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Thanks for asking for my opinions of your “Draft INEEL HLW EIS™. It's nice to see that the effort I've put
into my hobby {HLW management) during the past few years qualifies me to be one of the Site's “key
stakeholders”. Since the National y of Board on !
seems to feel the same way (they've sent me a personal copy of their review of the Site’s HLW program),
I've decided to put my thoughts about both of these reports together into one note.
Here it is:
First of all, | feel that these documents have dealt INEEL's credibility as the "lead laboratory” another big
blow. | also feel that its future viability as an applied engineering facility has been seriously threatened.
Since the NAS's report is more prestigious and apt to have greater impact on INEEL, Il start off with it.
[I-_smathlzn with the Panel's with the 4 that make deing nothing seem
=L ‘more sensible than trying to i any of the EIS i with today's HLW

ﬂ(}) p igm. (These are in another recent NAS Report, “Barrers fo

Science”, 1996.) However, while | agree with the Panel’s reservations about the “separations” approach
championed by INEEL's decision-makers, | don't agree with its conclusion that it would be best to
abrogate the two key HLW-related provisions of the “Batt agreement”; |.e., to not render existing calcines
“road ready” by 2035 AD and to not calcine the remaining liquid waste by 2012 AD.

Since DOE could honor its promises if it were simply willing lo eschew some of its "symptoms”, a more
censtructive conclusion would have been to suggest that it do so and identify specific changes that need

to be made.

| also disagree with two of the Panel's rati for its 1) itis not to delay
decision-making until we know more than we do already about the chemical composition of INTEC
wastes: we know ing that's genuinely relevant fo & any of several reasonable rock-

making processes and "characterization” via the science of analytical chemistry cannot prove that there
isnt a molecule of "listed” waste somewhere in the tanks/binsets (only God can knew such things) -
“characterization” done for its own sake' is simply another of DOE’s fabulously expensive delaying
tactics, and 2) It is not necessary to know every conceivable detail about the waste's ulimate resting
place (repository) to get on with our job of converting it into road-ready waste forms - we can and should
make materials suitable for disposal in any of several already sufficiently ized & ik

I candi pository sites, the same assumplion made by the people who designed
the "historic waste" solidification system for BNFL's Sellafield facdity (UK ) and who decided to

encapsulate everything with concrete.
* For example, a recent estimate of what the LS taxpayer is now paying to "charactorize” each of the barmels of RWMC waste being
preparnd for shipment from INEEL o WIPP is $50,000 (roughly the cost of a four-year degree at a good college.) The nominal
pupose of tis actvity [s 1o “assign codes” o the wasta — the rumbers do not influence how the bame! is shipped or what wil b
done with it at the repositary. |
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\-42 _ [What we genuinely don't know enough about yet are specific details of how to go about applying
.o () i i jes to INEEL's wasteZ] [ e reason for this is that DOE-ID's
i MO contractor refused to spend any of its “programmatic” money on actual R&D - virtually all the money
1- spent on alt ives to its itri scheme went to produce “group think” exercises
%@ similar to the Draft HLW EI

2 [There is an important factual error in the NAS repart (it isn't the Panel’s fault — it was pulled verbatim out

- of an INEEL technical publication.) Figure 11.1 (p 99) suggests that ICPP/INTEC calcines are about ten

V(“ fimes mere radicactive than they realty are (i.e., that they possess a total radioactivity of about 60,000
curiesim™.). In this case, the number is impartant because it suggests that it would take more than cne
hundred years for those calcines to decay down to a level now considered to be "low". The fact is that
gg‘iual ICPP/INTEC calcines generate only about 40 watts worth of radioacts heat/m® (due p y to

& "Cs) which corresponds to a radioactivity of ~7,000 Cifm® - which, in tum, means that they're

about at “Class C* LLW limits now & definitely will be below them (fission-product-wise at least,) by the
time that we've promised to have ‘em ready to be shipped offsite.

|-4 |Of course, in a rational world it really wouldn't make much difference exactly how "hot" these wastes are
v q} ecause any facility used to treat/dispose of them would certainly be "remoted” anyway - whera it makes
{ a difference is when decision-makers decide what they are going to do based solely upon arbitrary (and
therefore subject to change) criteria such as the radwaste classification numbers listed in Table Il of 10
CFR 61, The US Nuclear s with legalistic hair-splitting rather than commen-
sense implementation of the intent of laws/regulations (another of its “symptoms”) is evidenced by
INEEL's insistence that SBW is fundamentally different than the reprocessing waste that's already been
calcined . Ifiwhen we ever screw up enough couragelresolve to calcine SBW, well discaver that the
resulling product is just as nasty as the other calcines (it'll have a higher percentage of plutonium, less of
fission products, more mercury, less cadmium, etc., etc.). There is no good reason o treat them
differently just because somebody decided to label ane of them "high" and the olther "incidental”,
Logically, they should be tumed into one type of waste form and disposed of in one type of repository.

The NAS apparently wasn't told that there’s enough room In the binsets (set #7) to accept any calcine
made from SBW without having to mix it with existing calcines and thereby render it "high”, That's

imp one of its rati ions for ing that DOE-ID break its promise to calcine
SBW (which wouldn't be good for the Site's credibility) is that so-causing it to become "high” would make
it more difficult to deal with. It wouldn't, making any kind of durable “rock” out of SBW (concrete, HiPed
glass-ceramic, or glass) would be facilitated by first buming out the volatile sruﬂ

As far as how to go about calcining this waste is the reason we haven't been able to succeed
|-5 at it is that the Site’s decision-makers deliberately decided to not use the only really efficient approach
('-(Z) available to do it; i.e., add some sugar just before squirting the stuff into the calciner. It's an well-

. established and safe way to calcine SBW (the rest of the world (e.g. BNFL at Sellafield) routinely does it
that way & we successfully tested the concept here at NRTS/INEL/INEEL thirty-five years ago and again
~ 3-4 years aga). If you refuse to calcine that way (today's excuse is "safety”) then you either have to
dilute SBW with massive amounts of easily-denitrated stuff such as aluminum nitrate - which makes

ly slow, ily *NOx ous”, and creates a lot more calcine than actually we
need to - or run the calciner at a femperature that generates so much “fines” that the offgas system
becomes plu; up with dust (the reason why the last “high temp re" ign had to
be shut down).J{The fact that the Site's decisi kers have also dfastly refused to do things like
I-b Y { plate it from the calciner's offgas scrub selution) and NO, from NWCF
l'.i.C-(‘f) offgas has made calcination a lot less attractive (& that mission less viable) than it ought to be. Some
sorts of modifications to NWCF would indeed cost a lot of money but these two would be pretty cheap

'E]mre are two reasons why sugar calcination would greatly reduce the amount of NO, that's emitted by
-1 NWCF. First, much less aluminum nitrate would have to be added to the waste (we'd need an Al:Na ratio
- &{2) of =1:1 instead of the ~3:1 required by the *basis approach” — each mole of Al so-added adds another
three moles of nitrate). Second, sugar calcination reduces mest of the nitrate in the calciner's feed to
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elemental nitrogen instead of to NO,. Since NO, is the probably the most toxic gas emitted by NWCF (&
certainly the most visible one), don't you think that an “EIS™ ought to mention that there's a cheap fix
available for it? [Cheap? @ 20 cents/pound, enough table-quality sugar to sugar-calcine all SEW would
cost about $0.5 million — “running” NWCF costs ~$50 million/year & sugar-calcination of SBW would cut
the required operational time by at least a factor of two.]

(Why doesn't ths EIS mention that STUDSVIK offered to sell INEEL a brand new, MACT-compalible
calcination system (including a new building to put it in) for considerably less than what it's now spending
every year to “run” NWCF7)

q E-SlncetheNﬂSPand pp agrees that gen these wastes would be a good thing to do,
% A1) Why isn't the waste cop ing option that | suggested six years 2ga (i.e., slurry SBW with existing
w.p calcines, add some sugar and then feed both phases into NWCF) and which was then subsequently

deemed feasible by a Fluor Daniel report (1966) mentioned in the EIS? The University of North Dakota's
fluidized bed i h facility ("EERC") offered to do a pilot plant scale demonstration of that

process for ~$20,000. This offer was ignored.
e |-42

=10 ) E!OE pramised to calcine all of INEEL's reprocessing waste (BATT agreel lignlng that would mak

Vil 'D{" Conversion of that waste Into good-quality waste forms much easier, andﬁ::n done both on time (by ui.e()
1-43 2012 AD) for a reasonable number of doliars]—jwhy does this EIS devate So little attention to evaluating

nhLe(s) ways to actually accomplish i . 4 m.e(2)

Incidentally, I've just heard through the company grapevine that most of BBWI's radwaste experts have
been cloistered up in town for the last 3-4 weeks rying to decide upon a way of dealing with SBW
consistent with all of today’s polici —app thy 's pushing for a
decision on a *preferred -

E‘ve also heard that the SBW treatment altemative viewed with the most favor invokes running it through
=1 Columns/contactors to separate it into streams called “non-contact handled TRU" and "Class C" LLW,
lll.'F.afl) grouting both of ‘em, and then shipping both off to be buried in differently-labeled holes at WIFP.
ty, somebody’s decided that there's only so much "room” for one of these waste categories at
WIPP (I farget which one) so it would, therefore, make good sense for us to spend a few tens
( ds?) of million parating the stuff before we ship it all off to the same place](This kind
of govt spending/planning gives me a warm feeling when | send off my check to the IRS every year.)

|-8
.0M)

=12 [Agan according to the grapevine, none of the NAS report’s suggested SBW treatment options are being
I.II..D-'-I('f) considered. Why n@

i ives are rep in the EIS ¥.

Here are some questions about how the pi

First, most of your process options invoke the grouting of one or more waste liquid streams — most of

i Which would be strongly acidic. Mone of the figures you've shown depict that those streams will be

[t .l:.(ﬂ} calcined/incinerated prior to being solidified. Why not? Deing so simultanecusly reduces the
massivolume of grout you'll have to make, destroys troublesome stuff like “listed” organics, and makes a
much more durable concrete product.|

114 ESewmd‘ your Hot Isostatic Pressed (HIP) Waste option (Fig. 5-9) invokes the HIFing of lon exchange
in. You can't put gas-forming materials inte HIP cans. The figure needs to indicate some sort of heat-

res
nl.D-'L‘-(') pretreatment step.
(-5 Third, your “Planning Basis” (Fig. S-7) and INEEL P It} (S-12) suggest that
s-loaded ion exchange resin will be “separated” along with the calcines. Would a process designed to
l\i-U-&") dissolvelextract calcines work with ion exchange resins? Wouldn't it be better to bum the resins and treat
the ash? If that's to be dgne, your figures should depict the necessary incinerator. Ditto that for all of the
“separation” altematives.

Next, let's discuss the management scenarios that I've had some hand in bringing to the Public's
attention - all those that would convert stuff now considered to be “high” into concrete.

-k Erst‘ I'm disappointed that the falks you've hired to produce this Draft EIS managed lo conclude that the
Dz b() direct cement” option - tumning a pile of sand-like calcine into cans full of “rock” by mixing it with

S cementing agents & water, injecting that grout into steel canisters, and then curing them in a pressure

cooker (which step might not even be - only some hand can really tell) - would

be as "dangerous” as your last M&O Ci 's pet separations-based “Planning App h"- which of

course, invokes far more unit operations, more time, mare people, (a lot) more toxic chemicals, much

higher (2000 F) processing temperatures, multiple waste forms, an extra incinerator, transport to

multiple repositories, etc., etc.] H in view of the degree of “command influence” that goes into the

production of official DOE-! repaorts (often by of

facts), I'm not really surprised at this conclusion.

1-11 Eero‘s why a properly implemented "direct cement” altemative would have low environmental impact.
First of all, I've always advocated that “direct cement” be implemented in such a way that all of

{173 l-b{') ICPP/INTEC's waste is converted to the same type of waste form and goes to the same repos|
[That's not the way the EIS interprets it — it proposes making a large separate LLW waste stream that's
very apt to end being left in Idaho — an unnecessary assumption that makes this option much less

ive to ] Aone-p aste p y 0 would be much

simpler than any of the other altematives which would actually keep the promises that have been made to
stakeholders. Simplicity means less equip : , less icals, less pap: less
confusion, fewer lawyers, etc., etc., - all characteristics that tend to make doing things less impactful® to
both the and the taxpayer's p k)

E)ur mission is simply to make ICPP/INTEC reprocessing waste “road ready” for transport to an offsite
I-14 répository that the Federal (DOE?) has promised to provide and then clean up the place,
m_p(;) period. It's not to “make wark” for of DOE/C: p  or fo try to
justify dumb decisions that have already been made elsewhere with respect o plementing/siting
izi and/or making them ready for transport.jMy assumptions are that,

P es,
1-20 1) there’s plenty of suitable "Fede: available (notably at the NTS) for a practical sort of repository
n1£.2(%) for defense-type reprocpssing meaning one that doesn't assign today's phony premium to
=volume Feduction” — apparently our HLW experts are stll being told that the incremental cost of 1 m’
worth of YM is — a half-million dollars]] 2) the politicians who can decide to implement such a repasitery
will eventually do so when tit's simul 1y possi politically and
affordable,[3) cement-solidified calcine would meet the “letter of the law” (10CFR-60 & 40CFR-191)asa
I-2l HLW di funﬂnam 4) that[until a suitable repository actually materializes, we should simply emulate
wo2bl  the UK's app “historic™ rep waste 1-23  WL.E(Z)

the solids content of the liquids generated In cleaning up the place (termed NGLW in
d by thasa Bquids will be small with respect o that

official promise to prepara our
bilities not

thera anganders ancugh ltgation to indefinitely
causes The most place for the Federal 1o sile a repasitory dedicated to cold-war defense-
datense-typo test range, the Nevada Test Sita (NTS). The NTS makes good sense becausa, a)its
already “federal land” (no new “withdrawal” required) ,b) it recaives less precipitation than do other DOE sites, c) f possesses tha
rebavan

USA's despest water table, d) it has almeady been the object of mere than irty years worth of immediataly t
h cal research, o) it's almady been iredeemably by ~E50 nuclear "svents”, and, Enally, 1) a Btle-publicized
baan and (th tested

ready {the UK didn't) - regardless whene that waste end up, tis at HC-type
concrete would be at least as durable as glass dus b the fact that Its mineralogical similarity to natural soil minerals provides less
driving force for alteraSion.

a xipuaddy
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1-2% Emte-msldng is intrinsically safer than either glass-making or HIFing (its done “wet” - generates less
fip.2.b(1) dustz and requi ch

much lower and is much per to do on an app (large)
sulaThs specific improvements that | and my colleagues have recommended over regular “grouts” {the
use af “"hydroceramic” rather than regular grout fi and the i jon) of
everything that would be rendered more suitable for cmentitious solidification that way} are to ensure the
production of top-quality products — materials distinetly more durable than those which BNFL has recently
made out of the UK's “historic waste” and probably also superior to typical radwaste-type glasses. The
"Lead lab” should make the DOE Complex's best waste forms.

|-25 Ewmramm make especially good sense at INEEL]for the following reasons:
n.p2.b(1) |-26 1) | INEEL has nat yet officially committed to any particular way of dealing with its HL\!E

m.p.2-bld 2) use INEEL calcines do not contain excessive concentrations of soluble salts, it would be
1-21 ible to satisfy the “sodalite formulation” rule-of-thumb with high (>25%) waste loadings.]
11.0:2-8(" 3) ISince two of the three elements making up HC binder phases (Na & Al) are high-percentage
Zonstituents of INEEL calcines, there is no need to separate them (or anything eise) prior to
\-28 solidificaion. This means that everything would be prepared for offsite disposal - the wish of
0.2 B0 INEEL's local stakeholders, {A primary goal of the “volume reduction” activities practiced at
WVDP and SRS is lo transfer those elements to “low level” fractions that aren't vitrified.
\-2q 4) Simple to the existing facility would permit it to efficiently calcine the
np.2 b(‘) Temaining liquid reprocessing waste — either by itself or (preferably) after it's been slurmy-
ks mixed with existing calcines. The latter would all INEEL rep: i
wastes into a homogeneous feedstream suitable for HC solidification.]
5} [If would also pravide a good way to deal with other INEEL radwastes. For example, INEEL
|-20 must find some way to dispose of 1000 metric tons of radioactive NaOH generated by
.2 'b(') reacting metallic sodium reactor coolant with water. Since this just happens to be the same
e amount of "activator” that would be required to turn ICPP/INTEC's calcines into HC concrete,
coprocessing these wastes would solve two problems.  If the changes to the existing
calcination facility I've alluded to were to be implemented, virtually any sort of liquid or
particulate waste (e.g., contaminated soils) could be readily converted lo H
6) Itis probable that a formal proposal to property implement an HC-type ion process
_would satisty INEEL’s stakehalders.
-3 7) [Finally, if a future generation deems it to be both palitically expedient and affordable, HC
ete monoliths could be hot-Isostatically-pressed into “vitrified™ moncliths without
m.0.2.b{1)  removing them from their original canisters. {this means that today's decision-makers would
not have to make an irevocable commitment to not “vitrifying” this wasﬁé}_'_'

Since this EIS is just a “draft”, let me suggest some changes for your final version.

|-22 EManvwmupmwwﬂymnhMNanmmwm If it's already been
ecided that it's OK to not honor commitments made in the “Batt Agreement”, say so. (For instance,
viL.P [2} some of the scenarios in this Draft that propose that SBW will be calcined, assume a completion time of
2014 AD, not 2012 AD - does this two-year “slip” refiect a change in pol

Second, when you pi that don't seem to make much sense”, be sure
1-33 That you explain the assumptions/conditions that would make them plausible.

1A (3)

*for instance, the "Minimum INEEL Procassing Altemagive® (the “driver” for which s the cost of bulding a DOE-type witrification plant
here a1 INEEL) suggests that we ane io bundie up our calcines Into scme sort of fransportabla (you can't ship powders) temponany
waiste form (RTV-type rubber cement i being proposed for this purpose) & then ship. it 2l aff o Hanford whare ey will somehow
s cur lemporary sclidificaion process, separate the st into various fractions, vitrify(7) all of them, and ten ship it all back hena
for a few(?) decades dmw-wmhwmmmmmwmmm«mmmm
background Is provided,
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-3 Third, you might want to censider integrating scme of this Site’s other waste treatment/disposal problems
0o 1(8) hto your final version (e.g. using ANLW's caustic as the activator for ies” made out of INTEC
WB-1(6) calcines.) Doing so would prevent a lot of unnecessary duplication, cause a higher of
INEEL's to be prep for offsite disposal (which would delight local stakeholders), and save
taxpayers a lot of money. (The “stove piping” of EM projects to match existing orgapizational
structures/definitions is another of the “symptoms" identified in “Barriers fo Schmeﬁ

|25 [Fourth, when you p ios that have not prog
Support, e.g., “Direct Cement/Hydroceramics”, make it clear to the reader that that's indeed been the case
uw-*{Q & also that information about them can be obtained from sources other than therefore non-existent official
Government reports, (For I've th published a dozen h papers that anyone
interested in why “direct cement™ makes ght want to see — the “Draft EIS” doesn't acknowledge
that this sort of technical literature even exists).

|-3b E—‘rﬁn to ensure that your EIS-preparation subcontractors do a better job of representing alternatives like
“Direct Cement" in the final version, insist that they actually contact the persons respensible for
W.0.H4(8) developingichampioning them - the “draft” doesn't present what my & | have
dene or would recommend.|

137 Elxﬂ'l&irlalhf. please don't characterize DOE's decision to tell its employees & contractors to assume
that all waste forms made from it's reprocessing waste will have 0.5 MTHU/m® as being merely

11} .F,?-[l) “controversial® (p. S-21). A policy that is inconsistent with both the intent and letter of the law (see 40

GFR 191) and Is largely responsible for DOE’s Inability to deal efficientty with its own "high level” waste

requires a more forceful adiem'g

28 Do not change your Publisher. The quality of the phetography, printing, general layout, etc. of this EIS is
'l‘In e Dest I've ever seen in a large g p -_.1
1",

[:[;yuu would like to read some technical stuff that's not in a DOE-sponsored report, I've written up another
research paper (at this point, it is also just a “draft”) discussing why "Direct Cement” makes especially
1-29 good sense for INEEL. It goes into a good bit of detall about vitrification's drawbacks (one of which is
wp2.b() hat its prohibitive cost encourages folks to do * ") and leach test of
radwaste type glasses with “hydroceramics, It's an "easy read” because il's written like: the stuff you find
in trade journals like Radwaste A i lit references (35 of them) support the “controversial®
contentions I've made in this review. Letmekmiyouwwldllkemsuﬂg

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -
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WHY HYDROCERAMIC SOLIDIFICATION MAKES MORE SENSE THAN
INEEL HIGH LEVEL WASTE

Darryl D. Siemer
ABSTRACT

“Hydroceramics” (HC) are alkali aluminosilicate (“geopolymeric”) designed to match the leach
test performance of radwaste-type glasses. They are made by curing grout.s consisting of mixtures of

calcined waste, calcined clay, water, and NaOH under hydrott This paper ch ize:
them and explains why this approach to would be p ble to vitrification for the
Idaho National Eng and Envi 1 Lat y's (INEEL) reprocessing waste.

INTRODUCTION

In 1970, Idaho's political leadership was told that the “high level waste™ (HLW) generated by the Federal
Govemnment's nuclear fuel reprocessing facility at INEEL (then “NRTS") would be prepared for offsite
disposal (Le., rendered “road ready”) by 1980°. Since then, billions of taxdollars have been spent on HLW

paperwork, no HLW repository has been provided, none of INEEL's rcpmcmsmE waste has been
rendered road-ready, and today’s official deadline for accnmphshmg ithas sh.pped 1o 2035 AD®, A recent
Nauon:l.i Research Council (NRC) report identified the g spansibl for Ilus
simuation’. One of these is that DOE habitually blinders itself to any but pred ined * ives”
when deciding how to go about solving problems. Ttus paper discusses one “preferred alwmauve“,
vitrification, and describes why a particul. hnology ought to be used instead.

VITRIFICATION'S DRAWBACKS

During the past three years DOE's contractors have managed to operate two full-scale glass melaers long
enough to establish that the cost of solidifying its HLW Lhat way will be 2-4 $million per m’ of glass
produced’, Because DOE must eventually process ~60,000 m” of high-solids reprocessing waste (primarily
the sludges at its Hanford & SRS facilities) and is unlikely to achieve >100% volumetric loading of those
materials into glass, these costs suggest that vitrification will prove to be proh.l'bmvcly expensive. This was

predicted by another * ial” NRC report published over twenty years ago”.

Let's review some of the arguments employed by vitrification’s champions.

One of these is, “glass is bcwer bccaus: a glass melter can achieve greater volumetric waste loading than
low lidif ies”, This is bath n-us!eadmg and irrelevant. It's misleading
because |t presumes that the other technologies must be impl d without appmpmle waste
pretreatment and, also, as I'll demonstrate later, that only a fraction of the waste “counts”. Raw
reprocessing waste consists primarily of volatile materials such as water, mineral acid, nitrate/nitrite and, in
some cases, organic materials which may include “listed” toxins (both real and imaginary), solvents, and
helating agents. Calcination (or “incineration”) i is a well-developed, technically justifiable, and obvious

way to olimi those p while prod ash which can be converted to equally low-
volume monoliths hy other means. While it is true that g]ass melters may be (and sometimes are) used as
“devolatilizers”, it is much more efficient to do that of with equip imized for that purpose

The argument is irrelevant because the notion that the cost of managing this waste will be proportional to
the geometric volume of waste forms made from it is invalid. First of all, history suggests that any facility
run under DOE oversight will cost taxpayers a lot of money whether or not it actually ever produces
anything - which, i in turm, m:dlcahcs that today’s practice of judging hypothetical waste treatment scenarios
‘based on an t cost and volume is overly simplistic. [For example, the cost
of producing one camster {—wl m’) ﬂf any sort of “rock” will be >90% that of making ten canisters (~10 m”)
[DAHO HLW & L DRI

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL
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of it with the same equipment - most ﬁflbe total exp lop design, li

uammg. testing, :Ie:ammnssmmng etc., etc.) will be mdependmt
of the amount of product made d hing adds only an I cost.] Similarly, the cost
of disposing of waste forms pmdm:cd fmrn DOE HLW will not be proportional to their geometric volume.
Why ? 1) Formal analyses have rep luded that of waste forms to a repository will
represent a small fraction of total cost regardless of their volumes®, 2) today's official hypothetical HLW
repository site, Yucca Mountain (YM), is physically large enough (several cubic miles - several tens of
billions of cubic meters) o date any type of al(s) that DOE might choose to make from its
reprocessing wastes, 3) YM's capacity is defined in units proportional to the amount of radionuclides to be
buried there (the equivalent of that in 70,000 “metric tons of heavy metal”), not that waste's geometric
volume®, and, of course, 4) YM will cost US taxpayers billions of dollars whether or not any real waste is
ever buried there. Again, the cost of using the facility for its intended purpose will add only a relatively
small incremental cost attributable to mass/volume.

Today's tendency to assign undue weight to “volume” is harmful because doing so diverts both attention
and resources from rendering waste road-ready to changing its classification via “volume reduction”.
Existing defense-type HLWs should be rendered road-ready because they are toxic, radioactive,
corrosive, situated in places poorly suited to become permanent geological repository sites, and have
alnady been n:s]med for far 100 long - not because they are “big” or “high”, “Devolatilization” via
and p of compressibl sulud.s are 1J:|= Dnly volume r:ducucn

technologies that make mw:h sense. In pmcuce most of the sep tect used/proposed to
effect reclassification decrease the physical size of “high activity™ fractions that “must be vitrified” for
offsite disposal by increasing those of “low level” fractions destined to be left on-site with little or no
further treatment. The latter usually contain the bulk of the original waste’s infinite half-life toxic
components and, due to the process chemicals added to affect the separation(s), is generally larger (often
much larger) in terms of total mass, sollds content, and volume than the waste was before it was

i, Stratagems used/proposed to achieve enough “volume reduction” to make the vitrification
of the “high” stuff in DOE's reprocessing waste more affordable range from the relatively
straightforward sludge-washing done at WVDP & SRS to the “full separation” scheme ct ioned by
INEEL's decision-makers during most of the 1990s. History suggests that the “volume reduction” of
existing reprocessing waste is attractive primarily to those who would be employed
d:sugnmg,l‘hmldmgfopemung the facilities required to do it — and equally unattractive to md:p:ndcnt
reviewers'® and folks who live near the site in question but do not derive their incomes from it'’,

Another argument proffered for vitrification consists of a strained analogy; i.e., “because France and Great
Britain vitrify their high-level reprocessing wastes, it must be *best’ for US HLW too™, This is invalid
because about the only characteristic that these wastes have in is their name. HLW
:On!l.sls ofrelatwely “young", I‘J.m-cycle. PUREX-type raffinates generated by the nitric acid dissolution of
I reactor fuel, Fission products typ:cally comprise 20-60% of the non-
volatile matter in them. On the other hand, today’s DOE HLW is “old” (typically =30 years out-of-
reactor) and consists primarily of non-radicactive materials derived from fuel cladding and mva]anle
process reagents. Consequently, DOE’s HLWs are typically 2 orders of‘ gnitude less radi

much more | than their Europ kes. The " reason why vitrification of US
HLW is prohibitively expensive is that a US melter capable of solidifying any given amount of “bad stuff”
must be ~100 times larger and able to safely accommodate a much wider range of feedstocks than its
European counterpart (“bad stmif™ = the sum of RCRA metals +fission products + TRU).

A more fundamental weakness of glasses for this application is that they are “ineluctably metastable™'.
Glasses are rare in Nature because they are unstable with respect to crystalline minerals/rocks and therefore
inevitably decompose to form them; e.g, the “zeolitized tuff” that makes up much of today's official
hypothetical HLW repository site was originally volcanic glass. Radwaste-type glasses (i.e., ones with
relatively low percentages of silica and alumina & high percentages of alkalies and boron) are apt to be
pecially unstable. Furth because both Is tend to enhance the corrosion rate of glasses under
certain conditions'?, some of DOE's radwaste management experts are now suggesting that its proposed
HLW repository must be implemented without the use of concretes for construction or clays for backfill ~
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which, of course, constitutes another hurdle to be overcome by the engi ible for i ing
it. Ido not mean to imply that HLW disposal via glass waste forms would necessanly “fail" (|f the
repository is P rly sited, the waste form itself will have negligible effect upon overall system
performance™ ™' ), only that glass is neither “best" nor necessary.

Let's look at a more constructive approach to rendering this sort of waste road-ready. Pcrhags the best
analogy to the US’s present situation is Great Britain's “historic waste” problem circa 1980

In 1982, the British government directed its prime nuclear contractor, British Nuclear Fuels, Limited (BNFL),
to design an up-to-date commercial fuel recycling facility at Sellafield (aka Windscale). It mandated that the
new facility must not only be able to immediately process all newly-generated reprocessing wastes to
disposable waste forms, but also to similarly deal with a 30" year backlog of “temporarily” stored reprocessing
waste generated previously, Unlike the situation in the USA, the British govemment did not impose a
“preferred technology™ - only that the waste forms must satisfy perfor based ards; i.e., be suitabl

for disposal in any of the possible repository systems that it might choose to implement within the next 50 years
or so. Five years worth of collaborative effort by lechnologisw from BNFL and the British Government's
Department of Envi led to a cc li:al inorganic cements” would be appropriate for all radwaste
streams which generate less than ~500 watt/m’ worth of mdmacuvc heat; i.e., the choice of solidification
technology would be determined by a ble and ically rel characteristic of the waste - its
history and any arbitrary labels that may have been applied to it (e.g,, “high-level”, “low-level”, “mixed”,
"mdmml" “l:ransm'amc", ev:) didn’t matter.  This conclusion is consistent with sound technical and

guidelines, and the opinions of US technologists willing to assume the proﬂasswnal
risks inherent in taking an unblindered look at the issue®. By 1991, BNFL had completed the new re
plant and its cementitious solidification facilities started “hot” operation two years later - it has since rendered
most of Sellafield's >15,000 m® accurmulation of historic radwaste (~150 distinguishable “streams”) road-ready
in the form of 500-liter stainless steel canisters filled with “encapsulated” wastes.
Since then BNFL has become a prominent player in the US rad hnol ketplace - in effect

leveraging its success at home to compete with US-owned firms (many of whose cmployccs work at DOE
sites) for US tax dollars. While this situation is rather galling to some US nuclear professionals (e.g., this
writer), US taxpayers are relatively well-served by it because, unlike the situation with many of USDOE's
BNFL lly accomplishes what it promises to do on time and on budget.  Of course, this does

not mean that it is in the best interests of US taxpayers for USDOE to promise BNFL several million dollars for
every glass “log"” it might be able to produce from US HLW* - those taxpayers would be much better served if
USDOE would instead permit n to usc an updated version of the same technology applied to similarly
dioactive British

There are two reasons why INEEL is the logical place for DOE to initiate this change of policy. First,
unlike the situation elsewhere, INEEL's decision makers have not yet officially committed themselves to
any particular HLW management scenario. Second, INEEL's fuel reprocessing facility, the “Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant” (ICPP, recently reacronymed “INTEC") calcined >090% of its raw liquid waste
rather than converting it to a mix of water soluble salts and sludge via neutralization with NaOH. This plus
the fact that those calcines generate only ~40 watts/m’ of total radioactive heat make its waste intrinsically
well suited for cementitious solidification.

