands. I predict that
the amount of opposition to increased storage wili grow,at a

rate and to 2 level that will alarm even the most dedicated
practioner of ¢ivil disobediance. And I predict that should

it be decfded to add to Hanford's storage capabilfty, circum«
stances will soon force, if not recuire, a reversal of that

dec n.

wECEWED DOERL,
JUL 25 1986
Wi DIVISION

WASHINGTON STATE SENATE
SENATOR AL BAUER
491h District

July 15, 1986
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CRELED, iy TOERL -

DEFARTHERT OF ENERGY
Operations Office

Waste Management Division
Richland, WA 99352 WM DIVISION

ATTENTION: R.A. Holten:
SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This letter serves as my commentary on the bDrafi Environmental
Impact.Statement on the disposal of defense waste at Hanford.

I am concerned that the only opportunity for public input on the
isgue of defense waste disposal is during the 120-day. comment
period on the Envirommental Tmpact Statement. The problem with
the public-comment time frame relates to the Failure of the
impact gtatement.to select an option for the disposal of defense
waste, Instead, the.statement merely lists four alternatives for
disposal. The finai’impact statement, which is scheduled for
release in the summer or fall of 1987, will select an option that
excludes a public-comment peried. I feel it is extremely short-
sighted to take comments on four options but not take comments on
the final option selected for implementation. The public should
have ths opportunity to comment on the seleched proposal the
Bepartment of Energy intends to put into effect.

I ani also concerned about the inter-relationship between defense
waste disposal and the commercial repository program. It appears
to me that the two programs are inter-relasted. However, the
Department maintains they are separate, thereby leaving it to the
public to decipher any impact decisions one program may have on
the other. I firmly believe the Department should address thesge
possible impacts in the Draft Statement.

I do not believe Hanford is a suitable site for a high-level
nuclear waste repository because of its geclogic and hydrologic
uncertainties. I support a referendum to the citizens of the
State of Washington on this sensitive issue. If some, or all of
the Hanford defense wastes are disposed of in a repository, I
would also coppoSe.dispesal at their present site.

JUL 25 1988 ¢, 140
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Holten ) JUL 25 186 1. RICHARD NOKES 14650 5.W. 103rd AVE, : TIGARD, GRECON 97224
July 21
Page 2 WM DIVISION
RECEWZD DOERL
For the past three or four years I have been in discussicn with JUL.ZQ 1986 41
Rep. Dean Sutherliand on this issue and share Rep. Sutherland's . . &f
opinion that a Monitored Retrievable Storage system is the: . IWiSION
3 . 3 . 4 . 2 preferrad optieon. I feel strongly that the people of the State WM D
of Washingten shouid have the opportunity to comment on an MRS
; A July 21 1586
system.
Please enter these comments in your records. Michael J. Lawrence
Respectfully, Manager ‘

Gepartment of Energy
Richland Operations Office

W/gw o PG Box 550

i 5
AL BAUER, Senator .Rlchland WA 59352

STRATE OF WASHINGITON Dear Mr, Lawrence:

ABims L As -a member of the Northwest Citizens Forum I herewith
submit my observations on the Department of Energy's draft
environmental impact statement cohcerning Hanford's defense
nuclear waste. Not being a scientist, I have refrained £from
trying to : make any scientific criticisms and have instead
confined myself to a layman's views.

P9{411USPL JuBLRIOD OU)

As you will note in my report, I am very appreciative of the
aplendid cooperation of Jerry White and others of DOE whec have
baby-sat the Forum so patiently. On otcasion they must have been
driven close to frustration by the gquestions and comments of
Forum members and pubilc participants. -But they kept their cool
under the hottest fire. A DSC with cak leaf cluster would be
appropriata.

Sincerely,

(

'L COMMITMENT CONTROL
JuL 241386
" RICHLAND OPERATIONS OFFICE
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gitizens forum report

From J. Richard Hokes i .
Membeyr NW Citizens Forum on Defense Nuclear Waste Dizmposal

To: Rev. Bernard Coughlin
Chairman, Northwest Citizens Feorum

¥.5. Department of Energy

Sukject: Personal DOE DEIS Defense Nuclear Waste

Disposal

critique.,

Because the Northwast Citizens Forum was invited to critique
the DOE draft envirponmental impact statement on dispesal of
Hanford defense high-level, transuranic and tank wastes, and
becanse DOE will: issue subsequent draft EIS on disposal of wastes
from commercial treactors and on selection of a site for permanent
dispesal of nuclear wastes, I confipe my remarks tg the draft
environmental impact statement concerning methods of disposal of
defense nuclear wastes.

General Statement

nuclear waste has been accumulating at Hanford for
more than 40 years, and while it has caused minimum hazard to
the environmeat, Congress and the people generaily agree a
process shouid be started looking toward permanent safe disposal.
Other nations, notably France, are ahead of the United States in
selecting permanent disposal techniques. Bven China, with ten
reactors and two mote being constructed, has begun a process
to select a system of permanent disposition and has been in
consultaticn with French engineers in Beijing on this subject.

Defensea

The challenge to the Northwest Citizens Forum has been to
advance this process by analyzing and criticizing the draft
enviroamental impact statement issued by DOE last April 1, and te
insure that northwest residents generally have cppertunity to do
the same.

A major complication has been the timing of the announcement
of the selection of three finalist leocations for the
permanent site for a nuclear waste repository, one.of the three
being Hanford, Washington. _This anhcuncement came close on the
heels of the first meetings of the Citizens Forum and has caused
such an adverse political and public reaction in Washington and
Qregen that the DOE's statement on military nuclear waste has
beer almost completely ohscured. Public hearings on the subject
have on occasien developed into virtual public hangings of. the
DOE, focusing little on the specifies of the DEIS on military
nuclear waste. This has been most unfortuhate.

In my view,

‘should be

firsk

any plan for dispesition of the accumulated and

RECZvwes ZCEIRL
WM DIVISION

future defense nuclear and chemical waste should focus
on public safety for generations to come, Financial cest should
be secondary to environmental and health costs. Ten billion
dolliars in expenditure if it provides maximum long-term safety is
preferable to a two Aillion dollar expenditure that might provide
lesset assurance of long-term safety. When we are talking of
10,000 years or mere, ten billion dollars would be a small price.

entirely

Specific Consideraticns
With -exceptions, I agree with the Oregon position released
by Gov. Vic Atiyeh and presented by David Stewart-Smith to the
recent meeting of the Citizens Forum in Hanford, and with the
draft concensus position of the alternatives sub-committee of the
Forum at.the same meeting. The two are compatible.

- &. T agree that
dispvsal) in . the DGE DELS should be the preferred
disposition. All high level waste [HLW) should be retrieved,
glassified, packaged in stainless steel cases s$urrounded. by
concrate and permanently deposited in a geep repository wherever
that.  may -be. DOE estimates: this would 'be 98 percent (by
activity) of the waste. o

Cption 1
method of

B. Transuranic waste should go to the waste isolation pilot
plant in New Mexico. This includes pra- and post-:1970 TRU waste.

C. I am not convinced after reading the report, listening to
testimony and observing on-site testing of engineered barriers
that shallow burial will ever be feasible. Aall.single sheil tank
waste, even though it is in cake or sludge form, should be
retrieved and disposed of in deep geclogic repositories. The DOE
draft EIS indicates safe retrieval technology does not exist, so
additional research should go forward .as Oregen recommends. 1t
noted that Washington's draft statement (pade 2-7,
July, 1986} suggests a possible salution. Mike Lawrence in his
statement to the forum via Father Coughlin July 3 alse suggests a
possible method and mentions the final EIS will address the -
various possibilities of complaete clearing of single-shell tanks.

Lawrence suggests that adding a sealant around and under the
singie~shell tanks is not feasible at present.

In general, the barrier development program has not yet
provided assurance that shallow burial would over the long
term be a safe technique. Intrusion by man, animal species,

plant rooting and decay, and natural disasters such as
earthquake and climatologic change over the thousands of vears
are dangers that come to mind- Markers on the site over such a
long period could be ohscured, removed or become incomprehensible
to man in millenia to come.

D. Strontium and cesium wastes double ancapsulated in

[vitrificatlon and geolagic .
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stainless stael cylindexs should continue to be storad in water
basins until a repository is available after which they should be
packaged and shipped to a future geologic repository.

