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James F. Thomas
E. 4l4 Auvgusta Avenus
Spokane, WA, 99207

Corurants on the Draft Envirosmental Tmpact Statement
for the Disposal of Hanfard Defense High-Level, Transuranic
and Tank Wastes .

1. To begin with, I commend the Department for invescing
their time and energy over the past six momths to inform and
sducate the pespla of the Norchwestc on the complex sicwarion
of Hanford dafcnse wastes, Unfortunately, the Depar‘tment has
failed ta include all of the Hanford wastes and has only
presented part of the problem, I recowsend that the
Depatrtment of Energy consider all of the defenze wastes ar
Hanford im wne complece Envirommental Impact Stacemant. This
should Inciude the wastes In the 100 and 300 areas such as
the eighr old production reactars. To not do this is asking
peopla to solve a jigsaw. puzzle with many of the pileces
missing.

2. Vhersas muck concertt has been raised about the
radigactive nuelear wastes, there is insuffieient attention
ta the problem of toxic chemical wastes. The Departmens of -
Eneryy has vet to cowplete a comprehensive inventory ot the
chemical wastes. The Départment hag wot adequately addrassed
the dlsposal of those wastes, nor has it prasented anything
on how the chemicals interact with the nuclear wastes. Tn
face, this draft Environmencal Jdmpact Statement neglscts o
consider z June 1985 Battalle study of tha interacrions

_between Hanford's chemical aad muclear wastes. This report

explerad the posaihilities of explosions in exiscing waste
tanks (PHL~5453, Cumplexaul: Stability Investigation, Task 2 —
Organir. Complexants, E.C. l’lav;tin).

3. After reading the draft EIS ‘1t becomes clear that
wost of the nropysed ni;[snnsa!. wethoda have yet to be proven.
AMthough tha Department has received support for glaasifying
the liquid wastes in the double=-shell tanks, I am not yet
convinced that this technology is sultable for deep genlogic
disposal. MAnothar uncertaincy 1is che grouting of some of the
wastes. Accovding to Douald Provese af Washingrton State
grouting contains hazardous chemicals and therefore Falls
under provisions of the Respurce (onservation and Recovery
Act (RUKA). Thd draft EXIS does noc: explain how ar wheo -is
will meet the RURA yeauls nes. Other hods are still im .
the conceptual design stage or mervely ldeas on paper. The
Department of Esargy does not know how to safely dispose of
clie currénr vistes. . Therefore che Depavctment shonld halt the
production of plutonium until the current stockpile of wastes
iz dispased of irn an azccoptable manner. Acpuments that such
a plutoniua produccion halt weuld harm national security are
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erroneous. The United States. possesses more than iz
fecessary to meet any reasonable need for natfonal security.
Moreover, gven though this draft Environmental Tmpact
Statement gpeaks of fyuture defense wastes, Lt offars nmo
-Juseificacion for furure pluconium produccion. The citizeas
of the Horghwvest must ba told why they should continuwe to
Live uil:h the riska of Bnntord upe:a:ians.

l With regards to the l:hrna dispoaal options presem:ed

- fn the draft EIS, I would favor the Dapartment directing its

h to the.geologic d:l.sposal option. I as avare that
this could mean !n:rauser! radiation exposure to Hanford
workers and thac 1t is the most eXpensive alternative.
Howaver I believe that this current generation is moraily
obligated to accept all the risks and costs assoeiated with
these wasten. The majority of the Americdin people have
supported the govertment's nuclear wedpans bulldup by cheir
yotey and taxes, It hasg been this muclear weapons huildup
that has producad these wasres, ' Many iun the United States,
though 1 am not one, agree that the rigks af these wastes aze
acceptable because of the mc—called benefit of naciopal
security, supposedly won by America's nuelear arsenal, The
prosent obligation is to cleanup the wastes that have bteen
produged. Wirh any waates left im Hanford aeils, future
genavations wiltl enly reap the risdkes without enjoying any of
the benafivs.’

5. Given the lack of imformation concerning rany. aspects
of Hanford's wastes. soms of which the Department readily
acknowledges, the DOE must complt itself, ot minjunm, €é a
supplemental EIS. X woukd suggeat that a pericd of five -
years would be enough for the Depaxtmant to provide the
‘public with sufficient information. Citizens peed chis

fnformation to responsibly participate in the decision-making
process.

6. There 1s cansiderable uncertainty shout the WOE
having sufficient tinancial resources to insure the adeguare
dispesal of zll defense wasres.. The people af the Nobthwest
will have to generace -the mecessary political support for the
cleanup of the ewisting wastes. ' Howevexr, the cleanup of °
future wsetes (aseuming continued plutonimm production)
should be funded on a pay-as~you-go basis, Similar co
provisions contained in.the Nuelear Wasce Policy Act of 1982
{for the dispesai of commarcial nuclear wastes), the price of
special nuclesr materials should Include a surcharge

gufficient to guarantee the safe disposal of subsaquent
wastes.

- o+ T. There continues to be confusion ag Co what wastes are
high-level and which are not. Within the pregent management
sy=tem of defénse wastes, it is vao easy to bypass certain

- disposal vequiremencs by sioply reclassifying the wastes.

¥nat vas unce high-lével waste is now cénsidered Low-Eevel

O
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snd can be dfsposed of in a less stringent fashion. This 13
of apeclal congern with the DOF, beeause this agency ig scill
tés far removed from public scrutiny. Ta correet this )
situation, T propose the followiug two recommendations.
First, the Departient shoold provide specific definicions for
the various wagte classificationz and include then in the
final EIS. Second, there nesds to ba independent ovarsight
and Iicensing of the Department's disposal practices. The
Nuclear Regulatery Commission, the Environnental Protectrion
Agency and the affected states of Oregon, Idaho and
Washingcon could sexve this funetiom. -

8. The EIS states chat 190 kg. of plutonium in the soil
will be caeaned up (page A.17). However, according-to
Banford documents, this will mean that over 100 kx, will

_Temein on the Hanford site (BNWL-1779 HUC~jU, 1Y72 Waste

- 1
Disposal Sumnary, page 4 and BEWL-1701, I971 Waate Ddsposa.
S\m':.arjr, page 12;4 YLeaving more than 100 ke. in Ranford
soils 13 unacceptablej 10 kg. might he acceptabla.

9. I have mumercus questiona regarding the .
transportatfon of TRU wastes ta Hanford frem offafce. In tha
Detober 1983 Defense Wastae and Byproducts Hanagemant l?’on:hly
Report (RHO-FB-SR-10 BEM), it stztes on page 30 thac "offsite
wasea was received from Canoga Park, Lawrance Berkeley,
Kerr-HeGea and Westinghouse....A total of 233 drums of“‘l.'RlF
waste hag been recaived from Kerr-HcCee since 9/017/83.7 Now
‘§f ‘Hanford received 233 drums im just twe months from one
company, what is the torzl scope of the situation? How and
where ate Chese wastas addressed in the DEIS? Whar are the
contract axrangeoments and with which companies? Who pays for
the disposal? How much has heef rransvorted to Henford
-already and how mueh wWill be tramsported to the Wasta
Isolation Pilot Project in New Mexica?
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August 5, 1986

Pargonal Supplemantal

by Joleea Ui id
to the Northwest -Citizens Forum Report om the I.S. Departwent of Enargy

Drafe Environmeatal Impact Statement on Defense Wasta

It has bean a privilege and a pleasurs.to participate with uy fellow members
of the Norchwest Cltizens Forum in the task of responding to the U. S. Department
of Energy Draft Enviroumeatal Impact Statement.on Disposal of Hanford Defense High-
Lavel Transurdnic and Tank Wantes at the Hsnford Site. It is oy opinfon chac tha
Repore prepared and adopted by the Forum 1s an excellent place of woek dnd as fine
a dacument a8 could be preparad under .the -circumstances.. Because of the size of
our Forum, hoveysr, and the rime scheduie under which, of necesslty, we were forced
to operdte; if sesmed inappropriate yesterday Lo try to ralse some of these issues.

I have chosen, iustead, to add these additional comments ro - the Appendix in the
Forum Report. . CoeL : coE )

T am in agreement with the Forum Report and rthe empbasis placed fo the
Raporc in tha EXECUTIVE SUMMABY which states:

"First and foremost, the Forum heligves we must begin a program for
parmanent disposal of Hauwford defease waates now. Current Cemporary

, near—surface Burfal of wastes should noc - be conrifued. Hhare -disposal
tecimology has beew demonstrated, it should be impleménted.” In areas

where uncertatnty ramains, a focugsed research and devalopment progran
ghould be continued.” PR

This objective of enguring, to the greatest extent possible, tha timely
cleanup of tha 43 years of accullulated nuclear wasce at Hauford and additionally
the prevention of any additional accumulation of noo-recoverable hazardous themical

or radiaactive wastes should alse he the clearly fdearified goal of tha USDKOE dnd
go Ildenciffed in thair £imal EIS. - . .

I am in agresmenc with the Forem findings that USDOE lias generally provided
sufficient dacumentation to move ahead with the d15posal of dauhle=wall” rarg
wastes, po3c~1¥70 rransuranic wagtes (THU) .and .cesium and stroncium capsules and
that USDOE needs further sCicy bafore proceeding wich disposal of the singla-wall
tank wastes, pre—-1370 TRU vastes ‘and TRD contaminaced soil sites: -Furcher rasearch
ana testing certainly is urgenely needad hefore actual dispesal can be 'iynplemen:ed.

. SO SECENES T
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The top pricrity for the Staca and for USDOE should be the research,
development of technology and clean up of Choge wastes which pose the greacest rigk
to health aud safecy. This includes the single-shell tark wastes, the pre~1970
buried sugpect TRU~chemical-concaminacted solid wastes, and the transuranic and
¢hemically contaminated soil sices. Characterization of the wastes and sites musc
be a very high priority with a time schedule for boch the completion of major
porcions of this characterfration process and avallability of reaulcs.

. 1 awm concerned that a subele emphasis exists in the Draft EIS in Appendix M
and Appendix B which may have the effact of discouraging adequate ressarch and
snalysis of altermative recovery procedures for singlasshell tank wagtes for
geologic disposal and of an overly optimistic evaluatice of the use of ewgineerad
barriers for in-placa stabilizarion of chese high-level radloactive wastes. I
support the view exprassed by the Huciear Waste Board:

In=Place Stabilizarion of Single=Shell Tank Yastes Overemphasizes the
Rols of tha Tanks. It is ap t that more smpt 5 is placed on
procection of the single-skell tanks than on their contents. This is in
sharp contrast with the premise im the multiple birrier cancept of the NWPA
that while comtainers shauld be as goed as passible, tha gaclogic -
surroundings provide tha basic isclation, apd that coatailner Iategrity musc
be assumed compramised or Lost after some comservative peried. Ir-is net
explained fu rhe DEIS why LW requiring deep burial in a faivorable host rock
15 somehow different from HLW .in some 30 or 40 single-ghell tanks within
100 feet or lesa of the murface. Nor is there ddeduace documenracion of the
ability of the "grout” to immobilize radicnuclides, or to-provida atruccural
atabllity to protect against cover subsidence into near geologic time.
These issued should be addressed In the Fipal BIS.

. The DEIS (Appeudix "M") Ig Inadequately Documented by Refarsnces Citeds

. It is Unduly Optimistic Regarding Perfotmance of Engingered Barriers, The
Board's centractor petformad 4 thorough cheeclc of the technical references in
appendix "W" snd found more tham 20 cases whers the raference either did not
support the conglusicn drawn or was migapplied. In-all examples the effect
wag o make the engineered barrier appear more effeccive or more Lighly
developed than the reference cays, of to drop qualiffers im the text. Also
we are very cancerned Chat Appendix “¥" dpes not consider the excemsive,
oulbi~year design and field testing program of USDOE's Los Alames Kational

. Laberatory, which we fleel presents a.more accurate and canservative plotuze
of stata~of=-thematf in enginedrad barrier development. . Data developed in
Appéndix "M have been applied tc calculationsg of barzier performance in
other appendicea, with che result that apparent errors are compounded and
the estimates of ability to meet EPA release-stasdards are seriously in
question. Engiceered: barriers are cencral to the stabilization lo-placa
‘eoucept, 60 that a therough revision, reviaw and evaluacion i zequired

" before a Final EIS ig lsgued. - .

Inapprooriare Engiheering Desigi Is Proposed (Appendix “B™} To Recaver
Hasce In.the Sieglé~Shell Tanks, Creating a Probahle Bias-Againse Adecovery
apd Treatment _E.°£ Geologic Disposal. Beginning with a stacement that no
addicional water can be incroduced im the tanka to asslst ‘T2covery, a
complex, expansive, hazardous and Inefficient mechanical desiga 1s
presantad. W balleve chat om a systems basis it is lmmacerial if small
amouncs of water are employed,. as long as no significanc laak potenttal is
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created. We will provide information vegarding a Tecovery apticn based on
commercially available squipment for USDOE coseidaration. The Final EIS
should fnclude a thorough analysis of other recovery options. Realizing
that surface LTeatment, not recovery, is the majot cost ix implementing
geolagic dispesal, we propese to.work with USDOE to develop 8’ altarnacive
flowahpet based cn praven techmology. The costs aud risks of this cam be
compaxed o the stabilizazfon in place alternative sod a new assessment made
of the preferred ¢ourse of actfon. 4s written, the DEIS leads readers to
the conclumsion that the recovery of singlewshell tamk wastes for geolagic
disposal of their HLW fraccions is not a reasonable option. .

The DEIS Does ot Addrass tha Imporrant Isase of
of a Deap Geolagic Repusitory Withia a Near—Surface Contaminsated
Environment. While soma residual ination after abaad of the
.Hanford site fs inavitable, the averall waste management echeme must
corisider the monitoripg problesm as lony as Hauford remains a repesitory
eandidate. Alternatives for disposal should he svaluated for impacte oo the
menitoring capabilicy after tlosure. To accomplish this there should be am
overal! déscriprion of the monitoring capsbllitfas in an appeadix of the
Final EIS. The deseripcion ahouid locatae all contaminated areas, ingluding
IIM sites and arszs accidentally contaminated. T

of Postclosure Mcmlthring

In my view losufficient research to date hss bsen coupleted to determine any
praferred choice for permanent disposal of the wastes from the single—shell zanks.
At this atage I am unwilling to slight cesearch of any alcernacives. It 1s wmy
position thar we do not have enough data to uwake any reasemable choice -— period.
Although cost must of course be a conaideracior, protection of the environment,

‘health and .gafety of future geasrations clearly ls paramount.

Thrée pre=1970 4z e tnared waste burlal sites jve Fagaced vary

‘mear. té tha Columbia River .aﬁd to Richland, in an acea subject ta Elo_arlilig (the 300
. Araa). In the refarence alteraative and the geologie alternative, thesa wastas are

£o be removed. The Final EIS mhould dasoribe the criferia used to determine thak
thage wadtes are to be removed .gpd should clearly identify other sites walch may
fit the criteria for removal of wsstes similar to the eriteria used t9 recoveo
these. -

USDOE is tc be commended for its attempt te Lovolva che public in the
comment ptocess on this Deaft EXS. Because che issue is so complex, faw people
have che ahilfty or time adequately to comment on the technicsl fssues. In
adéiifon to Che standard comment -process, additional public invelvément should be,
undexrtaken before a Final EIS is issued and any record of declsion is complated..
The .most Luportast tdchulcal lsgsues should be ddentified and made the subject of
public forume in which technical profassionals with different viewpoiats or holding
different assumptlona could emgage iv dialogue and debate. Such a fornm would
dllow members of the public to betcer understand and comment ox these Lssues. .

I coneut with the Forum Report in Findfng Number Fiva under Ganeral Comments
and Recommendations that “Informal self regulation by DOE is not adeguace.”

‘However, I deparc from the Forum’s scatement that USDOE “should ‘be committed to

gubstancial compliance wiclh EPA or STdce hazardaus wasce uis'?osal. standards apd
other pollucion conkrgl laws.” To-me it is nof sufficient for USDOE c¢o elaim,
exampcion Irom these and other ragulacions awa it is not sufficient For thex to
commmit to “Bubstant{al” compliaute as intarpreted and monitared by USDOE.
. it
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USPOE should comply with all federal and state smvironmental protection
Tegualariong. For example, the DEIS states chac "Since no liquid poict source
‘éigcharge will be mada to navigable waters, ng permits will be required.” USHOE
zhould reviee this section to notus that any discharge of concaminants to waters of
the otate 48 subjest 'to stata regulaticu and siate wastewater discharge permit
raquirements. For anothar exampie, the USDOE ewphasis on srabilizacion of benks
leads to an ladged ination of Hanford ground water. Contzmination of -
ground water is comtrary to state law. Tn the Final EIS, USDOE should agree fo
conply with all appropriacte state laws to protect public heslth and the
‘savironment. Jpecifically, the laws with which USDOE should comply inciude, but
are oot limited to: The Federal Water Pallution Coatrol Act, The Clean Air Act,
Tha Safe Drinking Water Act, The Atomic Easrgy Act, The Compreshensive Environmental
Hesponse, Compensation and Liability Act, federal and state Warer Rights Laws, The
Hazardous Wastes Resource Coaservation and Recovery Act, Sec. 8 of the Nuciear
Waste Policy Act, and thé Scace's dangerous wasre mandgement requirements.

Compliance with Washington laws and regulations iz a minimal requirement for
USDOE to keep faith with the people of this State. ' . oo

:%tm,_ \_\,\...M.Qé\
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ADDITIORAL VIEWS CONCERNING
GENERAL RECOMMENDATION #2

The following is an additicnal ° esmment te general

racommendation #2:

Be;d-ause of  the pussibility of permanent nuclear waste
contamination of the soil, air and water by material stored in
some contamination of the soll, air and water by material stored
in some existing single walled tanks, wa believe tha department
must proceeds, in a. timely manner, to provide a permanent ‘dis-
posal mathed fayr all high level nilitary wastes at Hanfoxd.

DUE as a priority should research and develop tachnologies
for extraction and ¢lsan up of all high level waste ineluding
thc;e from single walled tanks with efforts to minimize pisk to
workers. . : . N

In pla_cg stabilizatjon should he a secondary consideraticn,
after examining othex known alternative options for removal or
containment of the low level nuclear wastes.
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS COHCERNING
GENERAL RECOMMENDATION NUMBER 2

We have no objection to the § to 7 year period of research
into methods of safe disposal of tha waste that remains in the
‘149 single-well tanks, but we balisve the focus should ke on a
safe system of retz:ieval rect:.flcatlon, encapsulation in staip-
less steasl containers and buried in a deep repository inatead of
into on-site shallow burial at Hanford.

/5!

F. Richard Wokes

s

Leonard Palmexr

/s

Senater Cliff Bailey
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Praft Environmettal Impact Statement

U.S. Uepartment of Energy
s Environmental Impact Statenent
/U.5. Envirenmental Protection Agency

Hiqh-'LEVal Radicactiva {or Nuclear]) Waste

Hanford waste Vitrification Plant

{See Appendix C in Yelume 2 of the DEI:S

for a description of the Plant.}

Low-~Leval Rarlioac':ivé (or Nuclear) Wasta -

Monitorad Retrievable storage

{A radioactive wasta storage facility which allows the
waste to ba closely nonitorad and easily yvetwieved at a
future date.)

Matric Ton of Heavy Metal (e.qg., wranium)

National Envixommental Policy Act

U.5. Nucleay Reg’ulatory Comnissicn

Plutonium and Uranium Recovery through Extraction

(A process used to recover plutonium and uranium for
the naticnal defense progran. )

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Transuranic Waste

{Wasts which contains radicactjve elemem:s heavier than
uraniuvm and which generally ares long-lived.)

Waste Isglation Pilet Plant | R

{A dispesal facility descighed ta accommodate defenss
transuranic wastes, located in New Mexico.)

Waste Recaiving and Processing (Facility)
{(See Appendix E in Volume 2 of the DEXS for a
description of the Facility.)
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WASCO-SHERMAN .
PUBLIC HEALTH DEPARTMENT Lol L
TILLrranc (203 ] 208 2438
40D EAST FIFTH STREEY
COUN HouRz ANMEX A
THE DALLES, OHEGDHN $7054

August 8, 1986

Rich Holten/EIS

U.5. Department of Energy
Richlend Operations Office
P.C. Box 530

Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Holten:

These commenhts are in regards to the dreft EIS for disposal of Hanfard
Defense High-level Transuranic and Tank Wastes, March 1986.

The first coament is more of a reguest, This department 4id not
receive a copy of the EIS wntil late June, aftar we requested one.
Wasca County is located downstream from Hanford and yet no county
department received & copy, nar did the public library. For such
impoxtant decisions as this it is difficult to comtant with such short
time availsble. Even the full comment period would be too short a
time to study all three voiames in suff icient detail. WHe would
request an extended comment pericd of at least an additlena} 90 days.

The altermative of in-plece stabilization is an cbyious thoice when
considering two majer factors:

1) 'Irw‘;qurtaxicn of nuclear waste tc other parts of the county.

2} The continued use of Hanford and therefore continued waste production.
However the contamination pessibilites with tanks that rray have over
1,000,000 curies of radicactivity left in them appear to be too great
to Just £i11 with gravel and bury with markers.

We would take exception to ithe caleulations of only 32 health effects
over 10,000 years if all control is Jost on site and farming took place
over the buried tanks. Ali it would take would be one exception to the
theory that people would nct dig through the riprap and accidently break
open a tenk.

It. would appear that the geclogic alternative would be best suited if the
site was located other than in the Colwbia Plateau. Crowndvater conditions
and fractured basalt will allew the groundwater to eventually Flood out any
deep repository and then only the cortdiners themselves will be protecting
the vaste fron the envirerwent- It has been gpparently shown throwdgh | |
studies ar Hanford that the yroundwater cannot be kept out of the repository
for more than 300-500 years. Trersfore, trusting containers to withstand

.
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Rich Holten/EIS
August 8, 1986
Pace 2
#4715 1986

undarground pressures, heat and flooded conditions for thousands of more
years. Although much waste would presuwdbly be glassified the groumdwater
could still he contaminated rather easily,

This alternative would aisc present risks dumring transportation if the
site was located in same other part of the country. However, transportation
accidents would generally be a short-term acute sitvation that could

have adequate clean-up, whereas the disposal site itself, if pot placed

in a well protected area, todd very well cause chronic long-term
contaminacion and be difficult to contain.

Since Hanford is for only ane purpose, td produce plutenium and since
the countries suprly is more than sufficient. as stated by enployees.at

‘Hanford it would then seem reasonable to .come to the following corclusioh:

1) Begin studies to find a satisfactory long-term geologic repository.

"2} Train necessary emergency teams at the federal, state and local
levels along the transportation routes.

39 .Seriously consider a shut down of production facilities at
Hanford and therefore eliminating transportation concerns of
the waste for extended periods. This would allow concentration
of efforts to find & suitable Fepository with only short’ Lezm
fransportation Drmlesrs B

Dennis C. Illingworth R.S.
Supervising Sanitarian
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August 8, 19B&6

Comments on the DEIS for Defense Waste
at the Hanford Reservation

submitted by:

‘Betty McArdle

wuclear Disarmament Coofdinadtor
Qregon Chapler Sierra Club

3740 S5.W. Comus .St.

rortiand, Oregon 972189

(503) 245-488%, {503} 222-1963

I would like to speak to you in the first person as well as for
the 6,500 Sierra (lub members around the state of Oregon, I do this
pecause I, as an individual, am very concerned abdut what happens at
Hanford. I was born in Portland in July of 1946, That means that I
was in the womb and a child during the. time-when clouds of
radioactive icdine were released from the Hanford Nuclear Reservation
without any notice to the public or fellow up health studies. That
was just the beginning of .a series of releases and leaks, intentional
or accidental freom Hanford. 1I.think that we the public have to keep
a charp eye on activities at Hanford and make sure that the safegt
possible means are used in all operations. That might be expensive,
even $11 billion or more, but it is a very small price compared to
the cost of producing nuclear weapons. )

the number 1 prioxity and method for "getting rid of” defense
waste at Hanford is to quit making it ~- right now! It is the first
thing to do to protact the envirconment and public health now and in
the future., It is ludicrous to be talking about how to clean up the
wastes when they ‘are still bbihg produced.