THE HYDROCERAMIC ALTERNATIVE

There are three reasons why conventional “grouts” (including those employed by BNFL) usually don't
perform as well as do glasses on radwaste leach tests. The first is that grouting is usually applied to the
intrinsically soluble fraction of the waste (raw uncalcined salts) while glass-making is reserved fora
“volume reduced” fraction from which readily soluble material has already been leached. While the pH
buffering provided by conventional calcium silicate-based concretes makes them able to do an excellent job
of immobilizing the intrinsically insolubl P of US radwastes (this “easy stuff” includes all
multivalent cations - all TRU elements'”, the majority of fission products, and most RCRA metals'®), they
do not chemically fix the alkali metal (e.g., sodium and "V'Cs) salts that constitute the majority of the waste
so-treated. (From a material science point of view, it would make more sense to consign the salts to the

glass melter and the sludges to the conerete mixer.] Second, the protocols imposed by these leach tests
(small scale, short term, etc.) obviate the key advantages of cementitious solidification, i.e., that it would be
relatively easy/cheap to make waste forms possessing low geometric surface areas relative to their volumes
{in other words, large ones) and equally easy/cheap to then enhance their post-emplacement durability at
the repository via in-situ grouting (“backfilling”) with a chemically compatible grout (“grout” would
destabilize glasses). Third, because concretes are intrinsically porous, the actual surface area exposed to
the leachant is much greater than is the case with equal-sized chunks of glass.

Hyd i 1520 elimi this “per gap” because it consists of minerals (sodalites,
cancrinites, zeolites, etc.) capable of chemically fixing both salts and “easy swif”, The process
implements the chemistry of Hanford's circa-1970 “Clay Reaction Process™' via Oak Ridge National
Labm'awry 's almost equally venerable “Fl:-ccd Under Elevated Temperature and Pressure” (FUETAP)

making technol . HC “grout” consr.sis pnmanly of calcined kaolinic clay
(“metakaolin) and NaOH plus smallcr of powd (to enh Cs fixation) and
sodium sulfide (which serves both as a redox buffer and a precipitant for RCRA metals). The relative
amounts of alkali metals, aluminum, silicon and all anions other than hydroxide, aluminate, and silicate in
it are adjusted to i a "sodalite” composition; i.e, ratios of (Na+K+Cs),:AlySic Xy are b>a, c=a,
& d<0.25a. The physml characteristics (appearance, strength, porosity, density, etc., etc.) of the finished
concretes are similar to those of conventional calcium silicate-based concretes.

The decision to confound disposal of its own waste with that produced by the commercial nuclear power
industry constitutes another reason why the US Federal Government has failed to honor its promises to
Idaho. Due to DOD insistence that DOE's civilian waste management responsibilities not interfere with its
own interests at NTS" P #1352 the Federal g chose to “withdraw” another ~600 km® of land
from Nevada for today's official HLW repository modeling exercise (YM). This plus the assumption that
all cnmnmcla]ly—produccd HLW is to be sent there engenders enough litigation to indefinitely block

ion of that itory — which means that linking these pmb]em causes total paralysis. The
most reasonable place t'cr the Federal Government to site a reg 1 to cold defense-type
waste is at its cold-war defense-type test range, the Nevada Test Site (NTS). The NTS makes good sense
because, a) it's already “federal land” ,b) it receives less precipitation than do other DOE sites, c) it
possesses the USA’s deepest water table, d] it has already been the object of more than thirty years worth
of i liately relevant hydrog h'" :) it's already been lrrcdccmably “crapped up” by
~950 nuclear “events”, and, finally, E) a lintle-publicized real example of a practical (cheap) repository for
this sort of waste has already been i i and (then) exk i ', tested”, However, it is not
necessary to wait for a repository siting decision to begin rendering INEEL waste road-ready (the UK
didn’t) - regardless of exactly where that waste might Iy end up, it is ble to assume that HC-
type concrete would be at least as duxa'blc as glass due to the fact that its mineralogical similarity to natural
soil minerals provides less th driving force for alteration.

LEACH TESTS

In order to have a reasonable chance of breaking vitrification’s lock on US HLW solidification, an
alternative must not only be simpler, cheaper, and safer to implement, it must also produce products that
satisfy performance criteria that have been established for glasses. C ly, “good” HC
nugh( 1o posices the following characteristics: 1) gross matrix solubility less ‘than ﬂ:l.ﬂl of DOE's HLW QC
k 1 A " (EA) glass as measured by I.hc 7-day “Product Consistency
Test™; 2) non'nahzed 28-day MCC-1 leach test performance <1 g/day/m® for the toxic & radicactive
rnatcnals in INEEL calcines; 3) satisfy “universal treatment standard” (UTS) criteria for RCRA metals via
TCLP; and , 4) accommodate waste loadings = 25%. In addition, they should also evince individual-
constituent ANS/ANSI-16.1 leach indices much higher than the usual “waste acceptance criteria” (6.0) for
radwaste grouts and possess similar physical strength (=500 psi compressive).

Figure 1 compares 28-day MCC-1 leach test performance of a typical HC with those of several radwaste-
type g]asses and a hot-isostatically-pressed ceramic material, “ANLW cer"™. This test EXpOoses 3

i of known position and geometric surface area to a relatively large volume (to
discourage saturation) of 90°C distilled water for one month. The ions of the specimen’s
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found in the leachate are then used to calculate normalized leach rates in units of gram/m®/day. (The data
in figure 1 were not normalized with respect to time — to do so, divide by 28.) The HC contained 42 wt %
of a repr ive INEEL “zirconia-type” pilot-plant calcine, a calcined clay p lan produced by the
ASHGROVE Cement Co. (“Troy clay™), powdered raw vermiculite, a small amount of sodium sulfide,
plus household lye (sodium hydroxide).

Figure 1: Comparison of HCs with glasses on the PCT

Table I lists detailed results of an ANS/ANSI 16.1 leach test of the same specimen. This protocol measures
the mobility (bulk dlffus:on consta.m, D in umts of cm®fs: the “leach index" = -(Zlog;s Dy/n)] of individual
e ofa 1 in water under conditions that discourage saturation (the
leach water is periodically changcd) The most readily-soluble bulk constituents of US radwaste (sodium
and nitrate) evinced diffusivities ~four orders of magnitude lower (better) than the usual waste acceptance
criterion for radwaste grouts (IO’6 cm!.n’sec) - those of the “easy™ components were several orders of
magnitude lower yet. The shift in nitrate diffusivity between the first and later leach intervals indicates that
~90% of it had been “microencapsulated” in sodalite/cancrinite crystalites — the remainder leached as fast
as it would from a conventional grout.

Table I: ANS/ANSI 16.1 Leach Test Performance

Today s most popular HLW ]ea:h test is the “product consistency test” (PCT)™. By exposing a finely
p i to a relatively small amount (10 x as much) of hot (90°C) water for one week, this test
generates an estimate of its gross solubility under conditions apt to cause saturation. Compared to the older
ANS/ANSI 16.1 and MCC-1 pmlmuls it is relatively simple and quick to do, Table II compares several
“representative” radwaste-type glasses” with some HCs with respect to their most readily-leached common
component (sodium). For “easy” components such as "Sr, HC's outperform the glasses by a greater margin.

Table II: Comparison of HCs with glasses on the PCT test

Most of the attention now being paid to INEEL's reprocessing wastes is focused upon the <10% which had
not yet been calcined by the time (1991) ICPP/INTEC lost ils original mission — and which still hasn't
been. The reason for this is that b it ins a relatively high proportion of th Ily-stable Na/K
nitrate salts, “sodium bearing waste” (SBW) cannot be efficiently processed in the existing calciner unless
a reducing agent (e.g., sugar) is mixed with it™ - a option considered not be a “preferred alternative
(BNFL's new Sellafield facility routinely “sugar calcines” its SBW). Table IIT gives the results of a TCLP
(EPA Method 1311, SWP 846) leach test applied to an HC made with a sugar-calcined SBW simulant that
had been doped with unrealistically high levels of several RCRA metals. The simulant was calcined as
follows: After 38 grams of sucrose per mole of nitrate had been dissolved in the liquid, it was then slowly
added to a stainless steel beaker situated on a maximum-temperature hotplate, Then that beaker was placed
into a muffle furnace preheated to NWCF's normal operating temperature (500°C) to burn out the residual
elemental carbon. The HC formulation consisted of 30 wt % of this calcine, ~1% sodium sulfide, a small
amount of household lye to provide some “free” hydroxide (the sodium in the calcine itself was present as
a ~1:2 mix of sodium aluminate plus sodium carbonate), plus sufficient water to make a “stiff" (modeling
clay-like) dough. This was rolled into a ball, wrapped with tin (not aluminum!) foil, and than autoclaved
for two hours at ~200°C. Table IIT lists regulatory limits along with the concentrations of "characteristic"
metals in both the original calcine and the TCLP leachate,

TABLE III: TCLP Results: Sugar-calcined "sodium bearing waste" specimen

HYDROCERAMICs vs GEOPOLYMERIC CONCRETES

Hydroceramics are “geopolymeric™* to minimize solubility of the “aggregate”. In
order to achieve the quick-set chmctensucs needed for construction work, commercial geopolymeric
cements are usually activated with alkali polysilicate(s), not alkali hydroxide(s) and often contain
substantial proportions of CSH-forming components (e.g., granulated blast furnace slag) as well. Table 4
compares PCT leach results seen with three (same fc 1 different curing conditions)
activated with sodium silicate and another activated with hydroxide alone. The waste simulant represented
the soluble fraction of a causti lized liquid rep ing waste present in one of the tanks at DOE's
SRS site [~11.5 M sodium hydroxide, 1.5 M sodium nitrate, 1.13 M sodium nitrate, 0.4 M sodium
aluminate, 0.2 M sodium carbonate, plus a trace of cesium chloride.] A 10:1 mix of "Troy clay” plus
powdered vermiculite was used for all of them. 1.1 grams of a 37% NaOH was added to the
“hydroceramic” formulation (10 grams of the clay mix plus 5 grams of the simulant). The “geopolymeric”
formulation (11 grams of the clay mix plus 5.06 grams of the waste simulant) was activated with 2.5 grams
of liquid sodium silicate (“water glass”, —-33% solids, Si0;:Na;O wt. ratio of 3.22:1). While the physical

istics of all of the cc ppeared to be similar, the leach results indicate that polysilicate did
not reform the substrate clay into salt-fixing minerals as effectively as did hydroxide alone. Because of
their excellent durability and compatibility with HCs, the best use for a conventional geopolymeric cement
in this context would be as a construction and/or backfill material.

TABLE IV: PCT leachability of geopolymeric vs hydroceramic concretes

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The developers of the FUETAF process addressed the “radiolytic pressunzahan lssue " by demonstrating
that only the uncombined water in concrete serves as a source of radiolytic gases™”. Consequently, the HC
process would bake out porewater before the canister is sealed. (Sellafield’s cementitious solidification
facilities sidestep this issue by venting canisters through filters.) Due to stakeholder insistence that DOE-
ID consider HLW management scenarios which would render all of it road-ready (not just a “volume-
reduced” fraction), several engineering-fi '-nhry ‘paper’ studies of the HC process have been
comissioned™. However, because no progr g was 1 for laboratory or pilot plant
studies, its primary technical liability is that only a limited amount of research and no scale- -up work has
been done. While its scientific basis is established and there is good reason to believe that it could be
impl 1 in a straightforward fashion, there are 2 number of questions that/ need to be answered before
a full-scale facility is designed. [For example, “would a few month’s worth of curing at the ambient-
pressure boiling point of water at INEEL (zero gauge pressure) make concretes comparable to those
produced within two hours by a 200 psi autoclave?” If the answer to this is “yes”, the process would be
safer/simpler/cheaper to implement.]

CONCLUSIONS

The leach test results indicate both that the chemical durability of HCs is equivalent to that of vitrified
materials and that the leaching of individual constituents from them is not determined by congruent matrix
dissolution. Single-phase materials such as “WV-39-2" glass tend to release everything at the same rate —
HCs do not. Like many natural rocks, HC concretes are assemblages of physically interlocked crystalline
minerals possessing different intrinsic solubilities, Due to the rapid, batch-nature of the process used to
make them, both their porosities (~15-25 %) and total (BET) surface areas (~15 m’/g) are more like those
of conventional concretes than natural rocks or glasses. HCs behave like glasses on leach tests because
their lower intrinsic solubility compensates for their greater surface areas. Because conventional grouts
tend to saturate their cation fixation sites with calcium ions (portland cement is ~65 wt% CaQ), HC's
generally oul'pcrform them with respect to the degree of immobilization of the polyvalent cation “easy
stuff” (e.g., *'Sr) too. This may also explain why the MCC-1 Ieach:ane of Cs from HCs is about two orders
of magnitude lower than it was from the original FUETAP concretes™
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The “hyd ic al ive" makes especially good sense at INEEL for the following reasons:

1) INEEL has not yet officially committed to vitrification.

2) Because INEEL calcines do not contain excessive concentrations of soluble salts, it would be
possible to satisfy the “sodalite formulation” rule-of-thumb with high (>25%) waste loadings.

3) Since two of the three elements making up HC binder phases (Na & Al) are high-percentage

i of INEEL calei there is no need to separate them (or anything else) prior to
solidification, This means that everything would be prepared for offsite disposal — the wish of
INEEL's stakeholders. {A primary goal of the “volume reduction™ activities practiced at
WWDP and SRS is to transfer those elements to “low level” fractions.}

4) Simple changes to the existing calcination facility would permit it to efficiently calcine the
remaining liquid rcprucessing waste™ — either by itself or (preferably} after it's been slurry-
mixed with existing calcines™. The latter scenario would lidate all INEEL i
wastes into a homogeneous feedstream suitable for HC solidification.

5) It would also provide a good way to deal with many of INEEL's other wastes. For example,
INEEL must find a way to dispose of ~1000 metric tons of radioactive NaOH generated by
reacting metallic sodium reactor coolant with water. Since this just happens to be the same
amount of “activator” that would be required to turn ICPP/INTEC’s calcines into HC
concrete, coprocessing these wastes would solve two problems. If the changes to the existing
calcination facility alluded to above were to be implemented, virtually any sort of liguid or
particulate waste (e.g., contaminated soils) could be readily converted to HCs,

6) Itis probable that a formal proposal to properly impl an HC-type solidification process
would satisfy INEEL's stakeholders™.

7) Finally, if 2 future generation deems it to be both politically expedient and affordable, HC
concrete monoliths could be hot—isostnli.cal]g—&ressed into “vitrified” monoliths without
removing them from their original canisters'™ ™,

The National Research Council raised the same questions about INEEL's HLW management paradigm that
have been addressed by this paper””. From a “pro nuke's” point of view, the most compelling reason to
challenge that paradigm is that its cost provides the Federal Government with another excuse to perpetuate
its tradition of waffleing on waste disposal. B dionuclides have finite lifetimes and defense-type
reprocessing wastes will never pose an immediate hazard to the public-at-large, it will always be possible
to make a case for more “temporary delay”. The viability of the US nuclear power industry requires
tangible proof that its government’s “nuclear establishment” can deal with its own waste.
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the <> figures in this table are based upon detection capabilities of the analytical instrumentation: ICPAES
for all metals except Cs, graphite furnace AAS for Cs, and ion chromatography for nitrate

Table I1: Comparison of HCs and glasses on the PCT test

Document 1, Darryl D. Siemer, ldaho Falls, ID
Page 18 of 18

MATERIAL % Na,0 mg/l Na in leachate % Na dissolved
EA GLASS 16.9 1720 13.7
PUREX GLASS 121 941 10.4
SRL-131 12.9 931 9.7
HC#1 NaAlOy/NaOH/TROY 16.7 718 58
clay
HC#2 NaOH, NaNO; (25% of 12.6 513 5.5 (2.6% of the NO,
Na)/TROY clay had also leached)
HC#3 38% alumina 13.1 554 5.7
caleine/NaOH/DEA/TROY
clay
HC#4 46% zirconia 124 558 6.1
caleine™aOH/TROY clay
HC#5 30% sugar-calcined 12.6 925 9.9
SBW/TROY clay”
HC#6 NaOH/ Englehard 16.3 229 1.9
Metakaolinite, (ANSI 16.1 LIy, = 11.6)
9-hr eure @ 200 °C

" This particular HC violated the "sodalite composition" rule of thumb - too much carbonate

TABLE III: TCLP Results: Sugar-calcined "sodium bearing waste" specimen

Analyte Found(ug/g) Limit (ug/g) Calcine (ug/g)

As <0.002 5 10.8

Ba 0.35 100 48

Cd 0.13 1 1372

Cr 0.023 5 950

Hg <0.01 0.2 <0.01"

Fb <0.1 5 1500

Se <0.002 1 6.9

Ag <0.1 5 1510

* Mercury was not added to the liquid simulant because it would have been lost during subsequent calcination. In a
! i d lei system, mercury would be recovered from the offigas.

ly-i
propery

TABLE IV: PCT* leachability of geopolymeric vs hydroceramic concretes

Hydroceramic | Geopolymer Geopolymer Geopolymer
Cure Conditions 200°C, 2 hours 200°C, 2 hours 90°C, 4 days ~20°C, 4 days
pH of leachate 10.7 11.3 11.7 12.3
% Na leached 7.1 9.6 21 52
% Cs leached 0.086 0.060 0.18 2.0
% nitrite leached 26 36 51 TL
% nitrate leached 14 46 57 71

*samples crushed to pass 100 mesh (150 micron- no lower size limit ) screen, leached with 10x as much
90°C distilled water,

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -
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”'zl Supporting Tomarrow's Technclog:es With Facts + Not Fears!
I”a P.0. Box 5§1232+Idaho Falls, ldaho 82405+208-528-2161 +FAX: 528-2199

COMMENTS RE THE IDAHO HIGE-LEVEL WASTE DEIS: DOE/EIS-0287D

LEhe purpose of an EIS doesn't have to include the effect of costs.
Howaver, cost effective compariscns of the various alternatives is (or
sheuld be) a major factor in the public's and DOE's evaluations and decisions.
X(?_.,) Environmental concerns are important, but are not the only important factors
that determine the best interests of our United States. Therefore
we, the public, need to know when the cost evaluation will be available
to us. Such information could very possibly narrow down the alternatives
worth considering.

C) Committee on INEEL with sufficient data for them to arrive at a more
definitive evaluation of the different alternatiwves for hagdling its High
" Level Waste (HLW) to the the Idaho Settlement's deadli.nes. || It is easy to
1\“0‘1} postpone decisions and actions while waiting for better infoFmation, but
mere postponement does not get things donef]

_‘% 2.' We are not convinced that DOE supplied the National Research Council's
[}
Xi(3)

Jf_'e support the Stdte of Idaho's view that DOE's current method of calculat-
A P
1{ ng Metric Tons of Heavy Metal (MTEM) should be changed to either of the
lf tate's proposed methods to allew DOE HLW to be within the proposed
43
repository's space aLiocnenc. |

9‘ 4 DOE should freeze the waste acceptance criteria without waiting for
F'i'. etails of the repository. This would allow expediting a decision
lU@') r)n INEEL waste handling by eliminating bureaucratic p:oc:ast‘natwn_j

5.| Greater DOE emphasis on public comment input should be given to recom-
mendations and comments from their Citizen Advisory Boards, who are

'\.I'l'l p{'.) selected to represent 2 real cross section of the pl.‘.b].ic and wno intensively
study the issues before making co rec tions. Those of the
public who make comments have an cbligation to really study the issues
and facts first, and base their comments on those racher than EME}.O'lS_—_l

EXHIBIT #7
HLW&FD Draft EIS
Idaho Fails, ID

Febuary 7, 2000
Mame: Lot Tode

Visit our Internet site! www.coalition21.0rg (%} Printed on Recycled Paper Send us E-maill facts@coalition21.org

g xipuaddy
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HLW&FD g5 pROJECT -ARIPE comrns
Centrol # e ot

States Senate B el

SLRCOMMITILE 0% SEcumiTas
SuscouRTInE On Faancus, INsTrUTGN
BMALL BUSINESS

Comment on High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft EIS

| appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the Idaho High-Level Waste and
Facilities Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) and regret that |
could not be here in person.

As a life-long Idahoan, | am a strong supporter of the people and programs at the Idaho
National Engineering and Envirc | Laboratory (INEEL). The INEEL has served
the nation and contributed to the enhancement of Idaho for over fifty years, continues to
do so today, and will continue to in the future.

Although the INEEL has been and continues to be an asset to the nation and Idaho, the
environmental legacy of Cold War weapons production and the INEEL missions has left
4200 cubic meters of mixed high-level waste calcine and 1.4 million gallens of liquid
mixed transuranic/sodium-bearing waste. This high-level waste must be safely
disposed of so that future generations are not burdened by this legacy. The process
established by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) includes an

Envire tal Impact Stat t as the method of ensuring that federal decisions that
could significantly affect the quality of the environment are made considering all the
facts. Paramount in this process are considerations of the environment and public and
worker health and safety. This public comment period allows input to the decision
making process prior to initiation of major federal actions.

As a step toward cleaning up the waste in Idaho, the 1995 Settlement Agreement
between the State of Idaho and the Departments of Energy and Navy identifies
milestones that must be met for treatment and removal of the waste from Idaho. lama
strong supporter of the 1995 Settlement Agreement and will do all that | can to ensure
that the Department of Energy continues to meet its obligations to clean up the Cold
War legacy at the INEEL. To date, all portions of the agreement have been met.

This Draft EIS discusses actions that feed directly into meeting the milestones to
complete calcination of sodium-bearing liquid high-level waste by December 31, 2012,
and to complete treatment of all high-level waste so it is ready to be moved out of Idaho
by December 31, 2035.

The Draft EIS identifies nine waste processing alternatives and six different facility
disposition alternatives that must be carefully evaluated to ensure that the final EIS and
subsequent record of decision reflect the best interests of Idahoans, the nation, and the
environment.

EXHIBIT #4
HLW&FD Draft EIS

1daho Falls, ID
norsE CALOWELL COEUR CrALENE IDARD FALLS wstoy  Febnaary T e "! d./"’{ 15
304 North Bh Sirest 704 Biaine Stimet TBNoahSecond 400 MemaralDrve 111 MainSwest  Name: T o v
Room Seota 140

Suétn 1 Mdaho Full, 10 H3E32 v Pocatesy, 0 K19 Suite 7
Baisa, 1083703 Caldwell, 10 6305 Cowsr CAlmne, 10 83814 Lowiston, D EM1  Mescow, D KRS Touin Fass, 1D 83301

[
SUBCOMMTTIR oy ITERRATORALTRASE M) Fraascy.
Viek Comaim

Some of the waste processing alternatives, if chosen, would not meet all aspects of the
Settlement Agreement. The Draft EIS states that two of the alternatives will not meet
the 2035 milestone for having high-level waste ready for shipment out of Idaho. One of
these two is the No Action Alternative, which is required to be investigated to provide a
baseline for the NEPA process. In addition, the Draft EIS states that it may be difficult
to have all liquid waste out of the underground storage tanks and cease using them by
2012 for seven of the alternatives.

ﬁam a strong supporter of the Settlement Agreement and | urge the state and
H- Department of Energy to choose an alternative that meets the milestones in the court-
D '{,) enforceable Agreemen_t_,—_ll also want to encourage all Idahoans to review the Draft EIS
VI D& ang participate in the public comment period. Public comment is an important part of
federal agency decision-making and is one of the factors that will be considered when
choosing a course of action.

Sincerely,

VL

Michael D. Crapo
United States Senator

- uopyvwIofuy MaN -
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HLW & FD
Control # £s
STATEMENT BY
Rer ive Mike Simp
High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition
Envi | Impact §

February 2000

The U.S. Department of Energy has some important decisions to make regarding
management of high level waste and mixed transuranic waste now stored at the Idaho
National E ing and Envirc tal Lat y. High-level waste management is a
complex technical subject, but it's important for Idahoans to understand that these
decisions will determine how DOE will treat large ts of radioactive and hazard
material stored over the Snake River Plain Aquifer, and how it will close contaminated
facilities when they are no longer needed.

The Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement that DOE Idaho has just issued for public review and comment is the critical
first step in this decision-making process. While it is not a decision document itself, it
provides the scientific information about the potential impacts to the environment of
various management alternatives that DOE is considering. The document gives Idahoans
the opportunity to study these environmental issues, compare the impacts of different
actions, and to make their voices heard under the National Environmental Policy Act
process.

G'_hc DOE project staff have obviously worked hard to convey technical information in a
manner that the general public can understand. |1 encourage all Idaho citizens to review
the EIS and send their comments on to the Department of Energy. Public comment is an
important part of federal agency decision making and is one of several factors that the
Secretary of Energy will consider when choosing a course of action.

LARRY E. CRAIG
IDAHO

Hunt Sy Oemes Buns.

Wnited States

WASHINGTON, DC 2051

2342752
TTY (202) 2240977
i
Rarusucis Pruee Cousert

HW &FD g5 proJECT - PE,
Control #I)C~

FORETHY
ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESCURCES
SPECIAL COMMITTEE
CN AGING

VETERANS AFFAIRS

Flocu 149 Hungeon Pruaza
304 Nosmw 87w Seeer E10 Humsana, Sume 121 846 Many Sraeer
Boss, D BITO2 Conum p'Aumne, D 83814 Lewessow, 1D 83501-1864

@fﬁmﬁ@@

STATEMENT ON TRANSMITTAL OF THE IDAHO HIGH-LEVEL WASTE & FACILITIES

DISPOSITION DRAFT
By U.S, Senator Larry E. Craig

The Department of Energy in Idaho has ged dry 1 leined mixed high-level waste
in above-ground storage tanks and liquid mixed transuranic waste in tanks below the ground
ling to i for many years.

gulatory req

With the agreement made between the State of Idaho and the Department of Energy, this waste
will be treated for transportation in the highest and most safely effective way possible. This
Draft Envi | Impact S analyzes five waste treatment alternatives that span the
years between the years 2000 and 2035. It also analyzes six facilities disposition alternatives.

E,amnq impressed with the readability of this documeng It is very unusual for a Draft
Envire | Impact S tobead that is "user-friendly". I must congratulate
the project staff for their efforts to provide scientific information in a manner that the general
public can understand. It is important to know that the decisions made from this document and
the public input will determine how DOE will treat the great amount of radioactive and
hazardous material for shipment out of Idaho,

I encourage all Idahoans to review this DEIS and send their comments to the DOE by the
deadline of March 20, 2000.

Thank you!

e O 1

Larry E. Craig
United States Senator

EXHIBIT #3

HLW&FD Draft EIS
Focu 183 Idaho Falls, ID
February 7, 2000 .
Name: Grory e Wikon

g xipuaddy
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Document &, Richard Lindsay, Blackfoot, ID
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MLW & FD Control # J&'_’Z____
HLW EIS Web Comments S
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2000 3:40 PM £
To: web@jason.com R[EENEH
Ce: web_archive@jason.com FEB 10 2000
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Auto-Assigned Comment Number: 2

Narne: Dr Flansky

Affiliation: INEEL

Address1: POB 1625

Address2:

City, State Zip: Idaho Falls, ID 83415

Telephone: 208.526.2788

Date Entered: 2000-01-28 08:39.48

Camment:

1&?&&::! a dd.mm.for the general timeframe on page 3-2 at bottom for "Cease Introduction of NGLW...to the..., only YEAR
ax H."?} is specified - 2005. |

'Ji(?—} EL,;ed a clear definition of NGLW in one or more places in the EIS, including glnssary_-]
2 A2

Page 1 of 1
Wwerp  EIS PROJECT - AR)er
HLW EIS Web Cc ¢ Control # DC -5
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2000 3:40 PM
To: web@jason.com
Cc: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Auto-Assigned Comment Number: 3
Mame: Richard Lindsay
Affiliation: Retired
Address1: 7TTN S0 E
MdressZ
, State Zip: Black‘font ID 83221
Te ephone 208 785 3209
Date Enterad: 2000-02-04 20:09:43
omment:
-| [1 believe that the DEIS is lacking vital information necessary to allow informed decisions and discussion, The information
LB eeded is: What will the radiation level be in the calcine and liquid wastes as a function of years, eg._100, 200 300, etc.
( and how will those levels compare with the average levels of natural radioactive isotopes in Idaho so@Unless and until
DOE begins to put that basic information in EIS documents de?ﬁ:e\mth oﬂtms for handling radioactive wastes of an d\é

typa the "no action” option cannot be meaningfully addressed arough discussion of the RBE (| think ﬂ‘us is an
8-Z term now) comparisions between waste stored over a paried of and natural isotopes in the soil is not a job for the
¥ ﬁ[ﬁ)tlmld or uninformed, but there is a sore need for it because it directly speaks to the "environmental impact™,

Richard Lindsay

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -
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Rev2 ElSreview
Comments on “Draft INEEL HLW EIS, Idaho High-Level Waste & Facilities Disposition®
it

—
To: T.L. Wichmann, US DOE-ID 4
MS 1108

" Receweld
Ann Dold, INEEL Oversight Program FEB 14 2000

200 N, Skyline, Suite C
IF, ID 83706

From: Darryl D. Siemer
(H) 524-2479, dsiemer@srv.net, 12 N 3167 E, IF, ID 83402
(Site) 533-4080, siemds ooV, MS 7111

What was said and done at the 7Feb00 |daho Falls public hearing on the "Draft INEEL HLW EIS® has
inspired a revision of my original review. Here it is:

Ehanks for asking for my opinions of your “Draft INEEL HLW EIS". It's nice o see that the effort I've put
into my hebby (HLW management) qualifies me to be one of the Site's "key stakehciders”. Since the
Mational Academy of Science’s (NAS's) Board on Radis Waste seems to feel the
same way (they've sent me a personal copy of their review of the Site's HLW program), I've decided to
put my thoughts about both of these reparts tegether into one note.

Since the NAS's report is apt to have greater impact on INEEL's future, I'l start off with it.
E_s;ﬂ'npelhtze with the NAS Panel's frustration with the DOE management “symptoms” that make doing

nathing seem more sensi:le than trying to imp my of the EIS al i with today’s
HLW {These i in anather recent NAS Report, “Barriers fo
Schnos’ 1996.) Hmwer.whielagmmm thstPanei'B th about the

by INEEL's dy fon), | don'lagmewtﬂ'lihcondusim that it

would be best to abrogate the two main p of the “Batt I, i.e., to not render existing
calcines "road ready” by 2035 AD and to not calcine the mrnamngllqu»dwnmwiﬂwm

Since DOE could honer its promises if it were simply willing to eschew some of its "symptoms™, a more
constructive conclusion would have been to suggest that it do so and identify specific changes that need
to be made.

Flrsl.nilanormomarymdaiay

I also dsagree with the Panel's
decisi

, not to i msolidlhthm&md it is not necessary for INEEL to know every
conceivable :Ieraii about the waste's ultimate resting place (repository) to keep its promise (convert its
waste o transportable monaoliths). It can and should make waste form materials suitable !ur dlspnsal in
any of the already d&
the US Federal g - the same madsbyhspauphemdeslgmadm alnrlc
wasta” snliﬁﬂcauon system at the UK's new fuel rep facility at Cumbria®,

wummwmmummwmmwwmmm and racorded, we
knaw avarything genuinety ralevant io implemanting any of several candidate rock: 585,

’Mlmn\:ﬂwmwmmww.mwn&mmmmmm
(aka

o

“ernporarly” stored mprocessing waste generated befors. Uiniks the siuation heve in tha USA, the British povemment cid not imposs a
nchnology” - cnly that finished waste forms must satisfy performance based standands; Le., be suitable for disposal in any of
the possible mpositony systems that it might choose to implement within the next 50 years or so. Five years worth of collaborative effort
EXHIBIT #1
HLW F&D EIS
Jackson, WY
February 9, 2000

Name: _(Jarty f {{'(m(;-

2

4-3 [in practice, much of the “characterization” now being done in the DOE complex is unnecessary. It's

V(g) popular with decision-makers because it provides them with another excuse for putti alitical

decisions andfor substantive actions while continuing to spend "programmatic” moneﬁgpqupeny

a-4 designed and implemented waste management system is “rugged” enough to work with a substantial
*iy degree of inty in its feed: %’\

q 5[\_:_%3[ we genuinely don't knﬂw ennugh abuut yet are specific details of how to go about applying
ation to INEEL's wasleg The reason for this is that DOE-ID has

refused to insist that its M&0 contractor spend “prbgrammal]c" monay on actual R&D - virtually all the
a- 17 money spent on ves to its pet based scheme went to produce "group think”

11:0-1(%) exercises similar o today’s Draft HLW EIS]

G- b There Is an important factual error in the NAS report (it isn't the Panel's fault — it was pulled verbatim out
) of an INEEL technical publication.) Figure 11.1 (p 99) suggests that ICPP/INTEC calcines are about ten
times more radioactive than they really are (i.e., that they possess a total radioactivity of about 60,000
u.lrlss."m’.}. In this case, the number is important because it suggests that it would take more than one
hundred years for those calcines to decay down to a level now considered to be "low". The fact is that
typical IC ICPP/INTEC calcines generata only about 40 watts worth of radioactive heat/m” (due primarily to
'Sr & ""Cs) which coresponds to a radioactivity of ~7,000 Cim” - which, in turn, means that they're
about at "Class C" LLW limits now & definitely will be below them (fission-product-wise at least,) by the
time that we've promised to have 'em ready to be shipped offsite.