Two other Oregon suggestions should be heeded: 1--DOE should
comply with federal and state requirements on chemical and low—
level waste handling; 2. Congress should be requested to
establish funding on a perpetwal basis for the d&isposal of
military waste either in the Defense Department or Department of
Energy budget.

Summary

while the inwplace stabilization and dispesal alternative
and the reference alternative provide cheaper means of disposal
af defense nuclear waste than the geologic disposal alternative,
I am of the opinion that dellars don't count: safety does. Thus
the geologic disposal alternative should be preferred.

Additicnal comments:

The specific criticism of the PEIS by ‘Washington State
should be answered forthrightly in the final EIS,

The gquestion raised by Robert Alvarez in May and discussed
in wvarious letters since concerning criticism of the French
vitrification ¢technique should be answered in the final EIS.
Wwhile DOE has indicated in a communication of June 5 from R.D.
Prosser to Alvare:z that the complete packaging of vitrified HIW
would eliminakte any danger of breakdown of glassified HIW, this
doe& hot appear to be the final word.

DOE also should deal in the final EIS fas it did in a
comminication received by Forum members) with gquestions raised by
washington. State Senator Bailey c¢oncerning the capacity of the
first repository for all the Hanford nuclear waste.

I compliment Jerry White and all the othar DOE staff members
who have met with the Citizers Forum and have patlently responded
to all .the questions, . some of them quite barbed, from Forum
meimbers or the public. I am afraid that on occasion DOE has been
treated as public enemy no. 1 instead of as a responsible agaency
doing its ‘best to solve a problem that began in wartime 43 years
age. -

This personal report is written prior to the Auvgust meeting

of the Citizens Forum in Seattle. [ reserve the right to amend
it if subsequent information seems to require it.

. J. Richard Nokes

July 21 1986

o
£
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July 2B, 1986
Rich Holter/EIS . CRECIVID LTS
Y.5, Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office JUL 30 1886 g1471-

F.0. Box 550 :

Richland, Wash, 99352 WM DIVISION

I received the announcement of your piblic hearing July 15, 1986
"to provide testimony on alternatives fer permanent disposal of
defense wastes stored at Hanford*. Unforturately my meeting sched-
ule did not allaow time fopr attendance nor verbal testimony at the
hearing. However, I am sending my comments far a serious review.

1} The above statement in quotes excerpted from the 'concerned
citizen' letter is flawed. It makes the Hanford site & foregone
conclusion and 1ln essence says it is the only method of dispesal
that is open for discussion, The Government selected the Hanford
site before much was known gbout nuclear waste, radiatfon and
resultant damage to humans and the environment. Creation of johs
often times obscures the desire to investigate the side &ffects
and, in this situatl®on, it was true and still is, according to the
reports I read from the resideats of the Tri-clty area. These

arg three factors. The fourth factor is the general apathy which
existed 45 yaars ago and still exisis today, It sets the stage

for powerful organizatigns like DCE to ride rough shod aver everye
one, It Is my suspiclon that somegre or = group is profitting

oy such actions. Suspicions are directed to DOE personnei, the
administration or private interests.

2.5.5

2} If what I read in the paper, is only partly true, your organ-
iration 1s hardly one to be truysted with such a critical decision,
The reports Includad DOE allowing the disposal of high radiztion
waste inib low radiation site. The scuttling and destructicn of
data that put Hanford at the top of the list rather than the
bettom, is unforgiveable.  Where has hdncr, trust, and ethic
gone? DOE has.a massive jobh to improve its public relations,

And there I make the assumpticn it wants ta, The fact that the
letter states "dafense wastes" (including high and low radiation}
is all 1nclusive and is @ strategy too often used of using
generic terms.

2.5.5

3} The Governor of the State of Washington is proposing a ballot
at the general election in the fall to get the ecitizen reaction.
I fully support It. At this peint I am not aware of what in-
fluence that will have when the decision is made, but it behoaves
all of us who will become more outspoken en envirpnmental issuss
ro speak out and convince the electorate te vote against nuclearx
waste storage In Washington State. A talk of secession might
shock the other states that we do not intend to let the admini
stratfon have its way.

2.1.1

3.3.1.1
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4) Your brganizatiun is part of what I term - the fourth gevern-
ment. The Federal, State and Local Governments of the pecple are

.the first three. The fourth is made up of bureauvcrats who write
.the milliens of pages af rules and regulations without input fram

the citizenzy. It is this group that puts itself above the needs

aof the pecple who pay their salaries. it is this .group who is party
to deals made with self-interest groups. And it is ihis group

that has created the situations of lack of trust. And we, as the
apathetic electorate, have had a major part in making it

happen - nat knowing how -to stop the juggernaught.

As you have already surmised, I am ifotally opposed to the Hanford
disposal site. The only reaspn I can-see that the world disposal
site has to be in the Uniteg States, is that some persons ba-
lieve future processing will recover more product, making it
necessary. to keep the potential out ¢f the hands of pthers.
Ctherwise, there are many -wore desolate areas in the world

which would be noze sultahle.

I can only assure you that I will speak against the tanford
disposal site and will ret support the DOE.

r—
carl R. Yohnson AOE I REAL

4735 35th Avenue N.E.
Seattle, WA 98105 JUL 30 1986
W DRSO

ce Governor Booth Gardner
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DOE Richland Operations Office W DRASION 8 July £986
ATTN RA. Hoiten/EIS
Waste Management Division . _ p.1/3

Richland, WA 99352

T wish to raise the [ollowing concerns regarding the DOE's draft Environmental
Impact S1atement entitied msmsﬂ of Hanrord Defense High-Level, Transuranic,
and Tank Wastes®

1) THE DEPT. OF DEFENSE AND DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO
MEET AT LEAST THE MINIMUM SAFETY STANDARDS REQUIRED OF COMMERCIAL
REACTORS, BOTH FOR THE OPERATION OF NUCLEAR FACILETIES AND THE BISPOSAL
OF NUCLEAR WASTES.: I believe it is the responsibility of the United States’ Federal
Gavernment to protecl its citizens from internal as well as external threats 10 their
heatth and well being. 1 therefore cannot understand why the United State's
Department of Energy (DOE) consistently operates using lower standards of safety
than are required by the federal gwergmem for commercial nuciear reactors in
this country: -

a} How does the DOE justify operating the N-reactor and other federal reactors
without containment domes, and with less rigorous safery standards than those set
by the Nuclear Regulatocy Comumission {NRC)? 1 do not accep! the rationale that
because they generally operate wilhin the NRC guidelines il makes rio difTference
that their standards are more lax. Because the DOR has the 1echnical capability to
operate within the NRC guidelines. the BOE and DOD should be required by law to
meet al least the safety standards required of commercxa.l ‘reactors and commercial
wasle. .

2) ALL DEFENSE WASTES SHOULD BE leEVABL? STORED FOR AT LEAST 30
YEARS, AND ALL DEFENSE W ASTES SHOULD BE DISPOSED OF BY DEEP GEOLOGIC

BURIAL. This nation has decided that geologic disposal by deep bufial, with wastes-

retrievably stored for at least 30 years, is the safest method for disposing of the
spent commercial fuel. The DOE should be required to dispose of all its wastes in -
the same way. Therefore, the'DOE shouid not be allowed to dispose of its wastes by
In-place stabilization, sand consequently options 2 (In-Place Stabilization) and 3
{Reference) are unsuitable.

a) [ urge the DOE and at least one mdependent agency o oonslder other options
for the safe retrieval of the pre-1970 defense wastes, so that it can be salely stored
by deep.geciogic disposal at a site outside of Hanford, and retrievably stored for at
least 50 years before burial. There is no justification for any other course except
cost and political expediency, which should not be factors on wastes which must be
isolated from human contact for at least 10,000 years,
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0.2/3
3} ARE RADIOACTIVE DAUGHTER {SOTOPES INCLUDED IN.TABLES | & 27 Tables |
&2 (pi1.11 & 12) are difficult 1o underatand. For instance, Americium-241 isa
radicactive decay praduct of Plutonivm-239+240, and yet it is not shown o
increase as Plutenium decays. Were radioactive decay products computed into
Tabie 2, or does it only depict the initial quantities of radicactive isotopes? If not
included already, please recompute to accurately reflect the total quanunes of
isotopes,