The best practice 15 to-quit producing defense wastes at
Hanford. But, if the Department of Energy (DOB]) insists upon
producing more waste the DEIS needs to address metheds of disposing
of future defehse waste, as well as that already existing.

The issue of disposing of defense wastes at Hanford cannct be
addaressed in isolation from other Hanford issues, i.e., cperation of
not of the N-Reactor and PUREX plant, low level radioactive waste,
non-radicactive waste, and @ possible deep geologic nuclear waste
repository at the Hanford site. You cannot talk about defcnse waste
without talking about continued production (or pon-production} of
nuclear waste, without talking about the deep geclogic depository,
etd.

it is of paramount importance that the short and long term risks
to the environment from defense wastes temporarily storeq at Hanford
he eliminated. Bxtraordinary efforts must be made to clean up all
the wastes so that. they cannct and-will not escape into the
environment.. This clean up must happen as soon as possible with an
upper limit of five years to complete the clean up.

The options for clearn up of defense wastes presented by the DOE
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in its DEIS are dubious at best. Leaving the waste in the ground is
just not acceptable, The DEIS recommendation to continuve using seoil
as a medium for dumping comtaminated wastes is totally unaceceptable.
This practice is being halted at Savannah River. Why would Hanford
need to or want to continue dumping waste in the s0il? Check with
the people at Savannah River for an alternative methed.

The DEIS saye that "wastes that are difficult and/cr hazardous
to retrieve will be left in place." Pifficult retrieval does not
Justify leaving it in place. Extra effort (and expense) must be made
to find a way to retrieve it. It is much easier to control the
safety riske to worker health and the environment at this time in
removing all the waste from the ground for processing than it is to
control what happens to that waste if it is left in the ground.

The OQregon Chapter of the Sierra Club finds the no-disposal
option not acceptahle. This option would have the most danger to the
environment. We realize that law requires this option be included,
and hope that the DOE would never consider this option-upder amy
circumstances.

Mo actions should be taken {aside from permanent geologic
disposal) Ehat cannot be undone when better disposzl technology is
discovered. In place stabilization should not be considered.

Of upmost importance is finding a safe repository or safe
solution. A key problem is DOE's dropping the search for a second
deep geologic depositoiry site, and it has repercussions for Banford's
defense waste. With only one civilian repository there will be very
little space for defense waste. This might influence the DOE to
cheose a less desirable disposal option that would not include deep
geclogic disposal of defense wastes. The Oregon Chapter of the
Sierra Ciub calls on tha DOE to resume the process for siting a
second repository. -

DOE uses language that would cause readers to not be in fFaver of
the geologic disposal alternative, ZLeading language would make
readers believe that Congress would not.be forthcoming with enocugh
money for the geclogie option, Congress may in fact be willing to
allocate the funds if the public shows their favor for that option,
The Oragon Chapter of the Sierra Club is in favor of deep geclogic
disposal.

DOE's credibility is in guestion. The DOE does not have a good
track record in telling the public the truth and for looking ocut for
the welfare of the gengral public. We the public must take a very
active role in locking out for the public good. We insist that this
very toxic waste be cleaned up and cleaned up the best possibie way.

In several places, the DEIS states that more environmental
protection will be considered if needed.  What more environmental
protection? Yes, we are sure it will be needed.  Use the most
protectjon from the beginning. It is cheaper to prevent probiems
than it is to ¢lean tbem up afterwards. E
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PEFENSE vs, COMMERCIAL WASTE

DOE defense facilities have safety standards different fram
othere in the nuclear industry. The DCE claims to comply with
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRG) regqulations even though they are
not required to do so. If this is trué, -the WRC should be invited to
participate in this project to attest to DOE's compliance. The
standards for disposing of military wastes should be at least as
stringent as the standards for disposing of civilian wastes. The
waste 15 highly toxic whether 1t is generated by a defense Yeactor or
by a commercial reactor.

The option that would allow the waste in the single wall tanks
to be left in the tanks and "stabilized” is unacceptable, This
econflicts with reguirements in the commercial industry {Hauclear Waste
Poliey Aci) which say they mizst dispose of high level wastes in a
deep geologic repository.

Commercial waste is defined in terms of "concentrations,”
defense waste is defined in the DEIS in terms of constituents of the
waste. The DEIS claims that defense waste is less radicactive than
commercial spent fuel. - There is a more important consideraticn — the
defense wast€ is more solubile apd dispersable {particularly those in
the single shell tanks). The waste will not be safely disposed of
unless DOE uses rules and methods at least as strenyg as those that
apply to the commercial industry.

Another -federal law that DOE should be reguired to comply with
at Hanford is the U.S. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act [(RCRA).
One rule under RCRA is the reguirement for the use of a liner.

Liners are not included in the description of any of the options.

WHAT TO DO WITH THE WASTES

The wastes in tanks should be retrieved, glassified, and
deposited in a deep geologiec repository. If liquid wastes are left
in tanks they will eventually leak. This includes retrieving and
processing the pre~1970 wastes,  These wastes canhot be left where
they are. It may be somewhat more "dangercus" for the workers today
who work on the retrievali, but what might happen to those wastes in
the future is too uncertain to take a chance on leaving them leaking
in the ground.

The post-1970 plutonium contaminated wastes (contaminated
equ1pment and laboratory wastes), which have been held with retrieval
in mind, should be retrieved and disposed of in the New Mexico
repository. - Their current storage contalners were not meant for
long-term storage.

If process changes or additions arée needed tc handle single
shell wastes, such must be in the analysis, To not do 5o says to the
publjc that there is no real optien to remove and process these
wastes. In place stabilizatioh would encourage the disposal of all
defense waste in the Northwest. "The Hanford Reservation already has
defense waste permanently stored there, why not send it all?" mxght
be the reasoning. ' This is obviously unacceptable. R
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The proposed “engineered barriers” have ReVer been tested to ;ee
if they would in fact isolate the waste from wind ercsion, water
infiltration, and plant; animal, and human intrusion. fThere are some
serious guestions abolut whether the protective barrier woulé in Ffact 3 5 1 7
work. Among them is — the upper surface of the barrier is above * b *
ground level. Wind ercsion is an obvicdus factor that must be
evaluated, To think that the surface would not change in 10,000
Years is not realistic. There is likely £0 be more than one event 3 5
happening within 19,000 years affecting the barrier. The combined 1 32
effects might cause z break in the barrier ﬂllDWlng surface water to
get to the wastes.

ENGINEERED BARRIERS AND HMARKERS

The engineered barrier is designed ko keep roeots and burrowlng
animals away from the waste. But, the scil may be ideal habitat for 3 5 1 634
such animals. Burrows could make vertical movement of water through i
the barrier soils more likely. Stakilizing the surface with plants
might help. But, this raises other questions over long time spans.
Some plants will die during drought. As the roots decay, they leave
open vertical passageways for water to percolate throtgh when
preécipitation increases.

part of each option, An option which does not include barriers
should have been offered.. 5tabilizing waste in tanks must not be
done- gyntil the "engineered barrier" has been tested and found
foolproof, . X

Proven technologies are not available for barriers, which are a 3 5 1 8

I1f stabilization in plﬂce should be chosen (although the Sierra
Club opposed that method) the "engingered barriers" [after the
tésting mentioned in the above paragraph) should not be the only
means of protecting the environment. There shosld be other barrier
systems that will assure that waste does not leak into the grounpgé 3 5 1 {3
water system (including the aforementiocned RCRA required liner).
Water can intrude into the tanks from below. the surface via the
groundwater system, not Just from the surface. The already leaking
tanks pose a serious hazard.

The proposed markers wight in fact attract dlggmg and drilling 3 5 1 31
10,060 years in the future rather than discourage it. "Fatal doses reer L.
to intruders might event result from the unlikely even of drilling
into encapsulated waste in a geclogic repository.” {from the DEIS)
Imagine yourself an archeologist a few thousand years in the future.
Very few people in 1886 could read languages from 3,000 years ago.
We have a great difficulty with Beowulf written in the ©0ld English of
only about six hundred years ago. A sign showing digging {even with 2. 5, 1
a slash through it) might say to that future archeologist (or
treasure hunter) "DIG HERE.*

GEOLCGIC QUESTIONS

Numerous geologic. problems with the Hanford Reservation have
been pointed out’ to DOE by a variety of gualified groups anad
individuals. Cf particular interest is-the location of the site near
the middle of the Pasco Basin, within 10 miles of the Columbia Rivet 2 3 2. 1
{into which numercous springs flow from the basalts) ang in one of the
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structurally most complex parts of the Columbia Plateau.

. in ways that would seem most serious.
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To most
geoscientists, these- factors would imply very complex geohydrology
and likely groudwater resurgence. Indeed, after drilling and
hydrologic testing in -about 35 holes, DQE still cannot define the
geohydrology of the site to anycné's satisfaction.

What is the general ridture of fracture systems helow the Ranford
Reservation: the character of the interbeds of sandstone betwaen the
various flows? In regard to the last point, the Ellansburg
Formation, which ¢ccurs as layers of very permeable sandstone between
many of the flows, is not given any discussion in this regard and is
described, in genmeral, in very benigh and misleading terms
laccordipng to a geslogist consultant}. The descriptions of the
stratigraphy are just too general. The collection of technical and
inadegquate. information must appear- impressive to the non-geological
reader. 1In reality, the section is not at all impressive ({again,
according to a gecloglst conEultant),

if the Hanford sita should be chosen as the national repoeitory
{which the Sierra Club opposes), the drilling and driving of miles of
tunnels and holes present the risk of altering the groundwater paths
The problem of reversing the
effects of these constructions is not merely one of backfilling. and
grouting the tunnel sections Each hole driven will permit some
expansion of existing fractures in the basalt that will be difficult
to correct.

There is evidence of current earthguake activity in the
immediate area of the FHanford reservation. The whole question of
structure and seismicity on the Hanford Resdrvation is vital to the
integrity of shallow waste disposal sites. %his question is net
fully addressed in the draft EIS.  Seicmic activity might open up new
cracks. or ‘other means of conducting groundwater. [particularly new
vertital conduits) which would allow waste to contaminateé groundwater
apnd move into the Columbia River. -

Throughout the discussion of the hydrology, little mention is
made of the potential for change in the hydrologic system in the
projected 19,000 year period. The scle reference to this
[discussions of floods oh the Columbia Rivér and flash-floods on Cold
Creek}) are apparently related to climatic: circumstances of today. In
addition; there has.never been a comprehensive study of the hydrology
in this area just four mlles from the Columbia River.

COLUMBIA RIVER, DAMS, FLOODS

The DEIS seems to presume that wastes that reach the Columbia
River no longer are of concern beczuse of dilution. There is no

.discussion of concentrations of radioactive material reaching the-

river or of diluticn factors when it enters the river. The
"assumption® seems tc be thdt the dilutien is so great that there is
no problem. (If this is the case it should be clearly stated. The
radicactivity might not be diluted, We need to know if layere of mud
in various parts of the river could become highly radioactive. This

-could atfect the birds, wildlife and fish which populate these river

bahks. More study is. needed in this area. - Poo
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Bams on the Columbia River upstream of Hanferd. are credited with
reducing the likelihood -of floods ‘l1ike those in.the past. Those dams
will net last forever .='they will in fact, last a very short time
span conmpared to the toxic life of the waste. Without t£he dams
natural river forces could ‘alter the river bed. The altered river
could eventually encroach wponh the disposal area anywhere on the
Hanford Reservation.

“Ihe sediments and landacape features of the Pasco Basin ...
demongtrrate av least four episodes of flooding only a few tens of
thousands of years ago in which almest the entire area of the
Reservation was inundated. These floods resulted from damming by
glacial ice of huge lakes in wastern Montana; followed by sudden
release of the lake water when. the ice dans failed. - It is not
impossible, and acecording te some climatologists it is probable,
that the next few thousand years will see & return of glacial
conditions to the nerthern hemisphere, and . that ice dammed lakes may
again form in the valley above Hanford.... The highest water level
attained at Hanford was about 250 meters above the present rivers....
A flood of the extreme magnitude describeé might have drastic
cohsegliences for very long lived radiocactive wastes -stcored near the
praesent land surface. Solils. and sediments containing-low level
wastes would certainly be eroded, and the present storage tanks for
high level wastés might be breached and their contents scattered
widely in the flood debris...." (scurce: Radicactive Wastes at
Hanford: ‘A Technical Review, Naticnal Academy of Sciences, 1%78)

It might not be highly likely that there would be a floed, but
when we are dealing with radioactive waste that will be active for at

‘least 10,000 years, we must look at the possibility of unlikely

events. There are ways and places (or will be) to dispose of this
waste without iaviting the possibility of waste being scatte:aa in a
flood.

CLIMATE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

The discussion of future climate is based on sketchy data. In
reality patterns of climate c¢hange for the last 20,000 years for the
Pa&tb Basin are not at all clear and predictions of the next 10,000
years based on good evideénce of the past would not necessarily be
refiable. 'The final EIS should evaluate .the effects of possible
global climatic changes, 'and the EI1S should consider the effects of
long=terir unforeseen environmental changes 5uch as those similar to
the risinq of the Great Salt Lake.

GROUNDWATER

The most wulnerable aspect of the envircnnpent is water — the
groundwater under the Hanford site (and adjcining ground water which
intermingles with the Hanford ground water} and the Columbia River.
The sindies on groundwater systems under Hanford have just begun.
There is not enough informatioh to take a chance on leaving any
radiovactive waste in the ground. Independent studies have found that
radicactive leakage has traveled via underground chanpel from the. ..
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Project, DOE studies}? The Columbia Gorge is a unigue area = a
A1l effort mast be taken to protect it. .
W
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The DEIS states that 458 of TRU waste was reclassified based Bbn’
"engineering judgment and historical records." It also reflects a
change from 10nCi/g to 100/g to gualify as high level waste. What
happened when the standard was changed from 1G/g to 100/g7? What is
the justification For this change? The DEIS does not justify this
change. How much of the transuranic waste will flt the low-level
waste category because of this change? What will be the disposal
method for low-level waste? :

¢ Wah.

CHRNGED STANDARDS

RS
Wi

The EIS should state that no waste form will be diluted so that
it may fall under less stringent disposal requirement, or that the
rules will be changed agalin {(as in the 10/g to 100/9).

RESEARRCH AND DEVELOPHENT

The PDEIS does not include a complete inventory of all wastes at
Hanford including those not being considered by this DEIS, All waste
ahould be copgidered by the EIS. Such an inventory 1s needed to
fally evaluate this DEIS, Also, an ongoing independent audit of DOE
waste management work should be done.

Worst case accident analyses were not included in gthe risk
assegaments. - We need to lock at worst case scenaries for each option
and for the poesibility that all the waste would be ¢xposed to the
environment before the radicactivity had expired. 1In the case of

-non-radicactive toxic waste its toxicity does not go away.

This DE1S is premature. fThere need to be mdre studies, more

All disposal technelogies suggested need
refinement. The level of Ffunding necessary to develop a sound
disposal technology should be included in the £inal EIS, fThere needs
to be indepéndent study on the ‘effects of defense wadsté on the
environment. There is word that the U.S5.G.5. has agreed to undertake
an independent study of the Columbia River balow the Hanford
Reservdtion-during the summer low~flow periods. More studies such as
thie peed te be undértaken. Additional references on. ecological
impacts should have been included if. they are available - and if they
are not avallable research needs to Pe done in-this area.

Research and development will be needed before some of the
disposal work can be dohe- The final EIS should provide performance
criteria £6r the work on which the R&D must be done. Any changes in
criteria to complete the work that c¢ome out of the research and
development must ‘he made. open to the public for comment.

The easily retricved weetes should be permanently disposed of
immediately. The pre-1970 wastes and plutonium contaminated waste
-pose the same hazard as the post-1970 wastes. If the pre«1370 wastes
are very difficult to yemove, then the DOE must go to extra effort to

.radiocactive wastes as they are generated.
"this requirement,

249

find a method of removing and processing these wastes. All the waste
must be processed and safely disposed. ’

The excelerated research and development on better retrieval and
€isposal methods would £ind a batter and safer way:to retrieve and
dispose Of the currently difficult to retrieve wastes, There needs
to be a time limit on wher to begin the retrieval and dispesal of the
@ifficult to retrieve wastes [say 2 - 5 years). Stabilization in
place is unacteptable. :

At Savannah River, DOE nsed methods eother than vitrificarion to
stabilize tank wastes. The DEIS should have described@ other means of
stabilizing wastes . . :

There is a need for studies done by independent, impartial
qrqanlzations such as the 9.5.6.8., National Academy of Sciences,
E.P.5., Natipnal Institute of Health, Project Search.

While further research and development ik -in process: some
temporary storage methods are not acceptable; such és: cribs, french
drains, reverse wellg, dltches and trenches, cardboard hoxes, single
wall tanks. Of course, the most desireable situation would be to
stop further productien of waste while research ané development is
being completed {and afterward}. : E

If after doing morse testing and research and development on
better technology there are changes in the DEIS then the DOE must
comply with the Bational Environmental Peolicy het (NEPA) to review
these revisions. -Irrevergible actions must not Be. taken -until more

. testing has been ctompleted successfully.

FONDING . -

Weapons program funding should include research and development
for treatment and disposal methods For wastes, and funds for actual
disposal. -Significant funds should be diverted immediately from new
weapons to a concerted effort te research and develop how toc make
wastes safer. More significant’ funds should be diverted for
construction and. eipansion of safe disposal areas for dafenne wastes.

Funding is a serious problem. There has been an enormous’ amount
of funding for the production of nuclear weapons. - but not for the
SAFE production of nuclear weapons. The probiem is the lack of
funding'for the safe long-term disposal of wastes generadted from the
production of nuclear weapons, ~ {There are other problems including a
tack of safe working conditions} Congress reguires the cormarcial
nuclear’ industry e concukrently set aside funds- for the disposal of
DDE should he subject to
h Nuclear weapons production should not be allowed
wlttoup concurrently providing funding to dispose of generated
wastes. - . .

e
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Lept. of Energy
Federal Building

. B25 Jadwin
_Richlang, Wash, 99352

. Re: Ruclenr Waste Reposiiory

Dear Bix

There hae been a lot of controversy lately about Hanferd's Belec~
tion as a possible waste repository slte, and I would like Lo add ny
commefits 1o the public record,

The Tri=Cities' has lived and died by the whias of Congress and
the NRC since the early 1940's and olvicusly that iz nat going to
changs, As tne Hanferd Rerervation is silil federal property I mee
no reason to consult with any state or local govermment. as to what
the Fedaral Guvernnsnf. deoes on thelr own peoperty.

- 1 have never heard of mor seen the state or any lacal gevernment
offical consult the Federal Government when they decide to build some=
thing that some of ue would consider dangerous,

I weuld nat let .l.nyn.m tell me what I could do with my personal

.Proverty, den*f let anyone. tell you what you-ecen do with your lamld,

Sincerely .
w R
S et /1;""
: s
GERALD H, BOSCH .
B 648 8 Bovker Rd.
‘bab: GHB Othello, Wash. 99344
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Avgust &. 1986

Michacl J. Lawrence. Manager
Richlang ions Office
U8, Depariment of Energy
¥ Box 350

Richland. WA 98352

Dca.r‘ - Lawrence:

Enclosed are the Was hmgmn State Nuclear Wasie Board and Council comments on the
araf1 environmensal impact staiemen: "Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level
Jransuranic and Tank Wastes” The Board and Council suordi nated ar XL sive review
of the gocument  hich included a serics of pubiiz meelngs.

In-depth reviews werg conduzled by the Board, Council. state agencies. staff and ro
13 1¢ the Board. During and following otr public meciings we received COMmMET!
ieepl yovernment. and citzens, We expect the final ELS to address cact of the comments
in this response. Conimepts were noL actively salizited (rom 100al goveraments and our
understanding 1% that they will direct their comments 10 YOu.

I e nur review process ‘we rcoordinated with cach of the alffected Indiar wikes. The
Y ama Indian Nation.js represenied on the Muclerr Wasiz Adsary Council and partici-
caved 10 very aspect of this review, They will share the results of their review with us.
The yusowa Indian Natian representative indicated concurrence with the ssues Taised in
fs SumIment packoge.

(paLjtyuapl ;uawwoo‘ou)

Thi: zemment prokase includes the following:

Staiement Overview

Siate Agency Comments

Lucal Govermnent Comments

tubhic Hearing Siatements

Cliizen Comments Compiled by Hall & Associates
Technicrl Review Prepared by URS Corpuration
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STATEMENT OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

The Washington State Nuchtar Waste Board has coordinated an cxiensive review of the Draft
1 {DEIS) Tor Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level,
Transuranic and Tank Wastes. Reviews were conducted by Board committecs, the Nuclear

Envir I Impact &

Waste Advisory Council, state agencies aad citizens. The Board and Council sponsored a
serigs of public meetings 10 receive comments on the Defense Waste DEIS. Over 800 citizens
attended and wore than 200 offered comments,

This Statcment Overview is based, in pare, on detailed comments which follow. Appendiz A
contains the individpal comments of state agencies. Appendiz B ¢ontains joral government
comments. Appesdix C contains sta.lcmcms made during USDOE hearings by Governor
Gardner. Warren A, Bishop. Chair of the Nuclear Waste Board, Andrea Beatty Riniker,
Dirgctor, Department of Foology, and Represeqtative Dick Nelson. Appendix I contains the
compiled results of the five public mectings condutted by the Board and Council in Yakima,
Kennewick, Spokane, Vancopver and Seattie. Appendiz E contains the technical review
cormments prepered by URS Corporation, a consultan? to the Board TFhis overview and the
appendices comprise the Board's response to 1he adequacy of the Delense Waste DEIS.

The Board recognizes the inherent complexity associated with cieanup of 2 40-year accumu-
lation of defense ¥wastes, ‘This doeument presents our current findings. We sxpest to cop-
tinue working with USDOE to clarify and resolve issues.

This overview highlights the major policy, techniczl, icgal, regulatory and wransportation
issues rzised doring the review period. In addition, it conrains @ proposal for jssue resolus

tion while the Final EIS is being prepared.

The major areas of concers identified include the foljowing issues which must be addressed
in the Final EIS: ’

The scope of the DEIS 8 tao narrow because 11 does 6ot address the full range of
radipactive and chemical components of wastes.

-1-

s
T
e

- The document ceniains overly aptimistic performance assessments for engineersd

soil barriers.

- The USDOE vitrification plant alteriative does not commit to a [acility designed
and sized to handle all tank wastes in 2 timely, efficient manner,

- USDOE plans for disposal of non-hiph level wastes (grout) do not iaclude provi-
sions for obtaining federal/statc hazardous waste permits. ’

- The document uses bounding assumptions to fover 2 range of impacis o gssump-
tions rather then specifically identifving impacts of "the” proposal as yequired by
the National Environmental Policy Act,

- Delayed Records of Drcision are a concera begause USDOE has not committed to
* preparing supplemenial EIS's which include epportunities for citizen comment.

- if Henford remains o repository candidate, USDOE must have 3 monitoring pro-
gram in place which can <e®rmine if the souree of enviropmental contaminaton
is from z repository or from defense wastes.

- The document docs not acknowledge USDOE's responsibility to comply with
appropriate fedeial and state laws.

- The USDOE decision to delay work on & second repusitory increases pressure
within USDOE 1o stabilize the single-shell tank wastes in place, and raises the
congers that deep geologic disposal is not considered as a serious allernative for
all tank wasles.

- ‘The document falls to address the possessofy and usage rights and cultural
‘heritage af native people. ’

The overall geal of the staic of Washinglon is to ensure the timely Cleanup, 10 the dogree
possibic, of the 40- year accumulation of Hanford wastes while ensuring future waste is
treaied and disposed as penerated. In the Final E1S, USDOE goals should be clearly identi-
fied. 3f the USDOE goal differs from the siate of Washipgton goal, the rationale for such
differences should be cleardy explained.