C{ -1 [_f course, in @ more rational environment it really wouldn't make much difference exactly how "hot" these

\{{q} wastes are because any facility built to reat/dispose of them would certainly be "remoted” anyway -
where specific numbers make a difference is when decision-makers decide what they are going to do
based solely upon arbitrary (and therefore subject to change) criteria such as the radwaste classll'caﬂan
numbers listed in Table |l of 10 CFR 61. DOE's ion with legalistic hair-splitting (™ )
rather than common-sense implementation of the intent of regulations (another of its "symptoms”) is
evinced by INEEL's insi that SBW is fi ily different than the reprocessing waste that's
already been calcined . Iffwhen we ever screw up enough resalve to calcine SBW, we'll discover that the
product ks just as nasty as the other calcines - itll have a higher percentage of plutonium, less fission
products, more mercury, less cadmium, etc., etc.. The fact that somebody decided to label one of them
“high" and the other “incidental” does not constitute a valid reason to treat them differently. They should
be turned into one type of waste form and disposed of in one repository.

The MAS apparently wasn't told that there's enough room in the binsets (set #7) o accept any calcine
made from SBW without having to mix it with existing calcines and thereby render it “high”. That's

lechnoingists from BNFL and the British ledtoa “inorganic cements” would

ammhdlmmmmhum-ﬂmmdmmle In England the choice of

"w,[g) by relevant characteristic of the waste - ils history and any arbitrary

} IabnlaMmayhaNbeoﬂwtlimmapmtwg “high-evel, Tow-level”, “miced”, Inddental”, Yansuranic”, ele.) don'l matter,

(esnt'd wath and canomic reascring, LAEA guidelines, and the opinicns of UIS technclogists wiling
o assuma lock at the issue. By 1891, BNFL had completed tha new rej

plant and its cemantiious solidification faciities stared "ol operation bwo years [aler - It has sinca converted Seilafield’s >15,

accumutation of histode reprocessing wasta (~150 disfnguishable “streams”) to 500-ler stainless steel canisters Sled with concrete,

T US taxpayers are now paying their government ~550,000 (roughly the cost of a four-year degree at a pood college] lo
“eharacterize” incividual barrels of wasts being prepared for shipment from INEEL's RMWMC to WIPP, The nominal purpase of this
‘activity Is to "assign codes” to the wasle - the actual analyls da not daterming how the barrel s
shipped o what will be done with It al the reposilony.

* For Irashanr.v @ “rugged” grout-based solldmﬁnon aystam for liquid waste would assumo that the waste was “mixed”, not aver-
sﬂ.alondmg and step. The reason for the Latler is that

f liquid waste reduces the massivolume of grout that will have 1o be

madafsiprediransparted, dmwws arganics (inciuding things like “listed” wastes and chelaling agenis), and invariably produces a

final product with superior leach resistance. {Unforunately, mest DOE greut is made from uncalcined wastes).
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important one of its rationalizations for ding that DOE-ID break its promise to calcine Incidentally, I've just heard through the company grapevine that most of BBWI's radwaste experts have
SBW (which wouldn't be good for INEEL's credibility) is that so-causing it to become “high” would make it been clms?;rad J: in town for g-,eg:gg| 34 wgak: trying to decide upon a way of dealing with gﬂw
more difficult to deal with. It wouldn't, making any kind of durable “rock” cut of SBW (concrete, HIPed consistent with all of DOE's 2 s pushing for a d
glass-ceramic, or glass) would be facilitated by first burning out the velatile stuff. on a "preferred alternative”, i k2 o
Now, let's turmn to the EIS itself, q Dg also heard that the SBW treatment being viewed with the most favor invekes running it through
9-2 i - Q' p it into streams labeled| called “non-contact handled TRU" and "Class C"
Vo ol8) E_)OE has pmmlsad to calcine all of INEEL's reprocessing wasEl g 50 would simplify its conversion m,r_a(.) LLW, grouting both of 'em, and then shipping bath off to be buried in differently-labeled holes at WIPP.
‘:1" E?‘) waste forms Jand§ft can be done on time (by 2012 AD) for a reasonable nugber of Apparently, somebody's decided that there's only so much “room” for one of these waste calegories at
At m'“@" does this EIS devote so ﬁ“ﬂ !aue"gg.i" to ways of actually accomplishing i WIPP (I forget which ane) 5o it would, therefore, make good sense for us to spend a few tens
Wt - 4-1 m.c 7} of million . g the stuff before we ship it all off to the same placa)
2 ﬁ'he “technical” reason that INEEL has managed to calcine only about 10% of its SBW during the last
il ¢fz) eight years is that its decision-makers deliberately decided to not use the anly efficient appraach q.20 E.Agaln according to the grapevine, none of the NAS report's suggested SBW trealment options are being

available to do It; .e., add some sugar to the waste [ust before squirting it inlo the calciner. I- D 4(.0 Tonsidered. Why nnﬂ

Here are some guestions/comments about how the altemalives are represented in the EIS.

either have to dilute the SBW with
which makes the calcination process

ly "NOx ous”, and creates a lot more

calcine than we need to — and/or run the calciner at a'hemperalum that generates so much “fines” that its -2\ First, most of your process options invoke the grouting of one or more liquid waste streams — most of
offgas system eventually plugs th dust (the reason why the last "high temperature” calcination wl _g(q} ich would by::‘rzngly a:::;?: None of v g ‘v shown depiet that those str

had to be The fact that our declsmn-maken': I'.lfave also refused mg:'m ihings calcinedfincinerated prior to being solidified®. Why not? Are you hop assification” will make
as recover/recycle mercury (eleciroplate it from the offgas scrub ) and NO, (via wi the manufacture of top-quality concrete unnecessary?)

A-12  from the calciner’s offgas has made calcination much less atiractive to INEEL's stakeholders (& that
I.e(2)  mission less viable) than it ought to be. Some modifications to NWCF would cost 2 lot of money but

P) Wast tion (Fig. 5-8) invokes the HIPing of i xch
meaeuughlbohacheng q.22 [S-_econd your Hot Isosiatic Pressed (HIP) Waste option (Fig. 5-8) invokes the ng of lon exchange

n.n.2 (1) Tesin. You can't put gas-forming materials into HIP cans. The figure needs to indicate some sort of heat-

g-us  [Since NO, s the probably the most toxic gas emitted by NWCF (& certainly the most visible one), don't prareatment slop.

m ,c,{-.) you think that an EIS ought to mention that there's a cheap way to ameliorate the situation? [Cheap? @
20 cents/pound, enough table-quality sugar to sugar-calcine all SBW would cost about $0.5 million —
“running” NWCF costs ~$50 millionfyear & sugar-calcination would cut the required operational time by at
least a factor of hma

R}-15 Elefﬁ are two reasons why sugar would signifi reduce (probably by a factor of more

Q.23 Third, your “Planning Basis” (Fig. S-7) and "I INEELF ing al ives (5-12) suggest that
(4) s-loaded lon exchange resin will be "separated” along with the calcines, Would a process designed to
"-p- dissolvelextract calcines work with fon exchange resins? Wouldn't it be better to burn those resins and
treat the ash7 If that's to be done, your figures should depict the required incinerator. Ditto that for all of
the "separation” allemalive'sj

] .r-(z) than ten) the amount o[_NO emitted by NWCF. First, much less “cold”™ aluminum nitrate would have to be q.24 In general, It would appear that all of the figures depicting the various separaﬂnns—hased treatment
added to the waste (we'd need an Al:Na ratio of ~1:1 instead of the ~3:1 req) by the "basis app Ftematives are greatly s!mpdlﬂed relalhua to that rep nting “direct cement”; ie., a considerably higher
- each mole of Al so-added adds ancther three moles of nitrate). Second, sugar calcination reduces 1A [b) fraction of the unit t dto them have been left o
maost of the nitrate in the feed to harmless elemental nitrogen, not NO,. v
. . Mext, let's discuss the management scenarios that I've had some hand in bringing to the Public's
4-ly E-m:a the NAS Panel apparently agrees with me that INEEL's would facilitate attention - all those that would convert stuff now considered "high™ into concrete.
JI-DFI'LLIJ I tation of any sub waste fi g process, why isn't the waste coprocessing

arh:mauva that | suggested six years ago (l.e., slurry SBWwirh existing calcines, add some sugar, and
then feed both phases into NWCF - immediately "grout” the new calcine) seriously considered in this
EIS? It was certainly deemed feasible by Fluor Daniel (1998). The University of North Dakota's fluidized
bed combustion research facility (“Energy & Environmental Research Center”) offered to do a pilot plant
scale demonstration for us for a nominal sum. So did STUDSVIK. Why didn't we look into nﬂ

q.‘25 E‘tsl, I'm disappointed that the folks you've hired to produce this EIS have somehow managed to
wep2 b {4} conclude that the “direct cement™ option - turning a pile of sand-like calcine into cans full of "rock” by
mixing it with cementing agents & water, injecting that grout into steel canisters, and then curing itlthem in
a pressura cooker (which step might not even be necessary - only some hands-on research can really
tell) - would be as g " as your M&O Ci s pet sep based "Planning App -
. . which of course, would ire far more unit operations, more time, more people, (2 lot) more toxic
.17 [Why doesn't this EIS mention that STUDSVIK also offered to sell INEEL a brand new, already MACT- ehonicals, fch ,,Igha;?f;m ) prosesaing Iamparatires. mifliie wabls oples (o) Mo Jonk: o
T -D—‘“"} SBW system a building to put it in) for considerably less than what it's to multiple i etc., etc.
now spending every year trying to “run® NWCFﬂ 3

‘Hb Eeound I was also dlsappolnlsd to discover at [ast night's (7TFeb00) Public Hearing that DOE and its

have isted in Inﬂahng the cost of the “direct cement alternative™ by sadamg it
The rest of the worid (e.g. BNFL at Sel routinely sugar calcines SBW & we successhully tested it in our own fuidized bed ’\(4) with a ridicul high v i di | cost - a figure which hns risen from the ~$200,000/m
calcination pilot plants here at NRTSANELANEEL thirty-five years ago and again ~ 3-4 years apo. In 1905, a Hanford contractor, assumed five years ago to today’s even more fantastic $850,000/m®. Here's why this is both irelevant

VECTRA, had ong of s subcotractors, Procedyne, “reinvent” Buidized-bed sugar calcination of SBW. For soma reason, nono of

those “pro-sugar reports were cited in INEEL's recent review of SBW calcination options (H. J. Weltand, LMITCO INTERNAL

REPORT, "NWCF Process Modification for Sodium Bearing Wasts Project Conceptual Design, ®, INEL/INT-97-00075, dated Apeil 1997.) mem of cne allemative did suggest that its LLW would be “denilrated” befora grouting. Mo indication of how that might be
given.
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421 and wrong.||First, INEEL's mission is to make waste forms, not to dispase of them ) [Second, the EIS
1)
suggesis Ihal TNEEL's ~5,000 m® of HLW (today's calcines plus the addlllunal 500800 m” Ihal could be
q ‘“m] made from SBW if it were o be efficiently calcined) will create 13,000 m” of “grout”. Based upon my
W.pz ing  INEEL calcines, that figure is probably ~30% high, , and much more
Irmortanl the supplemenlary information” in the booklet on the table [ast night {the necessary figures

¥
{‘ﬂ incremental cosl n ol @ cost of disposal wi

W a
q-30 geometric volume of waste furm-_][ Why? 1)[Formal have
) transport of waste forms to a itory will represent a small fraction of total management cost

irespective of their volumes)) 2)today’s official hypothetical HLW repasitory site, Yucca Mountain (YM), is
enough (several cubic miles - several tens of billions of cubic meters) IEmnmodata any type of

q-3 large
‘"'F"‘m material(s) that DOE might choose to make from its reprocessing wastes,J3)[YM's “size” is defined in units
proportional to the amount of radionuclides mbe buried there (the equivalen that in 70,000 “metric
W32 tons of heavy metal"), not the waste's geom um;ll:}ﬁe driling/boring equipment necessary to
.33 create storage volume in it is already paid rnr 5)15, *1994 Perf:
i) that all of INEEL's reproces: waste adds up ta only 320 “metric tons of heavy metal” - 0.46% of YM's
.q_',.'f{‘) capacity,] and, of course, 6){ YM is going to cost US taxpayers billions of dollars whether or not any real

4.35 waste is ever buried there — like all DOE facilities, the cost of actually using YM for its intended purpose
X[+ will add only a relatively small incremenial cost.]

nﬂdz»
.3

['-Bm'd and finally, the same I also i that the actual processing of

0.37 IGFFHNTEC waste into finished washe Iorms via "Direct Cement” would be about as expensive as the
.8 {2) That's just plain hogwash - the MAS has produced several

4 A-bE repofl.s that pmm out the relative cost effectiveness of cementitious solidification and cost Is ane of the
0.2-3(2) main reasons why the UK chose to treal its 'hlstam‘.’ reprocessing waste that way ) , let's not forget
that one of the primary goals of * ify waste so thata hlghsr I‘racllcn of can be

1II§;‘?@) grouted instead of vitrified ('cause it's cheapeﬂ
6.9 E_)onsldsring the degree of "command influence” that gees into the p ofDOE-EM
Wbz mpons (often reflected by the deliberate omission of data, itati ete., with a
red conclusion, see footnote 5), I'm not really surprised how the EIS characterizes "direct cemenE]

Here's why a properly implemented “Direct Gemenl' alternative would have low environmental impact.
d that it be such a way that all of

First, let's define “propery”, I've i
a-40 ICPR/INTEC's waste ragardless of “classification” is converted to the same type of waste form and goes
wotB( o the same repository= ars not the way the EIS interprefs i, its authors propose making a large
arate LLW waste stream that's apl to end being Iak in Idahn =an unnecossary assurnpl]on that makes

this option much less to
rllarlagemenl scenario would be much slmplar man any nf the other allamaﬂvss Ihat wou1d keep the
h scals, |

made to means less , fewe l, less ess
paperwork, less confusion, fewer Iawyers etc,, efc., - all charamdshcs Ihal tend to make daing things
less “impactiul” to bath the and the p k]

Qur mission is simply to render ICPF/INTEC reprocessing waste ready for transport to a repository that

a-42
Wil D{!) e Federal Government has promised to provide and to then clean up the plaae. period. Itis notto
“make work" for another couple of of DO orto
Justify poor decisions made elsewhere with respect to implementing repositories, ca!ugunzhg radwastes,
( ) or rendering them ready for amnspojEy assumplions are that, 1) there’s plenty of suitable “Federal
m r 2.l

also pointed this cut — and then weni on to suggest that it's unwise to base a choice of HLW sclidification

The MAS Panal
several decades off in the fubure.

technology on guesses about what it might cost to éisposa of waste forms
ttention |s pal ‘content of the liquids generated in deaning up the place (termed NGLW in
l‘sElsl.muMlofﬁdbadww Mwwlﬂbepwdumdnyﬁq«nﬂuw thage liquids will be very small with respect to
that represented by today's calcines and SBW. Consequently, |mam}mumnumb.mmmmmm
the sama manner - na additicnal would ba

[
Land™ avallable (notably at the NTS) for a practical repository for defense-type reprocessing wast
{meaning cne that is not s| over a huge aquifer (INEEL) and which doesn't assign a phony premium
to “velume reduction” (YM)},||2) the peliticians who can decide to implement such a repository will
Q-uy eventually do so. ) cemeni-solidified calcine would meet the “letter of the law”™ (10CFR-60 & 40CFR-
sal formi)and, 4), thatjuntil a suitable repository actually materializes, we should

M.E()  191)asa HLW
9.-4s simply emulate Ihe UK's approach to “historic” rep 1g waste k] q-4e M.E(2)

10

gz Euncrele—makhg is intrinsically safer than is either glass-making or HIPing (it's done "wef" - gsnarales

less dust - and req much lower termp } and is much aper to do on an

441 (large) scale. The improvements that | and my audamln colleagues at PSU have recommended

Wl p2b() {hydroceramic” (HC) rather than Portland cement-based grout formulations and the calcination
(incineration) of everything that would be rendered more suitable for cementitious solidification by doing

50} are to ensure production of top-quality products — materials distinctly more durable than those which

BNFL has made out of tha UK’s “historic® waste and probably also superior to typical radwaste-type

glasses. The “Lead lab® should make the DOE Complex's best waste I‘arm?_,l

BNFL has recently become a prominent player in the US gy mar it
has been able to leverage its tangible successes at home to successfully compete with Us-owned firms

(many of whose employees work at DOE sites) for US tax dollars.JA comerstone of its reputation is that it
devised a practical way to make the UK's “historic i aste” road-ready and then saw the
a4 5 Project through to completion — all done via “direct cement™. US taxpayers would be well-served If
.22k USDOE would permit its cantractors to apply a version of the same technology to its waste’

-uq EDiract Cement” makes especially good sense at INE@ for the following reasons:

w.p2b0 g-50 1) [INEEL has not yet formally itself to any p " 4
(8 'D 'Uﬂh) 2) cause INEEL calcines do not contain excessive concentrations of saluble salts, it would be
ssible to satisfy the HC "sodalite formulation” rule-of-thumb with high waste loadings.]
w v-!—b(" 3) é’ ince two of the three elements making up HC binder phases (Na & Al) are hlgh-percentage
q-5% constituents of INEEL calcines, there is no need to separate them (or anything else)
ul.p2B(?  solidification. This means that svemhlng would be prepared for offsite disposal — th
expressed wish of local stakeholders. {A primary goal of the “volume reduction” practiced at
WVDP and SRS is to transfer those elements to “low level” fractions that aren’t vlmﬂelﬁﬁ.ﬂ
q-53 . 4) Elmple h to the existing ion facility would permit it to efficiently calcine
m.e(a remaining liquid reprocessing waste — either by itself or (preferably) after it's been sturry-
mixed with existing calcines.

G54 5) (It would also provide a good way to deal with other INEEL radwastes. For example, INEEL
llL‘DS-b{\} must find some way to dispose of ~1000 metric tons of radioactive NaOH generated by
reacting metallic sodium reactor coolant with water. Since this just happens to be the same
amount of “activator” that would be required to tum ICPR/INTEC's calcines into HC concrete,

* its decision to confound disposal of its own waste with that produced by the commerclal nuclear power industry constitutes
mmwhyIﬂeUSdewalGammenlhnhnmhhmmluwﬁ:uwldahe[ﬂwﬂrsloﬂdalpmbwmmw

anather
wasta for disposal sasd it'd be done by 1980). Due to DOD insistence that DOE's civilan wasta .’?ﬂ‘ﬂt
ncther ~600 n(l.sndmllnaduhr
WMUMMWWWMWMMMMW aif commercially-produced HLW Is fo be sent
mpoﬂh'y which means that linking these problems.
uuuslnr.slpmlysls_ dedicated to cold-war defense-
typo wasto Is at its cold-war defense-type test range, the Nevada Test Site (NTS). mm‘smummm:}ln
already “federal [and” (no new “withdrawal™ required) \b) it recelves less precipitation than do other DOE sites, c) it possesses the
LUSA’s deepast water table, d) it has already been the object of more than thirly years worth of Immediately relevant
hydrogelological research, a) it's already been iredeemably * up” by =950 nuclear “svents®, and, finally, ) a litte-publicized
rnlaumplao(apm{mnn}mmwmmdmmumwwlmwﬂi n) exhausSvely tested
(the *GCO" In area 5). Howevar, khmnmbmllhammﬂﬂmﬂuﬂsﬁ;hw muiNEEmernad
that HC-typa

ready (the UK didn't) - regardless of exactly where thal wasla might
concrete would be at least as durable as giass dus to the fact that its mineralogical similarity bo natural soil minerals provides less
thermadynamic driving force for allaration.

there
“The most faes ot i Fodorn
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coprocessing these wastes would solve two problems.  If the changes to the existing
calcination facility I've alluded to were to be implemented, virtually any sort of liquid or
waste (e.g., soils) could be readily converted to H
8) tis probable that a formal proposal to properly implement an HC-type solid
would satisfy INEEL's stakeholders.
.55 7 D a future generation deems it to be both politically expedient and affordable, HC-type
. '“U concrete monoliths could be hot-isostatically-pressed into *vitrified” ceramic manoliths without
e removing them from their original canisters. {In other words, today's decision-makers would
not have to make an irevocable commitment to not “vitrify” this waslga
q.5L To retain its lead lab” status, INEEL needs to succeed at doing som Inpﬁ)lmm Cement”
Lo 2. b( l) would permit it to be the first DOE reprocessing site to render its waste road-rea

ication process

Since this EIS is just a draft, let me suggest the following changes for the final version,

@-51 | First, make it very clear up front just exactly what It is you're trying to accomplish. If it's already been
NILD () ided that it's OK to not honor the commitments made in the “Batt Agreement”, say so. (For instance,
some of the scenarios in the Draft that still propose that SBW will be calcined, assume a completion time
of 2014 AD, not 2012 AD - does this two-year “slip” reflect a change in policy? -:[

Second, when you p treatment that don't make much sensg‘:i be sure that you
explain the assumptions/conditions that would make them prausublj

58
1LA(Z)
Erhlrd, you might want to consider integrating some of INEEL's other waste treatment/disposal problems
q-59 Into your final version (e.g. using ANLW's waste caustic as the activator for “hydroceramics™ made out of
n '3_1{5) INTEC calcines.) Doing so would prevent a lot of unnecessary duplication, cause a higher percentage of
INEEL's o be prep for offsite disposal {which would delight local stakeholders), and save
taxpayers a lot of meney. (The “stove piping” of EM projects to malch existing organizational
structures/definitions is another of the "symptoms” identified in "Barrers fo Scfance@

q ") Eourlh when you present/discuss freatment scenarios that have not
I\ J{b) support, e.g., "Direct Cement/Hydroceramics”, make it clear to the reader that mal‘s indeed been the case
D & also that information about them can be obtained from sources nlher than lharafm‘e nan-existent official

Government reports. (For ple, I've thored/published a dozey papers
mal anyoene interested in why “direct cement” makes ssnw might warlt w see — the “Draft EIS" doesn't
that non report-type even euumh

Enﬁh to ensure that your EIS-preparation subcentractors do a fairer job of representing altematives such

4-d as “Direct Cement” in the final version, insist that they actually contact the persons responsible for
ru.D,lJ([‘_B] developing/championing them - the “draft” doesn't ly rep what my coll & I have
done or would recommend.

Sixth & finally, please don't DOE'’s decision to tell its employ to assume that
Q-6 all waste forms made from its reprocessing waste will have 0.5 MTHU per m’ as being meraly
wF2()  “controversial” (p. S-21). A palicy that is inconsistent with both the intant and letter of the law (see 40
CFR 191} and which is largely responsible for DOE's inability to deal efficiently with its own “high level”
waste requires a more forceful adjective.

}-b3 Eu@ change your Publisher, The quality of the photography, printing, general layout, etc. of this EIS is
I h[ﬂ the best I've ever seen in a large g t-sp j

"Far Instance, the “Minimum INEEL Allemative”) suggests thal wa are to bundle up our caldnes into some sort of
transpertable (you can't ship powders) temporary waste form (RTV-fype rubber cement Is baing studled for this purpose) & then ship
It ail off to Hanford wherne they will somehow undo our solidification process, separata the stuff Inta varous fractions, vitrify(7) all of
them, and then ship it all back hera for a few(7) more decades worth of Tnterim” storage. This i too cever 1o make much sanse to
the casual readar addigonal Is pravided

oz

8

764 Eyuu would like to read some technical literature that's not in a DOE-sponsored report, I've written up
E another research paper (at this paint, it's also just a “draft”) discussing why "Direct Cement” makes

especially good sense for INEEL. It goes into some detail about vitrification's drawbacks (one of which Is
that its prohibitive cost encourages folks to do “separations”) and compares the leach test performance of
radwaste type glasses and hydroceramic-type concretes. It's an “easy read” because it's written like the
stuff you find in trade joumnals like Radwaste Magazine. Its literature references (35 of them) suppart the
“controversial” contentions I've made In this review. I'l be happy to send you a copy. Want more? I'll
also be happy to send you another copy of the report | wrote up for the M&O contractor's HLW
department in 1997]
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Control # £s
STATEMENT BY
Rer ive Mike Simp
High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition
Envi | Impact §

February 2000

The U.S. Department of Energy has some important decisions to make regarding
management of high level waste and mixed transuranic waste now stored at the Idaho
National E ing and Envirc tal Lat y. High-level waste management is a
complex technical subject, but it's important for Idahoans to understand that these
decisions will determine how DOE will treat large ts of radioactive and hazard
material stored over the Snake River Plain Aquifer, and how it will close contaminated
facilities when they are no longer needed.

The Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement that DOE Idaho has just issued for public review and comment is the critical
first step in this decision-making process. While it is not a decision document itself, it
provides the scientific information about the potential impacts to the environment of
various management alternatives that DOE is considering. The document gives Idahoans
the opportunity to study these environmental issues, compare the impacts of different
actions, and to make their voices heard under the National Environmental Policy Act
process.

G'_hc DOE project staff have obviously worked hard to convey technical information in a
manner that the general public can understand. |1 encourage all Idaho citizens to review
the EIS and send their comments on to the Department of Energy. Public comment is an
important part of federal agency decision making and is one of several factors that the
Secretary of Energy will consider when choosing a course of action.

LARRY E. CRAIG
IDAHO

Hunt Sy Oemes Buns.

Wnited States

WASHINGTON, DC 2051

2342752
TTY (202) 2240977
i
Rarusucis Pruee Cousert

HW &FD g5 proJECT - PE,
Control #I)C~

FORETHY
ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESCURCES
SPECIAL COMMITTEE
CN AGING

VETERANS AFFAIRS

Flocu 149 Hungeon Pruaza
304 Nosmw 87w Seeer E10 Humsana, Sume 121 846 Many Sraeer
Boss, D BITO2 Conum p'Aumne, D 83814 Lewessow, 1D 83501-1864

@fﬁmﬁ@@

STATEMENT ON TRANSMITTAL OF THE IDAHO HIGH-LEVEL WASTE & FACILITIES

DISPOSITION DRAFT
By U.S, Senator Larry E. Craig

The Department of Energy in Idaho has ged dry 1 leined mixed high-level waste
in above-ground storage tanks and liquid mixed transuranic waste in tanks below the ground
ling to i for many years.

gulatory req

With the agreement made between the State of Idaho and the Department of Energy, this waste
will be treated for transportation in the highest and most safely effective way possible. This
Draft Envi | Impact S analyzes five waste treatment alternatives that span the
years between the years 2000 and 2035. It also analyzes six facilities disposition alternatives.

E,amnq impressed with the readability of this documeng It is very unusual for a Draft
Envire | Impact S tobead that is "user-friendly". I must congratulate
the project staff for their efforts to provide scientific information in a manner that the general
public can understand. It is important to know that the decisions made from this document and
the public input will determine how DOE will treat the great amount of radioactive and
hazardous material for shipment out of Idaho,

I encourage all Idahoans to review this DEIS and send their comments to the DOE by the
deadline of March 20, 2000.

Thank you!

e O 1

Larry E. Craig
United States Senator

EXHIBIT #3

HLW&FD Draft EIS
Focu 183 Idaho Falls, ID
February 7, 2000 .
Name: Grory e Wikon
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E ECT -(ARJPF
ol & FD EIS PRQJ : k,_R FF
L Contral 2 =
Fax to: US Deptartment of Energy
¢/o Snow King Resort, DOE meeting at 6:30pm today
attn: Amy at the front desk for delivery to the DOE meeting
733-4086
From: Dr. & Mrs. Paul Ruttle o
ph: 307-733-0267 i Recewel
fax: 307-733-2618 {: FEB 14 2000
&
(= e Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free, 732-0129
Date: 2/9/00

To whom it may concern,

We are full ime residents of Jackson Hole, Wyoming, and would like to register our
complete oppesition to the proposed nuclear waste incinerator planned for INEEL.
Here are several of our reasons for opposing the project:

1%-1 E— We believe geological evidence supports the fact that prevailing winds will
XT (5}) bring airborne waste from INEEL to Jackson Hole (see testimony of
s most recent meeting in Jackson held at the JH Middle School, and
transcribed by a court reporker}j
132 [~ The incinerator’s design is not proven, and is totally theoretical; the DOE is
:'(-f' (5) suppose to protect the citizens of the United States, not ram unproven
= technology and nuclear wastes down our :hmatsﬂ
123 (- The BNFL has a seriously flawed track record; they are not qualified to run
(T an operation of this sensitive a nature. You cannot ignore their being
L "(L“) found guilty of falsifying records concerning shipments of nuclear
fuels in Japan. If they are willing to do that, what else are they willing
13-4 to do? é&ilher does INEEL appear capable of handling this kind of
D[ ) projedt; what about the 30 emission control system breakdowns at
INEEL between 1990 and 1999 [And what about the 700 hoxes of
13-5 records that the Center for Disease control requested of INEEL during
%D U) the 1990's on the subject of radiation received by pecple downwind

from INEEL... oh they were destroyed! |
EWe know that “failsafe” designs do fail, which will mean the raw

1% incinerated waste will be sent out the stack. This cannot be the right
(%) technology for handling this waste]
EBecau.se of “deadlines” (a very appropriate term), the DOE and Idaho DEQ
13-1 are pushing this project forward with no regard for alternative, safer
KI(B) technologies. The very first thing the DOE needs to do is extend the
deadline for evaluating this project and the nuclear wastes:]

Document 13, Paul & Ann Ruttle, Jackson, WY
Page 2 of 2
= Finally, also because of “deadlines”, the DOE and the Idaho DEQ and have
3-8 assiduously avoided the normal process of getting input from
s Wyoming residents until the project was well on it was. What
Xr(s) happened to environmental impact statements, notification, meetings

to inform the public early on in the planning of the incinerator? It is
as if the DOE is trying to pull a fast one, and drcumvent normal
procedures in order to get this project underway. And when the Idaho
DEQ finally did take the time to get input on the project from
Wyoming residents, they dismissed the comments as “not relevant
because they don't speak to the technicalities of the draft permit”.
What a sham. If there had been meetings early on in the process,
maybe you and they would have listened then. Haven't you, in effect,
robbed the people of Wyoming of our due process? |

In short, we are totally opposed to the incinerator project, and carmot believe that

the DOE has gotten away with the poor handling of this project thus far. Rest
assured that we and our neighbors will fight you every step aof the way.

Regards,

R0 - -

Paul & Ann Ruttle
PO Box 7959
Jackson,Wy. 83002

a xipuaddy
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HLW & FD
EIS PROJECT -(ARJPF
Control # = "( ;
February 9, 2000
g sielbing te avs on»{vmfu’«g,
“SaMy name is Melissa clark Rhodes | Fm ¢

o
»

My address is Apartment 345 n Blair Place, Jackson, WY
I hold a Ph.D. in Geoclogy from the University of Pennsylvania

all over the world, and included diving off the Antarctic shelf to

Although I am currently retired, my previous research involved trav;a
study marine fauna.