4) OPTIONS 2 & 3 ARE YIRTUALLY IDENTICAL AND BOTH ARE UNACCEPTABLE.
The reference option (option 3} is only a differént name for gosite stabilization.
(option 2). If one looks at the numbers, it ia clear from the reference (option 3)
that the DOE plans to dispose of all pre-i970 waste (which is virtually ait of the
present defense waste) and even some of the post 1970 waste by in-place
atabilization {option 2 Most of the pluionium generated and extracted by the
defense depariment was done hetween 1944 and 1972; No extraction was done
between 1972 and 1983, The reference opiion plans 1o stabilize in place all waste
generated prior to 1970, and much of what has been generated since then (see p.
B.24). Therelore, in option 3.the bulk of the total defense waste would be
stabilized, in place, a3 outlined in opnon 2. Therefore, option 3 is effectively eption
2 as far as the present defense wasto is concerned. Both these options are
inappropriate, )

5) WHY ARE THERE NO CONFIDENCE INTERVALS FOR BESTIMATES? One cannot
foresee even ihe near future with 100% certainty, and predicting events 10,000
years into the future is even more difficuit. Why then do-the EIS tables lack
confidence intervals on the estimates? For instance, on p. xii of Vol I it is stated
that Downstream uaer$ of ihe Columbia River would incur al mosi one healih effect
associated with the disposal of waste over the 10,000 years.” This is only one
example of the consistent lack of confidence intervals for estimates, It ig
impaogsibie to evaluate the datz presented without some idea of the uncertainties
involved. 95% certainty levels should be presented for ali tables representing
estimates. What are 1he uncertainties involved in your health lmpacr. esnmates?
How were these deter mined? .

6) AN INDEPENDENT STUDY AND INDRPENDENT EIS IS IMPERATIVE BEFORE ANY
DECISIONS BS MADE CONCERNING NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL. It violates standard
scientific practices to have the agency responsible for the generation of the nuciear
waste also responsible for evaluating the health and envircnmental itupacts of
nuclear waste generation and storage. It is impoasible to evaiuate the scientific
data presented without independent input and review. It is-imperative that an
independent agency be charged with data coliection, analysis, ouiline of opucns
and production of the EIS.

-
S
3
3

RECEIVZS DOERL
JULL 30 985 (1
WM DVISION

_7) NO ACTICN SBOULD BE TAKEN UNTIL LESS HAZARDOUS TECHNIQUES ARE

DEVELOPED FOR THE RETRIEV AL, PROCESSING, AND STORAGE OF THE PRE-1970
DEFENSE WASTES, It is clear from the wording throughout the EIS that the DOE
does not yel have techpiques for the safe cetrieval and disposal of the pre-1970
defense wastes {zee p. 1.8, 1.17 for examples). Therefore, no action should be
taken intil technologies can be developed for the safe rétrleval, processing and
storage of this wastes. It is unconscionable to literally sweep this waste ynder a
rug of concréte and leave future generations with the iask of cleaning it up should
the DOEs predictions of environmental impact prove in l.he future to be 100 -
optimistic.

Sinceraly,

Fand . M
Paut H. Yanoey

224 N. Bellevue: Ave.

Walla Walla, WA 99362
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. l.am writing to exprass my opinion concerning the DCE's draft Environmental

Impact Siatement entitled ‘Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Leved, Transuranic,
and Tank Wastes' (EIS), and wish to raise the following points:

i) AN INDEPENDENT STUDY AND EIS IS NECESSARY. [ cannot accept any daia,
probabilities, or conciusions presented in the IS, since the EIS is researched and
writien by the same department which has generated, stored, and must now ry 10
clean up and dispose of the wastes. I believe that no action should be taken on
disposal of defense nuclear wasies uaiil an INDEPENDENT agency can both examine
the original data, critique the DOE's EIS, explore other retrieval and disposat options
and make recommendations as to how the defense waste shovld be retrieved and
disposed.

2) This nation waa built on the ideal of separation of powers: separation of church
and state, and separation of judicial, legislative, and axecutive bodies of
government. How then can this same nation set one department, the DOE, with the
task of geserating, mornitoring, storing, and uitimateiy disposing of its own
hazardous materials? This is cleafly a conflict of inlerest. No maiter how noble the
purpose and how stroag the desire for abjectivily, it would be asking the
impossible of any individual or organization to remain neuiral and chjective on all
facets of this isaue. | therefore consider it imperative that an independent agency
be set up 10 moenitor past, present, and fulure generation and storage of defense
wasies and to determine how best to reirieve and dispose of the defense wastes
already generated. . .

b} [ know that the siting of the commercizl waste repository is beyond the scope
of the defense waste EIS, but I believe it I3 nevertheless reievant 1o point to the
DCE's violationt.of its own guidelines in efevating Hanford from Sthof 5 sites 1o 3rd
of the three sites chosen for further characterization. The DOF haa lost all
credibility as an objective party by placing its deparimental concerns abave the
heaith and safety of the American people. - This agency cannot be trusted to
present options which accurdtely reflect the reai health and environmenial impacts
invoived.

=
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2) ALL DEFENSE W ASTE SHOULD BE RETRTEVABLY STORED FOR AT LEAST 50
TEAKS AND THEN DISPOSED OF BY DEEF GEOLOGIC BUREAL. This nation has decided
that geologic disposal by deep burial is the safest method for disposing of the spent
commercial [uel. and that wastes should be stored retrievably for at least 50 years,
The DOE should be required to dispose of its wastes in the same way. Therefore,
the DOE should not be allowed to dispose of its wasies by In-place stabilization, and
conseguently options 2 (Ia-Flace Stabilization} and 3 (Reference) are unsuitable.
Furthermore, retrievable storage for afl wastes for at least S0 years should be
mandaiory.

It is the duty of government to protact its citizens from eXternat as weil as
internal harm. Why does the DOE continue 10 operate its reactors and propose
disposing of its nuclear waste [ess stringent standards of safety than those required
by the government of commercial reactors? The DGE should be required to meet
standarde ai [east as rigorous as 1those required by the government for commercial
reactors! This imperalive applies to the operation of the defense reactors.
including the N-Reactor, the operation of the PUREX plant, and the processing,
starage, retrieval and disposal of all defense nuclear wastes.

3) ALL DEFENSE MUCLEAR W ASTE SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM HANFORD TO A
GEOLOGICALLY SAFE DEEP REPCSITORY. The National Academy of Sciences
recommended the DOE change its selection criteria, such that Hanford should have
been dropped Irom the list of characierized sites for commercial waste storage.
Defense wastes are more unstable than commerical wastes. These wastes therefore
musi not be stored at Hanford, and should be shipped away from Hanford for
disposal. The location shoutd be chosen on the basis of geologic safety, not political
expediency. The DOE has already compromised the siting of the commercial waste
repository. [t should not be allowed to do the same for the defense wastes.

a) Why did the DOE viclate its own site-seioction guidelines in order to have the
Hanford site chosen for characterization when other, safer sites wers available? 1
ae curious Lo know the justification for this position since it has cogipromised the
safeiy standard for sile selection. Because the defense waste may be placed in the
commercial repository, it is pertinent to the defense EIS 1o demand that ihe DOE
justify its decision to choose Hanford for site characterization, even though it
ranked last on the list using the DOB's own site selection chiteria.
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b) P. 1.8 states that 'sending mos; of the Hanford wastes to & deep repository after
they have beent immobilized in glass may not be justifled when risk and cost are:
weighed against benefits. if it is not worth the risk 1o transport wastes from
Hanford somewhere else; then why is it worth the even greater risk (greater since
more wasta (see p. 1.7), and greater distances are involved) to transport
commercial waste from the East Coast to Hanford? Surely the granite sites on the
East coast, the Nevada Tuff, the Texas 3alt, and the rocks at whatever sile should
have been chosen instead of Hanford for further characterization, would be at least
as safe a3 the water-saturated Hanford Basalts¥ This is clearly a double
standard.