<3
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The state of Washingson and USDOE sharc a common desire for timely cleanup, to the

degree possible, of the Hanford defense wastes. The DEIS is & first, critical step in 2 process
which will span decides ard cost billions of dollars. Issues raised in the DEIS and in the
comments to the DEIS affect ajl scgments of the Pacific Nerthwest commauniry.

ibility for developing

Washi‘ngtun Slai.c legislation gives the Nuclear Wasie Board the r
state policies relating 1o the m.canascmcm of radioactive wastes, carrying out review of activ-
ities which enable the state to ¢ffectively evaluate Federal actions, monitoring actrivities
related m. dispesal of high-level waste, and servisg as a spokesmen on behalf of Washington
Statc eitizens. . The powers assigned 1o the Board make it {he logical body to take a lcader-
ship rolc in developing & regional consensus on funding priorities apd cleanup. The
Advisory Council provides advict. counsel znd recommendations to the Board and continues

10 work clostly with Board members in the development of state policy.

The Nuclear Waste Board, with adequate technical and financial support from USDOE, is
willing to begin immediately to develop a procedure For resolving issmes. Pacific MNorthwest
governmentzl, technical, and imerest groups would be invited 10 periodic public meerings o
air issués and discuss propesed solutions. The goal would be to develop, 10 the degree possi-
ble, A’ consensus on'cleanup priorities and fonding.

Whenever USDOE commits to a defense program or project which would generate wasics,
there should be an dedicaled seraside of monies Fos treatment and disposal of such wastes.
The Nuglear Waste Board and Council will work with the Governor asd Congressional dele-

gation to implement this approzch.

PQLICY ISSUES
Scone of the DEIS  The scope of thse DEIS is 100 narrow. Low-level radipactive
waste, contaminated soils, hazardous chemicals, organic Iexing sgents and sodvenis are

all part of 1he wastes producced and must be addressed within the seope of ke Final EIS.
The final document must include a2 complete listing by individual site of types and amounts
of radioactive isotopes and hazardous chemicals, Qlong with 4 descriprion of the impacts
associated with their pressnce.

AZ 8 RE6

NEPA Compliance. USDOE must identify impacts of "the™ proposal as required by
the National Envisonmo

atal Pelicy Act. The use of "bounding essumptions" to cover a range
of impacts or alterzatives is not aceeptable. We are alse concerned abour the vse of detayed
Records of Decision. We recognize that some alternatives will rcquil:e additional research.
When resear¢h is complete, and USDOE is ready 10 recommend action, USDOE must, as a
minimum, preparc & suppiemental EIS and give the public an opportunity to comment. .

The DEIS does Dot satisfy the regitirement that an EIS discuss reasonable aliernatives.. A

discussion in general \erms of a range of options, as contained in thg DEIS, i.s insufficient,

Ferther, the alicrnatives that have been discussed have not been sufficiently deseribed in

terms af their applicaiion to specific sites. In addition, the DEIS does not 56t forth even o

prefirred altornative. This conflicts with the intent of CEQ guidelines that, il a preferred

aiternative existed when tie Draft EIS was issued, the CEQ guidetines require that it be
 identified. '

Timing und Priorities for Cleanup. USDOE shouid_ expedile relovant rescarch znd i
peocedure development which leads 1o the timely cican up of. those wastes posing the prearest
risk to human health and safety. Th=.singlc shell tank wasies, the pre-1970 buricd "suspeet”
TRU-rhemical-mhlgmina!cd salid wastes, and the transuranic and chemically contaminated
soi) sites fell into this category. Characterization of the wastes and sites should be a very
high priority, USDOE should provide a 1ime scheduls for the completion of major portions
of this characterization process and indicate when r.esults will become available,

Cextain facilities are common 16 scvc!.al categories of waslc. and lhe}:fnrc eﬁriy design work
is appropriate.” The vitrification plant would ‘meet this criterion i the faciliry is desighed
witk sufficient cabax:ils" to handle processed sin‘glc-shcl‘] tank’ wastes. Siudies should con-
1inue on the grout concept wiih special emphasis on demonstration pf 1he structuzal inzegrity
and resistance 10 leachipg of the waste forms, USDOE shenid keep the Bc;ard fully apprised
ol progress and problems associated with Savannah River activities. es they relate yo wasts
form technology devefopment. Assuming thar the geologic disposal alterpative is chosen as
the preferred option For disposal, what type of vitrification facility would bt built, and
what are the estisates for facility completion?- The Board will not support pm'czeding,wi!b
weste form 1e|:hnoldgi:s involving vitrification or grovt until USDOE research clearly
demonstretes the ability of the wasic forms 10 meet cxisting criteria.
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Criteria for Cleanup. On April 18, 1986, the Nuclear Waste Board passed Resolu-
tion 86-2, which establisked criretia for review of the Defense Wastc DEIS. Each-eliernp-

tive and yecomménded ection shonld:
minimize environmental and heatth of feets; -

be consistent with appropriate [ederal and state laws and regulations, inc!ud.i:ig
among others the Natinnal Environmeatal Poii::y Act, the Atomic Energy Act, the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the
Comprehensive Environment2) Respoase Campensation and Liability Act, the
Clean Water .’Ac‘l. the Clean Air Act; 10 CFR 960 and 40 CFR 191,

use state-of -thesart technologies which have been proven safc;

minimize fuiute releases to the envirpnment from ongeing and future nuclear

delense petivities; and

USDOE should consider econpmics, but economics must not drive decisions.
A copy of tht resolution is attached 1o the Statement Gverview,

intionghip Lo Nutl Wasig Pol NWFAY) The state of Washingtor position
is that the defcmse wastes on the Haaford Nucicar Rescrvation affcet pre-closure activities
‘and performance i & repository-is proposed for the Hanfard site, and will affect post-clo-
surs activities and p.errorrnance wherever.a repository is Jocated. Site charaeicrization activ-
ities w1 be affected by the location and concentrations of defense wastes, apd site charac-
terizdtion activitics a1 Hanlord may dispsrse wasics now jn Hanford soils and groundwater.

Implicaticns of Second Rougd Postpogement. On May 23, Secretary of Energy
Herrington recommended. ahd Presiden! Reagan approved, three western sites for characteri
zation for the first high-level nucleéar waste repositors and announeed thas 2l site specific
work on the sccond repository would be indefinitely postponed. From all indications the
decision 'to postpone work indefiniteiy was based, in part, on USDDE data which essumed
single-shell wastes woutd rot go o a rcpps":mry. If the decision was influenced by such an
assumption, there will sanly be ndded pressure on USBOE 1o stabilize the single-shell tanks
in-place. T.his assumption. 2lsp raises questipns as to whether USDOLE considers geologic dis-
posal a5 g strious alternative for single-shell wastes.
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Future Lang Use. The DEIS describes & sysiem to mark ke boundary of what

USDOE describes as "actual disposal sites®; which cocloses 32 square miles. The Board gues-
tiens if all the 32 square miles area must be off limits forevér. To be consistent with the
state of Washington cicanup goal, only that iand Bow irretrievably contaminared by danger-
ous maierials should be written of f. USDOE must condyet s ‘Sscparate public process to allow
full citizen paricipation in the process of makiog any d:cisicm concerning the selection of
any land for condemnation.

Indian Trexty Rights A major issue not addressed in the EIS cancerns rights of the
Indians, and in particular, the Yakima Indjan Nation. The Hanfard site is included ia the
ceded 1ands agreed to in an 1855 treaty. i’crm.nncnt gisposal directly impacts Yakima Mation
rights. It is imperative that the possessory and usage rights and the cultural heritage of
native peoples be addressed and include all affected tribes

Future Pluignivm Productine and ! jlitary W; eneraiipn. The DELS assumes that
the M Reactar and PUREX will be operated until 1995, produc'sng' 1ank wastes from this and
other USDOE soﬁ;cns correspanding 1o the procéssiag of 12,000 tons of N. Reactor fuel
The DEIS takes inte account the progessing of &n additional 20,000 toos of irradiated
uranivm beyond. 1995 "in response 10 national defense or rescarch and development needs™
The DEIS should consider the impacts of the possibic range of defensc waste gencration,
including consideration of the potential for use of either the current pivzoninm stockpile or
recycted plutosium from obsolete warheads. This must be addressed because the total vol-
ume of defense und commercial waste will determine the ne¢d for a second geologic reposi-

tory.

Cleanwp Fupding. The Hanford cleanuplwill refuire large financirl expenditures over
several decades. A ‘mechanism must bé gstablished te provide full funding for management
of defense radjpactive, chemical, apd mixed wastes on the Hanford Reservation, The future
basis for cleanup should be a sciaside of monies in the Deparyment of Energy budget for
defensc retated activities, Whenever TUSDOE commits 10 & defensc program or project which
would result in the gencration of such wastes, & percentagt of the cost would be placed into
2 fund dedicatcd o lre.llmcnt.and disposa) activities. The Nuciear Wasze Board 2nd Counsil
will work with the Governor and Congressionak delpgation 10 develop this appreach to

funding.

2.5.7

2.4.2.2

3.1.7.3

2.1.3

2.2.9
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2.4.1.1

2.4.1.11

2.4.1.13

Hstaabit
Wik

1. Establish a Quality Assurance Program BRI o P

2. Adlocats performance (specify the design objectives of the waste package 2od iis

component paris).
3. Sclect & design ;eliaﬁilisy target for the wagte package and its componesnt parts.

4, Specify a method for assessing the performance of the waste package and its

component parts.
5. 1dentify the data base Tequired 10 suppért the performance assessment.
6. Identify & plan and schedule for acquiring additional data that may be nceded.

The eompletion of the above i_il:!i\-'iﬁcs gnd early interaction with the state and NRC will
reduce the risk (hét the propeséd wasie forms will be found snacceptable.

COMPLIANCE WITH FEDFRAL AND STATE LAW

Requirements for compliznce with federal and state laws are often imprecisely siated and

sometimes misstated in the DEIS. In relation to the general disposal program discussed in

the DEIS and the various rzdioictive and non-radioactive wastes involved, USDOE must

commit t¢ compliance with the fallowing federal and state laws:

Air Poliution Controf Laws. The Ciean Air Act requires Federal departments and
agencies to comply with “.all federal, state. intersiate and-local requirements...respecting the
control and abatement of air pollution in the same manner, and 0 the same extent as any non-

ravernmental entity.”

USDOE falls within the scope ef this *federal facilities” mandrte. Further, it is clear from

Jegislative history of the 1977 amendments to the federal Act that radioactive. pallutants,
including source materials, special huclcar materials and byproduet watcrials su’bjc.ct 10 reg-
ulation by USDHOE under the Atemic Energy Act, 3r¢ also covered. . In this Light, USDOE's
propusedt aetivities must comply with all periinent substantive and procedaial requircments
of fedcral and state law.

Weter Poliution Cortrol Laws. The Faderal Water Foliution Conrol Act contains a
1977 amended "federal facili-ucs" provision that is almoest identical to the one contained in

-g-
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the Clean Air Act. Thus it would appeer that this Federnl Water Pollution Cenirol Act pro-
vision woild have the szme broad range of toverage as the Cleas Air Act provision even
though the legislative history is mot explicit on the polint.

A beﬁcr view, which should anéiy at the very mipimum 16 chemical wastes, is that USDOE

should comply with sl) waler pollution control requirements, prucedurai and substantive, of

federal and state law. For exampie, whilc the Federal Water Pollution Control Aet's

{FWPCA) regutatory featres do po1 apply 10 groundwater, the s1ate's water polluzion control

léws do, -Thcrefnr:. USDOE is subject 1o 1he stale’s groundwaker protection program of pol- 2 . 4 - 1 . 13
Jution prevention réguireMents and wasie discharge permits. As o surface waler, both fed-

eral a.and state requircments apply, Of particular note is the FWPCA's provision which states

“Noswithstanding any ofher provision of this chapiér it skall be uniaw ful 10 discharge any radio-

logical..ar higk-level radioaciive waste inte navigable waters.”

Hagardous Waste Control Lews. The Resource Conservasion and Recovery Act
(RCRA) estzblishes a nati;mal program 61’ Tederal-state aﬂ.ministcrcd hazardous waste
manggement. This program incorporates z policy 10 minimize the generation of hazardous
wastes and establishes vequirements for the "cradle to grsv_c‘ treatment, storage and 655.90531 2 . 4 . 1 . 9
of such wastes. RCRA, like the FWPCA and the Clean Air Act, requires all Tederal agenciss
and facilities ta comply with the provisions of federal and state law regarding hazardons
wastes. The Act does, however, exempt certain radioactive materials (i.e. “source, special
nuclear, and byprotiver materials™) which are unﬂt.:r the exclusive authority of the Atomic

Enezgy Act.

This does not mean that afl wastes propased for disposal in the DEIS arc immune from fed- .
aral and state hazardous waste laws. USEPA veéry recently published notice thar at 2 mini- 2 . 4 . 1. 9
mum, "mixed wastes” contajping both radioactive components (1hose which of themselves are

immune from the standards of RCRA) and hazardous components, are subject to RCRA a5

rega.rds their hazardous components. While the impsct of the EPA action on activities at

Hanford is not completely resoived, it is clear that RCRA applies to significant portions of -

the defenge waste materials covered by the DEIS.

"Sufe Drinkipg Waler Act: The federal Safe Drinking Watcr Act (SDWA) grants the
Admmnistrator of the_EPA the authnrgty 1o zstablish primary and secondary drinking water 2 N 4 . 1 - 14
standards; The Administrator is required 1o set maximem contaminant levels for substances

10-
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3.4.2.2

3.4.2.9

3.4.2.13

3.4.2.13
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Transportation risks and impacts probably should not precluds dispossl of Hanford defcnse

wastes a1 an of [-site geological repository. However, several points idestificd below must be
addressed in the Final EIS,

Modellng Dellciencies. The estimates of transportation risk ar¢ derived from general-
ized risk assessment models that use highly aggregaied data and that do not acesunt for
specific conditions along routes. The DEIS should discuss the Hmitation of the models, the
range of uncertainty associated with .kcy parameters, and the sensitivity of risk estimates to
chapge in parameter values. Ln addition, it appears that 1he models include only limitcd
guentitics of the tolal defense waste volume currently at Hanford. This jmplies 8 preference
by USDOE toward in-place stabikizasion of & signilicani portion of these wastes. The DEIS
should provide additional justification for this approach and include risk assessments based
ob the potential for transporting the wasie vo'lumes described in each sliernative.

NRC Certification of Packegine Used for Defense Waste Shipments. The analysis
appears to assume that the overall trapsportation system is fully developed and functioning
well, USDOE needs to take positive actioz to epsure that this will indeed l;,ue the case pefore
any significant number of defense waste shipments begin,

Currently the NRC sets design standards for casks and other Type B packaging, and USDOE
is zllewed (but oot required) to self-certify that its packsging meets those standards. (This
situation differs from the commercial nucicar industry where the NRC beth sets the perfor-
mance standards and certifies that specific packaging designs do, in fact, comply with those
stapdards.)

Because trensportation sa'fel_\.‘ relies sg heavily oa packrging integriry, NRC certification
would be an important step toward assuring the safe transport of defense waste fTom
Hanford, NRC certification would be more likely 16 result in a thorough design review prov
cess and would help to evercome some of the public concern aboul USDOE's 1endency to be
self-regulated. This is esbccially tree since the O[fice of Civilian Radioactive Waste
Management has indicated that it will volustarily obtain NRC cestification of Type B pack-
aging used For shipping civilian spent fusl and high-icvel waste under the Nuclear Wasee
Policy Act. The Finzl EIS should reaffirm USDOE'S commitment 10 this peficy.

13-
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ways or Raltseds. Identification of high hazard or highly vulnerable arcas along tikely
r;mtes would allow preventive actions. Risks associated with transporiation ‘can be minj-
mized through routing around the area, making ipcalized improvements to the highway or
rail system, developing evacuation plans for vulnerable areas--to take place before shipments
begin. Similarly, develobmem of procedures for coordinated notification, operating in

1 t weather, d ting safe parking arcas, cnsuring agequate inspections and

improving local/state emergency respoase capabilities would improve the safety of transport-
jng these materials. .

Simitar planning activities will atso be necessary before initiation of civifian spent fuel
shipments to an MRS or to z geological repository. Close coordination between programs
could avoid unnecessary duplication and confusion and would more fikely result in a consis-
1exnt get of [JSDOE policies and procedures for sransportation.

NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY CQUNCIL ISSUIES
In addition fo ¢corcurring with the Nuctear Waste Board's general comments, on July 17 the

Nuclear Waste Advisory Council recommended the following policy positions, apd on July 18
they were accepted by the Rpard.

JL The Council strongly supports a thorough and prompt c.icanup of Hanl'm.-d
defense wastes, based on recovery and treatment, Tegardless of where their vlti-
mate dis;;usal i5 10 take place. Canrinnation of présgnt waste management prace
tiges it whecceptable,

2. The Council reemphasizes its concern thai the full Natiopal Environmenthl Policy
R Act protess be followed in all significant actions and Records of Decisions.
3. . We eall artention again to an issue pot addressed in the DEIS. The Finzl EIS
must deseribe the impact of each ahernative on the ebility to menitor post-closure

performance of a deep peologic repository.

4, The siate’s comments an the DEIS should ref'lect the abjective of maximum pro-
tection of the covironment, kealth and safety, ifrespective of cosis.
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1n the future, with respect'to defense waste, USDOE should consader g:ulugsc
media uthe:_' than the shallow sedimeatary deposiss of the Hanford Reservation
for disposal.

The Council notes with cunqeriz the seriqus problems created by USDOE in its
shifting and expedicnt definitions of high-level, low-ievel and transuranic
défense wastes. In order to obtais an nccurzts picture of the quantitics and haz-
ards of Hanford defense wastes, s coasistent end rational set of definitions must
be part.of the Final E!S,.Bnd there must be consistency with delinitions of high-
level, Sow-level and transuranic wﬁsl:s :mploye& by other federal agencies.
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WASHINCTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE POARD
RESQOLOIIOR B6-2
April 18, 1986

WHEREAS, large mmounts of high-level, transuranic, and low-level
raMoactive vastes and chemical wastes assoclated therewith, have
been temporarily stored on or discharged to soils of the Hanford
Repsrvation In Washington State;

WHEREAS, this sccumulation of radicactive and associated chemical
wastes Tesulted frow U.S. Department of Energy atomlc energy defense
operations; C ) o,
WHEREAS, Washington State Nuclear Waste Board is seriously concerned
about the effect of such wamtes on the health, safery, snd environ-
ment of the citizens of the reglon;

WHEREAS, the federsl.governonent has the responsibility to provide
for permanent -disposal of such wastes in accord-nes with the Fuclear

. Wagte Pollcy Act;

VHEREAS; the Prasident.has detscmined that high-level comsercial and
defense wastes shall be commingled in repositories developed under
the Fuclear Waste Pullcy Act;

HHER}‘_AS, potentislly harardous defenme h.;tallltionl or operations
nay adversely affect or conflict irrecopeilably with the siting,
deeign, monitoring, closure, or ecomnigsioning of the gaologle
Teposivory proposed for conetruction on thz haoford site;

ms, the ¥. S. Dupartment of h!rgy hag l.nued :he lmford
Defense Waste Draft Eoviroomental Ilpact Ststement {DEIS); and

WHEREAS, resolution of fasues r-hed in the DEIS are of the highest
prioriry. to the Muclear Waste Board.
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2.2.15

2.2.3
2.3.1.4

2.1.7

3.5.5.32
3.3.5.4

2.4,2.2
3.3.5.2

2.2.1

2.4.1.1

3.3.5.4

WOW, THEREPORE, BE 1T RESQLVED that the Ruclear Wapte Board estab-

g 5
£ § i j’ -
il P ER A

relERED
AS g1t

REL s

Iiahes that the criteria for review of the Banford Defepae Waste
Praft ¥ovironmental Impact Statement phall incIude:

1.

A description and evalustion of the folloving for each
alternative:

- the {mpacts of such radioactive and chemical westes on the
health, safety and envircoment of the citirene of the
veglon;

- the effects of these wastes on the siting, closure, opera-
tion, monitoring, and decommissioning of a geologic reposi-
tory;

~  equity of impacts on euccessive human generations;

=  the suscepribility to future additional or better cleanup
actions; and

~ the lmpact of alternatives on Indian treaty rights.

An evalustion of vhether one or more pronising alternatives were
onitted.

An evaluation of sach alternative and recomsended action to
sopure they:

~ minlsize eavironmental and health effects;

=~  are consintent with applicsble federal and state laws and
regulatione, including among others, the Mational Environ-
mental Policy Act, the Atomic Ensrgy Act, the Fuclear Waste
Palicy Act, the Résource Conservatlon and Recovery Act, the
Comprehenpive Environmental Response Compensatioo and
Linbility Act, the Clean Water Act, the Clean Alr Act,
10 CM 950 and &0 CFR 191;

=~ . use state-of-the-art tachnologies which have bean proven
safe; and 17

£
i

Relei 7

MG g6 22

- minimire future relesaes to the environment from ungolog and
_!utmn atomic anergy defense activiries,

Reviewers should enzure tha. DEIB considars econcmics, but eco-
nowics must not drive decisions. : ¥ -

The Nuclear Vasce Board Radipactive Defense Wasie Coumittee ia
directed to review the Hanford Defenme Waste Draft Eavircrmental
Impact Statesent against the criteris listed above among others,
and to report. the results of such review to the Board.

The Board directs the Wuclear Waste Board Chalr to transsit this
Resclution to appropriate peraons in the U.5. Department of
Energy, and to.mek for their smeistance and cooperation in the
review of the Ranford Defense Waste Eoviropmental Impact
Statement.,

Approved at Olympis, this 18th day of April, 19B6.

WARREN A. BISHOP, GHAIR

-18-
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July 23, 1986

Mr. Don Provost

Performance AsSs-ssment Manager
Washington State Department of Ecology
Mail! Stop: PV-11

Olympia, Washington 98584

Dear Mr. Provost:

s . . . X The following comments réflect this -agency's position on the
APPENDI!X A . general issue of ragicactive waste:storage at Hanford but reiste
mere specifically to the draft EIS *"Disposal of Ranford Defense
High Level Transuranic and Tank Waste." 1711 refrain from
commenting on any technical considerations but rather focus eon the

STATE AGENCY COMMENTS aspect we see as critical-to Washington agriculture.

Washington State relies extensively on nationa: ang foreign
markets as an cuciet for ouwr products. Add:iticnally, agricuitural
economic activity provides appreximately 20 pe:Zent of eor
employment base. Cur ability ro compete in &n extremely
competitive market is a function of our desarved rzputztion for
guality. extensive market promotion, and favorable consumwer
preference. )

Our concero relstes to perception. : Kuclear wasts is not ¢ of
the more fsvored hy-products of the 2#th Century. Irrespective of
the actual risks, the "prt it In someone else's hackyarg"
mentality prevails and thus allows a 'correla-ion beétween perceived
hazards of hich. level nociear waste and begs the guestion of
safety of agricultural products produced in the Bame geographical
area. To what extent this may adversely impact th- repuiation ard
subsequent markets for Washington agricultural products may be
difficult to quantify. We may, however, safsly assume the effect
will not’' be favorable, We're dezling in a slobal market and
gicbal surplus conditions the result of which makes guality an
essential element of market potential. The perception of. food
safety is a critical conrsideration of the corsumer, ané we can ill
sfford to allow any erosion of cenfidence in the food products we
produce. . C ’ ’ -

3.2.6,3
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Mr., Don Provost

July 23, 1988
Page 2
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1 weuld sugeest guestions pertainipg to the above be addressed in
potential socit-ecénomic impacts and attempt to ascertain how a

consumer in Califorsia,. MNew York, or Japan wounld relate teo app)gs
grown in close proximity to 8 gite with an increasing Agcumnulation

cf high level nuclear waste.

1 thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sinberely,

asgsistant to the Director

JPD/v

8
ud
]

T West Twenivifiss Averse Ki-17 =

Hs, Barbara Hitchie
NEFA Coordinator
Department of Ecology
ME PY-11 .
Olyapis, WA 98504

Dear Ma. Ritchie:

A staff review nas been sompleted of your draft environmantal impast
atatement on the disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Tranauranio,

and Tank Wastes, .