As a former Adjunct Assistant Professor at Rider University, I taught
basic Environmental science, as well as Geology courses.
Therefore, the INEEL's problems with waste disposal, both stored mixed

hazardous and tru contaminated waste AND SEPARATELY, the underground
Hhese ra24e5 ane
Rile bl /ﬁ'f"k -

A C.

kkkhdhhbhhdtd bt ikt kkhth bbbk b bbbk h AR A kA Ak kA Rk d ke dhd ko

High level wastes, have caused me some concern.

**WJY is the Geology State. Our economy is driven by our undergroun

resources i.e., Uranium, natural gas, o0il, and coal. All of these (;E’P.r

sources of energy have their own sets of problems. We have some of the
finest geoclogists and engineers in the country. We ﬂ:'i notfanti=
nuclear. There is a need for nuclear power at this point in time
because we have not solved pollution problems associated with the
utilization of fossil fuels. Solar and wind power sources still remain
in a state of research and development.

**However, dealing with the radicactive waste effectively remains a

parablas 1Fnet realtr

Comy
national problem. The problems at Hanford are

dade greastme than INEEL’s difficulties. We do not wish to see

INEEL become another Hanford.

Document 14, Melissa Clark Rhodes, Jackson, WY
Page 2 of 2

EiGuod science is a result of interaction between opposing points of
£l Cmet SU [l 2
view 2 ?R -— 5 w would like to hold a technical

forum with outside scientists and engineers interacting with the DOE

14 | scientists. If we can participate in neutral territory, perhaps we

”Q_b(,a—’) can evaluate the best options in collaboration, rather than

fo DOE~ W5 54 oé»aﬂmgge_
( §Cume > woirtn sl ergunag_‘v'j

opposition.
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HLW EIS Web Comments

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2000 3:05 PM
To: web@jason.com

Ce: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Auto-Assigned Commeant Number: &
Name: Dr Lee PLan‘skav

Affiliation: INEEL - LLW Program/RWMC
Address1: 165 East 14th Street
Address2:

City, State Zip: Idaho Falls, ID 83404
Telephone: 208-526-2788

Date Entered: {ts "2000-02-10 15:04:50'}

g C t -
IIT:‘"mﬂL i Would you consider please to add a table of co-located facilites and support equipment by alternative[sL]

112 2. [Section 5.2.13.4 has 1/2 of the 2nd Order topic headings missing - eg: preduct waste...... through process waste.
) rg}“’e individual waste types and whether they are product or process waste is not clearb

13 . NGLW — need a dlear definition early on in each of the volumes Summary -—> appendices AND GLOSSARY. Itis
' not clearly defined for the public reader and is not present in the Glossary.

Thanks

Document 18, Janet Sluszka, Wilson, WY
Page 1 of 1

18-l
Vi)

! & FT
HLW EIS Web Comments LW &
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2000 4:09 PM
To: web@jason.com
Ce: web_archive@jasan.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

MName: Janet Sluszka
Affiliation:
Address1: 3225 Teton Pines Drive
Address2:
City, State Zip: Wilson, WY 83014
Telephone: 307 734-5257
Date Entered: {ts ‘2000-02-11 16:08:58'}

mment.

ease do not rush into making a decision as to how to treat the high-level waste at INEEL. Please consider a number of

methods and follow-through with them all to see which method is the safest for people and the environment, Please do naot
make the same mistake you did with the proposed hazardous and nuclear waste incinerator and lock yourselves into a
time frame and contract without taking the time to consider the safest alternatives, There is no reason to rush into treating
these wastes if the proper technology is not yet there. Thank you for having the health of people and the health of the
envirgnment as your utmost concern.
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ease do not rush into making a decision as to how to treat the high-level waste at INEEL. Please consider a number of

methods and follow-through with them all to see which method is the safest for people and the environment, Please do naot
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Document 20, Donald W. Rhodes, ldaho Falls, ID
Page 1 of 2
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From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Monday, February 14, 2000 3,12 AM

To: web@jason.com

Cc: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Jan Missl
Affiliation:
Address1: 1115 E, State

Address2;
City, State Zip. Boise, Id 83712
Telephone: 208-384-9138

Date Entered: {ts '2000-02-14 05:11:47}

G- Comment: . ; ?
1LAE) tment should proceed strictly out of concern for enviranmental ;mtecm@
n't use unproven technaology.
"Separations” presents three major problems:

14-2 2, Creates more waste streams to manage )
ME%10) b. Produces greater waste \fnlumes camp_ared to non-separations
c. Pos technical rtainties. These tec have never been demanstrated to work on an
industrial scaleﬁ

16.3 CTLH* the calcine and liquid wastes independently. These wastes have different properties and therefore require different
|1 Av+ Poroaches. This was also recommended in a recent report from the National Academy of Sciences.

-4 @uurdinate treatment so as to address all forms of contamination such as groundwater, soil, facilities and the High-level
W 11.Biwaste,

thank you

\yapD EISPROJECT
P2 i s DC-20

Idaho Falls, Idaho
February 10, 2000

Mr. Thomas L. Wichman
U.S. Dept.of Energy
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Dear Mr Wichmann:

'\,,f.:l_‘
I am sending you my comments on fic High Level Waste Treatment options that apg
Post Register recently. My comments are of a technical nature based on my many years
experience at the Chemical Processing Plant, where I was in charge of developing the chemistry
for the calcination process for many years as well as other related waste treatment processes.
These comments are not presented in any logical sequencs, but are given as they occur to me while
preparing this letter.

1in the

[f],. Dissolving the calcine seems to me to border on the ridiculous. Many millions of dollars and
70-1 thousands of man hours were spent converting the high level waste to the present granular form. 1
0 believe that both Hanford and Savannah River would be very happy to have their high level waste
[11.D-3(1) in such an innocuos form. In actual practice, dissolving the calcine is not an easy task. Even the
calcine from the aluminum nitrate waste would require some sort of fusion process to dissolve the
alpha alumiina that is small in total amount, but is distributed throught the calcine. Extraacting the
radionuclides from the liquid after dissolution is not a simple process, Many attempts were made
to do this before the waste was calcined, with little success. The end result was a number of
wastes, large in volume and containing different levels of radionuclides that would require further

treatment for disposal_]
70-Z  [2. Although a glass prepared from the caicine is probably a desirable product, ing the
J1D-LL %) calcine to a glass is quite difficult. The p qui high t and is d dent

very P P
on the chemical composition of the calcine. The CPP has four different types of calcine: (1)
calcine from calcination of aluminum nitrate waste, (2) calcine from the calcination of ammonium
nitrate waste, (3) calcine from the calcination of zirconium fluoride waste, and (4) some calcine
from the calcination of intermediate or second cycle waste. Idon’t believe that records can clearly
separate these wastes as to location in the bins. Each of these wastes would probably require some
modification for any solidification process that was used. In terms of the contained radionuclides
in the waste, the Ru-106, Ce-144, and Zr-Nb-95 would probably be largely decayed.
The Sr-90 would still} be there, but waould probably not cause a migration problem during the
glassification process. The Cs-137, on the other hand, would largely be released and have to be
collected during the glassification process. In fact, migration of Cs-137 has been occurring during
storage in the bins & of the heat g d by the decay of fission products. In addition to
these problems, the energy requirements for glasification will be very high, and the materials of
construction that will be peeded for the equipment to do the glassification will be very espensive. |

20-% [3. There is another potential process to immobilize and protect the calcine, that was not included
[11.D.4¢) Tin the options, that I believe could be used. It would be much less costly than any of the other
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February 10, 2000

Mr. Thomas L. Wichman
U.S. Dept.of Energy
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401
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for the calcination process for many years as well as other related waste treatment processes.
These comments are not presented in any logical sequencs, but are given as they occur to me while
preparing this letter.

1in the
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70-1 thousands of man hours were spent converting the high level waste to the present granular form. 1
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to do this before the waste was calcined, with little success. The end result was a number of
wastes, large in volume and containing different levels of radionuclides that would require further
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modification for any solidification process that was used. In terms of the contained radionuclides
in the waste, the Ru-106, Ce-144, and Zr-Nb-95 would probably be largely decayed.
The Sr-90 would still} be there, but waould probably not cause a migration problem during the
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options presented, and provide a high level of safety during storage. This process consists of
imbedding the calcine in a metal matrix which is itself contained within a metal cylinder. The
metal matrix that I suggest is aluminum. This was done on a laboratory scale as early as 1969, and
was reported in IN-1322 The author is myself. The laboratory study was done with
nonradioactive calcine. A stainless tube was filled with granular calcine. Molten aluminum was
then drawn up through the calcine using a um, and an inert atmosphere to prevent aluminum
oxide from forming. The metal is allowed to extend beyong the calcine at both ends of the tube,
thus forming a sealed system. In order for the radionuclides to be leached from the calcine, the
tube would have to be penetrated by corrosion. Even then, the leaching would be very slow
because of the aluminum matrix that protects the calcine particles. The tubing containing the
calcine could be any thickness desired to provide the desired long-term protection. If really, really
Inugtem protection were desired, the tube containing the calcine could be placed within a second

less steel or ic cylinder and a second pouring of metal could be made to seal the tube
containing the calcine mthm the secondary container. Long term stability could easily be provided
bythepmperchmmofomnm Some of the advantages of this process over the other

are as foll
1. This pmcesamnbcdoncatrelanveiy low temperatures ( aluminum m.p. 650 decgrees C),
compared to a g]as'ﬂﬁca.tmu process.
are low

2.. The energy pared to a glassification p
3. Migration of Cs-137 would be negligible at the low temperatures required to melt aluminum.
4. The cost of materials would be relatively low, L ordinary stainless steel and/or ceramic

tubing could be used.
5. Argon, which is reasonable in cost, could be used to provide the inert atmosph

6. mehmgofradlonuclldssmﬂdbemﬁ:rsslungasdes:mdbychowng#henghl
containment materials.

7. Handling the stainless steel or ceramics tubes could be done with conventional equipment.

8. The tubes containing the calcine could be transported and stored easily.

9, The aluminum metal and steel container would reduce the external radiation significantly.

10 The process is basically not affected by the chemical composition of the calcine.

11. End caps can be welded on the ends of the tube, thus making it a totally sealed system.

12. The ss tubing would totally shield out the beta radiation, and hot the gamma.
13. The metal matrix provides good heat transfer for any decay heal. |

If you have any questions or if I can be of any help, I can be reached at 652 Brentwood Circle,
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402, phone, 522-8673.

Very truly yours,

Bte) Rbwdler.

D. W. Rhedes

HLW & FD

Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Control &
U.S. Department of Energy Idaho Operations Office

Written Comment Form
Must be postmarked ar dated by March 20, 2000
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Written comment forms may be mailed to:
Thomas L. Wichmann

EIS Document Manager

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, ldaho 83401-1563

Written comment forms may be faxed to:
Thomas L. Wichmann

EIS Document Manager

208-525-1184

Or send comments via the internet at: hitpi’www jason.comihlwfdeis
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Document 22, Char Roth, Ketchum, ID Document 23, Department of Health & Human Services (Kenneth W. Holt), Atlanta, GA
Page 1 of 1 Page 1 of 21

EIS PRO]ECT '@PF : EiS PROJECT

F<6.13 2000 Palb . i
Control e 1 KR = 3) 00 § _/é DEPARTMENT OF HEAETH & HUMAN SERVICES HLW & FD c‘ﬂ%’ﬁ'ﬂfan@%—,cﬁj—
{3 8] S 3
&LDJLM ;)’[4 [./Ui L,L,Mdmi-}LW & FD foox. 293 o

g f 4 Centers lor Diseasa Control
! E e : E! . and Prevention {COC)

g i Atlania GA 303413724

331 February 7, 2000

- ; S A S o

(l A(2) ? o :. d‘/ﬂ; ; ¢ '
0 OU.F - L).JL Thomas L. Wichmann, Document Manager

F@WWA e : %_’i’ re I fl/ug_ ‘ U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

/ L\Noi/' L M@/j Idaho Falls, Tdaho 83401-1563
e w F‘ i Anention: Public Comment: Idaho HLW & FD EIS
I~ Qﬁ gpo

7%/-’ Dear Mr. Wichmann:

We have completed our review of the Draft Envi al Impact § (DEIS) for Idaho
High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition. We are responding on behalf of the U.S. Public
Health Service, Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). This letter serves asa
response o your letters of request sent to Dr. Jeffery Koplan, Director, Centers for Disease
Ceontrol and Prevention (CDC), to Mr. Richard Green , Environment and Safety Officer,
(DHHS), and to Mr, Kenneth W, Holt, National Center for Environmental Health, CDC_E\-’e
3|  request that future correspondence related to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
2 _3 ) specifically requests for review of envirg | impact be sent only to Mr, Holt for
I { coordination at the following address:

Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH

Centers for Disease Control & Prevention

National Center for Environmental Health

Emergency & Environmental Health Services Division (F16)
4770 Buford Hwy. NE

Atlanta, GA 303413724

Technical assistance for this review was provided by Mr. Charles M. Wood, Radiation Studies
Branch, Division of Environmental Hazards and Health Effects, National Center for
Environmental Health, CDC. Please consider the following comment provided by Mr. Wood:
E‘The_Defense Muclear Facilities Safety Board audited the Department of Energy program for
N% -3,  HEPAfilters and cited several serious deficiencies. 1have attached a copy of this audit for your
Vil ﬂl\"m information. One of the more serious deficiencies is that DOE has shut down its facility for
* quality assurance testing of new filters. All the machinery is now at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory, but there is no funding to assemble the equipment and put it back into
operation, The proposed facilities in the DEIS will depend on HEPA filters to meet emissions

f\,uré/“ ; _,Hﬂ\ ; : standards. For new facilities DOE should address the deficiencies cited in the DNFSB audit
6_; ,P,U/;L) Cans WL(/\[,M(Z/ 5 LL' ) How do they propose to do that'ﬂ

28-2 i f - :  de

[ A L { |t S = o f

NI B(y) q 1570 0L V??r:’ "vf(‘B "W“"_-I Clli 3:55{

2392
Xi(5)

- UuoyvWIOfuy Mo\ -




1L820-s13/30d

9¢-a

Document 22, Char Roth, Ketchum, ID Document 23, Department of Health & Human Services (Kenneth W. Holt), Atlanta, GA
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7LA/-’ Dear Mr. Wichmann:

We have completed our review of the Draft Envi al Impact § (DEIS) for Idaho
High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition. We are responding on behalf of the U.S. Public
Health Service, Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). This letter serves asa
response o your letters of request sent to Dr. Jeffery Koplan, Director, Centers for Disease
Ceontrol and Prevention (CDC), to Mr. Richard Green , Environment and Safety Officer,
(DHHS), and to Mr, Kenneth W, Holt, National Center for Environmental Health, CDC_E\-’e
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e g coordination at the following address:

&jM Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH

Centers for Disease Control & Prevention

National Center for Environmental Health

Emergency & Environmental Health Services Division (F16)
4770 Buford Hwy. NE

Atlanta, GA 303413724

Technical assistance for this review was provided by Mr. Charles M. Wood, Radiation Studies
Branch, Division of Environmental Hazards and Health Effects, National Center for
Environmental Health, CDC. Please consider the following comment provided by Mr. Wood:
E‘The_Defense Muclear Facilities Safety Board audited the Department of Energy program for
N% -3,  HEPAfilters and cited several serious deficiencies. 1have attached a copy of this audit for your
Vil & I\"1 information. One of the more serious deficiencies is that DOE has shut down its facility for
* quality assurance testing of new filters. All the machinery is now at Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory, but there is no funding to assemble the equipment and put it back into

L
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I\,utwé/“' 5 it LL : standards. For new facilities DOE should address the deficiencies cited in the DNFSB audit.
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Page 2 - Mr. Wichmann

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. Please send us a copy of
the Final DEIS, and any future envir | impact statements which may indicate potential
public health impact and are developed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Sincerely,
yi{u_u;é o AT

Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH
Emergency & Environmental Health Services Division
MNational Center for Environmental Health (F16)
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June 8, 1999

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585-1000

Dear Secretary Richardson:

Since its inception, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) has provided its
observations on a number of issues associated with confinement ventilation systems installed in
the facilities under the Board's purview. In particular, issues involving high-efficiency particulate
air (HEPA) filters identified by the Board's staff during its reviews of ventilation systems have
been highlighted in the Board’s correspondence, Many of these issues remain unresolved, as
indicated in the enclosed report by our staff.

The report describes significant degradation of the infrastructure supporting the
Department of Energy’s (DOE) HEPA filter program. Confinement viability demands high
dependability of these filters, yet beyond question their efficacy has deteriorated. The filters can
be restored to an acceptable level of reliability only if the robust infrastructure required to support
continued assurance of their performance is restored, The Board's staff has identified a number
of actions that could be taken to achieve that restoration and the Board believes that DOE should
act promptly to initiate a definitive corrective action plan to address those issues.

Accordingly, pursuant to 42 U.8.C. § 2286b(d) the Board requests that DOE provide a
report within 60 days outlining the steps it plans to resolve these issues in a manner that restores
confidence that confinement ventilation systems using HEPA filters do, indeed, adequately protect
waorkers, the public, and the environment.

In the future, the Board intends to closely operational and mair aspects of
confinement ventilation systems in general, and will share our findings with you upon completion
of that review.

Sincerely,

John T. Conway
Chairman

c: Mr. Mark B. Whitaker, Jr.

Enclosure
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Technical Report
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This technical report was prepared for the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board by the
following staff members:
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with assistance from:
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Confinement ventilation systems are important safety features of Department of Energy (DOE)
facilities in which hazardous materials are handled in dispersible form. High-efficiency particulate
air (HEPA) filters are critical elements of these confinement systems. They are the final physical
barrier to the release of material to the atmosphere and thereby serve to protect workers, the
public, and the environment. For accident scenarios, HEPA filters are credited with reducing
emissions by factors of thousands to billions.

Reviews of ventilation systems at DOE defense nuclear facilities conducted by the staff of the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) during the early 1990s led to the Board’s first
report on this subject, Overview of Ventilation Systems at Selected DOE Pl Processing
and Handling Facilities (DNFSB/TECH-3). More recent reviews have identified additional
potentially significant weaknesses in the maintenance and operation of these systems, particularly
in the procurement, testing, application, and use of HEPA filters. These weaknesses support the
conclusion that confinement ventilation systems at some DOE facilities may be vulnerable to
failure when most needed.

For many years, an informal but highly effective nationwide infrastructure supported
production of and quality assurance for HEPA filters for safety-related service in a variety of
hazardous operations, including those conducted in DOE facilities. Today there is convincing
evidence that this infrastructure is failing; this report describes significant degradation of the
infrastructure supporting DOE's HEPA filter program. Confinement viability demands that these
filters be highly dependable, yet beyond question their efficacy has deteriorated. The filters can be
restored to an acceptable level of reliability only if the robust infrastructure required to support
continued assurance of their performance is restored. This report identifies a number of actions
that could be taken to achieve that restoration.

The Board will continue to focus attention on deficiencies and weaknesses in confinement
ventilation systems at DOE facilities. These efforts will be aimed at identifying situations in which
DOE can act to improve protection of workers, the public, and the environment.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Confinement, the Department of Energy’'s (DOE) preferred method for protecting the
public and workers from exposure to hazardous materials, encompasses both the physical
structures in which the material resides and the associated ventilation systems. Before air from
the confinement is released to the environment, it is filtered through high-efficiency particulate air
(HEPA) filters to ensure that any residual contamination is well below acceptable, safe levels for
public exposure (Burchsted et al., 1976). In such applications, HEPA filters can reduce emissions
by factors of thousands to billions.

An acceptable confinement system starts with a robust and well-documented
design—robust not only in the physical structures involved, but also in the attributes of defense in
depth incorporated in the overall system design. Confinement systems are expected to be
documented comprehensively in safety documents, such as Safety Analysis Reports (SARs),
Technical Safety Requirements (TSRs), and Operational Safety Requirements (OSRs) (DiNunno,
May 31, 1995). Typically, the strenuous demands imposed by the need for uninterrupted
operation of confinement ventilation systems for extended periods of time—often decades—have
led to the rugged designs often found in DOE facilities. Redundant filter banks and power
supplies are common in modern applications (U.S. Department of Energy, April 6, 1989;

October 24, 1996). Despite their otherwise robust construction, however, all confinement
ventilation systems that use HEPA filters are vulnerable to failure of their most fragile component,
the HEPA filter itself, which uses a medium no thicker than the typical desk blotter. Like paper,
this medium becomes brittle with age and is significantly degraded by wetting. As a result, HEPA
filters must be regarded as consumables that require replacement at defined intervals. However,
DOE does not currently require replacement.

On March 20, 1995, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (Board) issued a
technical report entitled Overview of Ventilation Systems at Selected DOE Plutonium Processing
and Handling Facilities (DNFSB/TECH-3) (Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, March 20,
1995). This report identifies numerous instances of a lack of adequate accounting of how and
whether facilities met and maintained compliance with specific requirements. The report
concludes that as a result of these shortcomings, confinement systems at DOE’s plutonium
facilities might not perform as expected in the event of an accident.

In its letter forwarding this report (Conway, June 15, 1993) and in subsequent
correspondence (Conway, July 21, 1995), the Board requested that DOE evaluate the design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of ventilation systems at its plutonium processing and
handling facilities and set forth a plan for corrective actions deemed necessary as a result of this
evaluation. DOE formally responded to these requests in early spring 1996 (O'Leary, March 15,
1996). Approximately one-quarter of the 36 actions proposed by DOE in its corrective action
plan still remain open.

Since the issuance of DNFSB/TECH-3, several related issues have been identified. These

include (1) the need for pre-installation filter test facilities (Zavadoski, May 24-26, 1994; July
11-13, 1995); (2) the need for a Qualified Products List (QPL) test laboratory (Zavadoski,
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August 4-8, 1997; Conway, October 30, 1997); (3) the problem of filter wetting (Zavadoski,
August 4-8, 1997; Conway, October 30, 1997; Frethold et al., July 14, 1997); (4) the effects of
aging on the integrity of filters (Zavadoski, August 4-8, 1997; Frethold et al., July 14, 1997); (5)
by-pass leakage considerations (Frethold et al., July 14, 1997; Roberson, March 3, 1997); (6)
radiation-induced degradation (Conway, May 9, 1996); and (7) issues involving the infrastructure
associated with HEPA filters (Alm, January 15, 1998; Conway, February 9, 1998; March 26,
1998; Owendoff, April 27, 1998). In addition, relevant research results that raise questions about
fundamental assumptions used in Safety Analysis Reports have been presented in national and
international forums (Frethold et al., July 14, 1997; Bergman et al., 1994; Carbaugh, 1982;
Johnson et al., 1988; Moeller, 1982; First, 1996; Robinson et al., 1985). These issues are
explored in the following sections.
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2. HEPA FILTER INFRASTRUCTURE

The program for producing high-quality HEPA filters and fabricating the filter banks used
in nuclear installations has evolved during the past 50 years. This evolution has involved many
interrelated assumptions associated with materials, specifications, testing, and use (Burchsted et
al., 1976; Frethold et al., July 14, 1997; Johnson et al., 1988; First, 1996).

As the name suggests, HEPA filters are high-efficiency air filters designed to remove
extremely fine particles suspended in the air; they do not remove gases. HEPA filters are
expendable, extended-pleated-medium, dry-type filters with (1) a rigid casing enclosing the full
depth of the pleats; (2) a minimum particle removal efficiency of 99.97 percent of thermally
generated dioctalphthalate (DOP) 0.3 micron smoke particles (particles about one- third of one-
thousandth of a millimeter in diameter) or larger (i.e., 99.97 percent of these particles are stopped
by the filter); and (3) at a maximum a pressure drop of | inch of water gauge when clean and
operated at rated airflow capacity (Burchsted et al., 1976). Such filters offer a high-volume, high-
efficiency cleanup mechanism for relatively low concentrations of airborne particulate
contaminants.

Safety analyses for confinement systems using HEPA filters routinely take credit for
reductions in airborne contamination by factors of thousands to billions. These reduction factors
are reasonable for intact filters installed in well-designed and well-constructed filter banks that are
properly maintained. These conditions are difficult to attain, however, partly because of the
fragile nature of the filter medium. A very few small holes in the filter medium (on the order of
1-10 mm in diameter) can reduce filter efficiency significantly.

HEPA filters are manufactured by a process similar to that used for making paper, but
with fiberglass strands as the principal ingredient. After the medium is formed into a sheet similar
in appearance and texture to a large desk blotter, it is carefully folded into a series of accordion
pleats (123 pleats in the most widely used standard industrial HEPA filter). The folded medium is
then mounted with the edges sealed in a plywood or metal case. This constitutes a single HEPA
filter unit. Dozens or even hundreds of such units may be installed in a single confinement filter
installation.

2.1 ACHIEVING INITIAL PRODUCT QUALITY
2.1.1 Specifications

HEPA filters are produced with a high degree of quality and uniformity through the
application of stringent yet manageable specifications. The foundation for HEPA quality includes
sample specifications found in the 1976 Nuclear Air Cleaning Handbook (Burchsted et al., 1976),
issued by the Energy Research and Development Administration, and more recently in DOE
Standard 3020-97 (DOE-STD-3020-97), Specification for HEPA Filters Used by DOE
Contractors (U.S. Department of Energy, 1997), together with the numerous standards they cite
and the QPL and Filter Test Facility (FTF) testing they call for. Nevertheless, there are ongoing
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technical issues associated with each of these building blocks that have serious implications for
maintaining the quality of the filters.

The current version of the Nuclear Air Cleaning Handbook is more than 20 years old. In
the intervening years, several unsuccessful attempts have been made to revise and update the
handbook, primarily to accommodate numerous changes in applicable national standards. In
1996, the Secretary of Energy made a commitment to the Board (O’Leary, March 15, 1996) to
have a revised draft available by the end of that year. That draft has not yet been produced, nor
are there any indications that a revised handbook may emerge in the near future.

2.1.2 Filter Testing

Both the Nuclear Air Cleaning Handbook and DOE-STD-3020-97 call for manufacturers
to retain their QPL' listings. This mandate includes, among other requirements, providing
representative sample filter units to an independent, certified QPL laboratory for destructive
testing at least once every 5 years.

In the past, manufacturers could choose to have their QPL testing done at either the
Army’s Edgewood Arsenal or the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS). Today,
the Edgewood Arsenal facility no longer performs QPL testing, and the test facility at RFETS is
closed. Edgewood Arsenal still has the capability to run such tests, but there is no budget for
maintenance of the necessary equipment. During 1997, the QPL test equipment at RFETS was
sent to Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL), where most of it remains—still crated
and unfunded. The Assistant Secretary of Energy for Environmental Management informed the
Board in writing (Alm, January 15, 1998) that a QPL testing laboratory would be available for
testing of HEPA filters to be used in DOE facilities. No time frame was specified for that
commitment, and such a laboratory has not yet been designated.

In addition to QPL testing, both the handbook and DOE-STD-3020-97 call for
representative filters to be provided routinely to a designated FTF for the purpose of verifying
filter efficiency. The current DOE standard recognizes that manufacturers may themselves
conduct tests similar to those performed at a designated FTF. Even in such cases, however, the
standard requires that all filters destined for use in DOE facilities be tested at an independent FTF
prior to installation.

For years, manufacturers routinely pretested their HEPA filters before sending them to a
DOE FTF. Even with this pretesting, rejection rates of 3—6 percent were common at DOE’s three
FTFs. Such rejection rates support the value of testing at a DOE FTF, since the tests help avoid
the unnecessary generation of contaminated waste and contribute to lowering personnel exposure.
This avoidance comes about because the filters that fail the FTF tests are not installed, as they
would have been in the absence of the tests; thus the need to remove substandard filters
contaminated in service is avoided.

! Products on QPLs have met stringent requirements for quality and reliability,
demonstrated by periodic independent testing at certified testing laboratories, most of which are
operated by the federal government.

2-2
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Currently, DOE operates only one FTF (at Oak Ridge). Despite the DOE-STD-3020-97
specification calling for FTF testing of HEPA filters prior to installation in DOE facilities, and in
the face of DOE’s own studies (Lytle, August 1996), there have been repeated proposals to stop
testing of filters at the Oak Ridge FTF. Indeed, testing there was stopped in January 1999, but
was resumed 2 months later with user fees being imposed for tests. This situation tends to
discourage FTF usage and increase per-filter test costs. Ongoing attempts to find a programmatic
solution have thus far been unsuccessful.

2.2 MAINTAINING PERFORMANCE

HEPA filters cannot simply be installed and forgotten. Once installed in safety systems,
they are subject to significant operating constraints to ensure the desired level of performance.
Typically, these constraints involve TSRs and/or OSRs (U.S. Department of Energy, April 30,
1992) that specify a maximum pressure drop for system operation and a level of efficiency as
demonstrated by periodic in-place leakage tests. Operating procedures, specific surveillance
actions, and scheduled maintenance are usually prescribed to ensure that these performance
requirements are met.

Industry consensus standards for in-place HEPA filter testing stress the need for visual
inspections and system-specific procedures (American Society of Mechanical Engineers,
December 15, 1989). Although specific procedures addressing filter operation are required by
industry standards, they are typically lacking throughout the defense nuclear complex (Conway,
January 30, 1998) and have not been made mandatory by DOE. These procedures are important
for ensuring the safety of workers, the public, and the environment. Only the Savannah River Site
has employed them extensively.

For most other systems and components, meeting TSRs ensures that a constrained or
challenged item will perform its intended function as called for by the design. This assumption is
not valid when nondestructive in-place field tests address only the tightness of the filter’s fit
against the frame and the absence of other gross leakage paths. There is a widespread assumption
that periodic in-place DOP field testing demonstrates the ability of a HEPA filter to perform under
accident conditions. Yet, experience has shown that filters can be severely weakened and still
successfully pass these in-place tests (Frethold et al., July 14, 1997; Johnson et al., 1988; First,
1996). Under accident conditions, such filters are vulnerable to subsequent failure in use, for
example, after becoming heavily loaded with smoke particles.

The question of whether a HEPA filter will perform as intended in the future cannot be
answered simply by examining adherence to existing TSRs. Filter performance does not lend
itself to a simple “go-no go” test. With today’s technology, that assurance is available only
through a reliable and effective infrastructure that addresses all aspects of HEPA filter
quality—design, manufacture, installation, operation, and maintenance.

2.3 CHALLENGES

2.3.1 Fires

The largest potential threat to the public from a facility that houses processes in which
relatively large quantities of radioactive materials are handled is most commonly a fire accident
scenario. Since fires often generate large volumes of smoke, they pose a potential threat to the
effective functioning of filtration systems because the filters can become rapidly loaded with
smoke particles. This increases the pressure drop across the filter, potentially leading to a breach
of confinement. There are times during some fire scenarios when it may be necessary to stop flow
to the filter systems to prevent their destruction. Such scenarios need to be carefully evaluated
ahead of time; a mitigating strategy must be developed, clearly captured in procedures, and
rigorously practiced (Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, March 20, 1995; Conway,

January 30, 1998; Klein, April 24, 1998).

In the event of a breakthrough of the filter during a fire, the particulate material deposited
on the filters is readily lifted by buoyancy into the atmosphere, where it can be further dispersed in
potentially unfavorable downwind patterns. As a result, some fires can be more serious than
explosions, which generally drive much of the particulate matter into surrounding structures
rather than elevating it into the atmosphere and dispersing it via prevailing winds.