Therefore, the commercial reposnwfy shouid not be iocated at Hanford, and all
defenae wastes should be removed from Hanford to a geologicatly safe deep .
repogilory,

4} NG ACTION SHDULD BE TAKEN UNTIL SAFE TECHNOLOGIES FOR THE RETRIEVAL,
PROCESSING, AND RETRIEVABLE STORAGE OF THE PRE-1970 DEFENSE WASTE ARE
DEVELOPED. The defense depaciment created this waste, and should be held
responsible for disposing of ALL its wastes in the same manmer as that required of
commercial nuclear reactors. It is clear that the DOE does not yet have the

. expertise 1o do this safely (see p. 1.8 & 1.17).

Therefere, no action should be taken otk the long-term disposal of the der ense
wastes until technologies can be developed te retrieve and package the pre-1970
waste in a2 manner suitable for deep geologic disposal; and should be reteievably
stored for ai least 50 vears.

Furthermore, studies should be undsrtaken by independent agencies 1o
determine the most suitable retrieval and disposal options.

5} HANFORD IS AN INAPPROPREATE SITE FOR $TORAGE OF BOTH DEFENSE.AND
COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR WASTE, Because plutonium is currently a waste product of
the commercial industry and the desired end product of the defense department,
commercial [uel should under no circumstances be stored at 2 defense [acility,
THEREFORE, HANFORD SHOULT BE REMOVED FROM CONSIDPERATION AS A
REPOSITORY SITE FOR SPENT COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR FUEL! To store the
conrmerciz! waste at Hanford is yet another violation of the separation of powers
oft which this nation prides itself. It also violates our 40-year policy of separating
the peaceful and destructive uses of the atom and is an open invitation o other
nations (o make weapons out of their commercial fuel.
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No government will believe we do not use spent commercial Tuel for warke

when this rich plutonium resource is located in the middle of a defense facility,
even if it i3 not used for this purpose! There are sufficient non-defense sites
available in this nation that there is no need to locate commercial waste at a
defense facility which is reprocessing spent fuel for warheads (unless the
government intends to do sed. The Fact that the DOE elevated Hanford from a low
position on the list of availabie sites, passing over ntore suitable sites based on
safely, supports the notion that Hanford is heing chosen as a commercial
plutonium-extraction site {either for bombs or breeder Tuel) rar.ner than a
cormercial waste storage sile.

What assurance can. the DOE pive the American citizents and the rest of the world
that spent commercial fuel will not he processed into plutonium for warheads if the
commercial waste i3 stored at Hanford? { realize that there is currentiy legislation
to prevent this, but congress could change the legislation, and even if it does not,
the DOE could place a blanket of National Security’ over the site and reprocess the
spent cotamerclal Muel without permission. How can this be prevented if the
commercial waste is logated on'a defense site?

1 know the DOE would like to argue that this issue is not relevant to the defense
waste EIS, but [ believe the twd issues are inseparable. By setting the precedent of
‘in~place stabilization’ for the defense waste, the DOE Is paving the way o extract
plutonium from the spent commercial fue] at Hanford, thereby turning the mors
easily disposed of commercial waste into the same high-voiume liquid, sludge, and
solid waste that the defense department ¢annot yet dispose of safely, If it can -
sweep 40 year's acctmulation of defense waste under a rug, asoptions 2 & 3
intend to do, it can just as easily sweep ail the commercial waste vnder the same
rug after it has heen reprocessed to remave the p[utomum and uranium, whether
for warhead: or breeder fuel.

-~[1 [s therefore imperative that mmmemal nuclear waste not be stored at
Hanford, and shat defense waste be subject to the same disposal practices as are
currently required for spent commetcial fuel.

Sincerely,
CS-0a
CS: Weiler
224 N. Bellevue Ave,
Walla Walla, WA 99362.

J-D.-—..._u
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& 41 8 EE %igﬁ? §§n .331-" Q. Tt was iridnight last night before the last of the public speskers sgainst the
§§ 0 et | o e vse of Hanford as the waste dumh of the nation were finished talking. Who
.4 EEE cEiEfEtey could sleep after that? You are damed right-we are all concerned and feel as
s dERF - 5_ a
P A W ﬁﬁ‘" : though this 1s going to be forced down cur throats; like a mother robin feeding
3 i _— her chicks. Well, this little "chick" {s a mother of four healthy kids; and

you have seew no anger or force than that of a mether protecting her cwnl

1In this case, I look upon these beautiful states of ours, as my ownil I am

golng on record as saying that ™ Wi DON'T WANT NUCLEAR WASTE ANYWHEREL!1' AND

YE SISE AS.HELL, DOW"T WANT IT T-CRECON!! We can't seem to meke it clear that

we don't want this poison being made. tone of ue are infallible. But when I

make a mistake in making dimmer; we throw if out and go out to dimner. What
happens if you meke z mistake? And God knows YOU make mistakes(l Do you throw

it out and go cut to dimmer? Seeme like that is the case, Throw it in the

ground, the sky, or the ocesn, then go have dirner. It's forgotten. For you it's
forgotten, but the vest of us pay and pay and pay. Let's see: we pay for the
spillage, the clean up, the disposal; for meking the damed stuff in the beginming.
But that's just the monetary side of it. I am worfled about paying in the

ecology side of it. I love this state. 1 love clean water. I love to fish in
clean water, I like to eat healthy fish from clean water. I like to drink clean
water from my own well. |

Now scme educated {diot wants to put waste near the Columblalll Can you guarantee
that there will ever be an accident? No you can't. You can't even guarantee
that you'll even bé around if it happens. I don't want to see this poison bafngy
dumped any where in the world! But as the last speaker said last-night;"a good
place for this stuff would be in Washington D.C." T think that any of you that
want it should bave to have it. Put it in your backyard; or your neighbors

yard might be better as far as you seem to be concemned. Afterall, if you push 2. 5.5
it off on to someone elee the problem isn't veally yours, is it?

It's 0o secret that our own goverrment uses us in tests-after the fact-though™
it may be. Look at Love Canal, They knew what was happening tut thoaght if
they kept quist it would go away. Poiscn is poisen and not talking about it or
admitting & problem is there was like a placebo for the govéiment. We won't
roll aver and play dead just because the government says so. Viert Ham should
‘have toid them thar. 'fhe pecple will have the last say.

.
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: M ISION
I an just 2 mother; 1 am not a Brovokist; an objector by trade or S

educated idiot, 1-am blessed with good &nd common sense; samething a mother

needs mhringhercl-u.ldrenup to aduithood, I alsohaveagood gense of humor;

tut T baven't usged it mich this day, T camot tall you how very scared T.am that

we have the mxlear problem anyway. 1If you don’t make it you don't have to get

rid of it.

Dou't try to put it in Washington, just under our noses. I dm't__hm bow the

rest of the states are as 1 have lived in the western states all my life; but

I do know that we won't sit still for thisl! )

This has doe probably nothing as far as D.0,E. 18 concerned: The only thing
it has dooe for me is release some of the tension I have felt todsy, But I am
tmngsndlllhavemote strength for- the flght1f it comes to one; to beat
the mclear waste problem in this ccmt:ry

Aconermddt‘l.zmﬂmiscamdt’m

x 121
Hines, Ore. 97733
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Office of the Magor Phawer (509) 5756050

CITY HALL, YAKIMA, WASHINGTON 93901

July 3@, 1986

Rich Holtan/EIS

0.8. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Qffice
P. ¢. Beox 5568

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Holten:

Enclesed with this letter are wy comments on the March, 1986.0.s.
Department -of- Energy's Draft ' Enviromwental  Impact Statement -
Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level Transuranic _and _Tank
Wastes (DOE/EIS-¢113). A copy of these comments will be include
in the report submitted by the Northwest Citizen's Forum- on
Defense Wastae, .

‘I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS and look
forward to continued partic:l.pah.on in this unpurtam; procass.

Ploase address anyY response to my residenca:

916 So. l7th Avenue
Yakima, WA 52942

Sincerely yours, )

ey ?/7 '

(e L
Clarence Barnett :
Assistant Mayor

Mamber, Nerthwess citizen s Forum’
on Bafense Waste -

enc.,
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COMMENTS OF CLARENCE BARKNETT
ON_HDW~ . = 0313 (7730/8G)

TIMING OF DEFENSE GECLOGIC DISPOSAL ACTIONS AND OPERATIONAL
BATE FOR REFUSTTORY: ]

1. There.ar'a several statements in the DEIS that indicate defense waste
will be procassed and ready for geologic disposal before the operational
date of the repository.