For any ﬁropbsed nev construction and excavations, we would recoomend

consideration be given to mrahasclogical rescurces, and professional

surveys be conducted.

aw

STATE (F WASI‘MTDN
OFACE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC -PRESERVATION.

Oiviorr Washwgton 98504 w  (206) 7534017

May 21, 1§Bﬁ

l,og Reference: T62.F-DOE-DY.

Re: DEIS-Dispossl of
Defense Westea

.- Binoerely,

AR

Hob‘ert G, Whitlanm, Ph.D.
State Archusologist .
{206) 753-4b05

Hegid




9/t

2.3.2.2

‘1. Preferred Alternative.
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fnter—oﬁlnecnnllpnndeﬁee pate: | July 29, 1986

Warren A. Bishop, Chairman, Wuclear Waste Board

Charles B. Roe, Senior Assictant Attorney General &a&?ﬁ
Laurence E. Oates, Legal Intern F £z’

Subject: Draft EIS for Hanford Defense Wastes

To:

From:

This memorandum is provided for the purpose of assisting
your Board in the preparation of a response to the Draft

. Environmenta]l Impsct Statement for the Dispesal of Hanford

Bigh-Level, Transuranic_apd Tank Wastes (DELIS) of the U.S.

Department of Energy (USDOE], dated March 1986, The follow-

ing comments set forth concerns of & legal or a legal-

technical nature that we commend to your attention. You will

note that most of these comments are relatively short and

will sometimes need further amplification. ~We will work 3,
closely with your staff over the next several weeks on the

task of integrating our suggestiens for inclusion in the

Board's formal response to USDOE.

We first note that the National Environmental Policy Act
{NEPA)} reguires a detailed statement (EIS) to be prepared by
a federal agency for proposed major actions significantly
affecting the guality of the eovironment. 42 U.S.C.A. § £332.
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations,

40 CFR Part 1500, et seq.. provide implementing guidelines
that federal agencies are reguired to foilow in the prepara-
tion and review of an EIS. ’

At the outset we address five aréas of concern relating to
the subject DEIS. They are:

The DEIS does not set forth a
proposal or a preferred alternative. CEQ gquidelines at

. 40 CFR Part 1502.14{e), as we understand ihem, reguire
an agency to identify ite preferred altermative, if one
exists at the time of the 1ssuance of the DEIS. Eecause
of its favorable treatwment of the "reference alternative”
in the DEIS, the dedument implies that USDOE had such a
preferred alternative at that time. 5Since the guidelines
require this to be identified, the USDOE erred in not
setting forth its preference in the DEIS.

* Compliance with Federal and State Laws.

_applicable.
.in the document does pot describe the relevant laws in

bz

29, 1986
2

Reasonable Alternatives. The DEIS lacks the description
of ail reasenabjé alternatives required by 40 CFR Part
1502.14. 5See alse 42 U.s.L.A. § 4331. The draft does
not even attempt, for the most part, to discuse alterna-
tives except in a very general and unacceptablie “range"
of options scenario. (Qur conversations with your tech=-
nical staff show an accord of view on this point.) See
alsc, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) relating to
continued research inte disposal alternatives. 42
U.5.C.A. § 10202, .

3.3.5.2

The altermstives which are addressed have not been
sufficiently assessed. A full assessment should include
reagonable variations on.the propesad alternatives, as
well as address extremes of 1mpacts.which may differ from
those posited by the USDOE. Such posgibilities include
changes in protessing technology, modifications te cli-
mate, catastrophic events, differing interpretations of
technical data, etc. Sge, e.g9.. Items G, L, ¥, infra.

Tiie DFIS is
required to.sel forth all lawe applicsble to-the proposed
project. 40 CFR Part 1502.25(b). The DEIS fails. to ade-
tmately address the statutcry reguirements. We believe
the doCument mistates or omits certain laws that are
In additjon, the anadlysis of laws provided

2.4.1.1

an understandable fashiod. In our view, USDOE should
be stating that it is required to comply with the
following laws:

a. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.B5.C.
1251, et peg.}. 33 U.5.C.AC 1323 reguires fed-
eral agencies to comply with both federal and state
laws and regulatiéns regarding water pollution to
the same extent as any "non-governmeatal' agency is
required. Chapter 50.48 RCW prohibits the discharge
of pollutants, including radicactive materials,
into all the waterg of the state, including ground
waters. In addition, permits mwust be obtained from
the Washington State Department of Ecology prier to
making any such discharges in order to comply with
this law,  See also, E.D. 12088, 43 F.R. 47707,
reprinted at 4270.5.C.A. § 4321 nt. (West Supp.
1986).

2.4,1.13

b. The Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.A. § 7401, et =eq.).
findeT the regquirements of this Act (CAR), USDOE
must Gomply with emissions limitations established
by the United States Epvironmental Protection Agency
{USEPA) and the Washington State Department of

2.4.1.11

. A5
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Ecology. Seé e.g., -discussion of 1977 amepdments
1o section 118 0% t.he CAA In H.R. Rep. 294, and
2.4.1.11 H.R. Con F. Rep. 564 9Bth Cong. zd. Sess. 2,

reprinted in 1977 U.s. Code Cong. & Ad. News 1276~
1280 and 3523-1524. Such limjtations include those
get forth in 40 CFR 61 regarding radionuclides, and
emigpions . limitations esta.blished pursuant w
chapter 70.94 RCW.

¢. Safe Drimking Water Act (42 U.S.C.A. § 300f, et seqg.).
Watiohal Primary Drinking Water Regulations, esta'?E
lished under the authority of the Act, set maximum
coptaminant levels for public dn.nkmg water sup-
plms -8$tandards ' have been establighed fer

2 4 1 14 ' inorganic and crganic chemicals, beta and. photon
radicactivity, radium-226, radium-228, .and gross
alpha part!.c)e activity, among others. 40 CFR -
1431.13-141.16; USDOE has not identified the full
range' of standards which must be complied with.

4. Atomic Energy Act - {42 v.s.C. A. § 2011, et seq.).
Regulations promulgated under the authur:.ty this
Act include those found at 40 CFR 191, dealiing with
2 4. 1 . 1 standards for radioactive releases te the accessible
A enviromment . from &isposal sites; 10 CFR Part 60,
regarding msposal of high level wastes. in geologic
repositories.

&, Cumnrehensive Enviropmental Response, Compensation
©an@ Liability Act (42 U.8.C.A. § 9601 et seq.).

2 4 1 10 FERCLA IOPDEES d3abilities on persons. ahd éntities
that are responsible for releases of dangerous
. Bubgstances to the environment.  The :.mpact of this
legislation on the proposed act:umtles should be
addressed by USDOE in the DEIS.

f. 'Water Rights Laws. No water r;ghts now exist under
federal or state law to provide wat'.er to carry out
the peveral alternatives discussed in- the DEIS.
Longstanding - federal Congressional pelicy estab-

2 4 1 12 lishes a defersnce to state water laws, including
.reliance on Baid laws, by federal agencies to obtain
-needed water rights to carry cut federal activities.
If a mew water right is to bé established undexr
state )aw, in order.to obtain water -for any .of the
various alternatives, a water right permit must be
. obtained unfer chapter 90.03 RCW (for surface waters)
‘or chapter 90.44 RCW {for greund: waters}.

. R L
July 2¢ 1986 . B R i Y
Page. 4 . . . _ B
Hazardous Wastes - Regpurce Conservation snd Recove:
. Agt (42 U.5.C. § 6001, et meq.). The @iscussion 1::5J the

4.

783

o

appllcablllty ‘of the Resource Conservation .and Recovery
Act . |{RCRA) to propbeed activities is inadeguate. 42
U.5.C.A. § 6961 of the Act reguires all federal facili~-
ties to comply with the provisions of federal and state
law regarding hazerdcus wastes.. The Act does, however; '
exempt certain radicastive  matérials (i.e. "mource,

:g:cial nuelear, and byproduct materials) whieh axe under

: exclusive authority of the Atomic Energy Act. 42-
U.s.c.h. § 6903(27) Note, however, the WUSEPA has
recently published noti¢e that "mixed wastes® cuntammg
radicactive components, wrich may by themselves be immine
from the standards- of the Aci, and hazardous components

are subject to RCRA ag regards tnelr hazardous components.

Eee, 51 FR 24504,

The DEIS does not adequately define the nature of the
materiale gontained in’ the various storage tanks on-site.
Without this analysis, it i~ impossible to determine
which materials subjected to the DEIS are purely "source,
special nuciear, and. byproduct materjal" and thereby
exempt from RCRA; and which are mixed wastes, thereby
subject to its regquirements. - Absent this a:nalysm, ‘the
DEIS should present at a2 mihtmin a conservative analysis
that adsumes RCRA would apply ‘to al) such wastes, and
agsesE how the appl:cauon of RCRA could impact proposed
activities. . Since USDOE Las ptated an intent ©o fonform
all of its activities to the standards set by RCRA, this
approach would not go beyond its agreed ohligations.
See¢, Memorandum ¢f Understending between USEPA and USDOE,
February 22, 198¢4. The washington Department of ‘Ecology

authority to implement the provisicns of RCRE is contalnad

:Ln :hapter 70.105.,145 RCW.

Section B, Niclear Waste Poliey. Act (42 V.5.C.A, % 10107},
e DEX ves not make wention of the mandate of section B

of -the NWPA, relating to reduired disposal arrangements
for defense wastes, if-an affirmative determination is

‘made by  the .President "to l‘:nmm:r.ngle" .the dispesal of
‘defense and commercial waste in a single repositery.
_The failure -to address tne mandate of section 8 15 a

Cntzcal onission.

In -addition’ to the - abuve, we note ‘the fullowlng concerns
which:are alsp primarily of & legal nature:

7.

Technical terminelogy is not get out in & framework .to
meet the Pplain language" requirement of Part 1502.8.
Tablés and graphs are sometimes unclear in their meanings
ang terminclogy is changed with no- apparent basis for
»J.ffermg terms. See, €.9., Items &, B, C, infra.
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2.1.3
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8. The Department of Energy does:fot provide adeguate
support for many ‘of the conclusions :put forth in the
DEIS. The guidelines at Part 1502.1 require -2 showing
that the agency "“has made. the -necessary envirormental
analyses." Appendices are improperly used in some
instances to provide analysis, where their proper func-
ticn is to clarify and substantiate an analysis prov:.ded
in the statemént. The text must provide meaningful
aralyses of the conclusions reached by USDOE. See,
e.g., Items I through X, infra.

9. Given the general uncertainties in the technologies
proposed, the long-term duration of the wastes invelved,
and inability To accurately predict the potential 1mpacts,
the DEIS should include & "worst case” analysis as
reéquired under 40 CFR 1502.22. .

10. 40 CFR 1508.7 requires analysis of cumulative impacts.
While the DEIS makes cursory referral teo concurrent
projects, no analysis is provided for cumulative regional
impacts.

11. 40 CFR 1502.1% reguires discussion of all unavoidable
adverse impacts, - The dedication of this gite to disposal
activities for 10,000 years dces not appear to be
addressed. L:Lke\-use, the adoption of & geologzc aiter-
native.may result in. an “unavoidable adverse impact™ as
this would preclude any further processing of wastes.

12. The documeit do€g not provide adequate notice for receipt
of comment. 40 CFR Part 1502.11(f) reguires the closing
date to be Etated cn the cover sheet. This date is not
_provided.

The foliowing obgservations are of a m:xed technlcal legal
nature. They relste in many cases to the observations put
forth in the body of this memorandum. .

Item A. It is critical that technical language in an 'E1S be
decipherable by the reader in those areas where it is util-
ized. Cumprehendlnq the Elgnlflcance of radietion levels and
doses is central to an understanding of their potential
impacts. While the document's glossary defines several of
the important terms, it would improve the document to. set the
terms in context and t¢ relate the radiological terms to one
ancther so as to establish orders of magnitude’ and importance.
It is not clear why one term is utilized in lieu of another
when describing the potential effects of a given scenario.
{5ee, e.g., man rem (Table 3.2) vs. total body radiation dose
(Table 3.15) we. lifetime whole body dose (Table 3,18} vs.
maximum annual organ dose (Table 3.17).}

A-B
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Item B,  Graphics usad to support various premises often

cloud the issues. Table 3.8, for example, indicates concen-
trations of the nitrate ion .in the Columbia River. Contaml—
nation. lavels are forecast at ranges from 6 x 1077 to

% % 17* mg/l. Ambient levels are stated as currently in the
range of 0.36 to 0.37 mg/l. It is not clear whether the
chart represents additional lcading, or a decrease in the
ambient.. If jt ig the former, this seems to refute the postu-
lated effectivenese of the barriers, which. theoretically
prevent migration. If the latter, on what basis .if the pre-
diction of a decreage based? Likewise, Table 2 prqv.ldes no
indicdtion as to the interrelatiomship or slgnlflcance of the
numbers provided in the “Health Bazard Andex,"

Item €. Table 3.2., comparing potential radioclogicel impacts,
considers only fatal cancers and genetic effects. (See also,
text at 3.4.2.3.) This seems to artificially reduce actual
impacts. which should inglude nonfatal cancers and cumulative
health effects which could result in death or illness.

Item D. Volumes of the various forms of waste are instrumantal
in determzn:ng the petential iwpacts associated with - the
disposal opt1ons However, material in the various tanks has
beer reprocessed and redlstrlbuted to such an extent that it
is unclear how the wastes in the varjous tanks can be charac-
terized. {See, €.G., p- 1.4 and § 3.2.) The nature and the
volume of sife wastes must be clarified in order to validate
the various impacts postulated.

item E., A.variety of treatmenf and decontamirnation processes
are referred to throrghout the document. No menticn is made of
water requirements, wastewater gtreams, or air emissions from
these processes. (See, e. 8% 3.3.2.1, 3.3.3.1, 3.3.3.4.}
The technical aspects of Eystems as well as the NECessary
infrastructure reguirements and byproducts should be addressed.

ltem F.. Section 3 £.1.1 of the DEIS states that the geologic
disposal option has the highest pctenmal for population
exposure dué to the work force involved. ' Does this projected
exposure account. for any protectlve methods whlch would reduce
impacts to the workers? Since such measures would not be
available te the general public in the event of an accidental
release, or to future settlere in the event of intrusion,
actual impacts to the work force may be reduced and should be
copsidered when weighing the alternatives. A complete analysis
nwust defipe mitigation measures assumed for the various posed
SCenarios.

Item G. ~The success of the barrier system hinges con

pze51p1tat10n and ground water recharge falling below a pro-
Jected maximum of 30 cm/yr and 5.0 an/yr respectively. (See,
e.4., §3.4.2.1 and § 5.2.90.) The maximunm recorded rainfall
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3.1.4.1

3.4.1.9

3.4.1.1

3.5.1.71
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at Hanford for the period of 1945-1970 is 28 cm/yr. GSec-
tion 4.1% states that recharge rates are uncertain, with some
authors estimating up te 5 em/yr. in unvegetated areas.
Given those discrepancies in the assesement of current condi-
tions, the document dees not appear to adequately address
possible climates over the lifespan of the project.

Item BE. The functiopal ability of the barrier system will
depend wpon the suitability of the site scils.. The dotument
does not discuss the nature, depth, or availability of site
soils. There is no mention. of impacts to the gite gdue to
excavation of soils, the ability of the soils to maintain a
vegetative cover over 10,000 years, or likelihood of erosien
under a drier {(or wetter) climate. Al)l of these factors will
affect the efficiency of the barrier. .

Item I. The protective barrier is assumed to be capable of
providing the reguisite protection without substaniial tech-
nical evidence of ite suitability. Criteria for this assump-
tion and analysis of demonstration projects should be provided.

Item J. Resettlement of the region resulting in fatal doses
to the population "would not be realistic" under the no dis=

" Item 0.

g
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Item N. The 50 percent functional barrier failure posed in
Bection 4.21 is projected to result in 0.1 cm/yr. infiltra-
tion, while also gtating the barrier will precliude infiltra-
tion of the burial grounds. The two statements seem contra-
dictory. 0.1 cm infiltration based onh the projected 5 ocm/yr
recharge potential under wetter conditions does not seem
proportionate for a 50 percent failure scenario.

. Section 3.3.4.1 mentions the potential for release
of radioactive particulate matter aé a result of the collapse
of tank domes. What effect might such an occirrence have
glth_re;pect to settlement and failure of the protective
arrier

Item P. Section 3.4.1.2 does not ipclude transportation-
associated accidents as a potential source of radiological
incidents. :

Item 0. Estimates of cancer deaths provided on page 5.5 do
not state the populatien for which this number is éstimated,

CBR:sC

3.5.1.91

3.1.4.36

3.4.2.2

4.1.15

3.5.0.17

3.3.5.4

4.1.15

3.5.1.86

posal action alternative discussed on page 3.64. No basis
for this assumption or analysis of potential for impacts is
provided.

Item K. Ne discussion is provided of potential future
developments in disposal technology, especially in the areas
of treatment and reprocessing. Thigs could significantly
affect jmpacts, particularly under the "no action" alterma-
tive and the in place stabilization altermative.

Item L. The 1990 population for the "Hanford environs® is
projected at 420,000, Section 3.4.1.1. This figure reflects
a population within 80 km of the 200 areas. Section 4.8.2.
Ko rationale is provided for the determination of this
affected area. It would seem tc be more realistic to provide
data for the likely -affected population, which would conceiv-
ably result in a proportionately larger degree of impact.

Item M. The failure scenaric postulated in section 5.20-5.21
suggests that a 10 percent loss of soil cover-would result in
exposure of 10 percent of the underlying waste, In reality, a
larger veolume of waste could be affected due to leaching of
wastes and moisture. L
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2.4.1,14

2.4.1,24
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 3
AUS Stop P11 a  Ofmpa Washingion 96504671 & {205) 4556000

n
e
0

June 30, 21986

Ta: Dick Burkbé%ter
From: Bert 'Bwefm?{/“

Subject: Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Transuranic
. and Tank ¥estes .

In review of draft environmental impact statement on the zbove sobject, I
offer the following comments. In part 5.0 Applicable Regulations of ¥oluse
1 of the draft EIS, the regulations and reguirements of the federal and’
state Underground Injecifon Cuntrol (UIC) programs are not referenced and
appear to apply to several methods used flufd disposal. .

In 1984, the department, in response to changes fn the federal Safe brinking
Bater Act, implenented » state UIC program. This progras put $nto effect a
long-standing poticy of Ecology prohibiting the injection of weste water
into, above or below underground scurces of drinkiny water, This progrem
Feflacts our commitment to preserve and protect ground water for current and
future beneficial uses and not te.use ground water a5 » waste repository.

- Qur UIC program prohibits the injectfon of harsrdous andfor radipsctive
fluids inte, above, or below the lowermost formation contafning an under—
ground source of drinking water. A1l ground water in the state is conw
sidere_d to be either an existing or potential source of drinking water.

#ells are gafined as holes whose depth s deeper than wide, except when the
well is used for the disposal of hszardous flulds, In this case, a well
inciudes the concept of a-drainfield or a burfed, horizontal, perforated
pipe {40 CFR Part 244{g){1}{1{1). o ' .

Three fiuid disposal methods which appear to fit this definttion of 2 well
are reverse wells, cribs, and trenches, In & review of the draft E1S and
other documents, 113 tesporarily Sbandoned and active wells were Tocated on
site. These wells are Yisted by type and location in Attachment A.

At three methods of disposal sre prohibited by UIC program. In accordance
with the provisions of the state and federa) UIC programs, these welis must
®e pluggad and abandoned. The owner/operator must notify the department of
the Tozstfon of each well and submit a Closure Plan and Certificateof
Closure to the department that the wells have bean closed in accordance with
the specifications of 40 CFR Pert JME.5Z(a}6). .

tA-18
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DIPARTMENT OF ECOIOSGY
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June 12, 1886

TO: . Breg Sorlie
FRON: Nancy ETison |
SUBJECT: Review of V_Ha_nfs.zrd'llraft £Is

Afr Program staff members have r‘eviéwéd the subject £15 as you reguested in
your meporandurm of May 23, 1986,

The information dealing with sir progrzm concerns and the assoclated meteorologicel
Bnnlyses are accurate and appear tu be based on the best avaﬂabte datn.

Me are rewieuing other sections of the IS as tzne parmts and wili coamunicste
any other concerns that arise.

Thﬂﬂk you for this BPPBr‘tun1ty to review. this dnmunenl which is of interest to
an of us.

RE:

A-18

b

£
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<23

g T,

AT 0T
STATE {F WWASHINGION cAree .
WASHINGTON STATE ENERGY OFFICE
200 £ Urios 18t Fioor, (R-11 »  Olmow. Wathngion 38518« [206] 7540700
June 20, 1936

M. BE Brewer .
Office of High-level Nuclear

Waste Management

Mail Stop PV-11
Dlympia, WA 93308

Re: Comments bn the Dratt DEIS - Transportation
Dear Bill: :

My comments on the transpommun sections of the draft Defanse Envsronrnental Impact
Statement (DEIS) are attached: Flease call me (38635021} you have any yuestions or

need any further assistance.
( B‘smcﬂ%
Pat Tangora :
E.nergy Pohcy Specialist
PT/ks
E-L25-28-
Attachment
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3.4.2.3

3.4.2.22

—
“wer
~tiyaissi.
g, 4

=<3

M 89 4

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RELATING TO TRAﬁSPORTATION

This discussion, which explains why USDOE believes that many of the
assumptions in t§ analysis are conservation, showld be referenced and sum- 117
marized in Appendix 1. Spesific references would b useful at pages 112
{Section 1.3) and 128 (Section 1.5} as well as at Table 19.

L1?
The discussion of crew exposure references "a discussion_of the reasons why
total dosc to the puplﬂnlmn in vehicles and 1o persons sesiding along routes
is not needed.” The d e bt missi Did the RADTRAN
II analysis, in fact, omit Thess exposure mechanisms?

118, 120

The discussion of ."groundshine, resuspension, and ingestion” highlights the
need to ensure that plans, procedures, and funding for emergency response
and clean-up are in place before substantial numbers of defense waste
shipments begin. Some descripricn of the assumptions abour emergency
response and clean-up effectivencss used in the RADTRAN II analvsis
should be included.
120. 123
While USDOE is allowed 1o certily its own Type B packaging, there ic no
prohibition on NRC -certification of USDOE packaging. The DEIS should

_ glearly deseribe the gpaions available to USDOE.

‘The DEES states that truck carricrs transporting defense wastes will be

Feguired 1o use interstate highways and bypasses thar avoid urban arcas,

where available. The DEIS should also discuss whether or mot USDOE will
identify. or work with states to identify preferred routes from among thosé ‘£29
availzble within the iaterstate system. Prior identification of preferred

route(s) would facilitzie advance planning for improving emergency L3
responss capability: develaping toordinated notificarion, inspection and

enforcement procedures; upgrading or repairing highways in specific areas;

and otler activitics to improve transportatios safety and efficicncy.

Since urban arcas cannot be readily bypassed by rail, the DEIS should dis-
cuss the histarical safery of hazardous materials (including nuciear materi-
als) tramsport by rail. Specific hazards posed by transporting defense wasies
on trains carrymg general freight--including other hazardous mascrials such
as explos: hauld be di d. The DEIS should also identify any spe-
cific operstional canirols that might be i hi
order to enhance their salety.

d for rail in

The probability {expressed s 4 rare} essociated with accidents severe
enough to exceed test standards is likely 1o b very low, But increasing the
total number of shipmenis (as will' be the case while civiiian and possibly
defense waste shipments 2re underway to B repository) will increase the
probabilitv-that at kast onc shipment will encounter those sort of accidest

5
Sad

eonditions. The value of having an emergency management system in place
to handie a severe accident {as weél) as more rowstine incidents) will carres
spondingly increase. This is especially true considering the level of pnhhc
concern that may result from these sort of shipments.

A summary explanation of how USDOE arrived at the 99.5% figure for
accidents that do not exceed NRC tost conditions should be included.

Does the last sentence refer onky o spent Tuel shi
requiring Fype B packaging?