2.3.2 Heat and Elevated Temperatures

Because of their materials of construction, HEPA filter installations can easily be damaged
or destroyed by heat if they are not properly designed and maintained. Exposure of the filter
medium to temperatures of 700~750°F for only 5 minutes can significantly reduce filter efficiency
(Burchsted et al., 1976). Fires involving burning metals, which may be encountered in many
defense nuclear facilities, can produce flame temperatures of several thousand degrees. With
sufficient flow of cooler air, these high temperatures can be reduced to acceptable levels in the
downstream HEPA filters. If this cooling effect is to be provided, however, detailed plans and
designs are essential. Such plans and designs in turn require appropriate guidance.

In this connection, DOE Handbook 3010 (DOE-HDBK-3010-94) (U.S. Department of
Energy, December 1994) implies that HEPA filters can withstand temperatures substantially
greater than 1500° F for tens of minutes without losing their nominal efficiency of 99.97 percent.
This is not correct, since fiberglass will melt before reaching such temperatures. This erroneous
information was used in a recent Basis for Interim Operation (U.S. Department of Energy,

April 1998) in which a filter efficiency of 99.8 plus percent was assumed in calculating dose
assessments. In this instance, recalculation determined that the temperature likely to be
encountered at that facility would not have reached 750°F. However, the same error (i.e., the
assumption of no filter damage and filter availability for dose reduction) could recur if the
handbook is not revised.

2.3.3 Wetting
Like paper, HEPA filter medium is especially susceptible to water damage, despite the fact

that water repellents are applied to the medium during manufacture. When installed fire
suppression systems are activated to protect systems, structures, and components inside
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confinement, the moisture-laden air carried downstream to the HEPA filters can seriously degrade
filter performance—at a time when high-efficiency filter performance is crucial.

2.3.4 Filter Strength

The remaining strength of HEPA filters must be adequately considered, especially under
challenging conditions, such as having to cope with a fire. Making this determination is
particularly difficult, however, since no nondestructive in-place test is available. Further, many
unpredictable factors can degrade the filter installation's strength without the operators’
knowledge. Filter strength is affected by such factors as manufacturing variables, aging, loss of
binder, loss of water-repellent capability, shelf life, history of prior wetting, exposure to high
temperature, exposure to high radiation, exposure to chemicals, and exposure to moisture-laden
air (Frethold et al., July 14, 1997; Bergman et al., 1994; Carbaugh, 1982; Johnson et al., 1988;
Moeller, 1982; First, 1996). While many of these factors have been investigated, a quantitative
assessment does not appear possible at this time. More important, a conservative limit on filter
life is not currently mandated by DOE.

2.3.5 Air Leaks

Careful design, attentive operation, and disciplined maintenance of a HEPA installation
can be negated by air leaks in the negative pressure region of the system downstream of the filters
and upstream of the fans. Leaking gaskets, fan seals, and damper actuator penetrations are
particularly vulnerable. These regions are not routinely checked for leaks (Frethold et al., July 14,
1997; Roberson, March 3, 1997). When RFETS addressed this issue, such leaks were found.

2.4 RESULTS OF PRIOR RESEARCH

The literature is replete with studies that examine possible negative influences on HEPA
filter performance (Frethold et al., July 14, 1997; Bergman et al., 1994; Johnson et al., 1988;
Robinson et al., 1985). The data presented in these studies are based almost entirely on HEPA
filters less than 15 years old. A few of the filters examined in the studies were 15-20 years old,
and a very few were older than that (the age of these filters typically includes both shelf and
service life).

Frethold's work (Appendix 4, Figure 4-1) (Frethold et al., July 14, 1997) shows some
unused but aged filters with less than minimum specified initial tensile strength of 2.5 pounds per
inch for unfolded media and 2.0 pounds per inch for folded media. “Folded” versus “unfolded”
here is significant because the most commonly observed failure point on a HEPA filter is on the
downstream fold. Further, Frethold's work (Figure 6-1) reveals variability for this parameter by
factors of 2-3 for the same manufacturer.

The loss of water-repellent capability has also been observed by several investigators.

This can be a significant factor if moisture carryover or sprays from firefighting efforts impinge on
the filters. Filters untreated for water repellency are expected to absorb some fraction of the
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impinging moisture or water. This moisture absorption can dramatically increase the pressure
drop across the filter and lead to filter failures. According to Frethold (Figures 2-1 and 2-2), loss
of the ability to repel water does not appear to be a problem in storage, but can be significant in
service. Johnson's data (Johnson et al., 1988) show a 57-100 percent loss of water-repellent
capability among filters in service for 13-14 years.

These data suggest that remaining strength and ability to repel water are important
considerations for continued HEPA filter use, but it is not possible to specify an exact service life.
Qualitatively, however, the data clearly indicate that filters cannot stay in service indefinitely.
Since an exact service life cannot be determined and data variability is significant, individual
vulnerability assessments that examine the expected efficiency, life, and mission for installed
HEPA filters would appear to be desirable.

Frethold (Appendix 3) presents the results of soaking a HEPA filter, drying it, and then
testing the dried media for tensile strength. This investigation was designed to simulate the effects
of direct impingement spray testing for fire protection purposes. The results revealed that one
soaking can reduce the strength of the filter media to less than the initial purchase specification
value. Additional tests conducted by Frethold without presoaking also demonstrated weakening
of the filters. On the basis of these data, the safety significance of the application, and a
consideration of future building use, one DOE site (RFETS) decided to replace various previously
wetted HEPA stages (in Buildings 371 and 707). The choice appears to have been a prudent one.

It should be noted that most of the investigations cited above were carried out under
funding provided by DOE and its predecessor agencies. Today almost no funding is available for
conducting such investigations, even though there are many unanswered questions. No
programmatic office within DOE has stepped forward to set priorities regarding the additional
information required.

Taken collectively, the published data also suggest that there could be some unused HEPA
filters in storage—ready to be installed in safety systems—that would not meet newly purchased
filter specifications. Further, the data suggest that installed HEPA filters could be so degraded by
age and loss of ability to repel water that they might not perform their expected safety function
when called upon to do so.

Several attempts have been made to establish an age limit for HEPA filters, taking into
consideration the weaknesses observed during testing. First (1996) of the Harvard Air Cleaning
Laboratory recommends 5 years for HEPA filters used in biological cabinets. The Savannah
River Site has a S-year limit in place, including both shelf life and service life. LLNL previously
proposed an 8-year limit, and is currently proposing a 10-year limit. Some DOE facilities have
filters in service that were installed more than 20 years ago. A prominent filter manufacturer
claims a 3-year shelf life, but only under proper storage conditions. No other age limits at DOE
facilities have been proposed to date. Nor have any additional routine measurements or
assessments to evaluate the residual strength of HEPA filters been proposed.
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3. REVIVING THE INFRASTRUCTURE

To be effective, any management system requires feedback. In the case of HEPA filters,
there are many indications that an acceptable program for feedback of experience is either absent
or seriously degraded. At a time when additional HEPA filter investigations may be called for,
budgets have been cut to the point that meaningful research in this area is no longer possible.
Moreover, after nearly 50 years of continuing support for the Nuclear Air Cleaning Conferences,
DOE has decided to withdraw support for future conferences, seriously compromising
opportunities for feedback from peer review and a free exchange of ideas. Reconsideration of this
decision is warranted in order to restore vigor to this important safety-related research area and to
provide better assurance of adequate information exchange on the subject of ventilation filtration.
This report should be regarded as an impetus for a revitalized feedback and improvement program
for DOE's HEPA filter program, following the tenets set forth in Board Recommendations 95-2,
Safety Management, and 98-1, Integrated Safety Management.

There is physical evidence that some HEPA filters presently in service may be too weak to
perform their safety function effectively (Frethold et al., July 14, 1997), and there is continued
reliance on a field test that provides no information on the filters’ remaining physical strength.
Indeed, physical evidence suggests that even unused but aged filters may not meet minimum
strength requirements. These findings indicate a need to strengthen quality assurance and quality
control programs for HEPA filters. At the same time, however:

® The QPL laboratory committed to by senior DOE management is not yet in place.
® The existence of the last remaining FTF is tenuous.

® Anupdated Nuclear Air Cleaning Handbook, a draft revision of which was originally
committed to by December 1996, is not yet available.

® There is a serious need to update a related DOE Handbook to correct errors that
could lead to nonconservative analyses, as has occurred at least once.

To address these issues and restore vitality to its filter program, DOE should give serious
consideration to the following actions:

® Designate a location and firmly commit to providing funding, personnel and physical
resources, and continued programmatic support for a replacement for the QPL
laboratory, on an expedited schedule.

® Ensure continued operation of the Oak Ridge FTF.

® [dentify needed resources and assign responsibility for early publication of a revised
Nuclear Air Cleaning Handbook, in order to make accurate, up-to-date guidance on
the subject available.

e Revise, update, and implement DOE-HDBK-3010-94 to eliminate confusing guidance
regarding the performance characteristics of installed HEPA filters, and to improve the
quality and reliability of assumptions supporting safety analyses involving these critical
components of confinement systems protecting workers, the public, and the
environment.

@ Establish a conservative maximum age limit for HEPA filters involved in safety-related
service. Such a limit should be established, simply because the filters degrade with
time, and only 10-15 years of meaningful data is available to justify extended service
life, Any age limit established should be supported by a systematic evaluation of how
the strength of HEPA filters varies over time, for both installed filters and those in
storage.

The above actions are called for to restore DOE’s failing infrastructure supporting its
HEPA filter program. At this time, however, higher priority should be attached to prompt
completion of a vulnerability assessment of each facility relying on HEPA filters for accident
mitigation. Filters specifically required to operate (and those being stored in place that could
interact with these filters—as in the case of standby, bypass filter banks) in a stressed situation
(e.g., in fires, during sprays, or in high temperatures) while called upon to perform a safety
function should be assessed for their ability to perform acceptably. Installed filters that have
already exceeded their useful life should be replaced on a prioritized basis. Finally, systematic
evaluations of the anticipated performance of installed HEPA filters compared with the tasks they
are expected to perform should be completed. These evaluations should be based on reasonable
but conservative assumptions regarding potential mechanisms for filter degradation, pending the
conduct of meaningful research aimed at definitively establishing a better understanding of how
filter strength varies with time.

This report has described a significantly degraded DOE infrastructure for HEPA filters.
Confinement viability demands high dependability of these filters. An acceptable level of
reliability can be assured only if the robust infrastructure required to support continued assurance
of their performance is restored.
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HLW EIS Web Comments HLW &FD  EIS PROJECT (AR)PE

Control # _[NC-2¢

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Menday, February 14, 2000 12:46 PM
To: web@jason.com

Co: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Jay Hormel

Affiliation: Snake River Aliance

Address1: P.O. Box 153

Address2;

City, State Zip: Bliss, 1D 832314

Telephone: 208/352-4234

Date Entered: {ts '2000-02-14 12:45:45}

Comment: o )
[:Lsupporl the "Early Vitrification” alternative. It is proven technology and there are fewer risks involved than with an

unproven method. 24 -1 11.D.2.¢()

{The highest priority s to protect the environment from these materials, whether they are shipped out of state or no::_]
24-2  LA(B)

EIS PROJECT -(ARZPF
HIWEFD o . Te-
HLW EIS Web C: lents

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2000 3:41 PM
To: web@jason.com

Ce: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Ruthann Saphier

Affiliation: private citizen

Address1: POBox 5557

Address2:

City, State Zip: Ketchum, ID 83340
Telephona: 208-622-3114

Date Entered: {ts "2000-02-22 15:41:21}
omment:

| say STOP THE INCINERATOR! The air we breathe is precious. Do not
pread I_] 25-| Xl (s)

1) Don't aim at an uncertain target. Safer treatment and

storage-no matter where-should be the goal. Treatment should proceed striclly out of concem for environmental

Iﬁnmmj 25-2  \|.A(5)

itt CONTAIN radioactivity, do not

Don't use unp: The three sep I i hyzed: Full ions, Planning Basis, and
ransuranic Separations should be dropped from consi "Separati presents three major
problems:
a. Creates more waste streams to manage
b. Produces greater waste pared to D
c. Poses i

ur . These gies have never been demonstrated o work on an industrial

le. If the ay fails then envi protecti .'rsfaneﬂ 25-3 m.D,ag)

E)a;?r!sal the calcine and liquid wastes independently, These wastes have different properties and therefore require

different approaches. This was also recommended in a recent report from the National Academy of Sciences.] 25-4 || ..Q{i)
4) Coordi treat 50 as to add all forms af ination such as gre , s0il, facilities and the High-level
waste] 25-5  VILB ()

| trust that you will take this email into consideration.

Thank you,

Ruthann Saphier

Concerned Citizen

rsaphier@sunvalley.net
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IS PROJECT {ARZPF

wea D26
HLW EIS Web C its HL Control # =
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site T
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2000 5:28 AM T 2 it
To: web(@jason.com < R 4‘%1] X
Ce: web_archive@jason.com tee! 0
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment FEB 23 20

Mame: Wayne Ross

Affiliation: Private Citizen but employee of PNNL
Address1: 1955 Pine

Address2:

City, State Zip: Richland, WA 99352

Telephone: 509 372-4684

Date Entered: {ts '2000-02-18 09:29:05'}
Comment:

| have over 25 years experience dealing with HLW in the DOE complex (including the INEEL wastes) and am commenting
from that perspective, but as a private citizen.

I prepared a commaent a few minutes ago, but it apparently got lost in our server, | will try again with this comment.

& Leam from the past. One of the most costly decisions make at Hanford was to shut down PUREX before it has
Processed all of the spent fuel. The management of that fuel is now costing the taxpayer over a §1 billion and the price will
go up when it is sent to the repository. It could easily become a $2B mistake. The implications of this comment is keep
the calciner running and process off all of the liquid wastes. Get them into a stable and low dispersible solid !omi:.]

26-1 W-C0) 5.2 vl D) 26-3 W
2) Make the decision to immobilize for disposal soon.Ealso favor use of the Hanford future vitrification faciliry]The sooner
e decision the easier and low cost will be the intraduction of the waste into the process &have not studied the specifics,
but | suspect that there will be the opportunity to reduce the total volume of wastes if the streams from Hanford and

INEEL are blended. Some of the constituents of the INEEL calcine (Zr for le) will the ical durability of
the Hanford Glass. large volume of the Hanford waste will dilute the low solubility in glass components in the INEEL
calcine (e.g. Zr again). Tt . E (ﬂ

wwaFD  EIS PROJECT J(ARDPF

Contral 2
Preliminary Comments of the State of Oregon
on the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
February 22, 2000

Good evening, [ am Ken Niles, Deputy Administrator of the Oregon Office of Energy’s Nuclear
Safety Division. We are the lead state agency for Hanford issues.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the U.S. Department of Energy and the
State of Idaho on their draft Envi I Impact St ing the treatment of high-
level radioactive waste at the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory. Our
comments focus solely on one element of the draft EIS — the proposal to bring Idaho’s high-level
waste to Hanford for vitrification. Oregon is directly impacted by major activities at Hanford.

Dt_ is Oregon's position that it is premature to consider bringing Idaho waste to Hanford for two
271 reasons: one, Hanford does not currently have a vitrification facility; and two, once it does, there
I.EE) is a pressing need to treat Hanford's waste as soon as possible. These discussions should not
occur until after Hanford’s waste is completely treated. Under current schedules, that means
about 45 years from nuwa

277 EWe recognize the financial constraints that drive this proposal to bring Idaho waste to Hanford
W.B(4) Tather than build additional facilities at Idaho. We believe it may make sense to

consider this proy owever, even then — sometime in the distant future
~ the State of Oregon would not consider treatment of Idaho's high-level waste at Hanford unlesj
the following conditions were met: [\ o0 te"craement as a preface 1p each oF the
next S commernts

« Idaho waste would not be treated at Hanford until all of Hanford's high-level waste is
treated,

+ Idaho waste would not come to Hanford until it is time for treatment.

* Upon vitrification of Idaho waste, it must then be returned to [daho or to 2 national

P y, if one is available. It must not remain in storage at Hanford.

* The transportation of this waste must adhere to enhanced transportation safety
protocols developed by Western states for shipments to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant.

* Oregon must be allowed to participate fully in Hanford decision-making meetings in
order to assure these conditions are met.

Let me elaborate on each of these conditions.

El_daho waste cannot be treated at Hanford until all of Hanford’s high-level waste is treated.
273 Hanford has 54 million gallons of high-level waste stored in 177 aging underground tanks. The
1I.E(s)  Waste in these tanks, along with more than one million gallons that have already leaked from
failing tanks, poses a direct threat to the Columbia River. The current timetable calls for
274 Hanford's pre-treatment and high-level vitrification facilities to be operational in 2009, but that
nEw only 10 per cent of Hanford's high-level waste will be treated by 2018. At that point, waste will
still remain — waiting for treatment — in 147 of Hanford's 149 sinele shell tanks.
EXHIBIT #2
HLW F&D EIS
Portland, OR
February 22, 2000
Name:_fen #iles= 5 fete o Ot
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P y, if one is available. It must not remain in storage at Hanford.

* The transportation of this waste must adhere to enhanced transportation safety
protocols developed by Western states for shipments to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant.

* Oregon must be allowed to participate fully in Hanford decision-making meetings in
order to assure these conditions are met.

Let me elaborate on each of these conditions.

El_daho waste cannot be treated at Hanford until all of Hanford’s high-level waste is treated.
273 Hanford has 54 million gallons of high-level waste stored in 177 aging underground tanks. The
1I.E(s)  Waste in these tanks, along with more than one million gallons that have already leaked from
failing tanks, poses a direct threat to the Columbia River. The current timetable calls for
274 Hanford's pre-treatment and high-level vitrification facilities to be operational in 2009, but that
nEw only 10 per cent of Hanford's high-level waste will be treated by 2018. At that point, waste will
still remain — waiting for treatment — in 147 of Hanford's 149 sinele shell tanks.
EXHIBIT #2
HLW F&D EIS
Portland, OR
February 22, 2000
Name:_fen #iles= 5 fete o Ot
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By 2018, the newest of Hanford's single shell tanks will be 52 years old, The oldest tanks will
be more than 70 years old. And keep in mind these were designed to have a 20 year operational
life. With nearly 70 leaking tanks in the first 50 vears of Hanford operations, how many more
leakers should we anticipate during the next 20 years?

The double shell tanks are aging as well. By 2018, the oldest of Hanford’s double shell tanks
will be 47 years old, The newest Hanford tank - presuming more don't have to be built in
coming years — will be 32 years old.

The U.S. Department of Energy predicts it will take until 2047 to treat all of Hanford's tank
waste. By then, some of Hanford’s single shell tanks will be 100 years old. The newest double
shell tanks would be 61 years old. Given the age and condition of the tanks, the extent of
contamination in the vadose zone and groundwater beneath the Hanford Site, and the fact that the
Columbia River is at risk from this contamination, it will take a compelling argument for the
State of Oregon and Oregon’s residents to support treatment of Idaho's high-level waste at
Hanford before all the waste has been removed from Hanford's tanks and treated. We believe
that’s an argument the Department of Energy can not convincingly mak::j

E)ur second condition is that Idaho waste would not be brought to Hanford until it is time for

treatment. The draft Environmental Impact Statement suggests two possible timeframes 1o

71-5 bring waste to Hanford — beginning in 2028 or sometime |here:1_[‘[er ~ presumably :i_ft_c_r Hanford's

WE[L) astes have been treated, or between 2012 and 20235, and bu!ldlng new storage fac:_lmcs at
Hanford for interim storage prior to treatment at some undesignated time. The calcined waste at
Idaho is currently stored in bin sets, which are designed to safely store the waste for up to 500
years. It would be financially irresponsible to squander many millions of dollars on temporary
storage facilities at Hanford, when the waste is safely stored at Idaho. Moving the waste from
Idaho to Hanford between 2012 and 2025 or any time prior to actual treatment makes absolutely
no sense from a scientific tpoint, from a regulatory standpoint, and most certainly not from a
financial standpoint.

E.Tpnn vitrification of Idaho waste, it must then be returned to Idaho or to a national

.ﬁTEa} repository, if one is available. It must not remain in storage at Hanford. Hanford already
21-9 has a significant burden of waste — a burden of environmental risks from 50 years of mis-

11.E(5) managing waste which even now we do not fully understand. The current draft En\-"tmnrncr_lla]
Impact Statement for a national repository at Yueca Mountain offers little hope that there will be

27-15  room for disposal of Hanford's vitrified high-level waste. If Yucca Mountain is not the final

ILE()  destination for this waste, it will be stored indefinitely in Hanford's new Canister Storage
Building. That facility - impressive as it is — is not designed for permanent storage. Sometime
before the end of this century, new or additional storage facilities would have to be constructed.
Waste from another site should not be added 1o this burdcr-l.j

Erhe transportation of this waste must adhere to enhanced transportation safety protocols
274 developed for shipments to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. For the past ten years, Western
IEw) States, including Idaho, Oregon and Washington, have worked with the U.S. Department of
97.p  Energy to develop a comprehensive transportation safety plan for the shipment of transuranic
Vil i(5) waste 1o the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. This transportation program was intended as a model

]

2911
1x.c(5)
21-iz
VilLA(Z)

for transport of other, more radicactive materials such as spent fuel and high-level waste. The
transportation program developed for WIPP shipments includes a number of safety elements that
go well beyond the mini legal i such as higher driver and carrier standards, bad
weather protocols, shipment tracking, and enhanced truck inspections. High-level waste moved
from Idaho to Hanford — and then back again — would travel through about 200 miles of
northeast Oregon. The .St:ue of Oregon cnuld not support any proposal to treat Idaho waste at
Hanford unless the enh tr safety program was used for all of these sh:pmenLﬂ

E)regon must be allowed to participate hl“}‘ in Hznt’ard decision -making meetings in order
to assure these conditions are met. The en p d by Hanford do not
recognize state boundaries. The State of Oregon and its residents are at risk from Hanford, and
the state should have every opportunity to influence the decisions that are made that affect
Hanford clcanup]

Any proposal which is not consistent with the five conditions we have outlined here is one which
the State of Oregon cannot accept.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We will submit more detailed comments in writing prior to the end of the comment
deadline. We look forward to seeing how our comments are considered.
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HLW & FD EIS PROJECT - ARJPE
Contral # 5 i
Dennis Donnelly
56 Tulane Avenue
Pocatello ID 83201 4
R{EENEU
Mr. Hitesh N’gam . Feb 9, 2000 FEB 14 2000
Office ofNE.PA. Overslgh:.(EH 25)
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20585
Dear Mr. Nigam,
1 enjoyed ing you at the P | meeting for the high-level waste EIS,
Gwsnlhe:hartsumclmth:nmn‘wcmhﬁdximam:hza.t?on}lal.l]lwculdliketomquat
your help in finding o the followi ions that I have on the subject. Please
understand that [ have not yet received the document for review.
24-1  1.[What are the waste form requi for (a) Transport and (b) disposal of the high-leve]
VI waste materials being add d by this Envi | Impact St ? 1don’t want any vague
26-2 8y here. Tfthe requi are not yet defined, I want to know that toc?_'l'
m.F.2
283 z.ﬁmmum pOSITOTY 1equi and possible locations that meet these requ:.remems,
W2 ()for the high-level waste ials being addressed by this Envi | Impact S

8-4
..z f5p. E’Vlm about all those deﬂ.mg&ugor mm.(a{ INEL? Are they not high-level waste alw]
i
To follow up on George Woods® question at the meeting, which did not get answered, I have the
following additional question:

28-b )4 (What is the amount of water which would dilute the high level wastes addressed by this EIS

viel Icalcvttwhnchmeeucurrmﬁl’h" imum Permissible C for drinking water? )
20 ider both chemical and radiologi 'twmymdcommremlheamcumofwerm
w'” et the Snake River Plain aquifer.]

ook forward to your answers in time to prepare for the March 2 meeting.
—————————

Sincerely,

M&M

Dennis Donnelly

@:uz@@ fmfy, srv, nél, )

February 7, 2000
Ms. Carol M., Borgstrom

Director

Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance, EH-42

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Borgstrom:

The Federal Transit Administration has received a copy of the draft environmental impact

statement for the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition. [ am returning the

documents to your agency's document manager in the Idaho Operations Office. [ The U.S.
?i.g ‘BI " Department of Energy (DOE) should send an unsolicited copy of an EIS to FTA only if

1. FTA has participated sut ively in the scoping process for the document; or

2. There are specific transit issues associated with the project about which you are
requesting FTA commcug

If you have any questions, my phone number is (202)366-0096. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Anthony J. Ossi, Jr.
Environmental Planner

ce; T.L. Wi:hmam/

DOE Document Manager

HIWEFD s PROJECT LARPF
Q Contral # M—ézi——
T
soovmet € iam ot
Federal Transit
Administration

g xipuaddy
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—————————

Sincerely,

M&M

Dennis Donnelly
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February 7, 2000
Ms. Carol M., Borgstrom

Director

Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance, EH-42

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Ms. Borgstrom:

The Federal Transit Administration has received a copy of the draft environmental impact

statement for the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition. [ am returning the

documents to your agency's document manager in the Idaho Operations Office. [ The U.S.
?i.g ‘BI " Department of Energy (DOE) should send an unsolicited copy of an EIS to FTA only if

1. FTA has participated sut ively in the scoping process for the document; or

2. There are specific transit issues associated with the project about which you are
requesting FTA commcug

If you have any questions, my phone number is (202)366-0096. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Anthony J. Ossi, Jr.
Environmental Planner

ce; T.L. Wi:hmam/

DOE Document Manager
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soovmet € iam ot
Federal Transit
Administration
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|daho High-lavel Waste and Facilities Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
U.S. Department of Energy ldaho Operations Office
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Written Comment Form
Must be postmarked or dated by March 20, 2000
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‘Written comment forms may be mailed to:
Thomas L. Wichmann

EIS Dacument Manager

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1583

=y /3
Written comment forms Tha faxed to:
Themas L. Wichmann
EIS Document Manager
208-526-1184

Or send comments via the internet at: http2fwww jason.commlwideis
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IDAHO HIGH LEVEL WASTE AND FACILITIES DISPOSITION
PASCO, WASHINGTON
FEBRUARY 24, 2000

The Tri-City Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC) is composed of over 350 dues paying
individuals, organizations, and firms having an interest in the economic vitality and growth of
the Tri-Cities area. We have been designated by the Department of Energy as the “one voice”
spokesman for the Tri-Cities on economic development issues. We have a consistent record of
interest in and support for the expeditious cleanup and ion of the Hanford site and the
utilization of site for economic diversification. We appreciate the opportunity to present the
views of our organization on this draft EIS.

[j'h: possible utilization of the Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant for the processing of high level

Tuel processing wastes at Hanford could have a significant impact on the Hanford cleanup
mgmmj@:ased on currently available preliminary information, the use of the Hanford

vitrification plant for processing and vitrification of the Idaho high level wastes would provide

s:gmﬁcanl cust savings to the Depamnem of Energy over other realistic antemauveggﬁ

env impacts of this al ve appear to be equivalent or less than those of th

:!ltemauveg

e other

E{uw:ver, this alternative has not been studied in sufficient depth to support a firm position for or
against this alternative at this time. If the use of the Hanford vitrification plant for the processing
of the Idaho High Level Wastes is to be considered further a more detailed Environmental
Impact Analysis of this alternative must be prepared and reviewed by the public including the
State of Washington agencies having an interest in this subject)/In the preparations of this
analysis there are several considerations which must be includedin the evaluation,

¢ The Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant must be adequately funded, completed, and in full
operation before any consideration can be given to the processing of off site wss:es_.:{

. CT_be processing of Idaho wastes cannot delay or interfere with the planned or accelerated
processing of Hanford wastes.

E_unsuierauun must be given to the impact that additions to the plant will have on local
governmental services, police, fire, roads, schools, ct_]
EXHIBIT #2
HLW F&D EIS
Pasco, WA
Fzb 24, 2000,
Samer Harold Hezeot &

1-800-TRI-CITY 509-735-1000 509-735-6609 fax  tridec@owtcom  wwwowt.com/tridec/
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The Tri-City Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC) is composed of over 350 dues paying
individuals, organizations, and firms having an interest in the economic vitality and growth of
the Tri-Cities area. We have been designated by the Department of Energy as the “one voice”
spokesman for the Tri-Cities on economic development issues. We have a consistent record of
interest in and support for the expeditious cleanup and ion of the Hanford site and the
utilization of site for economic diversification. We appreciate the opportunity to present the
views of our organization on this draft EIS.

[j'h: possible utilization of the Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant for the processing of high level

Tuel processing wastes at Hanford could have a significant impact on the Hanford cleanup
mgmmj@:ased on currently available preliminary information, the use of the Hanford

vitrification plant for processing and vitrification of the Idaho high level wastes would provide

s:gmﬁcanl cust savings to the Depamnem of Energy over other realistic antemauveggﬁ

env impacts of this al ve appear to be equivalent or less than those of th

:!ltemauveg

e other

E{uw:ver, this alternative has not been studied in sufficient depth to support a firm position for or
against this alternative at this time. If the use of the Hanford vitrification plant for the processing
of the Idaho High Level Wastes is to be considered further a more detailed Environmental
Impact Analysis of this alternative must be prepared and reviewed by the public including the
State of Washington agencies having an interest in this subject)/In the preparations of this
analysis there are several considerations which must be includedin the evaluation,

¢ The Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant must be adequately funded, completed, and in full
operation before any consideration can be given to the processing of off site wss:es_.:{

. CT_be processing of Idaho wastes cannot delay or interfere with the planned or accelerated
processing of Hanford wastes.

E_unsuierauun must be given to the impact that additions to the plant will have on local
governmental services, police, fire, roads, schools, ct_]
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Page 1 of 2

?ﬂ’ q * [Any offsite wastes which are processed or vitrified in the plant must be returned to the
£ [{J Sender or to a national repository. Interim or permanent disposal of the wastes at Hanford is
- not acceptable.

I‘{b . @ull funding for all transportation, processing, and storage costs must be provided as an
’{bl g(s)  @ddedincrement to Hanford Environmental Management funding” |

P E;ansiderati:m must be given to local environmental impacts resulting from the
‘:’5'“ H(3) wensportation and processing of the Idaho wastes. |

{—:‘L . %ﬁsig transportation corridor safety, environmental impacts, and traffic issues must be
?JHL H[?) roughly reviewed in cooperation with local and tribal govenmcna@oﬁsion must be
31 % made to alleviate any additional costs which may be incurred by local and state government

! e U’) ag:n.cic&_]

We believe that these issues are reasonable requirements that provide a bottom line basis for
evaluation at the importation of high level wastes to Hanford for processing and vlu-iﬁcation.ﬁn
5l | view of the potential significant savings from the Hanford alternative that would accrue to the
. &(4) Department as compared to other fieasible alternatives, this alternative should be given a more
comprehensive evaluation than is currently available.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views on this subject.

(XY

Feb 28 00 i1:10a EH-421 202 s58s5-7031

Offlca of tha Under Sacretery for
Ocaana and Atmosphara
Washingeon, DG, B0250 EIS PROJECT -@PF

HLW & FD Contral & —M‘_

February 16, 2000

o
<)

Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom, Director
Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance
Nepartment of Enexqy

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mao. Borgstrom:
Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for Idaho High-Level Waste and Pacilities Dispesition Roilse,
Idaho. We hope our comments can assist you. Thank you for giving
us an opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

Susgo Thctder

Susan B. Fruchter
Acting NEPA Coordinator

Enclesure

@ Printed on Revyelad Papcr
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MEMORANDUM FOR:  Susan B. Fruchter
Acting NEPA Coordinator

FROM: Charles W. Challstrom
Acting Director, National Geodetle Survey

DEIS-0002-01 Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition,
Boise, Idaho

SUBJECT:

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey's
(NGS) responsibility and expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS
activities and projects.

EM] available geodetic control information about horizontal and vertical geodetic control
monuments in the subject area is contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet
52-" World Wide Web address: hatp://www.ngs.noaa.gov. After entering the NGS home page,
Yill.F(1) please access the topic “Products and Services™ and then access the menu item “Data Sheet.”