A. "The molten gl_ass product is transferred Into canisters that will
be temporarily stored at the HWVYP sita. The waste canisters will
ba transferred from the HVWP to a geolagic repository when such
a repository can receive these defense HLW and TRU wasia forms."
{Vol. 2, Sectien C.f, Page C.2

This ralses the qguestion as to whether there is need for interim
storage. The HDW-DEIS does not Include the anticipated inventory
or envirohmental impacis rasulting from this temporary storage,

B. The DOE time line for the commencement of operatlons for the flrst
repository is 1990, However, the DE!S states that strontium and
cestum capsules are to be stored In the Waste Encapsulation and
Storaga Facility untll 1995 and then removed for geclogic disposal.
[Vol, 1, Section 3.3.1.3 and Vel, 2, Section H.3.3) The HDW tima
line does not appear to be compatible with the beginning opera-
tional date for a respository.

€. An additional consideration that may affect the HDW time line for
geclogic dispesal is whether the development of a Monitored Re-
trievable Storage Facility will be used to extend the beginning
operationai date for the repository.

The flnal EI5 should include contlngency approaches that would ha
pursued in the event that a repesitory has not commenced oper-
aticns or the role of an MRS facllity for Hanferd dafensa waste.

2, Several amblgultles for acceptance of defense waste in a geolegic reposi-
tory are found in USDOE “Record of Responses to Public Comments on
the Draft Mission Plan for the Civillan Radioactive Waste Management
Program", June, 1985, (DOE/RW-0005]

A. The sthedule for the acceptance of defense waste is not tled to
the 1998 date. (Vol. 2, Page 98]

be the flrst waste emplaced in the first

{vol, 7, Page 183)

B, Comearcial wasta will
phase of the first repository.

The final EIS should include a time line for the processing of HDW for
.geolegic disposal in relatlon to the acceptance schedule in the geologle
repository.

CMIiE A - Page 1 of 9
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HYDROLOGIC AND GEOCHEMICAL MODELS

" The cufrent status of hydrologic and gaccﬁemical models used to simulate

subsurface contaminate migrailon necessitates making certain assumptions due
to techmcal and data llmitations. Cailbration of computer medels to actual
flels data is an issue 0 ba clesed prior to making & final disposal deciston,

Statements made in the DEIS {rather than a technical analysis) leaves rea—
sonable doubt as to the sdequacy of some of the prefiminary analyses at this
time. Testimony indicates that there are several interpretations as to the
adaquacy of the medels uséd in the preliminary analyses,

This is an area of major concern. It is recognized that additional research
and peer review will ba required befere a consensus can be obtained.

WASTE PACKAGES FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL

Waste package conceptual designs for geologic disposal have been developed
and prototype testlng is in process.

The final EIS sheuld include a statement as to whether the flnal waste

package design will need to be site-specific dependlng on the gecchemical
{and other) condltions of the selected repository.

REDUCTION OF WASTE INTO SOIL

DOE Order 5820.2 dstablishes the pollcy of ellminating grourd disposal of
radicactive waste and chamical wasta into the seil. DOE plans a separate
study on this policy.

The final EIS should includa the scope and anticipated time frame to imple~
ment DOE Order 5820,2,

PAC.KAGING STANDARDS FOR TRANSPORTATION OF¥ DEFENSE WASTE

The DOE has the authority to design and certify its own packaging to be
used by government shippers., {(Vol. 1, Page 1.5} Type B packaging de-
sign must be certifled by either tha DOE or NRC. (Vol, 2, Pags |.2)

This raises the question as to whether there Is different criteria used by the
DOE and the NRG for design certification of packagings.

The final EIS should clarify that packaglngs certifled by the DOE must meat
tha NRC paciagirg standards.

CHIL A Page 2 of 3
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CLARIFICATION IN VOLUME 3, PAGE E.6, RH-TRU WM BIVISION

The' first sentence In Volume 2, Page E.6 reads: "The RH-TRU waste is
axpected to be processed and stored with RH-TRU: waste from the decon-
tamination and decommissionlng of facilitfes.” (Underscora added} . This
senténce implies that RH-TRU does not go to the WIPP before the decom-
missloning of faclities. .

The final EiS should darify that RH-TRU is sent to WIPP if that altepriauve

-in selected.

MANAGEMENT PLANS

The DEIS fregquently Incorporates within the fext a future activlty or study
sych as under the Hanford Defense Waste Management Technology Program or
the Hanford Waste Management Plan.

Whan these programs/plans are incorporated into the text, the final EIS
should be more specific and expand on the scope and degres of confidence
placed onthe activity. ’ . .

COMMINGLING OF COMMERCIAL AND DEFENSE WASTES

The decision tc commingle commercial and defense wastes In the same reposi-
tory has raised public concern as fo the lmpacts of defense waste. to the
civillan repositery program. .

The finai EIS should. include an apgropriate statement that once a repository
Is chosen, DOE will be required to write an EIS for the repository that will
Include defensa waste impacts, Inciuding. monitoring.

MIXED HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL/RADIOACTIVE WASTE

The impact of mixed hazardous chemlcalfradioactive wastes is not induded in
the EIS, The digpasal of mixed waste material is of special interast due to
the uncertainties associated with thes# waste forms at this tima. Testimony
before the Forum indicated that DOE is just getting started on tha mixed
waste issue and that these wastes may present significant problems.

Furti‘\er. the DEIS wording in Section 6.6 (Vohune 1) Rescurce Conservatlon
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Is not conducive to public’ confidence.

The final EIS should includa a statement of commitment that disposal of mb_ced
wastes will comply wilh State and Federal staridards in force at the time
‘these wastes are disposed. Further, the commitment should apply to all
hazardous waste. . -

CHMIIE A Page 3 of 9
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The successiul performance of a protective barrier 0 cover large volumes of
waste is a major consideration applicable to all dispusal alternatives. The
multi-jayer earthen cover design was chosen for the DEIS at a preliminary
evaiuation of a protdctive barrier to stop water infiltration into the waste
{Appendix M). Engineered barrier effectivensss is one of the issues that
must De closed. DOE will conduyct a research and demonstration project
focused oi barrier performance. - )

Representatives from the Washington State Nuclear Waste .Board appeared
before the Forum and raised a number of issues on the preliminary analysis
of the protective barrier (Appendix M}. On July 17, 1386, the Board: issued
Its draft "Interim Reports on Policy and Technical issues" of the HDW-DEIS.
Technical Issue 1, "Performance of Engineared Barriers and Shallow~Barrier
Sites" alleges “"there iz a Systematic misuse of references, which . fequires a
complete reevaluation of all assertions made regarding anticipated high per—
formance of the barriers." (Refer to the Board's do r the plete
text), The Washington State Department of Ecology, Office of High-Level
Nuclear Management, - Preliminary Draft Technfcal Review of the HDW-DELS
fprepared by URS Corporation) has detailed comments on Appendix M.

The issues raised by the Washington 5tate Nuclear Waste Board on the BOE
preliminary arialysis of the performance of the protective barrier shouid be
consldered and evaluated before issuance of the final EIS.

LOW-LEVEL, WASTE

The disposal of low—level defense waste is excluded from the DEIS, . The
main purpase of the EIS is {0 focus on high-levél waste as recommended by
the National Research Council. LLW and the resultant impacts were ad-
dressed in ERDA-1538, * Although DCE belleves. that the emvironmentai .im-
pacts of LLW are small and pose no significant jeopardy te the envirenment,
DOE has initiated a. study to determine whether any additional action sheuld
be taken; the adequacy of ERDA-1533 with respect to LLW impacts are being
reconsiderad.

The fragmentation of LLW and HLW makes it difficult to ascertain the total
defense waste disposal program. The final EIS should include in summary
form: 1} the main points in ERDA-153B applicable to LLW; 2) an inventory
of these wastes; and 3) the options availabls that will be taken shouid the
study determine that additional action must be taken.