15 Or to all shi

Aggregated accident rates may not be indicative of accident sates along spe-
cifie roufes, The discussion would be improved by citing any available evi-
dence demonstrating that accident rates are s::!'ﬁ;:;cm]y uniform 1o allow
their pgaregation into general rates for vrban, suburban, and rural areas. fn
zddition, treating accident rates and population categorics as independent
variables may underestimate accident risk since the highest accident risk
will ocenr where high accident probabilities apd larg: or highly vulnerable
populations coincide.

The discussians of strontium floride state that paranmeser values far releasc
fractions, dispersibility, and respiribility, are uacertain and require further -~
rescarch. The DIES alsa staies that the assumed vaives sre thonght 1o be
conservative. It shoule also inclede some indication of the probable range

of parameter valnes and the sensitivity of risk estimstes 40 thost parameters.
This is especially imporiant since Cesium/Strontium shipments dominate
calculated risks from accidents. .

A summary tzble of toral transportation impacts wowld be helpful.
'_I'hr. DEIS votes that logal jurisdictions usually assume primary responsibits

ity for cincrgency response since they sre uswally the first on the accident
scenc. Local jurisdictions and state agencies-often do not have the resources

. oecessary 10 adequately plan for cmergency situations and may be unfamil-

iar with trensportation accidents/iecidests involving radicdctive materials.
This rype situation needs to be factored into the risk assessment and dis-
cussed more openly in the DEIS, .

A-21
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STATE OF WASHNGTON

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES
115 Ceneral Admunianon Buitdng s Ohvmpre W ashagtor ‘HSQJ u LNE) ?:‘.i-b&af o [SCAN) 2346600

DUUSON
July 28, 1986

Mr. Don Provost

Hashington Department of Ecolugy
St. Martins Campus )
Oiympia, Washington 98504

Dear Mr. Provost:
Draft Envirorpental Impact Statement for

Disposal af Hanford Defense High-ievel,
Transuranic and Tank Hastes '

We have reviewed the referen'ced document and have the following comments.
He hdpe they will be of value in preparation of the State resporse to the
Department of Energy.- - - S e

The issue of siting a nuclear waste repository in Washington State is a
particilar)y sensitive issue and we are concerned that carefu) attention be
diven to all-alternative 'sites before amy site is choser. . The referenced
Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement (DEIS) involves only defense wastes,
but if this repesitory is developed, there will be considerable prassure to
site commercia) ruclear waste repositories at Hanford as well.. -

Recently, Search Technical Services published a report entitied Sprin
1986, Data Report that deals with migration of radipactive materia{s in
water, —Tne information contained in that report may change scme of the
assumptions presented - in the - DEIS... While .we . have not reviewed this

document- in detail, we believe it showld be referenced in the DELS as it
pertains to the waters and fishery resources of the State.-

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Mashingtor Departhient -of Fisheries {KDF)} is the staze agency with a
mardate To preserve, protect, perpetuste and manage food fish and shellfish
resource, includiag  their habitats, of the State of Washington
{RCH 75.08,012). In that capacity, we must ensure that projects sich as

the disposal of hazardeds wastes do not jeopardize the fishery resource a .

any manner, . .

- The United States-Canada Saimon Interception Treaty requires protection of

the ‘Columbia River Basin salmon and steelhead rpns., - Horecver, the
l_Jor‘thwest Power: Plannifig Council and others are making substantial
ipvestments o protect and enhance these runs. An environmental threat
such. as radionuctides in the Columbia River is contrary 1o the intent of
the Treaty and the recent investments. .

. A2
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The DEIS describes impacts to .human populations amd the probabiltity of
accigents. leaks, and other radionuciide uptake in terms of humen health
harards. We recognize this is the major concern of most agencies and
citizen groups, but ir our review of the DEIS, we noted a serious lack of
concern regarding impacts to the aquatic environment. There must be a
camplete discussion of probable. impacts to the adjacent aguatic ecosystem
associated with each disposal scenario when radiopuciides reach the
Columbiz River. 1In addition, impacts to downstream aquatic environments,
including the river downstream of Hanford Reach,- the varicus poots behind
hydroelectric dams-and the estuary and coasta] areas must be discussed to
make the DELS complete. : .

Thers is a considerable amount of informatior regarding the uptake by
organisns and distribution of radionuclides-along the Washington coast, the
folumbia River estvary &nd the Cotumbia River itself as a result of studies
dore at thes University of Hashington, Laboratiry for Radiation Ecology.
Tnese studies should be reviewed and discussed in the DEIS to estimate the

prebable impacts of the propesed disposal n]ternatives._

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

¥olume 1, Section 4.6.2. Aquatic.Ecn‘Ingy

This section correctly states that more - than one-third of the
naturally-spawning fall chinook popuiation of the CoTumbia River spawn near
the” Hanford site. . Adult seckeye, summer-and spring chinook salmon and
steelhead trout alse migrate upstream past the Hanford facility to réach
their natal streams.. In addition to naturaliy-preduced fish, miilions of
hatchery-reared trout and salmon smolts travel past the site on their
migration te the sea. Conseguently, the reach of the Columbia that passes
through the Hanford site is vital to the salmon stocks of the river. We
are concerned that water-borne. contaminants codld affect these stocks pius
other fisnery resources in the waters downstream of :the proposed- and even
the existing- waste disposal- sites. o : . B

ibid, Section §.2.4. Assessment of iong-term Impacts

The cisposal methods and the supporfing docufentation in -the DEIS are
described as having Tittle chancé that any radicnuclides or other chemicals
will enter the groundwater table and, eventually, the Columbia River. Even
if' the chances are small, we believe the documept should discuss the
expected impacts to.the aguatic biota from ai) sources. associated with the
propesed disposal atternatives.

Appendix R,.R.1.4.3

These impacts should be-described for. aguatic §pecies that are relatively
short-Tived (salmon) and whith would receive relatively small radicnuclide
doses over a shori periodiof time-as well as these longer-1fved species
such as sturgeon that might accumutate.significant doses over a long period
of vime. Shellfish,. which have been shown to.concentrate radionuciides,
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4 and other estuarine and coastal fishes should .also be discussed. There MEMORANDUM VRIS TLE
3. 5 e T 6 should be & discussion of the expected impacts to the animal populations Bffice of Nuclear Wasie Mansgement

themselves as well as probable pathways of radionuctides to the consumers -
of Fish products. Ray_Lesmanix, Noclear Was “inss
Pima )

Dennrt. af_Feo)logy. Pyeil
Pasncae).

The barrier system described in the DEIS indicates that the chances for SURIECT. DrnfL_FIS = Defense h‘aat;

water percolating into the buried waste fanks and -leaching radionuclides DATE... 62585

into the groundwater is wvery smalt. We appreciate the difficulty in -

estimating many of the parameters used in the analysis and the relative T heve veviewsd the it -

1 - o . B comitiee documents and ti
uncertainty of “the conclusions. Boe any reference to disposal of obsolets defeh:w?;lr:nsls- M'::Et::tl 2 . 3 . 1 » 14
s . are o contami i 5 N
3.5.1.8 In Vight of the uncertainty, it seems prudent that additional measures be »5 high levul?‘:;:a:l::s?:ﬂ’x toieriale that they ean be considered
adade taken to prevent any contaminants from entering the ground water table. parts Bince the plent has or _.“a e DOE going te do with the N-Reactor

Therefore, we suggest that the fanks that will contain TRU wastes and the epprosching its useful life?

low ievel waste areas be underiain with azn impermeable barrier in addition . In B mimil : ) .

to the surface barrier described in the DEIS. We believe such 2 measure has had = ::r;j;;'::.:::it" vier LPA Btaluves and rules the private sectar

’ could be used to remove any water that may percolate through the barrier by (ie, Bunker Hill smelter} to impussible tesk of disposing of Blent components

pukiping .back to the surface for redisposal. .
The appraisa) af the chances of an accident from trucking wastes to znother believe the deFense. waste EIS whould eddress Fh-“i issue.
site was interesting and valuabie. However, from the standpeint of aguatic ’
3 4 2 5 ecology protection, therp should be an analysis.of which waterways will be
2lhels crossed, and the risks assoviated with these crossings. - We recognize other
states may be involved in the transportation also, and those states
probably wish this analysis for impacts to their waterways also.

9387

Appendix U, Tables Y.3-1.6

There showld be &n anzlysis of the fate of heavy metals such as chromium,
cadmium and mercury that might veach the Columpia River through migration
in the water table. Me note also that peak arrival time to the river is
the only measure of ouantity described s the DEIS. Another means of
3, 5,4, 7 showing the rate at which the materials would enter the river should be
presented. Also the fate of the nitrates, nitrites and fluorides should be
gesgribed, especially as they relate to impacts to the aquatic system.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and we hope these remarks are of

value.
- Simgerely,
J- W
Wiltigm R. Wiikerso
Direttor
cc:  WDG
Yakima Tribe
EPA .
USF WS
NS
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. STATE OF WASHRNGTON o
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND HEALTH SERVICES
Cpnora, Waskington G504-0095
July 23, 1986
Terry Husseman, Assistant Director
Dffice of Nuclear Waste Management
Mail Stop PV-1l
oiympia, Washington 98504
Dear Terry:
Enclosed are the Office of Rédia;ion Prptection's review
comments on the Hanfordé Defense Waste Draft Envirnnmentgl
Impact Statement. If there are any guestions, please direct
them to Al Conklin at 586-0254.
Sincerely, . T

i(/;. Stpbng, Chief ]
Office of Radiation Protection I

TRS/AC/db

Enclosure

THE STATE OF WASHINGTOK
DEPARTMERT OF SOCIAL AND REALTH SERVIGES n
Office of Radiation Protection AUS

81956 (223
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REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR DISPDSAL OF
HANFORD DEFENSE HIGH-LEVEL, ¥RANSURANIC AND TANK WASTES

An environmental impact statement (EIS) §s recognized as a very complex
document providing sufficient information to comprehensively address the
tmpacts of a given project. The Hanford defense waste EIS discusses
major issues which, for all intents and purpeses, impacts the Hanford
environment permanently, The issues.and disposal altermatives discussed
should provide the public with & clear understanding of all known and
potential 1hpacts.

This EI§ does not provide the clear understanding required, in that too 3.3.5.2
many issues are raised with too little information provided. Statements e
are made concerning decisions with inadequate discussion of the decision-

making process (e.g., twenty-seven disposal alternatives were ¢onsidersd

and all but four dismissed. A complete list af all alternatives is not 4 1 10
provided nor 1s there an adequate discussion as to why twenty-three were * L
dismissed). In other cases, decisions or conclusions are cited with

references given, hut no discussfon of the process leading to that decision

er conclusion. The references are net readily accessible to the general

public to get background information. This could be rectified with a

brief discussion of the conclusion preceding the reference. Some specifics

dre incliuded in the attached list of comments.

A major issue not addressed throughout the EIS concerns the Indians, and . 2 e4- 2 - 2
in particular, the Yakima Indian Nation. The Hanford site is inctuded

in the ceded lands agreed to in an 1855 treaty, FPermanent disposal

directly impacts Yakima Nation rights. It is imperative tha

be addressed and include all affected tribes.. R

g

=
Another general topic which the EIS must better addresé is monitoring. -
The potential for reieases of radioactivity associated with the various 5/ 4. 1. 14.
disposal alternatives is discussed and compared to current applicable N

standards; hewsver, a discussion of momitoring (&ffiuent and environmental)

that would ensure that the releases fall within standards and are as Tow

as reasonably achievable is net included. In addition, throughout the

document, the onty standsrds used for comparison purposes in many cases

are the Department of tnergy stapderds.currently in effect. It would be

appropriata to compare all potential releases to the most restrictive

standargs that now pply and/or that ave expecsed to apply in the mear 2.4.1.22

 future. For example, the EPA drinking water standards do nat currently

apply te the Hanferd site; however, at some point in the -future, they may
be directly aspplicable, particularly if the site becomes accessible

to farmers, 1t would also be appropriate to compare any potential releases
to the environment to any standard that is applicable to any porticn of
the nuclear industry tocay, not just DOE sites.

Radionuclide inventories used throughout’ the EIS are questionable, Early 3 1 3 9
disposa) records are inadequate, and more current vecords often are e

A7
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3.1.3.9

2.3.1.14
2.1.2

2.3.1.3

2.3.1.14
3.1.6.1

3.1.8.1

3-5.1.6

Wi

Az 8BRS [y

contradictory or eontain numercus discrepancies (as was noted 4n a recent
review of Rockwell's Waste Information Data System) resulting in the
need to "best guess" inventories. This may-have resulted in TRY sites
being left out of this EIS. A more detailed discussion of inventory
estimates and the criteria for estahlishing TRU . sites {i.e., how was the
concentration in each site derived}) 1is needed, :

The scope of the EIS neads to be expanded to include dntertank farm pipe~
lines, diversion hoxes, and other tank farm related facilities, which
retain significant vesjoue contamination, and have, on severa? occasions
leaked into the surrounding soil. :

Though not the purpose of this EIS. the subject of deep geotogic disposal
is raised as an aiternative throughout the document. The fact that it is
not the purpose of the EIS to discuss this alternative (as mentioned
throughout) coupled with the fact that it is & viable disposal a)ternative,
itlustrates that the two projects are interralated, resulting in an
incomplete EIS. Ppints not specifically covered n this document at laast
need to be referred to the repository EIS so 1t will be clear that a3l
ctoncerns wiil eventually be addressed.

Other questions and comments are as follows:

o There is.Tittle acknowledgement of the presence of hezardous
. wastes in the tanks or the TRU waste Streams. - The chemical
contents of the single-shelt and double-shell tanks may contain
significant elemental chemical as well as organic wastss,
There is 2 brief reference in the text as to the potential
applicability of RCRA but not acknowledgement of WAC 173-303,
USDOE appears ta be giving this subject only cursory attention.

o Will the grout proposed for use in the varipus dispusal alternatives
be tested for long-term performance characteristics such as:

a)  Compressive strength after
('1} exposure ta greater than 108 rads
{2) bicdagradation
(3) immersion testing
(3) thermal cyeling )
b)  MWaste stream testing prior o use

¢} Maintenance of gross physical properties for the mext 300
years. - .

© Wil the proposed protection barrier fnclude a11 the components
required under EPA regulations for harardous waste disposel sites?

A-28

. potentially corrosive soils on integrity of the single-shelied

]
=l

<o

LU - R e {

How has DOE determined that adding 'gravetl to single-shell tanks
with the remaining tanks-solids will be & suitable method to

limit future subsidences? NRC requirements for structural
stability of Class B and C low-level wastes call for the forma-
tion of 2 waste form that is a free-standing menolith. Since

seme of these tank solids contain activities greater than those
aliocwed for ow-level wastes, how will DOE ansure the tanks

£illed with gravel will not be a source of Futire cover subsidence?.
Consideration should be given to in-situ stabillzation techniques
that meet, if not exceed, the requirvements for Class C wastes.

3.1.4.25

How wil) ground water and air monitoring systems allow for a

determination of the impact te the commercial. Tow-Tevel . facility 2 1 7
of any potential environmental radivactive or chemical releases Ll
from this project? It will be macessary for the commercizl stte

operator to.determine the impacts bf their pperation on the

environment separately from those impacts produced by USDOE.

Show how the cccurrence and potential adverse impacts of any

3.1.4.18

tanks have been taken into consideration. -

Regardless of which disposal alternative is finelly chosen, remedial
action plans should be developed. These plans should identify -
specific events, both pre.and post closure thit would trigger
speeific actions along with the reaction times involved. - Alterns-

tives should allow for remediation.

2.3.1.11

How will Anternal dragns or piue..cp_eni'ngs-be sealted in a way that .3. 1 . 4 . 15
will ensure tank integrity? : . .

Comments relative to specific pages in the EIS fdﬂaw_.
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4.2.55
3.1.4.22

3.5.5.39
3.3.5.2
3.1.8.19

2.3.1.14

2.3.1.14

3.1.4.22

1.9, Ho.z

1.1

1.13

3.2

3.5
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Washington State
CEfice of Radiation Pucbection
Review of Hanford Defense Waste EIS

Coment

Some . . . wastes will remain radicactive for . . . tens
of thousands of years. BShould be hundreds of thousands of
years, given the hali-life of Pu-23% at 24,000 years.

Future Tank Wastes. Fourteen tanks are cited. Future
tank wastes should inglude the eight new tanks in AP tank
farm, four tanks in the planned AQ tank farm, aod the four
or eight in the plammed AT tank famm.

The Health Hazard Inder for Selected Radienuclidss cited
in Takle 2 is. in the context used, meaningless. A
detailed explanation of the methodoleogy for det:exm.mmg
that Index is needed,

Numercus altamati\-‘_e.s were congldered, three were
selected, There should be & discussion (brief} of those
alternatives discarded.

“Fhere would be very little. . .treatment of wastes. . R

In-sitw vitrification is treatment and has been proposed
for TRU sites. Clarification or definition of "trealment®
15 needed ’ -

Classification of wastes should include undergroumd trans-
fer lines not covered in facility closure plans, i.e.,
tank farm to tank farm encesed pipelines. Significant
residusl activity remains in these lines, and has, in many
cases, leaked to the soil or encasement.

‘Though not covered in this environmental inpact statement,
low-level waste originating from the processes described
on Page 3.2 and 3.3 should at least be menticned, since
they make up most of the volume of waste originating from
those processes. Also not discussed is the TRU wasie that
has been disposed of in low-level liquld sites but is not
covered by this ETS. Spil sites chosen for inclusion in
this EIS were done so0 based on TRY. concentyation. Many
othey sites contain significantly higher inventories of
TRU, but are not discussed.  How is the long term inpact
from those sites to bo addressexi? Additional discussion
is needed wider each of these processes.

See previeus cament.

Existing tank waste. The last sentemce of the first
paragraph in that section says that residual liquids and
slaries are contained in 14 newer tanks of double shell
construction, and that 14 double shelled tanks are
assigned to future Purex Plant waste Storage. Ave the 14
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double shelled tanks assigned to future’ sborage the sane
14 tanks cited in the previous sentence or are they tanks
that are now under const:ructmn and/or in the planning
stages? .

See comment on Page 2.2, On Table 3.1, the number of TRU
canteminated seil sites is given at 24. Given the
unknowns in wagte dispesal and past Hanford practices, bow
are the inventories known well emcugh 10 estimate how many
TRU sites there are? An Explanaticn is needed.

Under Section 3.2.2, Future Tank Waste, in the second full
paragraph of that section, it says that cladding waste,
beginning in 1985, will be processed for additionsl TRU
removel before being neutralized. Since it is now 1986,
has this process already begun, or 1s it still ptanned for
the. future? An update of thie paragraph is needed.

Under Section '3.3.3, Strontium and Cesium Capsules, it
says that Gesium would be separated out in the in-place
stabilization and disposal alternative for single shelled
tank wastes. How is this to be socomplished? If it is
described elsevhere in the EXS, that aree should he
referenced. If not, then a discussion is needed.

In Section 5.2.4, it is cited that recently, classifica-
+tion for TRU waste has besn changed from ten nanoccuries of
TRU per gram to 100 nanouries TR0 per gram and the cita-
tion given is’ a DCE document. 1s this change in classifi~
catlon acfepted industry wide (including Environmental
Protection Agency and Muclear Regulatory Cammission) or is
this purely an internal DOE classxfmatiun A Xitlle more
description of that change is needed.

Section 3.2.5, discusses the disposal of plutonium in
lom—ievel ligquid waste sites, and says that plutonium
concentration decrsases with depth, and gives a volume of
contaminated eoil of -32,000 cubic weters. Has considera—
tion been given to those sites that receive fairly high

- poncentrations of acid waste which may have driven

Jutonium deeper in the soll. and thus resulted in &

ighar wolume of contaminated TRY soil. The guestion of
‘diversion bUKES and underground waste fransfer lines
should also be addressed.

In Section 3.2.6, Pre-197% TRU Buried Soild Waste, the
-types of containers are mentioned in the shallow land
burial trenches. One of the most important types of
container originally used for disposal, and here only
covered under the category of “Other Containers", was the
wooden box. which has created a hazard as far ag cave-ing
asre conpermed. Wooden boxes, in particular, should have
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been called out sepavately. and in addition to the other
types of containers menticned. In addition, the cave-in
patentialfmthesewumboxssneedsbu addressed in
this EIS.

In the last pavagraph, the last line. it mentions the
‘definition of a TRU waste site for tha pre-1970 IRU buried
disposal sites. However, the inventory of many of the
pre-1970 vaste disposal sttes is either not known er
remaing classified.  If the concentyation is not known or
remins classified, then 1s the site assumed to be a TRU
site? That guestion 1s not clmrly answered in this
secticn.

In Section 3.3, Disposal o Managament Alternatives, a

great deal of reliakility is besed on the protective
barriers, yet many questions concerning those frotective
barriers are not adequately answered in this envirommental
impatct statement. Fur example, is the barrier in fact
wide encugh (large emough in area) to adojuately ewtend
beyond any possible waste wmderpeath (taking into congid-
eération lateral ‘migration) so that po possibility of
animel or plant intrusion exists? In the past, interim
stabilization methods in the 200 Areas have included the
additioh of soil barriers enly to the houndacy of the
waste disposal site: This has resulted in mEnarous bio—
logical intrusion problems aleng the boundaty. Ihis issue
neexds o be addressed 1n more detail and adequate assur-
snce given that the barrier extends far enough bayond the
waste to precivde the possibility of blological intrusios.

ihe third paragraph discusses a rulti-layer protective

barrier marker system to discewmge famming, root and
animel intrusicn. The mext paragraph, however, states

- ‘that & 1.5 meter thick layer of fine textured soil would
be the top layer. Would the marker system in fact dis-
courage farmers from attempting to farm over that five
foot layer of soil, which could resguit in trrigation and
additional water that would or ¢ould provide a driving
force for the activity below the barrier? In addition, is
mebazrierdesignadsumﬁﬂtmwinginsectsmﬂdbe
prohibited frem eatering the waste and resurfacing?

Wouid a better type of barrier pexhaps be to eliminate the
fine textured soll and revegetation on the top and. instead
provide & sterilized reck barrfer that. would again abso-
lutely discourane any farmer from attenpting to uss that
land for crop production?

Though this EIS is not designed to discass low-level
waste, throughout the docament théte are many references
to low-level waste disposal, such as the case in Section

. 3.3.1, ‘The Geological Disposal Ajtermative. In the second
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paragraph, last sentence, it says that low-level waste
‘would be converted to a grout and dipased of on-site. If
low-level waste is to be discussed or mentioned throughout
this document, shouldn't it be in fact covered hy.this
envirommental impact statement to provide a canorehensive
statement of Intent by the Deparfment of Energy on what
its plans are for all of the waste and surface contamina—
tion in the 200 areas instead of st seiected high-level
and TRU waste sites? Is the. intent and uitimate goal to
cleamup the 200 greas or is the intent merely to isolate
and/or dispose of highlevel and RU waste? Many of the
disposal alternatives discussed in this EIS are alsc in
other documentation discuseed for disposal or isoiation of
Jow-level waste. Shouldn’t al) wasts then be covered 1n
this EIS?

In Soction 3-3.1.6. second paragraph, it says that
residual wvasie containing less than 100 napocuries of TRY
per gram would be retaired in the. original excavated
hurial site. The sife would then be backfilled and stabi-
lized in the same manner as any other low-level site. What
method of stabllization would be useful? Stabilization of
low-ievel waste sites In the 200 Aveas has in the past, at
best, been temporary. Constant surveillance has been
required to maintein the stabilized status on many of
these gites, because of animal and plant root intrusion.
Constant maintenance hes been required. Is it then wise
to interim stabiliZe these low-level sites when so much
effert 1s being put into cleaning up angd removing- and
disposing of the high-level ang IRU waste? A more perma-
nent soiuticn for low-level waste wgeds to be disoussed as .
well. FEither ultimale disposal or a more permanent stabi-
lization method. .

On the sccond paragraph, last sentence. The land area
associated with tank farm disposal would be about 34
hectors, poes this include only those tank farms cur-
rently in place or does it also include tank farms under
construction or in the planning stages as well.