This menu item will allow you to directdy access geodetic control monument information from
the NGS data base for the subject area project, This information should be reviewed for
idenrifying the location and designation of any gendetic contral that may be
affected by the proposed project.

If there are any planned activities which will distrb or destroy these monuments, NGS
ires not less than 90 days’ notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for
-1 their mloc:tinn:]@fis recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any
VIit.Fl) relocation(s) required. |
For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3 8636,

NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910;
telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175,

RAA!

February 25, 2000

Aun: Idaho HLW & FD EIS

cfo: T. L Wichmann, Document Director
US. Department of Energy

Idaho Operations Office

850 Energy Drive, Mail Stop: 1108

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563

Contrel # __DC"—’)Q

Dear Sir:

1 would like to submit the following comment on the Idaho HLW & FD EIS. This
comment applies to the selection of a final option that both the State of Idaho and the DOE
can agree on, and to three of the alternatives listed in the EIS that will be able to gain this
joint agr if my ec on the upgrade of the NWCF Calciner is accepmd.@'he
%%-1 _ three options to which I wish to comment are the Separations Alternative Planning Basis
Ui1.2 () Option, the Non-Separations Alternative Hot Isostatic Pressed Option, and the
Mon-Separations Alternative Direct Cement Waste Option.

These three options all involve pre-treatment of the liquid rank farm waste with the NWCF
Calciner. This pre-treatment is the only way that the Settlement Agreement requirement of
having the Sodium Bearing Waste (SBW) removed from the tank farm by 2012 has a chance
of being met. It is my opinion and my input to this process that this portion of the _
Settlement Agreement must be complied with whichever option is finally selected.|The

B liquid waste is by far the most hazardous of the various forms ofwasta and the State of

{1172 [{Xdaho was correct in insisting this form be eliminated by the soonest possible date, which is
2012. Asa citizen of the area near where that liquid waste is stored, I cannot emphasize
enough my comment that the 2012 date previously agreed to in a court ordered Settlement
Agreement with the State of Idaho must be complied with.

%2 (Tt appears to me that this EIS process is being used as a vehicle to abrogate the Settlement
|| .C (dAgreement with the State of Idaho. Specifically, it appears thar the compliance with the
2012 date for the conversion of the liquid waste to a solid form is at risk. The EIS states
that it would be difficult to stop using the tank farm by 2012, Oddly enough, the State of
Idaho itself seems responsible for this abrogation of responsibility through its
insistence on the requirement to permit and MACT upgrade the Calciner. This permit and
upgrade step is written in to every option in which the Calciner would be used to pre-treat
%%, the liquid waste{ The cost, in both dollars and more importantly time, to accomplish the
% MACT upgrade on the Calciner is not acceptable. options that involve running the
_ Caleiner must be considered without the permit and MACT upgrade aspects. This would
4%-2  allow the Calciner to continue operation after June 1, 2000 and accomplish the most critical
| [| . aspect of the Settlement Agreement, the elimination of the liquid SBW by ZCIa
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MEMORANDUM FOR:  Susan B. Fruchter
Acting NEPA Coordinator

FROM: Charles W. Challstrom
Acting Director, National Geodetle Survey

DEIS-0002-01 Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition,
Boise, Idaho

SUBJECT:

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey's
(NGS) responsibility and expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS
activities and projects.

EM] available geodetic control information about horizontal and vertical geodetic control
monuments in the subject area is contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet
52-" World Wide Web address: hatp://www.ngs.noaa.gov. After entering the NGS home page,
Yill.F(1) please access the topic “Products and Services™ and then access the menu item “Data Sheet.”

This menu item will allow you to directdy access geodetic control monument information from
the NGS data base for the subject area project, This information should be reviewed for
idenrifying the location and designation of any gendetic contral that may be
affected by the proposed project.

If there are any planned activities which will distrb or destroy these monuments, NGS
ires not less than 90 days’ notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for
-1 their mloc:tinn:]@fis recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any
VIit.Fl) relocation(s) required. |
For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3 8636,

NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910;
telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175,

RAA!

February 25, 2000

Aun: Idaho HLW & FD EIS

cfo: T. L Wichmann, Document Director
US. Department of Energy

Idaho Operations Office

850 Energy Drive, Mail Stop: 1108

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563

Contrel # __DC"—’)Q

Dear Sir:

1 would like to submit the following comment on the Idaho HLW & FD EIS. This
comment applies to the selection of a final option that both the State of Idaho and the DOE
can agree on, and to three of the alternatives listed in the EIS that will be able to gain this
joint agr if my ec on the upgrade of the NWCF Calciner is accepmd.@'he
%%-1 _ three options to which I wish to comment are the Separations Alternative Planning Basis
Ui1.2 () Option, the Non-Separations Alternative Hot Isostatic Pressed Option, and the
Mon-Separations Alternative Direct Cement Waste Option.

These three options all involve pre-treatment of the liquid rank farm waste with the NWCF
Calciner. This pre-treatment is the only way that the Settlement Agreement requirement of
having the Sodium Bearing Waste (SBW) removed from the tank farm by 2012 has a chance
of being met. It is my opinion and my input to this process that this portion of the _
Settlement Agreement must be complied with whichever option is finally selected.|The

B liquid waste is by far the most hazardous of the various forms ofwasta and the State of

{1172 [{Xdaho was correct in insisting this form be eliminated by the soonest possible date, which is
2012. Asa citizen of the area near where that liquid waste is stored, I cannot emphasize
enough my comment that the 2012 date previously agreed to in a court ordered Settlement
Agreement with the State of Idaho must be complied with.

%2 (Tt appears to me that this EIS process is being used as a vehicle to abrogate the Settlement
|| .C (dAgreement with the State of Idaho. Specifically, it appears thar the compliance with the
2012 date for the conversion of the liquid waste to a solid form is at risk. The EIS states
that it would be difficult to stop using the tank farm by 2012, Oddly enough, the State of
Idaho itself seems responsible for this abrogation of responsibility through its
insistence on the requirement to permit and MACT upgrade the Calciner. This permit and
upgrade step is written in to every option in which the Calciner would be used to pre-treat
%%, the liquid waste{ The cost, in both dollars and more importantly time, to accomplish the
% MACT upgrade on the Calciner is not acceptable. options that involve running the
_ Caleiner must be considered without the permit and MACT upgrade aspects. This would
4%-2  allow the Calciner to continue operation after June 1, 2000 and accomplish the most critical
| [| . aspect of the Settlement Agreement, the elimination of the liquid SBW by ZCIa
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[The State of Idaho is telling the DOE on one hand that the liquid SBW must be solidified by
2012, and on the other hand that the only method of accomplishing that fea, the use of the
Caleiner, must be halted by June 1, 2000 because of emission requirements. Ido not
consider this acceptable behavior on the part of my State elected representatives, and so
. (1[@ inform them by copy of this lewer. The Calciner has operated for a number of years without
aMACT upg[jde and is perfectly capable of completing its mission without impacting the

environment.

231 [Tnstead of using this EIS as a vehicle to abrogate the requirement to solidify the liquid waste

Vil.O(2) by 2012, DOE should instead be confronting the issue directly with the State of Id.ahg e
Calciner is not an incinerator, by EPA’s or any other definition of the word. I have look

52-8 4t 40 CFR Part 60, et al. NESHAPS Standards, and have two conclusions. The Calciner

[11.C.18) does not fit the EPA definition of a Hazardous Waste Combustor, and the emissi
requirements would accomplish nothi ingful in the desert environment where the
Caleiner is located]On the other hand, the solidification of the liquid SBW waste by 2012

%59 through the operation of the Calciner through this period would greatly reduce the rick to

1. £4(1) the subterranean environment.| It is a shame our State bureaucrats seem unable to grasp
these simple facts.

[ To elaborate on one area of the NESHAPS Standards the State bureaucrats are attempting

to impose on the Caldner, on page 52832 of this document, the MACT rules are established

25-10  for three source caregories, namely: Hazardous waste burning incinerators, hazardous waste

[[1.C8)  burning cement kilns, and hazardous waste burning lightweigh te kilns. These three
source categories are referred to collectively as hazardous waste combustars in the EPA
regulations. The NWCF Calciner fits none of these categories. It is not a combustor, itis a
Calciner. The Calciner is a much higher technology facility than the commercial waste
combustors that may be put up by commercial industries and utilities. A reading of the EPA
regulations makes it very clear they were directed an the low technology units put up by
commercial industrial plants and city urilities.]

To further support these facts, I would like to reference you to an EPA document.
534 [ PA530-R-97-057 PB98-108 129, November, 1997 is a Hotline Training Module for EPA
I1l- ¢6) hotline phone specialists on incineration regulations and definitions. In this document,
incineration is defined as a technology to destray hazardous waste. the Calciner certainly
does not destroy the waste, but converts it from liquid o solid stare. |

“Another EPA document defining incinerators is the Final Technical Support Document for

330 MACT Standards, July, 1999. This document has a detailed description of
incinerators that is very clear does not include the NWCF Calciner process. As an example,

il (Aﬂ in its definition of a fluidized bed incinerator it describes how the bed media acts to serub
the waste particles, exposing fresh surface by the abrasion process which encourages rapid
combustion of the waste. The Calciner process can be described as the opposite of that,
where the waste particles are encouraged to adhere to the bed marerial and are not
combusted, but carried off as waste transformed from liquid to solid.

9)3 G @e DOE must face this problem directly with the State and obtain concurrence for the
1w o continued operation of the Calciner beyond June 1, ZCCO‘]

Very truly yours,
S B A
W. Brad DeBow

HIW&ED  EIS PROJECT -(ARZPF

Contral &

TRICITY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

501 N. Colorado, Kennewick, WA 99336-7685 USA  1-B00-TRI-CITY 509-735-1000 509-7356609 fax  tridec@owt.com  www.owtcom,/ tridec

February 28, 2000

Mr. Thomas L. Wichmann, Document Manager
U.S. DOE, Idzho Operations Office

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

Public Comments Regarding
Idaho HLW & FD EIS
Dear Mr, Wichmann:
‘We are submitting herewith a copy of our testi which was 1 at the February 24,

2000 public hearing in Pasco, WA. This submittal is for record purposes and contains several
minor editorial corrections from the public comments.

Very truly yours,

Executive Vice President

g xipuaddy
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[The State of Idaho is telling the DOE on one hand that the liquid SBW must be solidified by
2012, and on the other hand that the only method of accomplishing that fea, the use of the
Caleiner, must be halted by June 1, 2000 because of emission requirements. Ido not
consider this acceptable behavior on the part of my State elected representatives, and so
. (1[@ inform them by copy of this lewer. The Calciner has operated for a number of years without
aMACT upg[jde and is perfectly capable of completing its mission without impacting the

environment.

231 [Tnstead of using this EIS as a vehicle to abrogate the requirement to solidify the liquid waste

Vil.O(2) by 2012, DOE should instead be confronting the issue directly with the State of Id.ahg e
Calciner is not an incinerator, by EPA’s or any other definition of the word. I have look

52-8 4t 40 CFR Part 60, et al. NESHAPS Standards, and have two conclusions. The Calciner

[11.C.18) does not fit the EPA definition of a Hazardous Waste Combustor, and the emissi
requirements would accomplish nothi ingful in the desert environment where the
Caleiner is located]On the other hand, the solidification of the liquid SBW waste by 2012

%59 through the operation of the Calciner through this period would greatly reduce the rick to

1. £4(1) the subterranean environment.| It is a shame our State bureaucrats seem unable to grasp
these simple facts.

[ To elaborate on one area of the NESHAPS Standards the State bureaucrats are attempting

to impose on the Caldner, on page 52832 of this document, the MACT rules are established

25-10  for three source caregories, namely: Hazardous waste burning incinerators, hazardous waste

[[1.C8)  burning cement kilns, and hazardous waste burning lightweigh te kilns. These three
source categories are referred to collectively as hazardous waste combustars in the EPA
regulations. The NWCF Calciner fits none of these categories. It is not a combustor, itis a
Calciner. The Calciner is a much higher technology facility than the commercial waste
combustors that may be put up by commercial industries and utilities. A reading of the EPA
regulations makes it very clear they were directed an the low technology units put up by
commercial industrial plants and city urilities.]

To further support these facts, I would like to reference you to an EPA document.
534 [ PA530-R-97-057 PB98-108 129, November, 1997 is a Hotline Training Module for EPA
I1l- ¢6) hotline phone specialists on incineration regulations and definitions. In this document,
incineration is defined as a technology to destray hazardous waste. the Calciner certainly
does not destroy the waste, but converts it from liquid o solid stare. |

“Another EPA document defining incinerators is the Final Technical Support Document for

330 MACT Standards, July, 1999. This document has a detailed description of
incinerators that is very clear does not include the NWCF Calciner process. As an example,

il (Aﬂ in its definition of a fluidized bed incinerator it describes how the bed media acts to serub
the waste particles, exposing fresh surface by the abrasion process which encourages rapid
combustion of the waste. The Calciner process can be described as the opposite of that,
where the waste particles are encouraged to adhere to the bed marerial and are not
combusted, but carried off as waste transformed from liquid to solid.

9)3 G @e DOE must face this problem directly with the State and obtain concurrence for the
1w o continued operation of the Calciner beyond June 1, ZCCO‘]

Very truly yours,
S B A
W. Brad DeBow

HIW&ED  EIS PROJECT -(ARZPF

Contral &

TRICITY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

501 N. Colorado, Kennewick, WA 99336-7685 USA  1-B00-TRI-CITY 509-735-1000 509-7356609 fax  tridec@owt.com  www.owtcom,/ tridec

February 28, 2000

Mr. Thomas L. Wichmann, Document Manager
U.S. DOE, Idzho Operations Office

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

Public Comments Regarding
Idaho HLW & FD EIS
Dear Mr, Wichmann:
‘We are submitting herewith a copy of our testi which was 1 at the February 24,

2000 public hearing in Pasco, WA. This submittal is for record purposes and contains several
minor editorial corrections from the public comments.

Very truly yours,

Executive Vice President
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-“? TRI.CITY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

901 N, Colorado, Kennewick, WA 99336-7685 USA  1-800-TRI-CITY 509-735-1000 5097356609 fax  tridecBowtcom  wwwowtcom/tridec/

STATEMENT PREPARED FOR
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PUBLIC HEARING
ON DRAFT EIS REGARDING
IDAHO HIGH LEVEL WASTE AND FACILITIES DISPOSITION
PASCO, WASHINGTON
FEBRUARY 24, 2000

The Tri-City Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC) is composed of over 350 dues paying
individuals, organizations, and firms having an interest in the economic vitality and growth of
the Tri-Cities area. We have been designated by the Department of Energy as the “one voice”
spokesman for the Tri-Cities on economic development issues, We have a consistent record of
interest in and support for the expeditious cleanup and restoration of the Hanford site and the
utilization of site for economic diversification. We appreciate the opportunity to present the
views of our organization on this draft EIS.

-l 5_11: possible utilization of the Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant for the processing of high level
[1.E(8) Tfuel processing wastes at Hanford could have a significant impact on the Hanford cleanup
5 program.{Based on curently available preliminary information, the use of the Hanford
[LEW vitrification plant for processing and vitrification of the Idaho high level wastes would provide
; significant cost savings to the Department of Energy over other realistic aitemativeg] The
5 environmental impacts of this alternative appear to be equivalent to or less than those of the other
) alternatives.

Hb -l Ef-lowever, this alternative has not been studied in sufficient depth to support a firm position for or

Wil.AG against it at this time. If the use_of the Hanford vitrification plant for the processing of the Id_:a\hc
High Level Wastes is to be considered further a more detailed Environmental Impact Analysis of
this alternative must be prepared and reviewed by the public including the State of Washington
agencies having an interest in this subject./{In the preparation of this analysis there are several
considerations which must be included in the evaluation.

34 5 » The Hanford Waste Vitrification Plant must be adequately funded, completed, and in full
[LE@ operation before any consideration can be given to the processing of off site wastes.

iy E’he processing of Idaho wastes cannot delay or interfare with the planned or accelerated
I]_l:':‘] processing of Hanford w‘asteg

i—f . C(;onxidurar.iou must be given to the impact that additions to the plant will have on local
34 - zovernmental services, police, fire, roads, schools etc.:r
vy T t : 1 s

34 _q « [ Any offsite wastes which are processed or vitrified in the plant must be returned to the
l =10 sender or to a national repository. Interim or permanent disposal of the wastes at Hanford is
I not acccptabl:;]

Moo [:Eull funding for all transportation, processing, and storage costs must be provided as an
I Em added i to Hanford Envi 1 M. it program fu.nding.‘_]

Kl - @onﬁidmu'on must be given to local environmental impacts resulting from the
il HE@) portation and processing of the Idzho Wa.stei]

s [Offsite transportation corridor safety, environmental impacts, and traffic issues must be
Y-z oroughly reviewed in cooperation with local and tribal governments.] Provision must be
Vil],H(®  made to alleviate any additional costs which may be incurred by local and state government

31> agencies;_]

LE® We believe that these issues are reasonable requirements and provide a bottom line basis for
evaluation of the importation of high level wastes to Hanford for processing and \dtriﬁcaﬁon@
3(_{._ fef  view of the potential significant savings from the Hanford alternative, that would accrue to the
E(‘ﬂ Department, as compared to other feasible alternatives, this alternative should be given a more
i comprehensive evaluation than is currently ava.ilablej

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views on this subject.

ta
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EIS PROJECT - @&RJPF
Control #

HLW & FD N -35

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
PUBLIC COMMENT HEARING ON
IDAHO HIGH-LEVEL WASTE
AND FACILITIES DISPOSITION

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 2000

SHILO INN
IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO

Reported by:
Kimberly Carpenter, CSR #600

EASTERN IDAHO COURT REPORTERS
P. 0. Box 50853
Idaho Falls, ID 83405
(208) 529-0222

Page 2 of 21

1 understand that it’'s so we can get your comments

2 | on the record.

3 Okay. I think we're ready now to begin

4 the formal comment portion of this evening's

5 | proceeding. I want to stress that this is a

6 | formal hearing and a recorded proceeding and a

7 full transcript is being prepared.

a8 And, finally, I want to take the time to

9 | thank you for attending the hearing and indulging
10 | me in the little rules we’'ve got tc help this

11 | thing proceed in an orderly fashion.

12 Our first speaker is Georgia Dixon.

13 And Ms. Dixon will be followed by Susan
14 | Hobbs.

15 MS. GEORGIA DIXON: My name is Georgia
18 Dixon, G-E-O-R-G-I-A, D-I-X-0-N. I am the

17 | district assistant for United States Senator

18 | Larry Craig.

19 And I would like to read just a brief

20 | statement from Senator Craig. He is also -- he
21 | also serves on the Energy Committee of the United
22 | States Senate and will have other opportunity to
23 | speak further to this issue.

24 The Department of Energy in Idaho has

25 | managed dry granular calcined mixed high-level

42
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1 | waste in above-ground storage tanks and liguid
2 | mixed transuranic waste in tanks below the ground
3 | according to regulatory requirements for many
4 | years. With the agreement made between the State
5 of Idaho and the Department of Energy, this waste
6 | will be treated for transportation in the highest
7 | and most safely effective way possible.
8 This Draft Environmental Impact
9 | Statement analyzes five waste treatment
10 | alternatives that span the years between tne
11 | years 2000 and 2035. It also analyzes six
12 facilities disposition alternatives.
2{5“ 13 I am very impressed with the reliability
|){:P'Lﬂ 14 and the readability of this documena It is
15 | unusual for a Draft Environmental Impact
16 | Statement to be a document that is
17 | user-friendly. I must congratulate the project
18 | staff for their efforts to provide scientific
19 | information in a manner that the general public
20 | can understand.
21 It is impertant to know that the
22 | decisions made from this document and the public
23 | input will determine how DOE will treat the great
24 | amount of radioactive and hazardous material for
25 | shipment out of Idaho. I encourage all Idahoans
43
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

to review this DEIS and send their comments to
the DOE by the deadline of March 20, 2000.

Thank you.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
comments, Ms. Dixon. Thank you.

Just briefly, before Ms. Hobbs comes
up -- after Ms. Hobbs will be Laurel Hall -- I
have a couple housekeeping items.

As the hearing officer, I introduced as
Exhibit Ne. 1 in this evening’s proceeding the
Federal Register Notice, notifying the public of
the meeting.

I have also introduced, as Exhibit
No. 2, the talking points from Mr. Wichmann. And
those are Exhibits 1 and 2.

Exhibit 3 will be a one-page letter from
Senator Larry Craig dated February 7.

Sorry for the interruption. Please
proceed.

M5. SUZANNE HOBBS: My name is Suzanne
Hobbs, S-U-Z-A-N-N-E, H-0-B-B-5. I'm the
regional director for United States Senator Mike
Crapo here in Idaho Falls. Mailing address is
490 Memorial Drive, Suite 102.

Mike Crapo wrote: 1 appreciate the

44
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1 | opportunity to provide input on the Idaho
2 | High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and regret that I
4 could not be here in person.
5 As a lifelong Idahoan, I am a strong
6 supporter of the people and programs at the
7 | INEEL. The INEEL has served the nation and
8 | contributed to the enhancement of Idaho for more
9 than 50 years, and continues to do so today and
10 | will continue to do so in the future.
11 Although the INEEL has been and
12 continues to be an asset to the nation and Idaho,
13 | the environmental legacy of Cold War weapons
14 production in the INEEL missions has left 4,200
15 | cubic meters of mixed high-level waste calcine
16 |and 1.4 million gallons of liquid mixed
17 | transuranic sodium-bearing waste. This
18 | high-level waste must be safely disposed of so
19 | that future generations are not burdened by this
20 legacy.
21 The process established by the National
22 | Environmental Policy Act includes an
23 | environmental impact statement as the method of
24 | ensuring that federal decisions that could
25 | significantly affect the guality of the

45
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1 | environment are made considering all the facts.
2 | Paramount in this process are considerations of
the environment and public and worker health and
4 | safely.
5 This public comment period allows input
6 | to the decision-making process prior to
7 | initiation of major federal actions. As a step
B | forward in cleaning up the waste in Idaho, the
9 1995 Settlement Agreement between the State of
10 | Idaho and the Departments of Energy and Navy
11 | identifies milestones that must be met for
12 | treatments and removal of the waste from Idaho.
13 I am a strong supporter of the 1995
14 | Settlement Agreement and will do all that I can
15 | to ensure that the Department of Energy continues
16 | to meet its obligations to clean up the Cold War
17 | legacy at the INEEL. To date, all portions of
18 | the agreement have been met.
19 This Draft EIS discusses actions that
20 | feed directly into meeting the milestones to
21 | complete calcine-issued sodium-bearing and liguid
22 high-level waste by December 31, 2012, and to
23 | complete the treatments of all high-level waste
24 so it is ready to be moved out of Idaho by
25 | becember 31, 2035.
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1 Some of the waste processing
2 | alternatives, if chosen, would not meet all
3 | aspects of the Settlement Agreement. The Draft
{ EIS states that two of the alternatives will not
5 | meet the 2035 milestone for having high-level
‘6 | waste ready for shipment out of Idaho.
7 One of these two is the no-action
8 alternative, which is required to be investigated
9 | to provide a baseline for the NEPA process. 1In
10 | addition, the Draft EIS states that it may be
11 difficult to have all of the waste out of the
12 | underground storage tanks and cease using them by
13 | 2012 for seven of the alternatives.
14 [} am a supporter of the Settlement
Eﬁo[«f 15 | Agreement and encourage the State and the
VH,DG& 16 | Department of Energy to choose an alternative
17 | that meets the milestones in the
18 | court-enforceable agreemen%i]
19 I also want to encourage all Idahoans to
20 | review the Draft EIS and participate ir the
21 public comment period. Public comment is an
22 | important part of the federal agency's
23 | decision-making process and is one of the factors
24 | that will be considered when choosing a course of
25 | action.

47
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1 Sincerely, Michael D. Crapo, United

2 | States Senator.

X THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your

4 comments.

5 Ms. Hall.

6 Exhibit 4 will be a two-page document,
7 | letter from Senator Mike Crapo.

8 MS. LAUREL HALL: My name is Laurel

9 | Hall, L-A-U-R-E-L, Hall, H-A-L-L. I represent
10 | Representative Mike Simpson. I am the director
11 | of his United Resources INEEL Issues,.

12 Statement by Representative Mike

13 | Simpson: The U.S. Department of Energy has some
14 | important decisions to make regarding management
15 | of high-level waste and mixed transuranic waste
16 | now stored at the Idaho National Engineering and
17 | Environmental Laboratory.
18 High-level waste management is a
19 | complex, technical subject, and it is important
20 | for Idahoans to understand that these decisions
21 | will determine how DOE will treat large amounts
22 | of radicactive and hazardous material stored over
23 | the Snake River Plain aguifer and how DOE will
24 | close contaminated facilities when they are no
25 longer needed.
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1 The Idaho High-Level Waste and
2 Facilities Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
3 | Statement that DOE-Idaho has just issued for
4 | public review and comment is the critical first
5 | step in this decision-making process. While it
6 | is not a decision document itself, it provides
7 | the scientific information about the potential
8 impacts to the environmental of various
9 | management alternatives that DOE is considering.

10 The document gives Idahocans the

11 opportunity to study these environmental issues,

12 | compare the impacts of different actions and te

13 | make their voices heard under the National

14 | Environmental Policy Act.

15 [Ehe DOE project staff have obviously
%ﬁﬂ'f 16 | worked hard to convey technical information in a
li'ﬁcg 17 | manner that -- manner that the general public can

18 understani} I encourage all Idaho citizens to

19 | review the EIS and send their comments on to the

20 | Department of Energy.

21 Public comment is a very important

22 | process that is provided for the public to give

23 | input. It is very important that we, as

24 | Idahoans, give our public comments, and that it

25 | should help and will help DOE in determining and
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considering their choice of action.

Thank you.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
comments.

Mr. Siemer is next, Darryl Siemer,
followed by Joe Marantette.

If I've got the last name pronounced
wrong, forgive me.

MR. DARRYL SIEMER: Name is Darryl
Siemer, D-A-R-R-¥-L, S-I-E-M-E-R. Address,
12 North 3167 East, Idaho Falls.

Three minutes. I'm a technical guy.
I've worked in high-level waste. I've worked in
reprocessing. I‘ve worked in guite a number of
areas at the Site for quite a long time.

THE FACILITATOR: Mr. Siemer --

MR. DARRYL SIEMER: Yes?

THE FACILITATOR: -- if you stray too
far from the microphcne, we can’t hear you.

MR. DARRYL SIEMER: [éér mission is wvery
simple. The State quite wisely asked and got DOE
to agree to do two things. One is to finish
calecining the liguid waste and convert it to a
dry powder, add it to the other calcine, and then

to convert all of these calcines into road-ready
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waste forms. That’s our mission, very simple and
straightfcrwardzl

The basic reason for this is that INEL
is a lousy repository site. This is not the
place we should be leaving large amounts of
waste, whether it's radicactive or toxiﬁil[ipd we
do need to close the loocp on the nuclear fuel
cycle. We can do that here.

[Epis EIS is a document that is supposed
to explain what the alternatives are and to be a
document that guides decision-makers in making
decjsions:]

[Eow should we be doing this mission that
we've been given?

One is, of course, we should obey the
law. And the law is really pretty
straightforward. Now, the law is different than
the assumptions that are generally used when
people make decisions in the DOE complex.
Decisions are made based on DOE policy, not so
much on the law;]

[End, of course, we should do it
efficiently, because one of the impacts that we
have is to the taxpayer, and we have tremendous

impacts to the taxpayer.
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p § How can we do this more efficiently?
2 | well, we can follow the example that
3 | Great Britain did. Great Britain faced the same
4 | problem we did and solved the same problem we
5 | did. And now, if you're familiar with BNFL --
6 | big company -- it's over here taking jobs from
7 | us.
8 How did it solve its historic
9 | reprocessing waste problem?

10 With cements. That's how it did it.

11 | Very successfullg:] Now it’'s over here.

12 CEhy do we have all of these options up

1 13 | here to do something as simple as turn a pile of
ﬁ?ﬁ?hﬁ 14 | sand into rock?

15 Well, it’s because there are certain

16 | assumptions under the way that we appreoach

17 | problems like this.| One --

18 One minute. Technical. One minute.

19 (éne is that vitrification is the only
yﬁb-& 20 | way that high-level waste can be treated. That's
IH-D“LL(LBZJ. not t,rue:l [A/nother is that volume is the

22 | characteristic of waste that is most difficult to

5%60%-9 23
o2, ,

25

deal with. And that is not true either.| Those
options make both of those assumptions -- both of

these assumptiens are wrong.
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1 I guess my time is about up, so I will
2 | give you these.
3 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you,

o

o w

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Mr. Siemer. You still have a few moments, if you
want to take them.

I would remind folks that written
comments can be as long as you want. So, we're
not limiting in any way your ability to put in
the record your comments and concerns, we're just
limiting the oral comment period here.

Joe Marantette is next -- and I have a
question mark by Joe’'s name, suggesting he may or
may not want to comment -- followed by Lowell
Jobe.

MR. LOWELL JOBE: Jobe.

THE FACILITATOR: Jobe.

While Mr. Jobe's coming up, I will
identify for the record Exhibit 5, statement by
Representative Simpson’'s staff.

and then I have Exhibit 6, which is
several multi-page documents entitled, "Comments
on Draft INEEL HLW-EIS, Idaho High-Level Waste
and Facilities Disposition, to Tom Wichmann and
Ann Dold from Darryl Siemer." And that will be

Exhibit 6.
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1 MR. LOWELL JOBE: My name is Lowell
2 | Jobe, L-0-W-E-L-L, J-0-B-E. And I'm representing
3 Coalition 21.
4 My comments with regard to this, the
5 first one, seems to be partially, at least,
6 | solved when I got here tonight and find that the
7 | cost summary is on the table out there to be
8 | seen.
9 Eut[EPe purpese of an EIS doesn’t have
10 | to include the effective costs; however,
11 | cost-effective comparisons of the various
g&ﬁ—f 12 | alternatives is or should be a major factor in
¥(2) 13 | the public’s, and also the DOE’s, evaluations and
14 decisions. Environmental concerns are important,
15 | but they are not the only important factors that
16 | determine the best interests of our
17 | United States.
18 Therefore, we, the public, need to know
19 | when the cost and evaluations will be available.
20 | And, hopefully, somebody can tell us when we
21 | might expect to receive them. Now, such
22 information could very possibly narrow down the
23 | alternatives worth consideringzj
24 The second point 15,[2; are not totally
P-T 25 | convinced that DOE supplied the National Resource

’ Xi(3)
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1 | Council Committee on INEEL with the sufficient
data for them teo arrive at a more definitive

evaluation of all these different alternatives

L S

4 | for handling this high-level waste;]
{Tc meet the Idaho Settlement’s deadline,
it is easy to postpone decisions and actions

while waiting for better information, Such as the

@ w o W

Y-l
UH'Dfo NRC regquested, but such postponement does not get
9 | things done. And it does sound as though DOE is
10 | trying here to expedite thnsei]
11 Third,C&e support the State of Idaho’'s
12 | view that DOE’s current method of calculating the
3%2;1013 metric tons of heavy metal should be changed to
14 | either of the State’'s proposed methods to allow
15 | the DOE high-level waste to be within the
16 proposed repository’s space alloument;]
17 Fourth,[ﬁés should freeze the Waste
3@4.4 18 | Acceptance Criteria without waiting for details
]llff}églg of the repositories. This would allow expediting
20 | a decision on INEEL waste handling by eliminating

21 | any bureaucratic procrastination:]

22 And, fifth, @}eater DOE emphasis on
6&{5 23 | public comment, input, should really be given tc
%” ﬁﬁ) 24 | recommendations and comments from the Citizen's

25 | Advisory Board, who are selected to represent a
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1 | real cross-section of the public and whe
2 intensively study the issues before making
3 | consensus recommendations. Those of the public
4 | who make comments have an obligation to really
5 | study the issues and facts first, and base their
6 comments on those, rather than any emotions;]
7 And so, with that, I'1l1 just say that
8 this is only the preliminary comments, and we
9 | will have further ones in writing.
10 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
11 | comments.
12 MR. LOWELL JOBE: And I’'ll leave you
13 this.
14 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you, sir. All
15 | 2ight.
16 Well, as Exhibit No. 6, a one-page
17 | document from Coalition 21 letterhead.
18 John Tanner is next, followed by Don
19 | Beckman.
20 Did I say Exhibit 6? I meant Exhibit 7.
21 MR. JOHN TANNER: John Tanner, J-O-H-N,
22 | T-A-N-N-E-R, from Idaho Falls, retired INEL
23 employee.
24 [1 accept the statements made earlier
[3??;3)25 that any of the methods chosen to deal with our
L1
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w

high-level waste should not have significant
environmental effects, with exception, of course,
of the no-action alternative, where it would be
very sloppy, to say the least, to leave the
liguid waste in the tank until they finally,
someday, 1eak;1 And, also, having worked at the
INEL, I believe there would be no more risk to
workers from any of the methods than from any of
the better industries around the country.