ANNOUNCEMENT TO POSTPOKE WORK FOR A SECOND REPQSITORY

‘The DOE announcement (May 28, 1986) to postpong Indeflnitely site-specific
waork for a second repository has heightened public concerns gn disposal of
commerdal and defense waste to an extdnt that has Seriously overshadowed
discussion {imited to the HDW-DEIS. Many cltizens now want assurances with
spacific jnformation that demonstrates whether a single repository has the
Capacity to receive both commerclal and defense waste, including a separate

‘break-out showing Hanford's defense waste contribution,

cumin A Page 4 of 9
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DGE should glve serlous consideration te Inclide thia information in the final

5. .

ERROR IN TABLE H.13, WASTE PROCESSING STEPS FOR THE REFERENCE

. ALTERNATIVE .

Table H.13, Waste Processing Steps for the Reference Alternative (Vol. 2,
Page K.14) in the second block under existing Tark Waste should read that
the high-ievel (rather than low-levef) of existing tank waste is immobilized
as glass,

SINGLE-SHELL TANK WASTE

1.  Testimony agalnst m-place stabllization of single-shel tank waste covers
a broad spectrum ranglng from being premature to selection would
result in.an irrevocable decision, In-place stabilizatlon of these wastes
Is an. area of uncertalnty and thare is need for focused reésearch. DOE
indicated that the intentlon for in-place stabilization of single-shell tank
waste Is 1o make disposal decisions on a tank-by-tank basls. and that
waste found to be tov hazardous for in-place stabillzatiori will be pro-
cessed for geologic disposal.

This should be developed and included [n the final EIS.

¥, The NRC has proposed that 3000 NCl/gm would identify material that
wuglifies a8 high-level waste. This standard would apply te some
single-shell tanks. o : ’

Tha final EIS should include the impacts of this proposed change ‘in
stangdards and its effect on the in-place stabllization altarnative,

3.  The flral EIS should Include a statement’ that high-level wastes stabl-
lized in-place for single~shell tanks will. meet the regulatory require—
ments of a repository. .

4. Testimony Indicated the need to focus research on other alternatives for
I of
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Since the sites are hLl'l?l,t_':jr"'lobc‘lQJ'lnt'o to determine whether addlticnal en-
vironmental protection Is needed, it is proper in the interest of long-term
safety to include in .the final EIS that disposal decislons will ba made on a
site~by-site basis. and sites found to be too hazardous {even with tha ad-
ditionai. protection) will be. retrieved and processed for geologic disposal.

REFERENCE VOL. 1, SECTION 3.3.3, PAGE 3,33, PARAGRAPH CAPTIONED
¥GEGLOGIC REPDSITORY GISPOSAL OF SELECTED SINGLE-SHELL TANRS

The sentence that reads as follows s not clear as to its relationship to other
sections in the DEIS: "That does not foreclose the optlon, after the com-
pletion of the tank characterization pregram, of devaloping a strategy of
removing certaln high-activity tanks and leaving the rest." {Undersgore
added] Wther sections of the DEIS discuss removal of tha high-activity
contents from these tanks and not the remgval of the tanks. This paragraph
fequlres dlarlfication In the final EIS.

REVISION OF RADIATION STAKDARDS

The DOE Is in the process of revising its radlatlon standards in the vicinity
of DOE facilitles (Veol. 1, Page H.1 ‘and Yol. 1, Page 6.1, Footnote "a'),
Pending development of a revised order, concentration guides presented in
the: current order (DOE 1981) are used In the DEIS. 'In response to my
inquiry on the effect of these revislons, DOE responded: "The owverall
raciation standards (radiation doge 1o people} will In effect be lowered.
Changing mathods of relating . concentrations of nuciides to dose equivalent
from those of ICRPZ to {CRP26/30 are expected to result in- permissibie
derived air concentratlons for a. faw nuclides that are [arger than préviously
used. "

This additional- information should be included in the final EIS and cross-

referenced to Vol. 2, Paga xxxix on the planned adaptation of the HDW
models to use the nawer dosimatric data.

PARAMETER VALUES FOR STRONTIUM FLOURIDE

in view of the public concern on o
thege wastes, the final EIS shauld include the scope of research that
wiil be considared prier to making a final disposal degision.

single-shell tank waste. dl

TRU-CONTAMINATED SOIL SITES AND PRE-1970 TRU BURIED SOLID
WASTES j j )

TRU-cortaminated soil sites and’ pre=1970 TRU buried solid wasta sitas have
bean previousily closed but are baing reviewed to determine wheather further
actlon is warranted in terms of environmental protection (Vel. 1, Pagae 3.9).
Thess wastes contain 540 kilegrams of plutonium.. The reference altarnatlve
does not call for retrieval and processing of the soll sites nor most of the
buried solid waste.

CMILL A Page 5 of 9

The DEIS states that additional research is needed to determine more realis-
tic values for strontium flouride, {Vol. 2, Pages .20 and 1.33) in answer
to my Inquiry on the time frame for resolution of parameter values, the DOE
respanse was that they have [earned that strontium flouride is in different
form than that used In the DEIS making the accident risk estimates in the
DEIS. ‘significantly overstated, "As a result, mors reagonable estimates are
that 1% of the stronthum flouride Is In the form of dispersible particles and
58 of the dispersible. fraction is also respirable¥ {rather than 100% respirable

‘partiiles). The.fir_-:al EIS should be changed to reflect this new data.
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t. The HDW-DEIS has of necesasity been prepared before final optimized
designs are avatlable for all processes, and certaln research and demon—
stration projects are necessary to be completed for the disposal eptions.
‘The question that Keeps rising is what is the next step or approach
that will ba selected if any of thess designs or technologies fil? Are
there alternatives or variables that can be considered? What are the
implications of failura? :

For example, iIn response to my questions, several alternatives were

identifled:
Fallure Possible Alternative

Barrfer System ' In Sity Vitrification.

Grout " Bitumin, .ureaformzldehyde, or
. viny! ester styrena waste forms.

Closed-loop cooling is being examined as an alternative in. eliminating
the use of cribs. :

Legk diagrams identifying the next best variable or alternative to be
considered would increase confidence of dispesal solutlons.

2. Due to: 1} the fact that there are so many technical issues that must

be closed; 2} ‘that the DEIS does not include all defense waste; 3) that
soie work is underway or planned under the Hanford Waste Management
Pian; and &) these actlons are in many ways interrelated and dependent
upon the success of another action, the final EIS should include a logic
" diagram for the sequence of events of performance that would be taken
for confldence of not being "locked-in® to some particular course.
These alternative technologies should be described. Tha logic diagrams
would show the role of integration in the process and the schedules for
testing.

GLOSSARY
There are a number of Acronyms used in the DEIS that do not appear in the
glossary. For exampie: BNL, AGNS, ENC, EGG, FBR, NFS, RLFCM, SRL,

RHO, WCF, etc. The final EIS should include these ommissions to enhance
Taadership . :

TRANSVERSE DISPERSION:

The DEIS states that present acquifer characterizlation permits a complicated
conceptual model on transverse dispersion effects, but the necessary com-
puter softwara is not. presently available for application to the Hanford site.
(Vol. 3, paga 0.32).

DOE has responded that incorporstion of transverse dispersion effects into a
model would not improve the analysis of radiological impacts and it is not
planned that the more complicated conceptual model witll be employed in the
decision=-making process.

CMIil A Page 7 of 9
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The final EIS should Includa the ‘reasons DOE does not pan te develop the
?oé“tpumr software for the additional analysis on transverse disperslon ef-
ects.

EMERGENCY RESPONSE

The primary responsibility for emsrgency respanse planning and capability
lies with State and local governments. The DEIS names federal agencies that
provide planning assistance and emergency support to cope with radiologicai
hazards (Voi. 2, Section ).8].

The final EIS should expand Sectlon 1.8 to include the scope of direct sup—
port provided by these agencies.

SLAGGING PYROLYSIS INCINERATOR:

The geolegic alternative uses the Slagging Pyrolysis Incinerator (SP1) pro—
cess o reduce volume. SPI is not used in the Referance Alternative.

The final EIS should include the reasons SPL is not used in the . Reference
Alternative.

CONCLUSIONS

i. Several reasons exist that make it Inadvisable at this time to support
one of the specific alternatives stated in the DEIS;

a. the many areas that require additlonal research and development
for needed technolegy te support a given alternative; and

b. the If_!tei"relatiunshlp of separate programs that exist to deal with
the diffarent types of defense waste on the Hanford sife.