In the last paragraph on this page, it says that TRU
burial geounds with significant potential for subsidesce
would be. compacted using a vibwatory hammer.  This method
has been suggested in the past as part of the load testing
of waste sites with hioh cave-in potential in the 206
areas. However, each iime it has been suggasted, it has
besn detied as an unsyfe and wnreliable alternative,
Safety issues need to be discussed.

I
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3.26 ‘The fate of s:pty and parr,ialuy filled tanks is discussed

3.5.1.12

3.1.4.22
3.3.5.2
3.4.1.3
2.4,2.2
3.1.8.1

3.5.6.28

PP 743240894
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They will be coveved by the protective barrier that has
been described previously.. The guestion: Is this barrier
going to include not only the tanks themselves bet tank
farm related facilities as well, such as diversion boxes,
catch tanks. low-level liguid sites that are associated
with the tanks, underiroud entased and tnencased pipe— -
lines, etC...or is the barrfer just for the tanks them—
selves? I the Jatter is the mase, then how are these other
tank farm related facilities to be addressed?

In the first ful) paragraph of this section, it cites the
need to continue to transfer waste from old to new tanks
every 50 years.  This sitvation requires more detailed
coverage in this environmental impact statement, i.e.,
what would ba. the disposition of thé old tanks, how many
nEW fanks would be remired, personnel exposure. etc.
More discussion is peeded.

Twenty-seven plans -are mentioned to disposs of high-level
and TRU waste but not all are even mentioned. More dis—-
cussion 8 weeded concerning the 27 plans that were origi-
nally discussed. At a very ninlmm, sach of the 27 alter—
natives needs to be listed. -

Section 3.4.1.1, Radmlogxcal Inpacts from Routine Opera—
tions. More: dismssmn is veeded as to how radiation
doses to the public and workers were evaluated. The
information provided is very sketchy, as is the reason fur
the man-rems assigned to each pperation.

Section on Socioecengnics. Much dismussion is given For
potential impact oo tourism but no mention is given to the
fact that the Hanford Reservation is included in thée cexiad
lands of the Yakima Yndisn Ration. - That perticular sub-
ject needs to he addressed in significent detuil, since
the rescrvation is B iwmportant part of the Yakiaa Indian
Kation's heritege. Future irpact on them the
prohihition of their use as promised In the 1855 treaty
wondld have signlficant sorioetonomic impact on the Tribe.
Included should also be the other affécted Tribes inchud~
ing the Umatilla Indian Tribe and the Nez E'a:aa TIreiian
Tc:.ha.

Fotentially uette:r conditions ure discussed as & possibil-
iy to the ground water in Section 3.4.2.1. A
concern must also exdst that if institutional control were
lost after a certain period of tire, and the arpa  fanned.
ther significant xecharge to the ground water may yesult
from irrigation practices adjacent to the same of the
waste disposal sites. Sone discussion should be addressed
in this direction.
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Third paragraph, Radiclogical Ingacts in Temes of Health
Effects are cited. Are health effects fram nonradiclogi-
cal jmpects (i.e,. toxic vastes) alse addressed?  Discus-
gioy ie neaded

Section §.4.2.1, last paregraph. Projected enviromwental
impacts are cited as being mmall; however, in lipht of
Previous caments, the potential enviromental
are not adequately atddressed, such as preventing animal
and plant root intrusion into the waste or the impact of
trrigation in case of farming adiacemt 0. or even on top
of the barrlers and guestions remain concerning the ade—
quacy of barxrier widths, parttculaxly over soil sites, and
concerning the barxrier designs. Are they engineered
properly? Have tests been conpleted. or are they planped
pricr to comtitment to this method? In addition, are thé
environmental impacts smal} enough that the Yakima Indians
coitld have their rights returnad to them as far as the
1855 freaty.is contamed? Wouwld they sgein have full right
to gather berries and ‘fish and hunt on the reservation if
envirommental impacts are so small? Mare detafl peeds to
be gwen to thess sections.

3.5.5.16

3.5.1.33

. I.ast paragmph. The total invemtory of waste included in .
abotct

this EI5 will have decayed Lo & hazard index

ene-fifth of the hazard index of uranium ore etec: Hazard
Frrexes are not adequately described.  What do they mean
in terms of redl health effects?

Second full paragreph. A muwber of low probability eveats
which could disrupt the barrier are cited inclwding a
range fire (vhich is not a iow probability event) that
eould remove vegetation, strong winds [also not a low
probability svent) could denude part of the exposed soil
and animal excavations (elso mot a low probability event)
bucrowing into the barrier: All of these added together
are not even low probability events. Such distuptive
mechanisms have been working &n the Banford site ever
since it started, singly and in. conbination, that has
resilted in some significant disrupticn of other barriers
and soi} covers over the Banford sits. A zesvaluatam of
thiz subject is needed.

3.5.6.15

The ftrst full semtence says thit the doso associated with
the no disposal altexnative, though larger, would not be 3 5 5 40
expected to be fatal. Doss that also msen that the Health

Index would 2lse be 2ero? Bow does fakality inter-relate

to health indices previously discussed?

A-~35
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3.5.6.10

4,2.8

3.5.6.12
4.2.10

Review of Hanford Defense Waste FIS

Page 7

4.4

4.14, Figure 4.7

4.14

4.18

First paragraph. The whole body dose to the maximally
exposed individual for 1984 was Two millirem, It peobably
should also be added that this two millirem was not meas-—
wed in the environment but rather was derived through the
use-of models.

Bottam of the paga. This sentence which begins on Fage
4.4 says that the 200 area's plateau basically was formed
by flood waters that ccoored 13,000 years ags. This
statement inplies that within & 135,000 yemr pericd suffl-
clent flood would occur that would alter the 200 area
plateau in some manner., This would indicate a major
uphaeaval which appears to contradict the implication given
cmpagessnandﬂ{ame ct on man is described as
minimal- If a wajor reformation of the 200 area platsau
were to take place, even in the 40,000 to 50,000 year time
frams, the plutonium left behind in waste sites would cnly
have gone through at most two half-lives. The minimwm
impact cited previousliy on 3.4B does not appsar valid if
such a major upheaval would take place that sufficienl: to
have Fermed: the plateau 13,000 .years ago.

little bit better agreament between the two sex:ticns needs
to be made so that ane section supparts the other.

Tre figurs fllustrating surface water bodies on the Han—
ford site is cut cof date. 2-19 ditch no longer exists,
the 216 &10 ditch no longer exists, the upper half of the
U~14 ditch has been replaced by a power house pond. In
addition to that, the B pond (P-3k, B~2R, and B-3C)
implies that there are only three sections to. that pond
where the 3-A, B. and C are expansion lobes to the main
pond, s¢ that fthere.are in effect fowr pond sections at
this time. A possibie addition would be the contingency
pond which is pianned in the future. There should also be
an explanaticn as to the numbering methodology of those
sites, e.g., thet the 216, stands for 200 area low—level
liquid waste site etc. The mumbering of the sites are pot
consistent. Most are listed as 216 then the letter and

. the mmber. The U-t4 and Z-19 are nclt J.xsted that way.
Consistency is nesded.

last sentence. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers earlier
censidered possible construction of a Ben Frankiin Dam
howaver, there is ro indication in this section that the
plans for thet dam have been eliminated. Clarification is
needed.

The Basalt cutcrorpings on Filgure 4.8 and 4.9 don’t match
around ‘Cable Molmtaln, Gable Butbte and to the west of
Gable Butte.

Ravmuofuanfomnefmsemstens'. T,

pota)y
Page B 8155 02_.
§.21 ..Secomd paragraph. Studles indicate that there is migra-

5.4

General Cooment:

tion to the south and east of Gable Moumtain poed in the
confined aquifer, but thep later says that any centaminates
in that confined aquifer would discharge batk to the
unconfined agquifer in the vicm:lty of West Lake. ' West
Leke is to the northwest of Gable Moumtain Pond and yet
the fiow 1s clted as mimating south and:.sast. n\nse two
statexentsdantseﬂntnagcwviﬂ:aamoﬂ)er

InSecticm463 Threatened and Endangered Species, the
ssmndsentmcemysuutmarearenomdangmﬁdnr
threatened plant species it the site. ' Then Table 4.12
lists five plant species as endangered and threatmed.
There is a contradiction here,

In Section 4.7, first paragraph, 1t says that the entire
1590 =quare kiloweters of the Hanford site is a controlled
area. A definition of “controlled area™ nesds to be
included, whether it is for mxty reascns, radiological
yeasons, or for hoth.

Last bullet, the 6§00 area Miptim. 2 additional land

use in the 600 area is retired dry waste disposal sites,

and severzl low-level liguid vaste disposal sttes, such as
the Gable Mountain Pohd and the BC controlied area, bot.h
of which are technically in the 600 areas,

Section 5.%5.4, third peregreph, Applicable Copcentration
Guides, needs to be referented and perhaps have a little
bit of adzitional explanation as to what gmd% are in
fact applicable to the Henford site.

Fifth paragraph. It says that low-levels of radicnuciides
ohserved in most food stuff sanples are atiributshle to
world-wide fallout. Then a later sentence says Cobalt,
Strontiuom. and Cesium were detected in some of these
samples but with concentrations low empugh that any radia—
tion dose resulting from them would be negligable, and is
well below appliceble radiation protection standards. That
saams to imply that the activity detected in those sanples
is pot from fallout, so it appears that it is in comtxa-
diction to the first sentence of the par'agraph

The subject of deep geologic d:.sposal albamative is
raised Hu:mgmu this document. However, in addition %o
raising the issue, the fact that the deep geological
Tepasitory impact is not the pupose of this docment is
also spreed throughout the FIS. This results in an ineom
plete and confusing EIS. It illustrates that the two
projects ere tntertwined and cannot be separated. Perhaps
this incompleteness could be overcome $f more of - the
matters associated with the deep geolugiml repositoyry

A-37

3.2.4.3

4.1.7

4,2.9

2.4.1,11

4,2.11

2.3.1.3
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3.1.6.1

3.2.5.1

3.5.6.19

3.5.6.18

4,2.14

3.5.5.4
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5,59
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were covered at least in outline form with the addad
ata}:erﬁnt that the EIS for that vepository will be forth
caning. -

In Sectioh 5.3.2.3,. nonradiciogical Ccofnsaquences are
dim;ssad but there is no evidence of any discussion ‘cos—
cerning any toxic constituents to the waste. t needs
to be included. ’ : e ?

For the sentence baginning on Page 5.28, Gable Butts is
the preferred locgtion for the basalt quarry, There is an
archaeologlical site on Gable Butte that should be
addressed if Gable Butie were to be used for a quany. -

First paragraph, last sentence. It says that by £,000
years, the radiation dose to drillers would be less than
.01 rem per year for all classes of waste considered in
this EIS. Does this include the possibility of irhaling
particulates from excavating into TRU wasta? :

Conceyning the national interim primary drinking water
regulstions in 40 CFR 141, Even though no riblic water
gsystem currently exists on the Hanford site, many of the
altermatives discussed resettlamant of the Hanford site,
which would eventually result in Dublic water systems
1mte_ad on the site. Dus to that potential, the sbatement
in this section tieeds to be revised to imply that fubmre
water systems could be located on the Hanford site for the
public, Tnere are sane contradictions between Table 2,
vater concentrations cut of DOE 54B0.1A and in the Interim
Drhixking Water Standargs. ‘The most conservative should
apply.

The camment under referenom It appears that many of the
refarances vited in this kist of reguletions were left cut
of this section. They need to be added.

On Figire 3, Potentizl Exposire Pathways, there is no
pathway illustrated frop the buried waste to burrowing
animals to man. Burrowing enimals may transport the
puried waste to the sirface, which then may either
directly or indirectly impact man, either through inhala-
tion pathway or via uptake by cops which may be grown on |
the contaminated sofl, This has béen an important pathway
in the _2{_10 areas in the past. Glven the uncertatnties of
the barriers, if your going to include shallow root vege—
tatioglin the pathway then animal intrusion must be

as well. :

72
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General Comment

A.20

L

HEAT ey e
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Last parageaph. Today, radiation doses are usually deter—
mined for max man. It seems that in this case, that weuld
be the best approach to use as well, in addition to stan—
dard man. The person that is maximally exposed is the one

who should be addressed in this area. Later tables in the

document do edkdress both.  The discussion needs to be
expanded. .

In Section 8.1.1.2, Double shell Tarks, it says that eight
tanks are being constructed in AP tank farm. Since addi-
ticnal tank farms are in:the plamning stages; (i.e., AQ
and AT farm) shouldn't they be included in this discussion
as well, or at least a statement menticning that addi-~
ticnal tank ferms are planned. .

(e area not covered concerns on-site enviroomental moni-
toring to ensure the intégrity of whatever disposal alter-
pative iz ultimately decided upon. That should piay an
important role in this envirommental Ifpact statement.’

First completa paragraph, last sentence. The use of each
TRU- disposal site was discontinued before any radicnoclide
penetrated to the water table at a concentration exceeding
the then applicable toncentration limits. Thig implies
that the concentyation Limits me applied now are, of may
be exceeded. Comparisons with the old and new concentra-
tion limits are needed to explain this sentence in mare
detail. ) -

An additional bullet needs to be added describing ort
defining unplanned release sites since one unplanned
release site (216-E~15) is also included in TRV contami-
nated soil sites. ’ ’ :

Table A-9. Wnen originally excavating the 216-2-19 ditch
to replave the gid 216-Z-11 ditch, it was discovered that
they were inadvertently digging inte the old Z2-3 ditch, |
That contamination which was, and 15 listed as a IRU site
was buried mdjecent to the Z-19 ditch at-the head-end.

" Shouldn't that- site wvhich is now Iisted as the 216 W20
- unplanned .release sita also be included in the TRU sites?

Firet full paragraph, second to tha last sentence. Says
the two sltes {6181 and 616-2} are within the 300 Brea.
The 618-2 bxrial ground is in fact co-locatad ‘with- the
61B-3 burial ground; and both are within a cmmcn fence
outside and to the north of the 300 area, and not inside
the 300 mrea.. Only 618-1 is inside the 300 area.

Table A~11. In this table (ip the overburden volume

colum) is the additionsl.soil added by interim stabiliza-

tion alse added? Alse, same of the trenches located

within birial grounds are still listed as classified or
A-39
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conténts unkiiown. How i8 it them possible that the actual
mmber of grams of plutonium and total TRU curies are
incluged on this table? An explanstion as to how these

" inventories were estimated needs to be inciuded in this

appendix.
Table A-12. Sane cament as above.

Table A-14. Subscript a. It should be mentioned that the
area inciuded on 218-F-12B hrial ground includes enly the
inactive portion and doss met include the portion that
remains active at this time.

Saction B.1.1.3, mechanical retrieval of TRU contaminated
soil and solid waste sites. On Page B.7 1n the third
paragraph, it discusses reducing waste items in size if
they are too big. More detail is required to discuss how
large items are going to be handled or picked up, (i.e.,
concrete boxes, or equipment such as same vehicles that
may be buried. how would they be transported, or would
they be left behind?) The explanation given doss not
appear to be adequate for all types of waste that may be
encountared in a solid waste disposal site.. In addition,
the next pEragraph discusses that ventilation air would be

' discharged through two HEPA filters to maintaln .efflnent

rardtionuclide concentrations of lesg than meximen permissi- -

. ble concentrationhs for uncontrolled arees. How are these

effluents, or potential effluents, to be monitored to
ensure that that will be the case?

Second paragraph, Sectien B.1.2.1, Radionuclide Concen—
tration for Geclogic Disposal,” which discusses the build-
ing of a radionuclide concentration facility. Concentra-
trations of hqums released to murface ponds would be
less thap the MPC for releases to uncontrolled areas,
except tritimm, which would be within the limit for
release to controlled areas. This'is in conflict with
current written goals by Rockwell to reduce all liquid

" effluant xeleasa«s to the drinking water standa.tds.

Figirve B-23, Protective Barrier System in Place on the 200
‘Area Plateau. This drawing is not to scale and does not
include all sites to e included in the barrier system.
The drawing should be replaced by one illustrating all
sites to be inclwded wnderneath this barrier system {for
example, the U-10 pond, ©o scale drawing locations of 2-19
ditch and future tapk famms that will ultimately have to
be disposed Of as well like AF farm AQ, ete.). It wonld
also be bemeficial to show the locations of these sites in

relation to some of the najur facilities so that some idea -

of the scale and location is more evident.

A-40
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B.29 L.;lst paragraph. Airbome emissions of radicactive materi-—
als would ocour with all classes of waste. How ars these
girborne emisgicns te be monitored? -

B.33 First paragraph. See previous cooment.

B.35 Second paragraph. See previous comment.

Generat Camrent

F.3

References of course are an absclute necessity to support
a document of this natvre. However, too often’ throughout
this decument many conclusions are drawn without any
detail givén except just to refer to another document.
This results in information beiny inadequate for the
reader to fully understand the conseguences or lack of
consequences of a conclusion that is drawn. Although the
references are necessary, a little bit more detail is
needed when discussing certain fonclusicns. For example,
on Page C—2, under the HWWP alternative, an evaluation
showed that environmental effects resulting from disposal
in crystal and ceramic versus borosilicate glass were not
sifmificantly different. ' A reference is given but no
detail as to why that conctusion was drawn is included in
thls EXS.

Section C.7, Radiciogical Impects and Emissions of the
Vitrification Alternative. Dose comitments are clted as
belng all within DOE limits, which is e true statement;

. however, I wonder if it might be more advantageous to

include all other dose limitations that the commitment
will fall inteo, such as EPA and MRC, even though those
dose limits o not fiecessarily apply to the DOE site at
this time.

.In Ssction D.2, Relationship to Cther Facilities. Through—

out most of the E1S, Purex iz sinply referred to as Purex.
but in this section is referred to as A Plant. 1In addi-
tion, Z Plant is listed, which is the Plutonium Finishing
Plant, and S Plant implies thal Redox is still active,
which is not the case. Additional clarification could

. possibly be that aleng with the namenclature, the type

product that each plant produces way be beneficial in
understanding the kind of waste which would be generated.

Flouwre F.1, Potestial Environmental Pathways.
There is no pathway identified on the figure originating
frm waste disposal activitins There should be.

Section F.1.5%.1, Critical Gru.qus for Pose Assesg'rent The
first sentence states that doses ere calculated based on
the metabolisn of standard man. It is recoomend that the
maximen individual be considared as well to give a worst
case sltuation. As is stated in this section, metabelism

A-41
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4,1.10

4.2.17

4.1.4

4,2.19
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3.5.1.31

3.5.1.25
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M.19

. conplaints by area farmers.

T
st
i,
g oL

is pot the same for every age ogroup, every sex, etc.
incorporating maximem individual doses as well, that wold
be- compensated for. | If not to be taken into considera-—
ticn, then why do the foliowing tsbles list net only

ters for aversge individuals but maximm individuzls
as well, That indicates that the mximum. indgividual
should or would be considered in this dociment.

Section 1.1.1.3, Routing. This section discussas the
transportetion reguirements zs delineated by the Depart—
ment of Transportation, amd says that tn the event of any
conflict betwesn state and locsl transportation require—
ments and the DOT requirements, then the DT requirements
pre-@mpt state and lodal requirements. boes this aiso
include those state and local transportation requirements
which may be more conservative? This section needs more
clarification to ensure that state and local toncerns for
transportation are addressed.

In the preliminary analysis of the performance of the
protective barrier and marker system, it says that, based
on an evaluation of the projected ablility of thesa candi-
date designs,. the multilayer earthen cover was chosen for
analysis in this EIS. Meore discussion is needed on why
this design barrier was chosen over soil mounding,
revegetated covers, Synthetic and natural imperweabls
layers, ‘etc. There are ne weferences given that would
discuss why the other designs were discarded.

Section M.3.2, Biointrusicn Contxol. Bicloglcal factors
including plant and animal activity could lead to radia-
tion doses to man in the long term. However, in the
previous section discussing dose pathways to man, anfmal
intrusion into the waste is not discussed, ner is it
included on any of the diagrams.

In the fiyst and second paragraphs, it discusses the number
of people expected to heed the warning marker System. For
example it concludss that A5 to 9% out of 100 individuals
would heed warnings and not drill inte the barrier or
wvaste site. How vere these numbers derived? The risks

‘are meaningless without an explanation. The same comment

is appropriate for the entire section.

In Spction M.5.1.2, in the first paragraph on page ¥.13,
Flant Cover, it says that the plant cover selected was
theatgrass. The use of cheatgrass 1s awrrently prohihited
for any stabilization project on the Hanford site due to
It would appear that the use
of cheatgrass seed would inpact those farmers. In addi-

Review of Hanford Defense Waste EIS

Fage 14

M2l

Section O

P25

ol
Lty

MoLs

AUZ B 1988 b2

ViR O
.

tion, cheabtgrass is an annual plant. During drought
conditions, it may not come back to adaquately prevent
significant erosicn. These inpacts need to be addressed.

In Section M.5.2.1, under test cases, it discusses simes
lated cover gystems, with the comblination of factors most
and least likely to contribute to drainage {with reference
to Teble ¥.7 which provides a simmery of malti-layer
varrier simulaticns). Apparently. the different barriers
were mimilated rather than actually muilt. The question
arises then, how the data was derived as far es cralnage
is concermed? Will actual baryiers be constxucted for
testing prior to comitment te this altermative?

Cover disturbance considerations. Wind erosien is
discussed, howaver, range fires are not. A range fire may
gemude the top of the stabilized waste sites and leave the
eoil open to wind erosion, as was evidenced in the 1984
Banford range fire. A great deal of soil was moved. . The
scenaric probably shauld be adiressed where 8 significant
amount of the soil cover might be lost following a range
fire, and then ses what impact that might have op water
infiltration, transporation, ete.

Potential contamination of the aguifer. Thexe s ne
discusgion of potential inter-conmunication batween the
unconfined and confinad aguifer around the Hanford site.
Assuming that there is no possibflity of inter—communica-
tion, shouldn't there at least be scme discussion of that
fact?

Section P.2.5, in tha first pavagraph it states that 616-2
sibe is located ingide the 300 area. Correct that to say
that it 1s located adiscent to outside the 300 area fence,
and is, In fact, colecated with the 618-3 burlal ground.

Table P-10. Does the radionuclide inventory included in
this table alsc include tenk wastes in tank fams that
have yet to be bullt, or only those that are currently
built, but not yet fully used? Same comments for Table
P—ld, B-t5, P-16 and P-i7 through P-22.

Semnd paragraph, the last sentence says ditches arg
unlined ekcavations used for conveying the low-lewvel
1iquid waste to the pond, Same sites officially desig-
nated as ditches are alse used for specific retentich. For
example, the 216-5-10 ditch and the 216-B-63 ditch.
Keither of these sites are used to convey low—level liguid
to pond, but rather fulfills the purpose of a trench.

A-43
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Last paragraph. It says that for 25 years a comprehensive
program has been in effect for monitoring the groumd
water. I beliave its been more of a deveicpmental pro—
gram, and has net, in fact, been a comprehensive program
that has boen in effect for that entire perled., I think’
some historical background of the development of the
ground water monitoring program would be eppropriate.

A general description is glven of low-level liquid waste

. sites and then a description of the pround water monitor-
Iing program. However, Flguwre V.1 shows the general ground.

water moniboring nétwork for the Hanford site, but there
is no figure that shows the detajied ground water monitor—
ing program in effect to actively monitor those low-level
liquid waste sites discussed on the previous page. A
f:gurewmldbeamropnatemtslmsmeextentofthe
ground water monitoring program inside the 200 areas
arcund the low-level ligquid waste disposal sites:

tonterning the characterization of the 216~A-24 crib, in
the last sentence, it says that behavior of contaminants
migrating fram this facllity cannot be conpletly charac-
terized. That is true: however, there is soms data
available concerning the 1ata:al migration of contaminati—

-nnfmtmscrih.aswasdocmﬂnta:lmanmusualomm—

rence report written du::.ng the excavation of land adja—
cent to A~24 for backfill in the 24i-2R tank farm. At
that time, significant lateral migration of contamination
away fram the crib was noted. That data is veluable and
would be beneficial in showing that there ¢an be signifi-
cant lateral migration of contamination away fram the
actual disposal site, and can not hecessarily be identi-
fied just by loocking at the sxface bamdaries of the,

site, . .