[Eyt I would like to give added
encouragement to reasonable -- to calculating
metric tons of heavy metal based on amount of
radiocactivity, rather than on waste volume. And
the reason that this is more sensible is that
it's amount of radicactivity that determines heat
load, and heat load, in turn, limits -- is the
limiting factor for packing density inside the
repoaitoryz]

[}nd the practical importance of this is
that some important methods are, more or less,
being ruled out on the basis of disposal costs
because of -- they entail a higher volume, waste
volume. And I'm talking specifically about the
suggestion to grout the calcine instead of doing

a separations metheod or instead of vitrifying
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1 it.
2 The cost document only was just released
3 | today, and they don’t actually give the
4 calculations for the cost, except by reference to
5 | other documents with which I'm not familiar.
6 But I strongly suspect that the
7 | enormously higher disposal costs attributed to
8 | grouting the calcine is simply due to counting
9 | metric tons of heavy metal as calculated on waste
10 | volume, rather than radiocactivity and, therefore,
11 | assuming that they will be packed in the
12 | repository a certain waste -- by a certain waste
13 | volume fraction instead of the maximum density
14 that the radiocactive heat load would permlt;]
15 Thank you.
16 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
17 comments.
18 I would remind you, if you want to
19 | comment this evening, to register at the
20 | registration table just outside the door, and
21 | then I will get your name and call your name.
22 and, also, there's a varlety of ways, in addition
23 | to commenting verbally, that are available. And
24 | all those are identified and the items for doing
25 | so are available at the registration table.
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1 I have Don Beckman.
2 MR. DON BECKMAN: I'm going to
3 | relinguish my three minutes and submit it in
4 | writing.
5 THE FACILITATOR: Are you Mr. Beckman?
6 MR. DON BECKMAN: Yes.
7 THE FACILITATOR: Okay. Thank you,
8 | Mr. Beckman.
9 Karol Kay Hope.
10 MS. KAROL KAY HOPE: No. T211
11 | relinguish.
12 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you, Ms. Hope.
13 Harry Heiselman. Is Mr. Heiselman in
14 | the room?
15 Let the record reflect that he didn't
16 | come forward.
17 That concludes the list of folks who
18 | have signed up to comment. We're going to be
19 here until ten o'clock, in the event that any of
20 | you want to comment and gather your thoughts. In
21 the meantime, we will go off the record subject
22 | to call of the chair -- or of the hearing
23 | officer.
24 MR. DARRYL SIEMER: We go sign up again,
25 | is that what we do?
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1 THE FACILITATOR: No, sir. We're
2 allowing one opportunity for all commentors this
3 | evening. And the purpose for that is to give

4 | everyone equal opportunity to comment. We’'re not
5 | always sure we’'re going to have fewer commentors
[ than time allotted. And, in terms of fairness, I
7 | think it‘s -- we’ll restrict you to one shot this
8 | evening.

9 You do have plenty of additional shots,
10 | though, however, by filing written comments or

11 | through the other avenues that are available to
12 | you.

1.3 So, we'll be off the record subject to
14 | call of the hearing officer.

15 (A recess was taken.)

16 THE FACILITATOR: Okay. We’ll be back
17 | on the record.

18 This is a continuation of the

19 | United States Department of Energy’s Idaho

20 | High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft
21 | Environmental Impact Statement being held on

22 | February 7 in Idaho Falls, Idaho.

23 After our break, we're back on the

24 | record at 9:30. I note for the record that no

25 | additional commentors have registered to comment
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10
11
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13
14
15
16

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

this evening and would remind all the folks in
the audience that, if you would like to comment,
you can do so by March 20, 2000, by submitting
written comments, fax comments, Internet
comments, or by attending one of the other publie
meetings being held throughout the region.

We did have one commentor who I called
earlier this evening who wasn’t in the room when
I called him. We'll see if he's departed or if
he’s here.

Joe Marantette.

I will note for the record that
Mr. Marantette is not here, and ask if there’'s
anyone else in the audience who has not yet had
an opportunity to do so but would like to comment
this evening on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

I will note for the record that no one
has so indicated.

With that, we will close this evening’'s
hearing, and we’ll resume tomorrow in Pocatello
at the Quality Inn --

MS. CAROL COLE: No. At Idaho State
University.

THE FACILITATOR: -- at Idaho State
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this evening and would remind all the folks in
the audience that, if you would like to comment,
you can do so by March 20, 2000, by submitting
written comments, fax comments, Internet
comments, or by attending one of the other publie
meetings being held throughout the region.

We did have one commentor who I called
earlier this evening who wasn’t in the room when
I called him. We'll see if he's departed or if
he’s here.

Joe Marantette.

I will note for the record that
Mr. Marantette is not here, and ask if there’'s
anyone else in the audience who has not yet had
an opportunity to do so but would like to comment
this evening on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

I will note for the record that no one
has so indicated.

With that, we will close this evening’'s
hearing, and we’ll resume tomorrow in Pocatello
at the Quality Inn --

MS. CAROL COLE: No. At Idaho State
University.

THE FACILITATOR: -- at Idaho State
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1 S=-H-U-P-T-R-I-N-E.
2 THE FACILITATOR: Got it.
3 Ken Cady will follow Ms. Shuptrine.
4 MS. SANDY SHUPTRINE: My name is Sandy
5 | Shuptrine. I am a Teton County Commissioner, but
6 I am, at this moment, speaking on behalf of
7 | myself as an individual.
B E would like to begin -- actually, I
18] 9 | assume on behalf of our whole board -- at this
IX.C(Q) 10 | point to thank you for the opportunity teo held
11 | this hearing in Jackson Hole. We very much
12 | appreciate the responsiveness in bringing both
13 | the information and the formal hearing to
14 | Jackson Hcléj
15 With that, I would like to say that as I
16 | try to shift gears and become informed on the
17 | high-level waste EIS -- and after listening
18 | tonight, I do have a rather sinking feeling at
19 | the enormity, complexity and, most of all, the
20 | lack of certainty about the alternatives that are
21 | being suggested.
22 The fact that there is no preferred
23 | alternative -- alternative recommended makes it
24 | even more difficult for those of us as laypersons
25 | to present focused comments. So, I will have to

47

Page 3 of 54
1 | keep mine general. And|I would like to say that
2 | my ultimate reguest is that human health and the
22 3 | environment be protected and that the alternative
11.A(5) 4 | that best accomplishes that be the chosen
5 alternative;]
6 Ifhere was a comment made by Beverly Cook
7 | that included tight budgets as one of the
BB considerations in choosing alternatives. And I
X () 9 | would like to say, because of the implications
10 for human health and our envirenment, I think
11 | that tight budgets should not be one of the
12 | primary considerations.]
13 [Et was mentioned that a billion dollars
14 | was gained in recovering spent nuclear fuels.
244 15 | 1'm wondering how many billions the ultimate
K(O 16 | chesen alternative will cost and if those
17 | billions would not be better spent up front on
18 | more complete cost/benefit analyses, which
19 | include all closure implications.
20 It appears that DOE finds itself
21 | regrettably in the position of having to fix or
22 | rectify past actions that were taken without full
23 | understanding of where they were headei]
25 24 [End I would like to suggest that we be
XﬂD 25 | very careful. This does not relate specifically
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1 | to this EIS, but that DOE, our Congress, and all
2 | of us, pay particularly close attention to new
3 | technologies that we are willing to experiment
4 | with, that we put some of -- perhaps consider
5 | it -- put some of those resources, both the
6 | technical resources and the financial resources,
7 | inte renewable technologies, especially for
8 | energy prnductioiﬂ
9 [?nd I will have to say that burial of
10 | waste at INEEL over the Snake River aquifer is

V;%;%Q 11 | always a concern, as is any emissions that may
12 | occur into the atmospharézl
13 Einally, I would like to commend the

Bb-% ) 14 | 1daho Oversight Committee for acting as a

Vﬂ-ﬁf? 15 | cooperator. I would also like to just put a word
16 | of caution in there, because they are also the
17 | regulators at some point, and there is a fine
18 | line, and it has to be crossed. And I hope
19 | everybody will be extremely careful about making
20 | that transition -- transition from a cooperator
21 | on the EIS to a regulatort}
22 [§he more guestion that I have that I was

34 23 | unable to ask is regarding regulatory standards

V“‘Dts)24 that are set by DEQ and EPA.

25 My question is: Are these standards

49
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1 fully documented, in terms of both scientific and
2 | health considerations?
3 I would hope that none of them have
4 | political considerations but that they’'re based
5 on science and human health;]
6 Thank you.
7 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
8 | comments, Commissioner.
] Ken Cady, followed by Jeffrey Joel.
10 I don't see Mr. Cady, so is Mr. Joel
11 | here?
12 MR. JEFFREY JOEL: I'm here.
13 THE FACILITATOR: Okay. Mr. Joel will
14 | be followed by Darryl Siemer.
15 MR. JEFFREY JOEL: My name is Jeffrey
16 | Joel. My mailing address is Post Office Box 70,
17 | Kelly, Wyoming. And I have mostly some guestions
18 | to ask.
19 I realize this is a very complicated
20 | problem, and so the first guestion I ask is: [Ehy
201-1 21 | can't some mixture of these alternatives be
Il .A(3) 22 | used?
23 For example, why might there be -- might
24 | there not be no action on already existing bin
25

aetsE]
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Be01-2 1 Secondly,[i just looked at these process
I.LA(%) 2 |diagrams over here for the various alternatives,
3 |and I'm struck with how they get more and more
4 | complicated as they go alonia E}d it's very
5 | strange that the minimum INEEL processing is the
Zbol-b
.LECO 6 | most complicated. And with so much handling
7 | going on, it seems that the likelihood of some
8 | sort of problem for an accident in the processing
9 | would be increaseqzl
10 [E} also seems certain that some method
11 | could be devised that would be simpler. I mean,
Z0l-32 12 | and such method might noet be a normal batch-feed
lhhtﬂ 13 | method. It would have -- might very well have
14 | some other model as its basi%]
15 Another guestion is: [ﬁﬁph, apparently,
16 | does not reguire cost/benefit analyses, as
17 | Mr. Wichmann said.
2Dl-Y4 18 But it seems that -- to me, that since
K@) 19 | all the alternatives will have human and
20 | socioeconomic effects, then those cost/benefit
21 | analyses absolutely need to be included in any
22 | final decision amongst the alternatives. And,
23 | really, they need to be discussed before the{]
2L01-5 24 And this, finally, is a technical
IILCGJ 25 | question: [Z? there any way of precipitating out
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1 | salts of the acidic off gaSSE?}]

2 Thanks.

3 THE FACILITATOR: Thanks for your

4 | comments.

5 Mr. Siemer.

6 And Mr. Siemer is followed by Malissa

7 | Clark Rhodes.

B MR. DARRYL SIEMER: So much to say, so

9 | little time. I attended the Idaho Falls meeting
10 | a couple of days age and decided, based on what I
11 | saw there, that I better come up to this one,

12 too.

13 I am a Site worker, but I'm speaking for
14 | myself. I believe you have my name and address
15 already.
16 [Ehe problem that we are faced with here
17 | is really a straightforward problem that has been

Eﬁﬁ;b 18 | addressed and solved elsewhere. I raised the
19 | question earlier when I had the opportunity about
20 [ calcination. 1It’s one of the things that we
21 | promised to do] End we do know how to do that.
22 This is pilot planted. The way to solve
ﬁ?izs 23 | this problem was well-known about 30 years ago.
24 | It wasn't implemented at the Site because there
25 | wasn’t any reason to do that. It was implemented
52
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1 | elsewhere, where they have addressed it and
2 | solved this problem.
3 and I -- again, it’'s hard to understand
4 | why it's not being done here. Because
5 | calcination was the good thing to do. We've
6 | always thought it was a good thing to do, and
7 | that’s what we reported on at RCRA's meetings.]
8 E@ere are issues related to the volume
9 | of waste. The fact is that the volume of waste
Blol-3
IH-EU} 10 | really isn‘t all that important. DOE chooses to
11 implement a repository where there’s plenty of
12 | space, and several places have already been
13 | carefully characterized. To implement such a
14 | repository where the volume of our waste in at
15 | 65-foot cubed is not a real issu{]
16 [EE is a policy of DOE sometimes to
17 | translate one thing into another thing where
2004 18 | there isn't any correlation whatscever. And I
X(# 19 | raise that in my second point, that somehow the
20 | disposition of this much calcine is going to cost
21 | $11 billion, and, of course, has to be added to
22 | the cheapest and most straightforward way of
23 | actually making it suitable for transport. That
24 is the direct cement optic{]
25 [Ehich brings me to my suggestion that we
Bp2-3
.02 (1)
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1 | simply implement the same approach to dealing

2 | with this waste that Great Britain has already

3 | implemented successfully; in fact, by a company
4 | that now has a pretty good-sized chunk of the

5 | work at the Site and also has a pretty good-sized
6 | chunk of the work that’s going on at Hanford.

7 The reason being, of course, is that

8 | they were able to succeed somewhere. They had

9 | good credibility. And now it’s going to make

10 | money now in this country. Their solution to

11 | that problem was by virtue of that direct cement
12 | option. Now, they chose it because it's

13 | effective and it’s cheap. Somehow, the way that
14 | this is looked at ID is that it is the most

15 | expensive option. You must guestion some of the
16 | things that you hea{]

17 I have some revised comments.

18 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you. Thank you
19 | for your comments.
20 Malissa Clark Rhodes.
21 I'm going to introduce as Exhibit No. 1
22 | at this proceeding an eight-page duplex document
23 | entitled, "Comments on Draft INEEL HLW EIS, Idaho
24 | High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition,"”
25 | addressed to Mr. T. L. Wichmann, U.S5. DOE-ID.
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1 | And it is not dated. It will be Exhibit No. 1 of
2 | the Jacksen Hole proceedings.
3 Sorry to interrupt you.
4 MS. MALISSA CLARK RHODES: That's gquite
5 | all right.
6 THE FACILITATOR: Please proceed.
7 MS. MALISSA CLARK RHODES: Okay. My
8 | name is Malissa Clark Rhodes. I'm a Jackson
9 | resident. I hold a Ph.D. in geclogy from the
10 | University of Pennsylvania. As a former adjunct
11 | assistant professor at Rider University, I taught
12 | basic environmental science, as well as geology
13 | courses.
14 Therefore, INEEL’'s problems with waste
15 | disposal, both stored mixed hazardous and
16 | TRU-contaminated waste, and, separately, the
17 | underground high-level waste, have caused me some
18 | concern. These issues are separate but
19 | parallel. They’'re dealing with problems of Waste
20 | Acceptance Criteria. Ef need to get the waste
afziw 21 | out of Idaho somaho{3
22 Wyoming is the geclogy state. Our
23 | economy is driven by our underground resources;
24 i.e., uranium, natural gas, oil and coal. All of
25 | these sources of energy have their own sets of
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problems. We have some of the finest geologists
and engineers in the country.

I am not totally antinuclear. There is
a need for nuclear power at this point in time
because we have not solved pollution problems
associated with the utilization of fossil fuels.
Solar and wind power sources still remain in a
state of research and development.

However, dealing with a radiocactive
waste effectively remains a national problem.
The problems at Hanford are on orders of
magnitude greater than INEEL’'s difficulties. We
do not wish to see -- or I do not wish to see
INEEL become another Hanford.

[Good science is the result of
interaction between opposing points of view. I
and several other concerned scientists would like
to hold a technical forum with outside scientists
and engineers interacting with the DOE
scientists. If we can participate in neutral
territory, perhaps we can evaluate the best
options in ecollaboration, rather than
oppositi On:]

To DOE., this is the challenge. Science

is a universal language.
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1 Thank vyou.

2 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your

3 | comments. J. T. Stephens, followed by Jim

4 | Laybaum.

5 I will remind you, while Mr. Stephens is
6 | coming to the microphone, that if you would like
7 | to comment tonight that you can do so by

8 | registering at the table out at the front desk.

9 | And they will bring your name up to me, and we

10 | will get you on the record and get your concerns
11 | addressed by the Department for the final

12 | document.
13 Sorry to interrupt you. Please proceed.
14 MR. J. T. STEPHENS: My name is Tom

15 | Stephens, and Post Office Box 212. I'm a

16 | physical science technician retired from Puget

17 | Sound Naval shipyard, 14 years of experience with
18 | hazardous waste, radiological waste. Mostly I

19 | watched other people work in a radioclogical safe
20 | manner.
21 And when I reviewed the Environmental

22 Impact Statement here proposed, I saw several
23 | flaws up here that the general public is not

24 | aware of.

25 The first thing I‘d like to make
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everybody aware of is what the limits are for
NAV SEA, which is the Department of Defense’s
agency -- federal agency that governs
radioclogical work.

[ihe permissible airborne and detectable
airborne limit is measured in microcuries per
milliliter. In other words, how much air we
breathe. And it’s 1 times 10 to the minus 9 is
the limit. Then we have another limit. One
times 10 to the minus 8, we put on respirators to
work in a radiological area.

Then 1 times 10 to the minus 7, we
evacuate. We get out of the shipyard, we get out
of the town, because the whole place is
contaminated. We can't breathe. We're all going
to die.

Then I looked up here and it says 3.2 to
the minus 5.

What does that mean?

They don’'t say it's microcuries per
milliliter, which I'm familiar with, even if the
general public is not. Then they put another one
here, 5 times 10 to the minus 4.

What does it maanE]

[E%ey don’'t tell you on the Environmental
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1 | Impact Statement because they are misleading
2 | people, because the general public doesn’'t know.
3 | Minus figures are clean figures. I think that's
4 | what they’'re saying. It’s not trué]
5 Eo, the Environmental Impact Statement
?fﬂj;? 6 | should be geared to the general population, to
7 facts and figures to what they can understanﬁ]
8 {Enother -- another thing: What is a
9 |millirem?
10 What is a rem?
3L04'4 11 Most people don’'t know.
1% AL)
12 Thank you. I‘'ve got the time.
13 They alsoc know the guote here of
14 [ minus -- let’s say 4 times 10 to the minus 4
15 |millirem.
16 What does that mean?
17 Nothing. Not a thing. I can measure
18 | with an instrument .05 millirem. Well, that
19 | means something. That's a figure. One millirem
20 | is -- I can measure and give it in a dosimeter
21 | reading. I can‘t read minus 4 millirem. The
22 | only way you can do that is by mathematics.
23 And that's what they’ve done,
24 | mathematically given you figures that mean
25

nothin{]
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1 Thank you very much.
2 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
3 | comments.
4 Before Mr. Laybaum comes up, Mr. Cady is
5 | in the audience. And we called him second.
6 So, go ahead and come on up and make
7 | your comments, Mr. Cady.
8 And Jim Laybaum is next, followed by
9 | pave Hensel.
10 MR. KEN CADY: My name’s Ken Cady. I'm
11 | a resident of Jackson.
12 And I haven’t had a chance to read the
13 | Draft EIS yet on the high-level waste. But what
36~ 14 | little bit I do know, |I see one fundamental
VIL.B(5) 15 | flaw. It looks to be a lot of good engineering
16 | work on different processes. But the idea that
17 | we can -- we -- there’'s a standard that we can
18 | pollute to is unacceptable. These processes --
19 | the first thing the DOE should have is a
20 | requirement of no releases. And once that's
21 | done, look at the processes that fit the bllij
22 [E?w, as we look at these things,
2L5-2 23 | there’s -- you know, there’s a lot of thermal
LA(2) 24 | activity in these things, and it’'s very difficult
25 | to have zero pollution. But, in concert, having
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1 | two or three processes combined may well bring
2 | the pollution level te such a small level that
3 |it’'s lnsignifican{]
4 EE; don‘t need tall stacks or we don't
5 | need a great deal of modeling expertise, because,
LS
VHLE{Q 6 | right now, the air model is incorrect, so if
7 | there is a release, we're not exactly sure where
8 | it's going to q€3
9 {Epat we -- what I would just ask you to
254 10 | do is change the requirements, from an
Vm'BG)ll engineering standpoint to task the engineers with
12 | zero releases and see what they come up with.
13 | And that will change -- you know, a lot of these
14 | processes will go awa?]
15 I1'11 have some written comments in about
16 | 60 days, after I‘ve read the EIS. But I think
17 | that would be the first order, if we could get
18 | that -- just that element down.
19 Thank you.
20 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
21 comments.
22 I would remind you that you have until
23 | March 20 to submit written comments, and to the
24 | postmarked date by March 20. And there’'s a
25 | variety of ways that you can submit written
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comments, and we mentioned them earlier, all of
which are detailed on the desk ocutside.

Jim Laybaum.

MR. JIM LAYBAUM: Hi. I'm Jim Laybaum.

First, |I'd like to say that I'm glad to
see the DOE finally having hearings in Wyoming on
INEEL projects that could have serious impacts on
this regioi] [Eht I am deeply disturbed at the
timing of this hearini]

Ez-would also like to guestion why no
hearings on this EIS are scheduled to be held in
Montana or Utah, as I believe the citizens there
also have a right to be heard on such important
regional issue{]

[g understand the DOE has spent several
years with a large number of experts in this
field creating this document. And the Wyoming
public, which was not involved in the scoping
process, most with no background in nuclear waste
treatment, are expected to make an informed
decision on these proposals which could affect
them, as well as future generations, in less than
a month.

1 personally received my copy of the EIS

somewhere around January 17, only 22 days before
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1 | this hearing. I find this completely
2 | unacceptable, and I do not see how the DOE can
3 | claim that this is a reascnable amount of time
4 | for lay pecple to even begin to understand the
5 | many complex technologies outlined in this
6 documen€3
7 In spite of the seemingly intentional
g8 | effort to deny us the necessary time to research
9 | these issues, I have personally come to some
10 | conclusions.
G iy & First, E believe the New Waste Calciner
ZLOb*5 12 | must not operate any longer with or without
ln.cOB 13 | modification due to the lack of understanding of
14 | emissions and that decommissioning should begin
15 | as soon as possihlE]
16 Second, |proposals to dissclve the
17 | calcine for transuranic separation are
Bl b 18 | unacceptable in that this is taking a step
HLD,BU)I? backwards with no proof that chemical separations
20 | are feasible on an industrial scal;]
21 Third,[E}l separation proposals are
22 | unacceptable and unrealistic, given the
ﬁﬁgﬁzn 23 | difficulties that DOE has experienced with
24 | separation projects at INEEL's Pit 9, the Waste
25 Treatment Plant, and at other DOE facilltle%]
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Fourth.[ghe amount of shipping necessary
to process this waste at Hanford and return it is
an unacceptable hazard to the region, especially
to the people living along the transport routéﬂ

Finally,[i_do not believe grout will
retain its physical integrity for the extended
time spans necessary to safely immobilize the
waste from the environmengj

[f}ls leaves only early vitrification as
an acceptable alternative. While I am concerned
about the potential emissions from such facility
and would want to see much more specific details
on the emissions control and the emissions
monitoring technologies for such a facility, I
believe the end result would be the safest form
this waste can be converted to.

It is of utmost importance that all of
this waste be immobilized in glass without
separation or high-level reclassification, as
there is, at present, no high-level waste
repository operational and the potential that
this waste may be waiting for a repository into
the next centuryz]

EEF is not enough to simply make this

waste road-ready. It must be put into its safest
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1 | form for temporary storage and, later, permanent
TeDb-2 2 disposag Eosts should not be an issue,.
xﬁn 3 |Ultimate safety should bé]
2tk 14
vill..ﬁ{'z.) 4 E believe that the necessity for
5 | constructing a waste vitrification plant to
2ok <15 6 further -- to prevent further contamination of
‘“"J 7 | the Snake River aquifer and the citizens of this
8 | region clearly shows that the plutonium
9 | incineration project should be canceled
10 | immediately and its budget devoted to this much
11 | mere serious and pressing issué]
12 Thank you.
13 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
14 comments.
15 Dave Hensel will be follewed by Tatiana
16 | Maxwell. Ms. Maxwell, I guess, we’'ll say.
17 MR. DAVE HENSEL: Hi. May name is Dave
18 | Hensel. I live at 303 South 200 East in Driggs,
19 | Idaho.
20 I'm a member of the Snake River
21 [ Alliance, but I'm speaking as an individual
22 | tonight. And -- but I know that the Alliance has
23 | been looking forward to cleaning up the Chem
24 | Plant for 20 years now.
25 As an Idaho resident, I have to take a
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1 little bit of -- just a second to comment on the
2 | term "road-ready." It seems to recur guite often
3 | tn this EIS. And[I feel that the term
aﬁgl:) 4 | "road-ready" is basically defining a peolitical
5 | goal that's driven by a political agenda
6 [End 1 think that the ultimate goal of
ZL072 7 | this cleanup process should be safer treatment
(%) and storage of the waste. Where it is less
9 | critical than that it be stored in -- stored
10 safelyj Emean, we have high-level waste coming
3b07-3
VHLH&” 11 | into Idaho all the time and will in the
12 foreseeable future, and it is, theoretically,
13 road—read;]
14 [g’m concerned with the various
zLlY4 15 | separation options. I think that these
1“]&3[ﬂ 16 | alternatives will just generate higher volumes of
17 | waste, just give the DOE more waste stream stock
18 | to keep track of, and are probably going to be
19 | infeasible technology. They certainly are
20 |unprovable] I tended -- [L tend to feel that
21 | early vitrification is the most economically and
Il?.l;?.;j-—-'z(ﬂzz environmentally scund preocess presented in the
23 | E15.)
24 I do want to commend the DOE and the
25 | State of Idaho for working together. Eﬂd I want
2w01-1
Nil.B(1)
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1 | to specifically emphasize the fact that the
2 | cleanup process should be driven by the ultimate
3 | need to coordinate the treatment of all forms of
4 | contamination -- the soil, the water, the
5 | facilities and the high-level wastéﬂ
6 [i do have a lot of guestions about
2e01-8 facility disposition. And I realize that the
wv.e()
technical and engineering problems faced by the
9 Department of Energy are huge.
10 And what do you deo with a 300,000-gallon
11 | tank that’'s contaminated with radicactive waste?
12 However, on top of that -- or, rather, I
13 | should say, under it and around it, are immense
14 | gquantities of contaminated soil. And I do not
15 | want to see that what the solution is is to
16 | simply put a cap over the problem and kind of
17 | sweep things under the rug and walk away from
18 1tz]
19 [E‘lot of effort should be put into
20 | examining the conseguences of what is done in the
3Tﬁi1 21 | cleanup to make sure that it doesn’t compound the
s 22 | problem of dealing -- of the possibility of
23 | having to deal with this contaminated soil at a
24 | later date?]
25 Thank you.
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1 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your

2 comments.

3 Ms. Maxwell, followed by 5. Wakefield.

4 I apologize if I mispronounced your

5 name.

6 MS. TATIANA MAXWELL: It's happened for

7 | about 36 years. That's okay.

8 Tatiana Maxwell. My address is P.O.

9 | Box 4856, Jackson, 83001.
10 I apologize for coming without my visual
11 | aides and support staff, but I'm really glad to
12 | see that my tax money has paid for this kind of
13 | elaborate setup here. You know, the next time
14 I'1l try to come a little more prepared.
15 I would like to take this opportunity to
16 | thank Brian Munson and the Idaho DEQ for making
17 | this second arduous journey over the pass to
18 | Jackson, although he assured us in his statement
19 | last week that the opinions of more than 1,000
20 |U.S. citizens don't make a whit’'s worth of
21 |difference in his decision-making process. But
22 | it looks to me like you folks have hired a better
23 PR firm.
24 [Eé just another ignorant citizen today,

360%-1 25 | I would like to take a stab at making one more
1x.o(2)
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1 | statement to be disregarded by INEEL, Idahoc DEQ

2 | and the United States Department of Enerqyz]

i Certainly the issues concerning the

4 | disposition of the high-level waste from the

5 | Idaho Chemical Processing Plant appear complex

6 | even to the scientists hired to study it. [E}t us

B60h-2 7 | at least learn from our mistakes in addressing
1X.D(0 8§ | this important issue. Two examples of attempting

9 | to solve problems with untested technologies or
10 | technologies that have been shown to be a mistake
11 | come to mind.

12 In Denver, Colorado, in 1989, the
13 | Shattuck Corporation spent $28 million turning
14 their radioactive waste into concrete grout and
15 | burying it under clay on a 6-acre site under the
16 | approval of the EPA and the DOE. A short ten

17 | years later, the EPA has ordered Shattuck to

18 | construct a huge tent over the concrete and

19 | proceed to break up the hardened material for
20 | further disposal.
21 Or we could look at the situation of the
22 | DOE and Lockheed Martin in charge of the tank
23 | waste at the Hanford site near Richland,
24 | washington. This 20-year-old underground tank
25 | named SY-101 holds almost one million gallons of
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1 | nuclear bomb waste that produces unwanted

2 | hydrogen as radiation fields bombard organic

3 | chemicals that were added years ago in what

4 | officials now say --

5 THE FACILITATOR: Ms. Maxwell, the court
6 | reporter’s having a difficult time keeping up, so
7 if you would slow down a bit.

8 MS. TATIANA MAXWELL: -- in what

9 | officials now say was a mistaken strategy to
10 | reduce the waste’'s volume.
11 As recently as June of ‘96, the DOE
12 | crossed SY-101 off its list of problems and in

13 | oOctober of that year announced that all safety

14 | issues with the tank are now understood.