2Z. In my judgement, the DEIS supports disposal strategias and Imple-
mentation declslons for the foilowing waste types: .

a. Double-Shell Tank Waste (geologic);

b. Retrievably Stored and Mewly Generated Transuranic Waste

{WIPP);
c. Strontium and Ceslum Capulses {geotogic),

3. The DEIS supporis the need to fund further research and data cof-
tection for the following waste types:

a.. 3Single Shell Tank Waste:

b.  Pre-197¢ Buried TRU-Contaminated Solid Waste;
¢. TRU-Contaminated Soif Sites. :

No alternative for these waste types should be finalized until tha af-
fectiveness of an engineered. barrier is demonstrated, tha caltbration of
computer models with field data manifests a high degree of confidence,
and applicable waste retrieval methods receive additlonal review. (Al-
though TRU-Contaminated Sofl Sites and Pre-197¢ TRU Buried Sofid
Wasta Sites are consldered to have been disposed of, but are being

CMIl A Page 8 of 9
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reviewed to determine whether further aciion is Wé‘#r‘%@@om terms of
' environmental protection, they shouid he revisiled considerlng the
development from "actions enumerated In the precesding santence).

h. Single-Shell Tank Wasta may warrant additional KEPA review for aither
In-Place Stabilization -or Geologic disposal.

S. The protection of the ascquifiers and the Columbia River should ba
paramount In disposai decisions.

6. 1n the Interest uf public health and safety:
a. The final E15 should be sompleted on a timely basis; and

b, Fupding for defense waste clean~up at the Hanford site’ showld
receive high priority.

COMMENTS MADE-BY THE PUBLIC TO CLARENCE BARNETT AS A MEMBER
OF THE 'NORTHWEST CITIZENS! FORUM ON. DEFENSE WASTE:

. (Comrnents are abbreviated and bring out unly the sallent polnts }

Open Hous& in. Yakima informative.
Workshop in Yakima - helped to understand preblems associated with

. Defense Waste.

A Public Hearing nn the DEIS should have been hetd in Yakima.

148

Michauel L. Clarhk
-1008 Prospesct Av NE
Olympia, WA 98305

July 14, 1986 AECENE = O
o3t 88 148
R.4. Holten/EI§ SHoN
U Dept C:"Erler‘gy O

Richland Operatipns Office
P O Box 550
Richland, W4 99352

This is a comment r.agar\ding the Hanford Dafensa Waste Draft
Environmental Impact Statemsnt.

It is obvious that nuclezr wastes have to be disposed of

semewhare, even if most parsons near proposed sites are going to

have very serious misgivings about theitr proximity to them. If
Hapford .is finally settled upon as 2 site for disposal of this
vary toxic wastey; I beliave that thea methed used shoukd he deszp
burial. . .

1 'huve a0 tnformatian regarding the datails of the specific

'_pruness being considered ip the Odologic Disposal Alternatives

Cofumbta River coritamination is major concern.
Repository issue is moré important than Defense Waste.
All Defense Wasta shouid be in DEIS.

. Need independent apidemiologlcal study.

insufficient time to comment on DEIS, Shurt commant, periad builds up

emotions.

Sabbotage not addressed in DEIS,

State should manitor cleanup.

Keép waste abpve ground so can bé monitored,

Put all waste In Monitored Retrievable Storage.

Need strict regulations for truckers.

DOE should assume more emergency respinse respansublllty.

Have panel of scientists make independant review of FEIS bafore It is

issued.

Econowmic risk analysis nesded.
Safety . over iong-term, npot cost, should be the major conslderation.

CMEH A . - Page 9 of 8

Howevary; I would tike to go an racord siggesting that fhe process
of enchsing wastes in selid glass hlecks be use¢ inm this disposal
alternative, I undepstand that thia is a seperior method dus to
tha extrame temporal stability of glass (that is to say that it
deas not hreak down significdntly over long periods of timed.

Thank yeu for the oppertunity te comment on this matter.
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July 29, 1986

¥r. Rich Holten/EIS

Comments  foll the TETS, "Dispomal of Hanford Defense High-lavel,
TransnEnit, a:TSRW' R, OETE-0113,  Otmuents are my oW

. The DEIS includas (in!diiti.uutothlmg:izsd"mactim"alterrative)ﬂ\ree

terratives; almost complete geologic  disposal, oowplete  lreplace
ibuizatv{‘;, and a referenca alterrative that i= a camhinaticn.

I betieve there ghould be another altexnative. You might call it &
teombination of the comblnationst.

1 tion alternative, as written, has an all-or-mothing-at-all
mwms%smmnm_.mmxulmammw
stabﬂizaiinplunnorrwwdamumarhgdford@gp}ogicdispoeal. The
aingle-wall tank contents vary and, accordingly, disposition should vary. It
wxilldn't make sensa to u@ty-ammm'tmhﬂmﬂnmmimm

mmmimnuﬂeswnddecwtnmwnsequa:tiw:lmlina'few
cemturies. On the other hard, same tanks may have significant concentvations
of harmfi] chemicals and long-lived radicmclides.

Eagh case-hy-case
m.mdhmmm:mﬂsmwmmufm‘muz
snch tank, Both radicesciide and no-radicactive hazardous chemicsl contant
sheild be evaluated and a decisicn made whether to stzbilize or pemre. I
Mmrﬂtuﬂﬁswmhmwmsmﬂmm
Certain pre-1970 transurenic sites, identified in the DEIS, should be afforded
aimilar congidevation. In this c;sn, radionmxclids concentration and lecation
wolld ba importart since half lives are long.

Thank yw for the opportunity to compent on the DETS.
Sinceraly,

Hlol 5 i

Frederick 8. Adafr, Research Analyst
Housa Energy & Utiiities Commi ttoe
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PORTLAND, OREGON 1120 SV, 5t Avernce
- Poriland, Oregon 97204-1926
BUREAU OF WATER WORKS

July 16, 1986

RECENV=D DOERL

United States Department of Energy JuL .
Attn: Karen Wheeless 311886 o 2
Mail Stop FED/706 : YA

Post Office Bax 850 . ™M DIVISioN
Rfchland, Washimgton 99352

Subject: Comments on Draft EIS for Disposal of Hanford Defense Wastes

Dear Ms. Kheeless:

I regret that I was not able to attend the recent public hearing fn Portland
concerniny the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Hanford
Defense, High-Level, Transuranic, and fank Wastes. Although T was OGt of tha
country at the Gime of the publit hearing, I would like to take this opportunity
to express my support for comments submitted at the public hearing by the Mayor,
othar City Commissioners, and Edward Temmy, Administrator of the Portland Bureau
of KWater Works. . :

. . Y - .
The City of Portland has gone to great Temgths to ensure a safe, ample water
supply for the Tocal area. In order to comtinde this hkigh Tevel of coimmifment
to cur current and future citizens, it is essential that the reglon's water
resources be protected against contamination by radicactive wastes. FProtection
of the Columbia River must be a paramount concern im order not only to preserve
the existing investment in the Portland wellfields, but also to preserve future
vater supply alternatives for Portland. . Given the Jorg Tife of the wastes in
question, it seems that the adopted disposal system must be assentially free
of any risk of environmental contamination. : : ’

Because of the importance of this matter to the City, I strongiy encourage DOE
to conduct further research into the possible downstrsam impacts of radicactive
waste leakage inte the Columbia River. Please feml free to contact my office
or £d Tenny to further discuss such a siudy.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments, The City Tooks forward
to & satisfactory solution to this very importent and complex prehlem.

Sincerely,

A Degl
Dick “Bagle #
Commissioner of Publfc Works.

DB/MK/sa

c€c:  Mayor Bud Clark
Commissioner Mike Lindberg
Commissioner Mildred Schwab
Commissioner Margaret Strachan
Ed Tenny

3.2.4.1
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(no comment identified)
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S.H. Leroy

U.5. Department Of Bhergy
Public Affairs

P.0. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352

Departmant of Energy:

A fgw cqmmeqta'on the Defensd Waste DHIS producad by the
DOE. :

the world's largest storshouse of radicactive waste )
containing an amount comparable to all the fall-out that has
aven. reach this planet is located in the pacific Worthwest
on the banks of the Columbla River,

¢on these rolling basalt hills, the Dept. of Defense({War)
1aid claim to 570 square miles of territéry in 1941 for the
production of the world"s firsi genocide weapons known to
mankind. This Hanford Military Reservation is still making
war on the health of the surrounding environment.