Figme v.2. It would be well to include a submote on this
figure steting that these irawings are definitely riot to
Brale.

Section V.6, Disposal Ponds. The 216110 pond and asse-
clated ditches are discussed, but no where is it discussed
that the pond and major ditches flowing into that pond

have been retived and stabilized. I think that would be a
valuable addition to.this section. In .addition, the title
should be changed from disposal ponds to the 256010 pond
systans, gince that is the enly pond that is discussed.

Review of Hanford Defense Waste EIS .
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Ceneral Comment

Rockwell Hefiford operations has an extensive emviyemmental
monitoring program that, if discussed in this IS, would
eliminate meny shortcomings in the do¢ument. Site spe-

‘eLfic monitoring (for disposal alternatives) is extremely

important,. The progrem is in place. It should bhe
discussed. .

i3
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DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT Telephones:
. Office: 1509} BBG-1451
Kerinewick City Hall Emergency: 911
P.0, Box 6144
Kennawick, Washingtan B9336-0144
BRERTON COUNTY
: June 13, 1986
REMDRANDUM
T0: Washington Nuclear Waste Board
APPENDIX B FROM: Donna J. Somers, Director
SUBJ:  COMMENT ON DRAFT FNVIROMMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS DISPOSAL OF PARFORD DEFERSE WASTES

" As the depariment respensible for emergency planning for Benton
County, we would 1ike to offer the following comments on the
impact. on lecal emergency response.

There are three areas of importance that are not sufficiently
adaressed in the DEIS, pertaining to the alternatives involving
off-site transporcation: treining, equipnent and planning.

1. Training - Currently training is made available to Berion
County by the Bepartment of Emergy. The training covers
radiolegical monitoring and response procedures for fire
fighters, paramedics and Taw enforcement. This training
program should be evaluated n 1ight of the proposed
transporiation alternatives,

Z. Equipment - Local first respenders will need equipment.
wWhich is not. currently avaiiable.

3.. Plamnine - Additions to current emergency plans or develop- 3 "
ment of special plans will be reguired.

hs is stated in the DEIS, localt fire and taw enforcement are Jikely

to be first responders to a transportation accident: That being 2 25
the case, ‘it is important to recognize the costs incurved by these 3. 4. .
agencies, as well as emergency management, for preparing to respond

to the increased probability of a transpeription accident. This

impact should be addressed in the fimal Environmental Impact State-

ment. :

Bas/clc




86v

& . s
.
Ry
. APt
; Inland
 — ; .
-\ Empire e
c’»\ Conference S

3.3.2.1

3.4.2.2

3.4.2.24

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS: the Department of Energy has issued its Draft
-Environmental impact Statement on disposal of defense wasle currently
stored at Hanford: and :

WHEREAS: the two basic options are 10 continue to store the present
and future nuclear waste at Hanford or to ship It elsewhere: and

WHEREAS: continued storage at Hanfprd mneans the transporting of
fulure defense nuclear waste to Hsnford and storage eisewhere means the
iransporting of existing defense nuciear waste from Hanford; and

WHEREAS: any transportatien of radioactive material poses some
danger: and

WHEREAS: transportation through urban areas creaies more risk than
through less densely populated areas; snd

WHEREAS: the Draft Envircnmental lmpact Statement indicates that
the Department of Energy will make available money to ensure adequate
emergency response and that federal support is alsc available from Federal
Emergency Management Administration, Environmental Protection Agency,
Food and Drug Administration, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission;
and

WHEREAS: local governments besr the ultimate responsibility for
emergency response planning; NOW THEREFORE, IT 15 HEREBY -
RESOLVED BY THE INLAND EMPIRE REGIDNAL CONFERENCE:

1. The Department of Energy is urged to empioy the mosi favorashle
technological means to solidify and store hazardous wastes at their point of
origin, and

#. The Department of Energy is urged to choose that option which
- greates the [east risk and requires the igzst emount of nationwide
transpertation of defense waste, and

3, The Department of Energy” and other federal agemfies are urged
1o make available to iocal emergency response providers the support
promised in the Draft Environmentai impact Statement.
6.

Adopted by the Inland Empire Regipngl Conference May 21, 1%

Jy’.’}\'. {Jack)] Heoner, Chairman
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May B, 1986

Warren Bishop, Chairman
Huclear Waste Board

Department of Ecojogy

Mail Stop PV-11

Olympia, Washington S8504-8711

WICKE 5. MCHEALL, MAYOR

Dear Hr. Bishop:

The Spokane City Council is copcerned about the defense waste
currently stored at Hanford and has instructed our staff to make
a careful review of the environmental impact statement recently
igeved. Following that review we unanimously adopted the
attached resclutiion Ho. B6-38. .

Please enter tliis formal resolution in your records and call upon
us at anytime for further comment.

We appreciate the difffcult task you must face in dedling with
such complex technical issues, but hope you realize that Spokane,
by virtiee of higtory and geography, is a populaticn concentration
egial to that of the State of Wyoming in which the major
transportation corridors lie atop a sole sourcé aguifer, in front
cf three hospitals and 2 nigh school, and passes through the
center of the larcest urban concentration between Minneapolis and
Seattle. We are deeply concerned about transportation of all
bazardous materials, including especially nuclear waste, because
of that unigue geographic situation.

Sincerely,

Vocke e Xelet_

‘Vicki McNeill

Hayor
pos.ho.58

B-3
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 7 FIFTH FLOGRCITY HALL 7 BPOKANE. WASHINGTON 93201-3355 / {5(H) 4552665
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RESOLUDTION NO. 8 6 - 38

of Energy has ismsued its Draft

WHEREAS, the - Department
disposal wof defense waste

Envivenmenta) Impact Stetement on
currently stored at Hacford; amd

WHEREAS, the two basic options are to continue to store
the present and future nuclear waste at Ranford or to ship it

elpewhere; and
.

WHEREAS, continved storage st Henford means the tramsporting
of future defense nuclear waste to Hanford and storage elsevhere
means the transporting of existing deferse noclear waste from
Henford; and

WHEREAS, any transportation of radioactive waterial poses
some danger; aed

WHEREAS, traepsportation through wurban aress creates more
risk than through less densely populated areas; cwd

WHEREAS, the Draft Environpestal Impact Statement indicates
that the Department of Energy will make mvailable money to ensure
adequate emergency response and that federal support is also
svailable from Federal Emergency Managesent Adminietration,
Envirenmental Protection Agency, Food and- Prug Administration,
and the Nuclear Regulstory Commission; and t

WHEREAS, local poveroments bear the wltimste responsibility
for emerpgency response plannimg; -- KOW, TEEREFORE, IT IS5 HEREBY
RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF SPOEANE:

1. The Depertment of Energy is urged to employ the most
Pavorahle zechneolopica! =aeaps to solidify and store hazardous
wastes at their point of origin, and

2. ‘The Department of Enerpy is urged te cheoase that aption
which ereates the least risk and requires the least amount of
nationvide tranzportation of defepse waste, and .

3. The Department of Energy acd other federal agencies
are urged to make available to locz} emergency response providers
the suppoart promised in the Draft Enﬁironlen[al Impact Statement.

Adopted by the City Council May 5, 1986,

City flexk’ i o -

Approved as to form:

DL

p-Assistant City'Attorney

&t
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RESOLUTION NO._ 198§-08-22

A RESOLUTION RELATING TO WASTE MANAGEMENT AT HANFORD

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy has
issued a Craft Environmental Impact $tatement on Defense Wastes;
and

WHEREAS, such Draft Environmantal Impact Statemant raises
many lssues of substantial interest to the citizens of Clark
County, including the potential siting of a nuclaar waste
repogitory at Ranford, and tha disposition of radiocactive wastes
already stored at Hanford; and

WHEREAS, the safe And effective dispositien of nuclear
wastes is a matter which should be cooperatively and publicly
pursued; now, theresfore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF
CLARK COUNTY, STATE OF WASHINGTON, that the Board supports the
cooperative stance of the State of Washington towards the United
States Depértmentaof Energy's commitment teo improved waste
management at Hanford, and further the Board questions 'the
selecticn of Hanford as the best site for a long term nuclear
waste depository and voices their concern for the potential
contamination of tha Columbla River and the potential for

accidential spills of contaminants being transported to Hanford.

ADOPTED this j*‘bé day of 4%@4 . 1986,

ATTEST:

Cleryghta the Board

Approved as to

form Only

ARTHUR D. CURTIS,

Progec Attorney
Clark/C ¥, Alashington
By:

Deputy Prosecuting Attc:hﬁf

B-%
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TESTIMONY OF
APPENDLIX C

BOVERNDR BODTH GARDNER
S5TATE OF WASHINGTON
far
PUBLIC HEARING STATEMENTS USLDE FUBLIT HEAKINGS
. . ’ an
DEFENSE WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL 1MFACT STATEMENT
by .
CURTIS ESLHELS
BFECIAL ASSIETANT ON ERERGY 1SSUES

July 8, i%8&
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Governpr Gardner requested that I express his regrets that he could
not be here personally to comment on the Deatt Environmental Impact
fitatement on the Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Transu-
ranic and Tanl Wastes. He asked me to pressnt his testimony. Ny
name is Curtis Eschéls. 1 am bovernor bardner 's special assistant
on energy issues. ] Chair the state of kashington Energy Facility
Bite Evaluation Coungily and 1 eam a member of the state o
washington Nuclear Haste Board.

Eefore 1 make specific comments, | will take & few moments tp list
veneral criteria the LLE8. Department of Energy (USDOE} should use
to reach derisions. The number pne criterion must be the protec-
tion of pupnlic healtn and the environment. To meet this all impor-
tant eriterion, USDDE musts

- use state-oft-the-art technologies:
- comply with appropriate laws by leaving the shadow of the
1254 Atomic Energy Act exclusions and moving anto the

sunshine of current-federal legislationg

- consider economits, but not allow epcotomits to drive deci-
SiDNhs}

- minimize future releasesy and

- ‘meke sure sciente, not politics, prs&aii in the decision
making process.

The clesnup of this 40 yvears arcumslation of westes 1s a8 malvor,
long~term challenge +or USDDE and the state of Washington. This
Drait 15 1 tne bemanming of & long, difficult, and ezpensive
task. .

1 am pleased that the citizens of thais region have become so knDwl -

-eaaeable about.thrs yssue. 1 eredit the USDDE and state of

washinmgton i1niormation programe 4or provioding 1aformation to the
citizens. I hope these intormation programs will continue even
though the Draft EIS comment perasn will soon end.

The foliowing specific comments are made in the. spirit ef amproving
thie dgraft impact statement. This thtee volume, 1,000 pape dosu-
ment 1=, $for the most part, cleariv written and tethrucally soung.

However, to make the {final dotuyment complete and.adequate, LSDDE

must incorporate the following iscues.

fhemicai Hazards

The scope o4 the DEIS 1€ 0O narros. The document does net ade-
guately deal with the hundreds pf thousands of tons of chemical
wastes included in.tank wastes and dispersed in Hanfordg soils. The
hazards of chemical contamination are no kess real and wrgent then

c-2
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the hazards of radicactive meterials. USDOE must inventory the
chemicals epntamination and each disposal alternative must
specificaliy address chemical contaminatian.

Soil Barriers

Ine Draft EIS appears to make overly optimistic performancé assess-—

mente for enil barriers. The validity of the EIS is in Jjeopardy if

the avarlable literatures has bheen misrepresented. EBarvier perdfor— 1 57
mance must be zubstantiated by previous studies and ectual eyperi~ 3. 5 L] .
ence.  Fathway ang travel time caltulations are meaningless wuntil

barrier performance 1= substantiated.

Compliance With Safety Laws

We are conterned that the USDOE emphssis on stabilizatian of tanks

i contrary to the Nuclear Waste Felicy Act "multiple barrier®

aoproach which requires stabiliration of both the container and the 2 4 1 1
wastes. The USDHDE approsch leads to an acknowledped contamination T L
o4 Hendord grovndwster. Conteaminetion of groundwater i1s cohtrary

te state low. In the tinal £15, USLOE should soree to comply with

all anpropriate state laws to protect public health and the eavi-

ronment . .

Complianse With the Natione]l Enyirgemental Pelicy fct

In the final impact statement, USDOE must specifically identify the )
impacts of "the" propbeal as reguired by the National Envirormental 2 4. 1 ].7
Folicy fAct.,  The use of "bounding assumptions” to cover a range of * 7 Te &
imoarts or altermatives is not acceptable. Delayed records bf

decision will reguire, as a msinimom, a supplemental EIS with an

opportunity for citizen comment.

The draft document calls for a system to merk the boundary of the

attual disposal si1tes. LISDUE describes what it calls “actual dis-

posal satee® whien  wpuld cover 32 square miles. In our opinion, 2 5 7
not &l! the 32 sguare miles must be off. limits forever. Only that e
land that 18 irretrievsply contaminated by dangerous wastes shpuld

be writtep noff. USDODE must establish a separate, public protess to

condem: land prior to writing it odd.

Abilitv to Montor

USDOE must, in the final EIS, evaluate the impact bf defense wastes

on the ability to monitor a proposed repository. This monitering 2 1 7
is especially important in the earlier postcleosure years. It is + L
ebvious that sven consideration of 2 repository reguires the best

possible tlearup of defense wastes.

C-3
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Efiéct on (ther Decisions

Heslth and safety issues must be the major factor in the clearup of
dedense wastes and in decisiphs leading . to the selection of a site
+or geologic disposal of high-level wastes. From all indications,
the decision to indefinitely postpone work on a second repository
was based, in part, on USD0E tata whith assumed single-shell wastes
would not go to a repository. I4 the decision was influehced by
such an assumption, there will surely be added pressure by USDIDE to
stapilize the single-shell tank wastes in place. In addition, the
use of such dats to make a decisiocn on the second round repository
raisss seripus guestions sbout the wvalidity of the geplogic reposi-
tory alternative +or single-shell wastes. The spirit ang intent of
the National! Eavaronmental Policy Act reguares consideration of
valid alternatives. The inal EIS must clear up this confusion and
must clesriv address the impact of single-shell wastes on the
desion and construction ol a repository--~wherever it is built. The
final deocument must 1nclude specific intormation on the number of
canisters of glassified waste USDDE expects to extract from single-
=hell tenks.

Conclusion

Iin canciusion, 1 support stronalv USBOE s efforts to move ahead on
kev elements 0f the Hanford cleanup. This 1ncluoes continuing
recearch and preliminary decign work on the glacssification and
grout 4tacilities. The state. of Washinoton will work &o forge a
coalition to suppert cleanup funding.

The Washington State Nuclear Waste Eoard will testify at the
Seattle meeting and the Poard will submit detailled commenis on or
befpre the August ? deadline.

Governor Gardner and I thank you for this opportunity to comment.

3 4
% o
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TESTIMONY OF i
WARREN A, BISHOP, CHAIR
WASHINGTON STATE NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
FOR
USDOE PUBLIC HEARINGS
ON '
DEFENSE WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Jduly 15, 1986
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Thank you for the epportunity to comment on the Draft Enwrunmcntll lmpacl
Statement {DEIS} on the Disposal of Hanford Defense Higk-lovel, Tranturanic and Tank
Wastes. My name is Warren Bishap. 1 am Cheir of the state of Washingtor Nuclcar Waste
Advisory Council and the gtate of Washington Nuclear Waste Board, My buzinzss address
is Mail Stop PY-11, Olympis, WA 98504,

The Board and Council have placed a very high priority on the review of this mast
important document. Easly in the review period, we hired u contraclos to assist us roview
the more 1echpical kspects of this three volume, 1,000 page document. Board and Councii
members, tegether with staff from the Office of Nucicar Waste Management, eompiled &
st of significant policy and legal issues. At about the mid-point oF the review process
we topk our preliminary techaical, policy, end legal issues to tie citizens We wanted to
inform the public about some of the issues associated with lhe DEIS apd to obtzin citizen
commeznt oo the DEIS.

In mid-June, we held public meelings in Yakima, Kennewick, Spokane, Yancoover,
and Seattie. Approximaiely 300 peoplie atiended the meetings and 115 peopit presenied
verbal comments, We received excellent testimony which was olten very intense and
ematicnal.

Washington State ritizens find it difficult to separaie repository issues from
defense waste issups. Most speakers expressed deep eoncern aboug the Basalt Wasic
Esolation Project and the siting of & permancnt national repository at Hanford, However,
there wes significant support by the citizens of the Tri-Citics area for the USDOE
dispost] cptiozns, .

There is tremendous public distrust of USDOE and desp concern about the
decision-making process. Many people feel the decisions kave already been made, the

" ‘decisions may not have & scieatific basis, and that the sture and its citizens have Hrile

voice it the decitions, Most citizen. comuments oz public health, safety 3od environmental
issues relited 1o concerns about possible contamination of the Columbia Rlvc: and the
potential for scribus impacts to .round\vmer and agncu!mrg_

On or before the Ausust 9 deedline, the Nucliess Wastc Board will submit detaited
commznts oo the Defense Wasic DEIS. Our comments wili includc 8 summary of citizen
commacBis made AT the state information meetings Iv addition, we will incinde detaifed
tomments or technical, bzga) and policy issves. In the bricf time reonmining, 1 wilt
summatizt seme of the Board's major public policy concerne

As | mentioned earlier, theré is decp citizen concere pbout the decision making
process. 1o the final EIS, USDOE must clarily the roic of the stare and citizens in the
decision mekipg progcss. Specificnlly, USDOE must identify the impacts of ™he” proposal
a8 required by the Nations) Epviroomental Policy Act. The wse of "bounding
assumptions® to caver @ range of impacts or witernatives ix mot Rcceptable

The Nuclear Waste Bonrd is concerned aboot USDOE's planeed nse of delayed
records of devision. We recognize that some ahiernstives will reguite additional resenrch,
When the research iy compittc and USDOE is ready to recommend »n uction, USDOE
musl, g3 4 inimim, prepare a supplemental EIS and give the states and citizens an
oppertunity to comment,
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We are concerned apout the USDOE marker proposx] which wovld make 32 .!quue
miles of Washinglor Steie Jand of{ limits forever, USDOE muse prove that all the 32

square miles must be off limits forever,

On May 24, Secretary of Energy Herrington recommended, and President Reagan
approved, three Wesicrn sites For chrrecterization for the first hlgh-]:v:] nuclear waste
repository Rnd announced toar all site specific work on the second reposilory would be
1ndet‘m:tc!y postponed. From all indications, the decision to postpons work indefinitely
wxs based, in part, on USDOE datn which assumed single-shell wastes would pot g0 10 2
repository. I the decision was influenced by such an lssumplwn. there will surely be
added pressure by USDOE to stabilize the single-shell tanks in place. ‘This 2xsumption
also raiscs seripus questions about the vaiidity of the geolbgic repository alternative for
single-shell wasies,

2.1.8

The Draft EIS 2ppeass to make optimistic performance assessmests for soil
barriers. The validity of the EIS is in jeopardy if the available Hierature has becn
misrepresented. Barrier pesf ormance must be substantisted by studies knd ngtuu)
expericnte. Pathway and travel time calcilations arc meaningless untjl barrier

performance is substantiated.

Jn summary, the cleanup of lhls 40-yeer accomulation af hazardous wastes is &
iong-term chalienge for atl of ws. Resolution of our polu:y. technical, and legal issues is
the mecessary first step in this long, difficult #0d expensive chalienge.

The Nuclear Wasie Board supports USDOE™s continuieg research and design work
on the glassification and grout facilities. The Hanferd cleanup will require large
fimancial expenditores over the next fow decades. The Nuclear Waste Board will work
with Gevernor Gardner and the Congressions] delegation from Washingion and other
states of the Pacific Morthwest ta forge a cosiition to develop financial support for

tleanup,

The Nuclear Waste Board and T thank you for this opportunity to comment.

3.5.1,57
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERSY ON THE DEFEHSE WASTE E1S
TUESPAY, JULY 15

) £ e 6175

€00D AFTERHOON. 1 AM ANDREA BEATIY RINIKER, DIRELTOR OF THE HASHINGTON STATE

) DEPARTHEKRT OF. ECOLOGY.

WPRREN BISHOP DID A GODD JOF OUTLINIEG A NUMGER OF OUR CONCERNS WITK THE
DRAFT DEFENSE WASTE ENVIROWMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, '

T WOULD LIKE TC TAKE THE SHORF TIME WE HAYE ALLOTED T0 US ON THIS CRITIEAL

ISSUE-TO ZERD IN ON THE CHEMICAL HAS'IES WHICH ARE MIXER IN MITH THE NUCLEAR

WASTES. VHESE $0-CALLED MIXED WASTES ARE oF CEITICAL_EUNEER.N 7O THE - STATE
DEPARTHERT OF ECOLDGY. ’

SPECIFICALLY, I BELIZVE FT IS A MLJOR POLICY ERROR AND A MONUMENTAL ERVIRGKHENTAL

RISK TG FAIL 1K THIS 15 70 ADEQUATELY FPESENT A SOLUTION FOR MANAGING IANFORD'S
HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL HASTES.

THE BRAFT EIS FAILS TO GUARANTEE TG THE PEOPLE OF WASHINGTOR SAFE MAMABITMENY
OF THE APPROXIMATELY 220,000 TONS .0F {HEMICAL WASTES HHIC!:! ARE MIXED IN WITH.
THE RADIGACTIVE STEW AT HANFORD. THAT IS MOPE ‘THAN 100 POUNDS OF HAZARDLUS
WASTE ?OR EVERY MAK, WOMAN RHD CHILD TH WASHINGTOH. :

DESPITE THIS MASSIVE VOLUME AND THE GREAT POTENTIAL FOR ENVIRGNMENTAL DAMAGE,
THE EIS FAILS TO RECOGNIZE THE STATE'S AUTHORITY UNDER FEDERAL AND STATE LAW
TO MANAGE HAZARDOUS MIXED WASTES AND IT. FAILS TO IMPOSE THE STRICTER STANDARUS
THE STATE USES IN MANAGiNE N{)N-RADiDACT[VE BUT DANGEROUS WASTES.

URFGRTUMATELY, TRIS IS NOT THE FIRST TIME I HAVE ASKED THC DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
TO RCKNOWLEDGE THE STATE'S AUTHORITY ¥ REGULATE HANFOGRD'S HAZARDDUS MIXED
WASTES.

MORE THAM A YEAR AGO, IN APRIL 1985, I INFORMED DOE THAT ECOLOGY HAS THE
AUTHORITY TO REGULATE EANFGRD'S DANGERQUS CHEMICAL WASTES —- JUST AS WE ARE
DOING FOR MORE TRAN BOD HAFARDOUS WASTE GENERATORS AROUND WASHINGTON.

BUT THE -DEPARTMENT OF ENZRGY CONTIRUES TO REMAIN ‘IN THE SHASOMS OF THE 1954

ATOMIC ENERGY ACT AND DEMIES THE STATE AUTHORITY OVER MARAZING THE _DA.NGEROUS
CHEMICAL WASTES IN THE HANFGRD STORAGE TANKS.

IT IS TIME ENERGY COMES OUT OF THE SHADOWS OF THE 1954 ACT AND INTC THE SUNSHINE
BF THE STATE'S DANGERGUS WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM,

THE DRAFT £IS HUST DEMONSTRATE THE STATE'S PERMIT REQUIREMENTS CAN BT SATISFIED
AND ESPECIALLY THAT STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR PROTECTION OF SROUNDWATER QUALITY
BAN 8E MET. '

TT IS IMPORTANT FO REMEMBER -THE BAZARDS OF CHEMICAL CONTAMINATION ARE KD LESS
REAU AND URGENT THAN THDSE DEALING WITH RADIOACTIVITY.

r
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THE PRESENT PRACTICES AT HAHFORD CONTINUE TO CONTAMINATE GROUNDWATER IN
HASHINGTON. | T AM WORRIED THAT IF THESE PRACTICES ARE ALLOWED TO CONTINUE,

IT COULD FRUSTRATE THE INTENT OF STRICYER STANDARDS MHICH THE STATE HAS

APPLIED Of ALL DYHER IKDUSTRIES.

THE HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL WASTES OF HAHFORD ARE JUST AS REAL, AND JUST AS DANGEROUS,
AS THE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS GENERATER 1N OTHER PARTS OFVWASHINGTDN. AND YET,

DOZ CONTE{JES TO REFUSE TO ACCEPT THE STATE'S ROLE 1A CONTROLLING ALL THEST
FWASTES,

THE DEPARTMENT OF EREREY, THROUSH THIS EYS, SHOULD MEET THE SAME HIGR STANDARDS
REQUIRZD CF LIVILIAN DPZRATORS AND ALL OTHER FEDERAL FACILITIES.

THE BEPARTMENT DF ENERGY TQ AGREE TO HAVE ITS HIXED

ER STATE HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS. SOUTH CAROL INA,

COLERARD, OHID ANG TITNZSSEE ALSQ ARE PRESSING TO RCGULATE MIXED WASTE.

1 MUSF ASMIT ERZRGY HAS SLOWLY AGREEL 70 PLACE SOHE OF 75 CHENMICAL WASTES
UNDER THE STATE'S MANAGEMENT SYSTER. . BUT THE PROCESS HAS BEEN HUCH LIKE PEELING
AR OKION AND A HUSE VOLUME OF THE MOST DANGEROUS TANY WASIES HRE STILL URDER
ENERBY'S CONTROL AND NOT FROPERLY MANPSED AS DANGEROUS WASTES IN THE EIS.

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON IS READY TG FISHT TO PROTECT ITS' GROUNDWATER AND
ESVIRONHERT FROM THE MIXED HAZARDIUS WESTES GENERATED AT HANFORD.

"
ol
sl
e
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BS E MEMTIQAED, THE BATTLE LINES ARE FORMING BETWEEM THE STATES AHKD DOE QVER
THIS CRITICAL ISSUE Of MIXED WASTES. WE ALREADY FEELME HAVE THAT AUTHORITY

UNBER STATE LAYW.

THE CORRECT STEP RNOW WOULD BE TG AVDIf A PROTRACTED LEGAL BATTLE AND DO WHAT
1S RIGHT -- REWRTTE THE WIXED WASTES PORIION, ACCEPT STATE REGULATION AKD

SHOW US HOW YOU WILL TREAT THESE WASTES TO GUARANTEE FARMERS, FISHERMEN AND
OTHIRS 1N WASHINGTON THAT WE WILL WAVE A SAFE SOURCE OF WATER FOR CEMTURIES.

C-tI
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“ TESTIMORY ON HANFORD MF[HSE UAS'I[ DEIS
July 1%, 198
Rick Nelson
My hame fx Dick Nelson. I represent the 32nd Legislative District
of Seattle in-the Vashington State tegislature. and i serve 2s a member
of the State's MNuclear Waste Board. I wish to comment on several
tssues either npt addressed in or not adequately coversd by the DEIS.
I &1se woulid 1ike to ingicate that ]. subscribe to the comments pre-

viously made by » representative of the Nuclear Maste Board.

Future Plutorium Production and K{Htary Waste Generation

The DEES assumes that the N Reactor and PUREX will be operated
until 1995, producing tank - wastes frnr_k'this 2nd other DOE sources
correspunding to the proc.essing or 12 DCID .\‘. uf N Reactor fuel. The
DE!S takes into account the processing -of an addﬂionﬁ 20,000 t of
1rraduted urasfum beyond 3995 ™in response to nationa! defense or
The BDELS does not
d'lsc_uss th_e military necgssit_v far ,the, future produttior of plutonium,
or alternatives in néetinﬁ the need which would not result in more
waste being gesprated. The finat EJS mstr address the need for more
pletonium by takmg dnto account weapons systems that are under devel-

opmen? or are candidates for develagp_ent. and dh'lch cannpt be amed by
either our currenf; p‘iutonium _stockpile or by recycling plutonius in
obsolete warheads. This sust be addressed for two reasons important to

the citizens of ¥ashington: (1) The total volume of weste will deter-
wmine the need for a second geologic repositery for t_:oming'led military

and comercial weste. {2} ¥e have a right to know what military pur-
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poses require  that se assume the visk and the responsibility for the
generation and storage of u significantly increased quantity of high-

Tevel waste.

Quantity of TRU in Various Storage Sites.

The DEIS  provides only app’rqiimate vatoes for the quan-tity of TRY
radionuclides in the several si_tes.- Girven the great divers.ity of waste
forms and materials contaminated with TRU, and their sources, it fs
understandable t.hat precise measurements of TRU activity ané weight
have been difficult over the. years in which TRI h2s accumulated.

Esttmating techniques were presumzbly empioyed to arrive 81 the values

in Table 3.1 and Appendix A. One is led to the inescapah’le. conclusion

that there must be considerable uncertainty in the walues listed, What
is the probable range of activity cn'd weight of TRU for eacﬁ site? The

final EIS should indicate the probsble errer ir  the gusntfties of TRU

estimated, and exactly how: these quentities were wezsured or estimated,

tong-Term Impacts Following Postulated Pisruptive Events

The BEIS docs mot  adequately address possitle climatic changes

resulting from increased carbon dioxide and trace gases in the earth’s

atmosphiere {(the ‘,f b effe_:t'). .Current and pmdicﬁd increases
in these -gases (produced by ﬂfu&statinn and combustion of fossil
furls) could 'Ind to the le'lhng of the pohr ice taps, @ sign?ﬁcunt
increase: in sea level and - groundwater Jevels, and la;or c}iutic
changes. Increase in prec‘lp'ltatmn unu‘!e mcrease the expected ground-

water recharge, ‘which unu'ld speed the migration nf radioll:hl'lﬂ' into
C-13
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the groundwater, as would a higher water table. The final EJS must

consider the possibitity thet future precipitation at Hanford may be
greater than_ 30 em {11 inches) per year, and thast the water table may

rise.

Incressed volcanic activity, possibly. caused By cyclic perturbe-
tions. in the earth's orbft, towld eiso cause tlimste change. Higher
volcanic activity is .prnpused as 2 trigger for -increased glacistion
over relatively short periods of time (decades or centuries). I a new
glacial period is imtint.ed. gtacial fiopding can be predicted at the
Hanford site. The DEIS states ~that such flioods could be of a scale
that wouleé stour ot the waste ..sites to 3 depth of several meter;.
smaller ftoods could erode the waste site progressively and transport
Tong-1ived plutoniue radit;nuc‘l'ldes in more concentrated. aliuvial de-
postts, rather than edtrafning them uniformly in a' great volume of
sediment.” The final EI$ should address the possibility that glacial

action is  possible much  sooner than ‘the 40,000 years estimated n_the

BT
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nuciear explesion at the site of wastes subillzeﬁ in place could
result in the disperni of wajor gquantities of .ud!onuc'!fces. flli‘ in
extess of the asmount vrelensed by Tission of the nuciear wavhead.
Thetdore Taylor, fomér deputy dire:tor. of the Defense Atomic Support
Agency, stated to a House Suhcmittee on June 16, *The totsl inven-
tories of two especially troublesome radisactive isotopes, cesium 137
and strontium %9, in  the reprocessing was!..es buried [at Hnnford].ara
the same as would be released by the e;:p'los{nns of several thousand
one-megaton nuclear weapons.” Hie went on to say that, “Release of

these wastes by large chemical or small nuclear explosions could pro-

duce Jong-term fallout conlamination on the same scale as » nuclear

wer,® A vepository in which high Tevel wastes are stsbilized in place

could be more vulnerable to terrorist attack than would an operating

. muclear reactor. The final EIS should thorowghly analyze the vulnera-

bility of a surface Eepusitury to muclear sttatk snd the health conse-

BE1S. It should also take intc account the possibility that glacial

flooding eould ‘disperse plutonium from stabilized in-place weste sites
in_a way that increases environmenta?l risks.

Effects of Huclear Explosions
The DEIS contains no amalysis of the disruptive effects of &

nuchear explosion at the repusitpry hgation. Hanford, because it s a

production center for nuclear weapons meterials, is considered to be 2
tzrget for muclear missiles in the event of an enemy atizck. It is

also potentially a target for 2 terrorist attack. A ground burst
o 14 o

guences compared to geologic storage.

) Funding Clesn-Up a.nd !fa'ﬁt.e ﬁeductidn

The DEIS estimteé_ costs fof the various alternatives, hﬁt"sug_,-
gests n.u. funding 'suu&e. Spokéspersoh.s' for the DDE have on several
occastons alluded to the probable difficulty of .persuadihg 2 l'mdglat-
cutting Congress to .Ippr\oprilte. monfes to faplement the Final disposal
atternative. T.lley have e-phns.ized the nead for strong efforts om the
part of Hashingtm cigizzns and their Congressiomi representntiv_es to
work to secure the hecessery funds; The State of Mashington shogﬁd ‘ot
be placed in the. imss’iéﬂe pos.it'inn “of tobbying I“CO!’IQYQSS th:lf 1=s

C-15
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preoccupied with belancing a federal budget by eliminating programs,
There will be as little support for funds for cleanup outside the few

states that produce snd store military westes as there is for a commer-

ciz! waste repository outside the same states. The Tinal EIS should

rec d a_ guaranteed funding mechanism. A portion of the D{b or DOE

budget should be earmarked for the. .:\eanup of existing waste and the

reduction and handling of futpre wastes. The fund shoutd be sufficient

to cover the most 'expensive atternative -- geologic disposal =- should
it be c.hnsen.

The DEIS dees mot speak to the State's role im monitoring the
research and znalysis that will be required. _!ndependent research will

be needed to prove the design of the engineered barrier, to analyze

- features of hydrulﬁgy. safety of the waste forms, characterization of
- . -

wastes {especially the tank IBStE.S). retrieval of the wastes, and to

" research means of waste reduction, among other projects. This role is

comparable to “the state's efforts in mnimfing the site characteri-
zation of the BRIP program for the commercial and wmilitary repository.

Those efforts esre, of course, supported by federal grants wnder the

Nuclear Wasie Policy Aet.” The finel EIS should ndieste how funding of

the State's wonitoring responsibility will be guaranteed.

BEIS Procesc isgprovesent

The DEIS public comment process does not serve the concerned

pubtic well wihen 4ssues dre as technical and complex as the siting of 2

nuctear waste repository. Most citizens do mot have efther the exper=

tise or the time to plow through thousands of pages of the DEIS and

C-16

references. A new approach to public dnvolvement should be taken

before the final EIS 1s issued snd any record of decision is issued.

“The most important tfechni.l:ul fssues should be identified and wade the

sitbject of pul.ﬂir; i’nru-ns in which technical professionals with differ-
ent viewpoints or holding different assumptions engage in dialogue and
debate. Hri.tlen documents should be 'is.sued giving the pros and cons of
the fssues or t‘he differing assumptions. This process would .n.ot re-
place, but woule supp'lgmén:l; .ti.le standard comment pr.ocess and public
hearings. “This dialogue would shed more Tight on the technical ques—
ticns that must be answered before décésions are made that' could Teave
large amounts of higk lTevel and TRU wastes in the soil of our Siate for

future genervations to contend with.

LAEI S e 0173
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URS CORPORATION

2615 EDURTH AVEMUE SIUNTE 200
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98121
TEL: (206) B2

August 1, 1986

BiT1 Brewer - LR
Office of Nuclear Waste Management LU B 1956
Washington State Department of Ecology e Y Acke
Mail Stop PV-11 R .
Qlympia, WA 08304 -

Bear Bil1:

Submitted herewith is our review of the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement
{DEIS) for Disposal of Hanford Defense High-ievel, Transuranic and Tank
Wastes. This review was prepared by URS Corporation with significant
technical agsistance from Converse GES and Energy incorporated. The review
focused upon those elements of the Defense Waste Project which might affect
nutlear waste repository siting (Basalt Waste Isolation Project-BNIP) on the
Hanford Reservation. In particular, elements of radiochemistry, geohydroiogy,
risk, health effects and disposal aliernatives were considered,

The repori is ¢rganized into four chapters and an appendix. Chapter 1
provides introductory material. Chapters 2 and 3 review the DEIS and ask
{numbered} questions of the U.S5. Department of Energy (DOE} for their
response in thair final FIS {FEIS). Chapter 4 &nd Appendix A provids a
critique of many of the references cited by DOE. An Executive Summary s
provided. More detail on the approach and organization of this review is
discussed ia Chapter I. A Preface is also providea which places this raview
in context of the waste disposal project and this DEIS.

NEPA 2Tlows 2 laad agency te summarize comments to a DEIS instead of
printing 2 specific response to each ane. Because of the specificity and
complexity of the questions hereim, we suggest that the State should
encourage DOE to be as specific as pessible in responding to these gquestions
and avoid combining them with ather comments.

All questions are numbered consecutively, starting with 1001, except for
Appendices questions which are numbered by Appendix.

We appreciate the opportunity to assist the Office and the Nuclear Waste
Board in their review of this important project and Jook forward to continuing
our association with WOOE in {heir analysts of activities related

to Hanferd.

Sincerely,-
o e

L -{?&/f
=

Grant Bailey T
Diractor of Environmenthl
Studies and Planning”
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The product of this work effert is to be used by the State of Hashingtnn
solely in ihe preparation of a comment letter to the U.5. Department of

Energy (DOE) regarding the DEIS an Uisposal of Hanford Defense High-Level,
Transuranic and Tank Mastes. The product of this work effort is not

intended o be used in any other way. URS Corporation assumes np Ylability
for use by others. :

i

PREFACE

Th’fs report. provides review cpm@nts and guestions related tu the DEIS
entitletd Disposal of Hanford Defenge High-fevel Transuranic ard Tank Wastes.
As in any report which is Focysed ok uncertainties; or on conclusions which
are subject to dispute, the report may appear. to emphasize the negative
aspects of the DEYS. Questions are mot asked, nor commests made, dbout
areas with which we are in compYete agresment. . L

The DEIS is an extensive document providing great detail about some
very complex topics. Jt is obvious that it is tHe preduct of a great deal
of work. 1t is not-surprising that questions woulc arisé over methodology or
results ie such 2 tecknical arga. It .is hoped that clarification by DOE of
the questions raised here wi'ﬂ enhante fhe value of -a very important
document., .

While most environmental: 1mpact statements ditcuss the potential
envirpnmeniai harm whieh could oceur from 2 proposed project and discuss
methods. to minimize impacts. the defense waste preject is different. A
projeCt sponsor useally seeks. to receive zuthorizatien. for 2 prdject from
permitting authorities. who generally choose beiween denyihy the project,
thereby aveiding impacts, or authomzma 1t with acceptable smpacts, The
authorities- genarany havé. the chmce of denying.a.project and avoiding mest
unpacts. X . X

Mest defense-waste d\snosa‘l at Hanford, however, has already occurred,
and this EIS is intenged to discuss the bes' methods of cleanup and
environmental protection for an action that has already happened. Thus, the
chaice given heré 1o decistonmakers is-actu~11y easier. - A)l-alternatives
proposed by USDOE impirpve the environment a: fiznford ovér "no action’ and
any uncertainty discussed herein reﬂeczs mainiy on the degree of :
environmental improvemest. net degradation, The uncertainties raised in
this review affect the amount of environmental improvement pessibie,. not
whether eavironmenta)l improvement .will occur.

{(patjLiuapt 1uammoo ou}
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Some problens were found in some of the assumptions wade and in
data utilization. Much of the work done with these data invelved
very complex analyses. These analyses themselves. were not
generally checked within this scope. Thus, it was not always
cilear what the significance of some disagreements would
regarding the potential for changing the final result,

Technicat Review o

Disposal of Hanford Defense, High Level, Transuranic and
Tank Wastes Environmental Impact Statement

Although we have rafsed questions regarding errors and uncertainties
which, if corracted or clarificd, tay modify the results of this analysis,
we have not conducted our own analysis to develop our own Findings about
the conclusions. It-is hoped that the comments made within this report
will be seriousiy considered in @ re-analysis of the topics within the
dotument, and will contribute to a thorough and accurate FEIS.

INTRODUCTION

This review provides a comment to the USDOE draft Environmental Impact
Statement {DEIS) entitled Disposal of Hanford Defen igh-Level
Transuranic and Tank Wastes. [t provides infermation relevant to the

e1s

d)

.

e

I3

identif

{no comment

potential impacts of defemse wastes disposal on the Geologic Repository at
Hanford and considers numerous elements to the defense waste disposal

process of interest to the Office of Nuclear Waste Management. It examibes
Appendices to the DEIS in detail and checks numerous references which were

General Commenls

The USDOE cited -mure thaw 300 referances in their preparation of

rovided i . . o
provid n the DEIS the DEIS. A.number of references checked did mot appear te 4 . 1- 10
‘v ihis rl-evifewht‘surérlwgamzedgntn four chapters, It includes 2 discussion support the conclusions stated in the DEIS.
of Volume 1 of the Chapter 2}, .a discussion of the Appendices the ' ol wg - : y
document (Chapter 3}, and{ a Eepara’ié section diseussing thg_ﬂrererenc:: o In some jmportant dreas, the USDOE appears to be overly : 3.5.6. 53
checked (Appendix A). The overall review resulted in zpproximately ninety - pptimistic about the uncertainties noted in their discussion.
{90) comments (questtons) on the DEIS. . :
X X . o Some assumptions and findings made by USDOE regarding t[ue 3 . 5 . 1 . 57
Thts review examined Rumeraus créticat elements within the DEIS either effectiveness of the protective barrier are questioned in this
in isolation or, occasionally, within the context of other elements. As a review. - - - '
resut{, mo pne conclusion or conclusions can be drawn about the project or ) ”
the document as a whole. "The review team did not reanalyze the project or snecific Commenks

reconstruct the major anaiyses. Our findings relate to the individual
elements examined and the references checked. 1In many dreas, it is
difficult te characterize the ultimate importance of our conterns for two
reasons: first, the document we reviewed is & draft and subject to
considerable revision as a Final EIS, and; setond, USDOE themselves
recogrize the uncertainty of many of their primary conclusions and intend
to study many of the issues further before making final decisions.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This Executive Summary attempts to summarize the important elements of
the DEIS, It is difficult te develop a representative summary of the DEIS
because of the nature of the document under review, and because this raview
did not_inciude all elements of the entirve document. The reasoms for this
difficulty are as follows: ..

o The DEIS decument is in three volumes, with more tham 1,000
pages, including 22 séparate appendices--each a separate report
within itsetf. The tength of the DEIS makes it difficult to keep
a summary brief. The Appendices represent different topics and
do not lend themselves to a single integrated summary.

ati
wallld agree, that if ¢limate changes in“the fuiure, the most Yikely change

. The DEIS concludes {Appendix R}, -and we

3.5.6.47

would be toward a wetter elimate. The risk amalysis in the DEIS )
{Appendix S) then assudes a 90 percent probability of a drier climate as a
basis for impact analysis. .

Pri

ipd . 1IN cited references and on DEIS page 4.20,

it is assumed that average annual recharﬁ'e during dry eltmate conditions
The

would range from 0.5 cm to 5 cm/year.
pumhers would.be 5 cm/year, USDOE assumes.f.5 cm/year. In addition, we

*worst case™ of these two

3.5.3.2

feel that the DEIS estimate of 5 cw/year recharge as representative of a .
wet climate is also noncenservative. : . R

er Per . “The DEIS states on numersus.occasions that

various azpects of barrier performance are uncertain and that testing is

ptanned or is wnderway on many of these aspects. This js & proper
conclusion. The DEIS alse makes pumerous conclusidns, however, about the
effectiveness of certain elements of the barrier, which are often not
qualified hy the appropriate ievef of uncertainty. Although-preliminary,

3.5.1.57

these conclusions vemain 3 part of the.final conclusions about
environmental impacts from the projéct. The resylt, in our opinion, is a
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Jevel of confidence about the relfabiHty and effectivences of the
protective barrier that is-not supported.

Radignucltide Release and Transport. Although the DEIS suggests
tpage 0.1} that it 15 intended to present conservative {worst case)
assumpttons in its madeling, numerous vative umptions are made,

especially among the distribution coefficients. For example, this review
Found Kd (distribution coefficient) walues im the cited references which
were more conservative than those used in-the EIS.

Groundwater Movepient. As described in the DEIS {Appendix Q), various
infiuences, particularly offsite irrtgation, are likely to raise the water
table to' a higher level than assumed in contaminamt transport calculations.
The resulting shortened travel times for radionuclide movement to the
accessible envivorment do not appear te have been incorporated tn the
Tong-tern parformance ass: t or e analysis of the various
disposal alternatives.

tomp]iance with EPA Standards. It appéars unlikely that EPA standards
under 40 CFR 191 could be met by either the in-place stabilization or
reference alternatives if more conservative assumpiions, as discessed in

this review, were used in the analysis of radionuclide release to the
accessible-environment.

- Worst Case {Conservative) Analvses, Our opinion va the type and

“content of many of the assumptions made in the DEIS 1s that they are

noriconservative, The comp “of these vative assumptions
yields a nonconservatively low radiation dose from all aliernatives.

.Compounding these assumptions alse results in more similar radiation

release results for geolegic, in-place stabilization and thé reference
alternatives than way be justified.  Wé believe that move cdnservative
assumptions.will ‘lead to results that might not support the DEIS's.

. conclusions about the effectiveness of the veference alterpative and

in-place stabilization. We feel that these conservative, yet véry
rgzlistic zssumptions would show much greater differentes between these two
alternatives and the geologic disposal alternative, than shown in the DEIS.
in particolar, a conservative approach favors oinimum reliance on
protective barriers and greater reliance on geplogic dispesal.

s
Sl

CHAPTER 1
L ' INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTEON

The 13.5. Department of Frergy (BOE) .is underway in the selection and
implementatfon of dispssal actions. for radicactive wastes on the Hanfard
Reservation.  These wastes were gemerated from defense-related activities
oceurring at Ranford over the last 40 years or more. This selection process
invalves thé evaluation of various disposa? options and combinations of
options. The main components of "these alternatives include in-place

. stabiiization &nd use of 2 geslogic repositary::

Re part of this analysis, DOE issued a draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) entitled Pisposal of Hanfard Defemse. Hi eve
Tramsuranic -znd Tank Wastes. The DEIS was formally issued with its fiTing
in the Federa) Register on April 11, 1988 and the 120 day comment peried
cleses-on Saturday, August 9, 1586. This report is a review of the EIS
which s te-be used as part of the. State of Washington’s comment to DOE on
the DEIS.

PURPOSE

Tre purpese of this report’ is to provide the State of Washington with a
technicat review of the DOE DEIS sa that the State might use it 2s pari of

-their comment Jefter to the DOE DEIS. This review is intended to point oul

errors or uncertainties in ‘the DEIS and to ask quastions regarding these
uncertainties so that DOE may correct or respond, as necessary, as they
prepare the finat EIS (FEIS). - . DR

SCOPE

The scope of this review includes thpse elements of the environment
shown in the enclosed table of contents snd is forused on the references
cited in the appendices to. the document and the.Appendices themselves. .1t
is intended to pay particular attention to the potential effects of defense -
wastes disposa]l on the repository at Hanford, a2lthcugh other elements of the
docenent have been reviewed.

The review includes sections of the EIS related to radicactive waste
processing and disppsal, and exciudes analyses of biological affects,
speiveconomics, and transpartation.

HOW TO USE THIS REVIEW

This review document of the USDOE Defense Waste EIS has been prepared

especially for twn user grotps: the USDOE and the Neclear Waste Board and
staff. . .

I-1
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For USDDE, we have explained the rationale for various concerns and
translated the more impprtant concerns into direct questions which ave clear
and aasy ta respond to in the FEIS.

For the Kuclear Waste Board, Nuclear Waste Advisory Council, and staff,
we have explained the approach te this veview, the general contents of each
EIS section reviewed, and a ndrrative characterization of each section with
important and unimportant elements highlighted.

To receive a general synopsis of the DEIS: Review the General Comments
sections in Chapter 2.

To get a general idea of the accuracy of references: Heview Appendix A
and associated comments from Chapter 4,
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