The by-products of the government's 40 year history are
immense. amounts of waste —— soma of this waste so
radioactive i. vill be around fox 500,000 years. The
governmenta record is a far ory from resolving the prgblem
of what to do with all this toxic and highly radiocactive
waste.

A partial inventory of the waste at Hanford one will find:

~135 willica gallons of high-level liguid waste

produced since 1944 during reprocessing of uranium fuel
cells to remove plutomium for nuclear weapuns. This waste
containe dozens of deadly radicaciive isotopes.

~gome 200 billion gallons of low and intermediate

liquid waste have been dumped into ponds or disc@argad inte
the doil in undarground drainfields. Some of thig waste
contains radioactive isotopes with hatf-lives of 4.5 billlen
years has reached the the water table under the Handford
reservation. . . .
=another 5 million plus cublc feet of selid radioactive
waste consisting of refuse and contaminated equip@ent_are
stored in covered trenches at Hanford. This practice is
cungidered permanent disposal of thesa waates by the DOE, I
condidar this a "nuclear nitwit" veraion of "out of site,
out of mind".

—from tha PUREX plant the DOE dumps 9 hzl;ions of toxilc
and, radioactive waste by-products into cribs per year. This
practice has gone unabated for years. A

Lo
£y
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Besgides these rarticular practices of the last 40 Years, thae
Amprican public has to endur consistent subvarsion of
information, lying, and deceit from the goverament and the
DOE at the Handford Nuclear Reservation.

2,5.5

The. governments' Secrecy policy on radiation mistakes is the
same now as it was decades ago, The AEC withheld
information about radicactive llquid that had leaked out of
its' underground storage tanks at Handferd nuclear
installation. In a January 195% subcommittee of the joint
committes. on atomic energy, a general electric officiali
responasible for managing Hanford's waste testified "no
enyironmental hazard will exist as long as tha tanks

2.2.12

~ maiptained their integrity---we have never detected a leak

from any of these tank, so thal we are in turn persuaded
that none has ever leaked”. A& year Iater the AEC asserted
in its annual report that “"waate Problems have proved
completely manageable." The fact remzinz the Hanford tanks
had started leaking two years earlier, in 1958, the public
did not learn that Hanford's tanks were leaking until, years
later, Other tank leaks went unnoticed for weeks. Some of
these leaks were 2000 gallong , but a 1473 leaked dumped
115,000 gallons of high level waste into the soil. Total
releases have been 454,000 gallons or more. Aare the now
double-walled stainless steel tanks which store this highly
radicactive waste a security to prevent this highly
carcinogenic £xum getting into the environment? I do not
think the tanks ara safe.

3.1.4.28

On the subject of permissible levels of radiatlon, the
govarnmant 12 consistent in discrediting and terminating
rosearch projects that may suggest all iz not as well as
claimed. Dr. Samuel Milhan Jr. study of more than 500,000
malee who died in the’ state from 1950 to 1971 concluded that
workers at the hanford nuclear plant were more likely to die
of cancer than other Washington state males. Dr. Milhan
eventually lost the Funding for continued research. '
The governments' behavior of woncealing miastakesa, izsueing 2, 5 .5
migleading statements, repudiation of reports that disease

and death may be. attributed to radiation doses, and

intolerances to diagent with the nuclear industry must

change coarse.  For the public distrust is to great an

obstacle to overcome.

¥Why is it the public was not informed of the December 2,
1949 discharge of 5,500 curies of I-131 an lodine fsotape
which concentrates fn human thyroid poasibly causing massive
functional damage and later yielding thyroid modules and
cancer. By comparison, a single release of 15 curies of

. 2cens e SR
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2.5.5

I-131 at Three Mile Island was a suspectad cause of health
effects In human fetuses and new~borne infants,

Why is it the public was neot infozmcd of the million of

curias of I-131 released over a ten-year span from 1945 thru
-1985. oOther radioisotopes, inclucing rhuthenium-106 vented
into tha atmosphere to cause skin irritations as far away as

Spokane,

Why was it the public was not inform of these releases and
“the potential to human health. There is strong evidence thes
Hanford officials covered-up this inforwmation. There was
concern for the public safety in this time as well as
concern for the pnblic safety new. A March 1848 document
contained a waraing from Hanford health physicist br. Herb
Parker indicating "The thecretical possibility of injury
daveloping 10 to 15 years from now posas a serigus problem.”

The Hanford Nuclear Reservatlon host the PUREX facility and
‘the N-plant. Both are irzidiously interrelated in weapons
and waste. Tha PUREX plant the 7th in a series at Hanford
. chamically braaks dawn xr:adiataa fuel rods from a uraniusm
reactor to aguire deadly plutonium Pu-239. The N-reactor
supplies the-irradiated fuel rods for the PDREX plant.

A study released this spring in Spokane the HEAL
organlzation has documented over 10 ‘times the amount of
plutomium particulates in Spokane spil than average levels
of plutonium fallopt dpe to.world-wide nuclear weapons
_testng.  This’ contradicts M;ke Latwence viewpoint “that “all
| the plutonium particles dispense bafore it reaches the =
reservation boundaries,”  Six'miles from thé PUREX smoke

stack, It Saema. that Mr. Lawrence is nnt telling the trnth.

October of 1984, PUREX wa=z .shut down for one month dua to a
loss of 10-13 kilograms of plutomiwnm powder. .Six pounds of
plutomium is still unaccounted for. Where did it go?
Perhaps - the plutaomium went up the PUREX atack. I have no
confidence of PUREX piant safety and waste operations.

The H-plant has a dual purpese, it produces plutonium and
generates alégctoicity.. It has’ a graphlte core of 18090
tonnes Larger ¥han the. Cherncbyl reactor: it is fualed by .
.low snriched uranium, 165 tonnes when fully loaded. It is
cooled with ordinary water from the Columbia Rijver. The
confinement building can withstand 5 p.s.i., tha Cherncbyl's
containment structure could withatand 27 p.s.i.. The
grimary purpose of the N-reactor is tha production of

;.
i
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weapons grade plutomiuwm. The N-plant 1s not necessary
because the U.S, military has- 220,000 pounds of plutonium
and 1000 pounds ~f highly enriched uranium. It séeems claar
to me the risk to this region are more than enocugh for a
complete ghutdown of the reactor. Am I to trust this aging
reactor to the hands of the DOE that is loaded with long
lived radicactive inventory of more than 1080 Hizoshima
Lombs |

‘The Papt.of Energy should be subject to the same

environmental regulations in its management of chemical and
radicactive waste as is private industry., Specfically,
timelines of the Resource, Conservation, and Recovery Act
(RCRA)., Superfund (CERCLA}, and the Federal Water Protection
Agency and the State Department of Ecology should oversee
the DOE's marnagement of the military wastes. At present,
the DOE is both the polluter and its own regulator. The DOE
decision té drop the search for a second repository must be
challenged to place the miijtary wastes inko a repository.
The agency violated the National Environmental Peolicy hct
(NEPA) by not considaring the impact of drapping the search
for a sacond repository. on diasposal of military wastes.

Much of the. anxiety that the nucglear waste now. provokes
- would never have materiaiized if the federal government and

#cientific community. had been candid from the beginning,
They were not! . Both insisted. that radicactive waste posed

-little or no hazard: both.insisted that the technology for
. dealing with it was proven. One glaring failure after

apothéer has proven them incorrect. From buriel grounds to
reproceasing proved the experts wrong and planted seeds of

tha. current attitude the nuclear industry has towards the

. people -of WaShlnthﬂ state and its environmeent

My-reconnendu:ion is to dxssulve tha current DEIS process

and- incorporata the public comment, ideas, and ‘suggestions

rather than continue with this farcicle procedure the DOE is
cramming down the throats of Washingten State_CLtlzeqs..

2.5.6

2.2.13

2.2.14

2.5.5

_public mistrust. Public mistrust that will not diminiah with )

2.3.2.10
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