15 Alas, in another example of where saying
16 | it's so doesn't necessarily make it so, the DOE
17 | now acknowledges that this tank is in danger of
18 | expleding. And as one consultant for the DOE

19 | puts it: I'm not convinced that anyone
20 | understands the chemistry and physics involved in
21 | this. And this is the best thinking of the best
22 | minds in the noé]
23 [Eil that being said, while the issue of

26083 24 | stabilizing the high-level waste is integral in
0.o.1(4)

25 | avoiding the further pollution of the Snake River
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1 | aguifer, let us not again use untested means or
2 | disproven technologies to create a larger waste
3 straaq]
4 E:urge the Idaho DEQ, INEEL and the
2608-4 5 | Department of Energy to fully examine the results
W.D.2.b(5)
6 | of the failed grouting policy at Hanford,
ZLoR -5 7 | washington, and to expand their vitrification
HLDJ"G(O B | processes and deal with the existing liguid waste
9 | at its current location without separation,
10 | especially as a permanent storage facility at
11 | Yucca Mountain, or elsewhere, is, at best,
12 | decades awaf]
13 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
14 | comments.
15 Ms. Maxwell, I noticed that you were
16 | reading your comments. If you could make that --
17 | a copy available to me, I will make it an exhibit
18 | for the hearing this evening. Or mail it in,
19 | because we want to make sure that the court
20 | reporter got all of that accurate.
21 MS. TATIANA MAXWELL: All right.
22 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you.
23 I would remind you that if you have
24 | material that you would like to use to supplement
25 | your written -- your oral comments this evening,
71

Document 36, Public Comment Hearing, February 9, 2000, Jackson, WY
Page 27 of 54
1 | you can submit them in writing through the close
2 | of the comment period on March 20.
3 Good evening.
4 MS. SOPHIA WAKEFIELD: Good evening. My
5 | name is Sophia Wakefield, P.O. Box 2813, in
6 | Jackson, Wyoming, B83001.
T I am coming without papers. I am not a
8 | technical person. I received the environmental
9 | impact study two days ago. It was sent to me. I
10 | had no time to look through that.
11 My chief concern is that we are only
12 | starting to learn to understand this very
13 | complicated problem we have next deoor. And|I am
Al 14 very concerned that we are -- which we currently
V“'D(D 15 | adhere to a time constraint, that we make
16 | decisions because four years or five years ago we
17 | set a subjective time that we have to comply to.
18 I would ask the State of Idaho and DOE
19 | and the DEQ to let go of these time constraints
20 | and to reconsider really what we have at stake
21 heTEZ]tu start involving us in lay terms so we
ﬁfﬁz% 22 [ all can learn what the problem i{]
23 [i am extremely concerned, also, not to
Vﬁ?ﬁ;2324 have heard anything about the clean air shed. We
25 | have two in our neighborhood. One is the Crater
72
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1 of the Moons, one [s Yellowstone National Park
2 | and Grand Teton National Park.
3 And what it means, from what I
4 | understand, is that these areas are reserved in
5 | this country for the cleanest air we have. And I
6 | think there are a little more than one dozen.
7 | Two of them in our state and the state of Idahd.|
8 [E want to know from the permitting air
9 | quality how models are used to allow any
2L0A-4 , ,
Vm-Btﬁ)lo emissions, or any emissions that we don’'t now how
11 | to carcinogenically come together, and how these
12 | affect our clean air shed%} E:have learned that
13 | the model is only done for the Crater of the
36cA-8
VN-BP)JJ Moons, and then there is some gquantitative
15 | assumption done how this may affect Yellowstone
16 | or Grand Teton National Park, but nothing else is
17 | done for theia
18 E@ also have learned that the models are
2609 -5 19 | used for the other -- the incinerator are models
Vill.B(2)
20 | that are fault{] {Z am very concern that we are
21 | using models that are not putting into
W'S q 2] g
“"LEFJZZ consideration foremost human health and the
23 | nealth of all life forms.]
24 [Efother concern I have is that in the
36041
1X.D(5) 25 | solution to the problems we have can only be
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conceived on a new level of consciousness and not
on the level that the problem was created. And
I'm asking all the people we have elected to pay
by our tax monies to use that new level to find
solutions to this problem we have as a nation and
as a whole woréj

Thank you very much.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
comments.

Benn Linn, followed by Whit Clayton.

MR. BENN LINN: My name is Benn Linn. I
live in Jackson at Box 71, Wilson.

And |I_would like to thank the DOE for
holding a public hearing where we get a chance --
and open a public hearing where we get a chance
to come make comments. I think that's a step
forward from where you have been in the pas{ﬂ

And |[I do wish that you would also be as
open with your historical history of the past 50
years and let us, as the public, understand
srobably guite a bit more clearly why you make

decisions and what you have to make decisions

aboui]

process of the low-level waste and have educated

I have been in the process -- the
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1 [ myself to that to some extent. Then I think that

2 | we have all realized much more clearly that we

3 | have problems. We all agree that we have

4 | problems. We disagree on how we might want to go

5 | about sclving them.

6 And I -- E@'greatest concern is that
3wlb-3 7 | we're treating the atmosphere like we treated the
llLD%bﬂ 8 | ground above the agquifer in the '50s, in that it

9 | solves our short-term problem. It gets rid of

10 | waste. But I -- you know, I guestion whether

11 | that's a long-term solution. To my mind, it’'s

12 | not a long-term sclution to use the atmosphere to

13 | absorb any part of the wast%]

14 I can‘t really comment on this EIS. I

15 | haven’t seen it yet. It’s all new material. But
2010-4 16 [Ek general comment is that I think that we should

V{() 17 | avoid a short-term solution like your

18 | predecessors did in the ‘50s. I think that we

19 | should deal with the problem now in an as

20 | long-term situation as we caE]

21 Thank you.

22 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your

23 | comments.

24 Whit Clayton, followed by Avril

25 | Currier.
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MR. WHIT CLAYTON: Thank you. Whit
llayton, Box 122 Moose, Wyoming.

My wife and I have attended the INEEL
invitation and took a tour of the institution
about three weeks ago. 1 had a wonderful time
and learned a lot.

If I am a preoponent, E:am a proponent of
the INEEL and the professionalism we saw over
there -- 8-, 9-, 10,000 people over there doing a
wonderful joﬁ] [E} there’s any gquestion in my
mind, it would be the British Nuclear Fuels,
which put a company after their name so they
could become an American company. A lot of
objections made to them or about them and the
problems that they havé]

I got an M.D. in 1947, one year after
the first bombs were dropped. And so I date
through this whole affair. I‘ve spent a lot of
time in the last few months doing a lot of
reading on nuclear matters. And then when we had
a chance to do the INEEL tour, we took it, and
we're happy that we did. I would recommend that
you all take the tour, without a doubt.

I think the Oversight Committee of Idaheo

has done a wonderful job of this little piece
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here that you’ve all seen. Maybe you have not.
The Settlement Agreement -- we saw most of these
installations. MNot the ones with the rods in the
water, but we saw the others. The high-level
waste is a problem, and it's going to continue.

Transuranic wastes, those wastes that go
beyond uranium to neptunium and cerium,
americium, they’'re there, and they’re going to
continue.

We've been flooded with information
about plutonium. I would recommend, before you
overreact to this, that this -- this is the
"Atlantic Monthly" of April *95. Before you
react to plutonium too much, do that, read it.
From "Nova," two articles on plutonium. And,
from the "Encyclopedia Britannica," another
article on plutonium. We understand it’s there.
There's a challenge.

If we are reminded of anything -- I
think I can speak for my wife and myself --
okay -- it’'s like the "Sorcerer's Apprentice."
It's not going to go away. It's going to get
worse and worse and worse if we don’'t support and
help these people to move in the right

direction. So, I think we're a proponent of
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1 | getting things done in the best way.
20013 2 [E} there's any guestion in your mind and
XKQ 3 |in our mind, we would recommend the National
4 | Academy of Sciences, who can undoubtedly find
5 | honest and impartial people who can help with the
6 | solution to this huge problem. And we would
7 | recommend that it be don{l
B8 We =-- in medicine, we’'re used to solving
9 | problems. All my life that's all I ever did was
10 | take the challenge that was presented and try to
11 | solve it. When I was on the hospital board, we
12 | had a challenger, and we built a new hospital.
13 | And it’'s a pleasure to see things being done
14 | positively.
15 And I feel that we should be positive
16 | about this. We should support these people. [I
364 17 | think the INEEL people are wonderful. They’'re
II‘Dtﬂ 18 | well-trained. They’'re doing a wonderful job, and
19 | they're doing their hesg] I'm not speaking for
20 | British Nuclear Fuels. I do not know anything
21 | about them.
22 And I thank you very much.
23 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
24 comments.
25 Avril Currier, followed by Roxanne
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1 | Weaver.
2 And, Mr. Clayton, I will remind you
3 | that -- you referred to a couple of documents up
4 | there -- if you want those documents to be part
5 | of the record, you can bring them up to me or
6 | submit them by or before the close of the comment
7 | period.
Good evening.
9 MR. AVRIL CURRIER: Hi. Well, I've
10 | never talked in front of a group ever in my life
11 | before, but I feel very passionate about this.
12 | I'm from Jackson, been a resident here for 13
13 | years.
14 And I‘ve done -- I know that we have a
15 | problem. I know that we've got some very good
16 | people working on the problem. But we have a
17 | global community, because we have a global
18 | problem.
19 [§be thing that may be a viable solution
;i%EEB 20 | would be to, as some people have said, back down
21 | from our timetables, take a little bit better
22 1oég,Ebab some of these local people and come up
z%féi 23 [ with solutions that will take this nuclear waste
24 | away from populated areas, where you have a lot
25 | of animal life, human life, mavybe like the Sahara
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1 Desert.
2 I‘m sure people from Morocco would love
3 | to have a couple of billion dollars to spend for
4 |a few acres of their desert, in which we could
5 | build a plant that would not pollute. We could
6 | contain the stuff where it‘s never going to be
7 | bothered by seismic activity.
8 And how do we get this to happen?
9 Well, we build a fleet of semi
10 | tractor-trailers that can transport this stuff.
11 | Put Americans to work on developing this stuff.
12 | We have a lot of Naval ships -- they’re in
13 | mothballs -- that we could outfit to transport
14 | this stuff over to the Sahara Desert, putting
15 | more Americans to work to solve this problem and
16 | building this plant over there using American
17 | companies. Being the most technological country
18 | in the world, we should be able to handle our own
19 | problems. And with other nations that have
20 | waste, we’'ll have the facility to handle their
21 | stuff, And we can charge them for it and,
22 | therefore, make money on it.
23 Why should we be sending our money to
24 | someplace else when we have an economy here to
25 suppor{a
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1 [Enu know, the gold mine up in Cooke
2 Ccity, Montana, was really small potatoes to what
Bt 3 | the potential hazards of this plant is. And I'm
WP ()
talking to you folks. We have a national

5 | treasure. Our forefathers worked hard and

6 |diligently to make sure that this is available

7 | for our grandchildren.

4 Just like airplanes fly the air, cars

9 | break down, shit happens to us, and we don’t want
10 | to pay the price. We don't want our grandkids
11 for the next 245,000 years to pay the price.

12 | Let’s deal with this smartly, pleas€]

13 Thank you.

14 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your

15 | comments .

16 Roxanne Weaver.

17 And Ms. Weaver will be followed by

18 | Horton Spitzer.

19 Let’'s go off the record just a second.
20 (A brief discussion was held off the record.)
21 THE FACILITATOR: Ms. Weaver, let me

22 | interrupt you for just a moment.
23 I‘ve been handed a document I need to
24 | introduce, an exhibit entitled, "Comments on
25 | Draft EIS and Idaho High-Level Waste Facilities
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1 | Disposition," dated 2/9, 2000, Jeffrey Joel,

2 | P.O. Box 78, Kelly, Wyoming, 83011. I'11

3 introduce that as an exhibit.

4 But, also, you can drop written comments
5 | off at the comment box out front, as well.

6 I apelogize for interrupting.

7 MS. ROXANNE WEAVER: No problem.

8 THE FACILITATOR: Please proceed with

9 | your comments, Ms. Weaver.

10 MS. ROXANNE WEAVER: Thank you.

11 My name's Roxanne Weaver. I live in

12 | Jackson Hole.

13 And the first thing I‘'d like to do is,
14 | for the record, have placed in the record -- all
15 | of Sandy Shuptrine and Ken Cady's comments, I

16 | concur with all of them. There’s no reason for
17 | me to repeat them.

18 [E would like to remind you all that this

ZLI2-1 19 | is DOE's largest undertaking, one in which they
et 20 | will be spending billions of your tax dollars.

21 | It took them three years to compile these
22 | documents. And, at best, they gave us three
23 | weeks to read these. I don’t think that’'s gquite
24 | fair. In fact, I think it’s a major insult to
25 | all of us in Jackson Hol;]
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1 ﬂnd[ghen I'd like to ask, as some others
BelB-2
\Lk(ﬂ 2 | have, that you change direction and that you
3 | start looking at -- only at processes which will
4 | not put hazardous toxins into the al%] And, to
5 | that end, |I ask that you stop all plans for the
3613-3 6 | incinerator at INEEL and spend that money, as was
KI@J 7 | suggested earlier, on research and development,
8 | to find ways to deal with this hazardous waste
9 safelf]
10 Thank you.
11 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
1z comments.
13 Mr. Spitzer will be followed by Dan
14 Fulton.
15 Good evening.
16 MR. HORTON SPITZER: Good evening.
17 | Horton Spitzer, Box 1307, Wilson. I'm sorry I
18 [ couldn’t have been here earlier to hear some of
19 | the other discussions. I was at another
20 | meeting.
21 But I did want to come and voice
22 | something which was expressed wholeheartedly a
23 | week ago. Trust. Trust. At the time they wrote
24 | the Constitution, they adopted a phrase -- it was
25 | interesting -- in God we trust. In God we
83
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1 | trust.
2 The writers of the Constitution had the
3 opportunity to say, in government we trust. But
4 | they knew better. Because the Constitution
5 | protected us from the government. Unfortunately,
6 | there's been a long history -- and it's a good
7 | history in this country -- that you guestion your
8 | government.

9 Ez feel we got a cheap shot a couple
izﬁ;l 10 | weeks ago. One thousand people spent hours there
11 | giving some excellent technical information

12 | relative to -- to the proposal that’s been put
13 | forth in one method of disposal of hazardous
14 | waste.
15 We had people there in the government
16 | who could have said, wait a minute, you‘re not
17 | talking about the right thing. I'm sorry. They
18 | could have said that and moved on -- and might
19 | have given the same comments -- but that wasn’'t
20 | the case. We spent until eleven o'clock at night
21 | in heartfelt honest discussion, and then we’re
22 | told it’'s not a part of the public record:]
2pd.2 23 [Eﬁis is a good step forward. I'm
1I'DbJ 24 pleased that this is happening. This may be a
25 | step forward with trust. But before anything is
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decided, based upon government presentations,
government stat{stlcs, we have a ways to go for
them to earn our trust. And that’'s their
responsibility. They are here not because we
want them to be here. The government should be
listening to us because they have to be here.

That’s the way our government is rui]

S0, I would just say -- and I'm not
qualified -- and[we’ve had some, I think,

excellent speakers, both a week or so ago and
tonight, about technological suggestions. That’'s
good. That's a step in the right dtrectioﬁg

[z just ask that if good decisions can’t
be made by -- by -- considered to be good or in a
wide enough scope, let’'s take some time. In that
time, maybe we can build some trust. And maybe
we need opinions other than from government
officials or those who are going to do this and
make a profit by 1{]

And so, as far as I'm concerned, in God
we trust on this.

Thank you.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
comments.

Mr. Fulton will be followed by Bertie
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1 | Herschfield.
2 If I may interrupt for a moment,
3 | Mx. Fulton.
4 Ms. Herschfield is the last
5 | preregistered commentor. I will remind you, if
6 | you would like to comment this evening, if
7 | something was said earlier that sparked a
8 | thought, go register. They‘ll bring your name to
9 | me, and we‘ll get your comments here on the
10 | record.
11 Sorry to interrupt. Please proceed.
12 MR. DAN FULTON: My name is Dan Fulton
13 [ of Wilson, Wyoming, Box 576.
14 Most of the areas that I would like to
15 | cover have been covered by people. E&t I'm
3u5-1 16 |willing to go on record and ask the DOE to
XHB 17 | provide some information on how they went about
18 | hiring the British company to be the contractor
19 | to build this facility.]
20 [E’d also like to point out, with all due
2L15-2
]LD(Q 21 | respect to the gentleman that spoke earlier,
22 |while I think there are a number of good people
23 | at the INEEL and DOE, I have grave concerns about
24 | their ability to make good decisioné] And I base
25 | that on what's happened in Rocky Flats, Colorado,
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1 and their choice of contractor, who's been barred
2 | from other countries, Japan and Switzerland.
3 So, my grave concerns are as to whether
4 | or not they're making good cheices in things that
5 | are going to take a long time to rectify.
6 Thank you.
7 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
8 | comments.
9 I1'd also remind you that if you want to
10 | comment and would like to do so in a private
11 setting that the Department of Energy has set up
12 | a mechanism for you to do so if you’‘re feeling
13 | uncomfortable speaking in front of a group.
14 Good evening, Ms. Herschfield.
15 MS. BERTIE HERSCHFIELD: Hello. My
16 | name’'s Bert Herschfield. I'm president of the
17 | board of Keep Yellowstone Nuclear Free. Keep
18 | Yellowstone Nuclear Free was formed in opposition
19 | to proposed nuclear and hazardous waste
20 incinerator at the INEEL. For the past six
21 | months, we‘ve been most closely focused on this
22 | complex issue.
23 [§§1y two weeks ago, the DOE released the
Bhle- | 24 | Draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning
XLz 25 | disposal of liquid high-level and low-level waste
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1 [ at the Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering
2 | Center, INTEC. _The disposal of these wastes is a
3 | serious issue and deserves seriocus attention.
4 The disposal of this waste represents
5 | the largest single undertaking of waste disposal
6 | at INEEL. Considering the gravity of the
7 | situation, we feel that a mere two weeks is
8 | woefully insufficient to evaluate each waste
9 | disposal optioi] And, furthermore, E@ consider
10 | the long overdue release of the EIS to be suspect
Bblb-2
|y,g(d 11 | and dubiou{]
12 Nevertheless, [{n any instance where
13 | there exists the potential for harm to be
Bell-2
NLK(Q 14 | inflicted on human life and the environment as a
15 | result of onsite operations, we believe that
16 | citizens should be involved in the
17 | decision-making and implementation processes.| As
18 | such, we appreciate the opportunity to speak in
19 | this forum.
20 [Eeep Yellowstone Nuclear Free is very
ﬁ:;lz‘(i)21 concerned about the treatment and disposal of
22 | liguid high-level and low-level waste at INTEC.
23 | We support the DOE's and Idaho’'s desire to
24 | dispose of this waste. However, safety must be
25 | the overriding concern.
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1 And we ask, is it and will it beé]
2 Eﬁll the DOE select a method that
Bblb-5
m-bd(ﬁ 3 | threatens to release toxins into the air?
4 If it does, we will oppose 1€3
5 Eh.is waste has been in underground tanks
3blb-b
1HA#{0 6 | for 50 years, 20 years longer than originally
7 | intended. Although DOE claims the tanks are not
8 | leaking, the service lines to the tanks have
9 | experienced severe leaks.
10 What would it take in cost and time to
11 | repair these leaks as a temporary holding-pattern
12 | measure while it‘s investigated in terms of safe
13 | ways and alternativesﬂ
14 As we know,[gpe DOE‘s past record of
2Lle 7 15 | dealing with low-level waste is horrific. For
IX-S(Q 16 | example -- and we don’'t have to look to other
17 | areas. We can look right in Idaho. The DOE has
18 | caused low-level waste to reach directly into the
19 | Snake River aquifer, resulting in a large plume
20 | of contaminated radicactive isotopes beneath the
21 | plant.
22 The DOE‘s record of dealing with
23 | high-level waste is equally irresponsible, as
24 | witnessed by the substantial radicactivity from
25 | the calciner plant into the atmosphergﬂ E@a
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calciner is an antiguated system which began
operating in 1963 and is currently not
operating. We firmly oppose any efforts to
restart the calciner and advocate for a safer
alternative which poses the least threat to our
environment and our healti]

[Eeep Yellowstone Nuclear Free
acknowledges that this high-level waste stream
needs attention. As in the case of our
opposition for proposed incinerator, we advocate
for technology to deal with the waste in which
containment and safe long-term stewardship, not
expediency and profit, are smphasize;]

E} feel that potential methods of
disposal being considered have not been
reality-tested. And, therefore, the conseguences
associated with these methods are difficult to
predict and impossible to guarantee. As such, it
is difficult te favor any one particular method
of disposai} And E}ere must never be any effort
to reclassify these wastes in order to meet the
criteria for a more convenient form of treatment;
f.oa,, lncineratioﬁj

And so I ask: Are there any plans to

reclassify the waste?
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201L-12 E&e reprocessing of nuclear waste has
VIO) 2 | resulted in what can only be described as a
3 | dangerous mess in the state of Idaho. Please
Zlb- 1%
vu,A[Q 4 | consider our input as an effort to be part of the
5 | solution to the serious problem of waste
6 | treatment and storage with emphasize on the safe
7 | and long-term stewardship of hazardous and
B | nuclear waste, not on expediency and proflE:]
9 | Together, we can chart a course that will protect
10 | all of us from some of the most dangerous waste
11 | on earth.
12 Thank you.
13 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
14 comments.
15 We have a couple of additional
16 | commentors who have preregistered.
17 Christy Gillespie, who will be followed
18 | by David Henneberry.
19 And if you would like to comment, please
20 | go to the registration desk and register. And
21 | they’ll bring your name up to me, and we’ll get
22 | you on the record.
23 Good evening.
24 MS. CHRISTY GILLESPIE: Hi. Mv name’s
25 | Christy Gillespie, and I live in Jackson,
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r__
Wyoming.

And tonight I would like to tell you
about some of my concerns. [zfm concerned about
British Nuclear Fuels building this incinerator.
Their past history has been inexcusable. I
wonder how such a decision could be made to use a
company like this, especially in the United
States.

I'm concerned about my health, my
future, and my family’'s health and my neighbors”’
health. Given the recent public hearings that
have been held in other towns with incinerators,
people have come out and said that there's been
years and years of people having problems of
health effects, retardation, childhood leukemia.

All of these things are very serious
problems, and they’'re just now becoming public.
And these are towns just like ours that have had
this happen to them years ago. And I don’'t want
to become another statistic. I don’'t want to be
standing here in ten years telling you how my
kids have leukemia, how I have cancer.

I think I'm going to ask you once more
to reconsider your decislo{] E&t the money into

research, please, until a better solution can be
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1 fuun{j
2 Thank you.
3 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
4 | comments.
5 David Henneberry.
& Good evening.
7 MR. DAVID HENNEBERRY: Hello. My name’'s
8 | David Henneberry. I live here in Jackson,
9 | Wyoming, P.0. Box 6962.
10 I understand that something does need to
11 | be done. We have created a problem, and we do
12 | need to fix it. I have nothing against that.
13 | One of the things -- okay. [5 plant does have to
Zi%-1 14 | be built.
ILka 15 Why here?
16 Why in our area?
17 Why not where it's -- the problem is
18 | located?
18 Why ship it all the way over here, do
20 | one thing, ship it someplace else?
21 Isolate it and take care of i;]
22 Okay. [gf the plant were problem-free,
3;’:?5'2' 23 | then there would be no problem or less of an
) 24 | issue. But, so far, the plants in operation are
25 | having continuous problems. And all these have

93

Page 49 of 54
1 to be addressed. They're not being adequately
2 handled, and the situations aren't stopping. The
3 | danaers still exisgl
4 Egnother thing is acceptable level.
L83 5 How does somebody come up with an
VIH.&(Z) [ acceptable level?
7 It’s like a population. VYou say, okay,
8 |well, it’'s okay to kill 200 people out of 200
9 |millien. That’'s still wrong. Say, okay, a
10 | billion parts per -- just as a figure -- a
11 | billion parts -- or one in a billion you can
1z inhale.
13 Is that safe?
14 How much volume of this room is a
15 billion parts?
16 You know, if there‘s 200 billion parts
17 | in here right now, that‘s enough to kill you
18 | then. I would like to see these figures properly
19 | addressed, know exactly where they come from.
20 And all the statistics aside -- excuse
21 [ me -- who is saying this is acceptable?
22 Did someone come up with a figure?
23 That’'s my concern. For everybody’'s
24 | health hazards, the environment, everythlni] And
25 | I think this is something that really needs to be
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1 addressed, making it for everybody’s sake.
2 Thank you.
ki THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
4 comments.
5 I don't have -- I have no more
6 preregistered commentors. I would remind you if
7 | you would like to comment this evening that you
8 | can register at the registration desk. We’ll get
9 | you on the record.
10 We’‘re scheduled to be here until nine.
11 | We'll be here until nine o‘clock. And if you
12 | would like to comment between now and then,
13 | register, and then we'll go back on the record.
14 In the meantime, I think we’ll go off
15 | the record subject to call from the hearing
16 | officer.
17 But, before we do so, I want to remind
18 | you March 20 is the deadline for submitting
19 | written comments, as the postmark date. And
20 | there's a variety of other methods for submitting
21 | written comments that you may take advantage of,
22 | and those methods are detailed at the
23 | registration desk.
24 S0, with this, we will take a break.
25 | We'll be subject to call of the hearing officer
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until nine o’clock, when we're scheduled to
conclude.

Thank you.

(A recess was taken.)

THE FACILITATOR: Okay. We’'ll be back
on the record.

This is a continuation of the February 9
hearing. And we’'re in the private setting for
taking oral comments for the record.

And you understand that your comments,
although made in a private setting, will be part
of the public record?

MR. DAN BENNETT: I do.

THE FACILITATOR: Okay. Please state
your name and make your comments.

MR. DAN BENNETT: My name is Dan
Bennett, P.0. Box 592, Jackson, Wyoming.

[E%o weeks ago I attended the town
meeting’s comment period at the middle school
high school here in town for the incineration
that’s being proposed over at INEEL.

And although I realized that is not
exactly the subject of tonight’'s meeting, I would
want to reguest that the minutes of that town

meeting and comment period be included in

96

- uopyvwIofuy MaN -

Si13 a4 ¥ MTH oyep|



1L820-s13/30d

2ge-a

Document 36, Public Comment Hearing, February 9, 2000, Jackson, WY

Page 52 of 54

Document 36, Public Comment Hearing, February 9, 2000, Jackson, WY
Page 53 of 54

(5]

@ 9 o w oa w

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

tonight’s recoré]

And the reason I am doing that is
because it was a very remarkable meeting. The
comments were very bright and informed. And it
was a much larger attendance than tonight’'s
meeting. And there has since been some kind of
disrespect by the Idaho DEQ, saying that they are
not going to regard -- or take into account any
of the comments that were made at that hearing.

Thank you.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you. You
understand that your comments are part of the
public record, but what you just asked to be made
part of the public record would have to be
submitted by you to be in the record at this
proceeding?

And I do believe that those comments are
transcribed and available for your review at the
reading rooms. There is one at the Teton County
Library here.

So, just understand that this is -- this
is on the record, but things that you ask to put
in the record, if you don't submit them, won't be
part of this record.

MR. DAN BENNETT: I'll be glad to do
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that, if I have the time to do it. I mean, if
there’s a time period available =--

THE FACILITATOR: Through March 20.

MR. DAN BENNETT: And I wasn’t here for
the entire duration of tonight’s comments, so I
don’'t know if someone made that same reguest.

THE FACILITATOR: No.

MR. DAN BENNETT: Okay. Thank you.

THE FACILITATOR: Okay. Thank you,

(A recess was taken.)

THE FACILITATOR: Okay. We’ll be back
on the record.

We're in continuation of our taking
comments in private for the public record. And
Mr. Henneberry had a comment.

MRE. DAVID HENNEBERRY: Okavy. I want the
record to state that my comments were not
directed at the proposed incinerator project. My
comments were about my concern with hazardous
waste treatment, containment, transport and
storage, and the health and safety to everycne in
the environment if a contamination situation
should occur during any of the above-mentioned

areas.
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1 Thank you.

2 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you.

3 And, Mr. Henneberry, you understand

4 | that, although your comments are made in a

5 | private setting, they will be part of the public

6 | record?

T MR. DAVID HENNEBERRY: Yes, sir.

8 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you.

] MR. DAVID HENNEBERRY: Thank you.

THE FACILITATOR: We will be off the

record.

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
15
20
21
22
23
24
25

(A recess was taken.)

THE FACILITATOR: We’'re back on the
record, people.

I will ask that if anvone in the
audience has -- who would like to comment orally
this evening formally on the record and who has
not commented yet would like to do so.

We'wve given vou an opportunity to
register at the front desk, and I will report,
for the record, that no one has so registered.
If there is anyone who has not commented and
would like to do so, this is your final
opportunity to do that this evening at the

Jackson Hole hearing.
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1 MR. GEORGE WOOD: Thank you wvery much.
2 My name is George Wood. I live at
3 1680 North Mink Creek Recad, Pocatelle, Idaho,
4 B3204. I'm representing Coalition 21.
5 I would like to know a little bit about
6 | who I'm speaking to. So, I‘d like a show of
7 hands.
8 How many of you here actually work for
9 the State, the EPA and INEEL? May a have a show
10 | of hands?
11 And those who are of just the public,
12 | who are not?
13 Well, I'm talking to the right people
14 then. I didn't want to address my remarks so
15 | much to the public as I did to the people who are
16 | working for us.
37-1 17 EEhere are several things I think are
q"Lh(d 18 | extremely necessary for an environmental impact
19 | statement to be effective. Number One, of course
20 | you want to know what the impact is going to be
21 | from a point of how much radiation, how much of
22 | this hazardous material, is going to go into our
23 environmen€]
3.2 24 E}t, on the other hand, that doesn'’'t
UHL*O)zS mean a thing unless you know what the effect of

52
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1 | that radiation or that hazardous material is on
2 | the environment or on the people or the animals
3 | that are involved. And so we must consider what
4 | damage is it doing.
5 What damage is it doing?
6 How many people have been injured?
7 How many people -- how much property has
8 | been damaged by the radiocactive nature and by the
9 | other hazardous materials, the nonradicactive
10 | materials, at INEEL?
11 That is certainly something that needs
12 | to be considere{]

31_3 13 [Ebw much of a change in the environment

yil.&(8) 14 | does that make?

15 In other words, if we have a huge impact
16 | on the environment or the amount of radiation
17 | added to the state of Idaho by the activities at
18 | INEEL, that is one thing. But if those
19 | activities and those additions at INEEL are
20 | trivial compared to the natural background and
21 | the natural amount of radiation that we have in
22 | the state, perhaps we need to back off and look
23 | at the basic necessity of this whole procedure.
24 S50, the Environmental Impact Statement
25 | should contain some ot that 1n:crmatlni] IE?:
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27-4- 1 | instance, the 600,000 galleons of liguid waste
vi.el) 2 | should be compared to the amount of water in the
3 | aguifer.
4 So, how much would that change the
5 aquifer or the water in the agquifer?
6 If it were all mixed directly into the
7 | aguifer, how much change would occur?
8 How much radicactivity would be added to
9 | the aguifer, if any?
10 And what percentage of change would that
11 be'?_]
12 [Ehat difference would it make, as far as
215
VNLB(4) 13 | the so0il is concerned, the people, the animals,
14 | the crops, if we did have this sort of tthqE]
15 The guestion came up awhile ago about
16 | how many cancer deaths, additional cancer deaths,
17 | are we talking about. And I -- I think the
18 | answer he gave was 9 per 10,000 people. And I
19 | believe, in just the natural scheme of things,
20 | about 2,100 or so out of 10,000 people get cancer
21 | anyhow. 50, we're talking about 2,109 or maybe
22 | 2,091 cancers per 10,000 people in this state.
23 | And that is a very, very iffy question.
Bq'b 24 [E}, what I would like to see added to
VHL&[T) 25 | the Environmental Impact Statement is the actual

54

Page 5 of 6
1 | effects on the people, the land, the crops, of
the State of Idaho.|
3 Thank you very much.
4 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your
5 | comments.
[ We have a clarifying questions perhaps
7 from --
B8 MR. THOMAS WICHMANN: I need a
9 | clarification gquestion.
10 THE FACILITATOR: Mr. Wood, would you
11 | yield to a guestion?
12 Come back to the microphone, if you
13 ( would. The Department of Energy might ask
14 | clarifying questions of commentors --
15 MR. GEORGE WOOD: All right.
16 THE FACILITATOR: -- just to ensure that
17 they understand the nature of your comments so
18 | that they can be responded to adequately in the
19 | Final Environmental Impact Statement. And
20 | Mr. Wichmann has indicated he would like to ask a
21 | guestion of you, Mr. Wood.
22 MR. GEORGE WOOD: All right.
23 MR. THOMAS WICHMANN: Yes or no, did you
24 | read the accumulative impacts and the ground
25 | waters impacts section of this EIS before you
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made your remarks, sir?

MR. GEORGE WOOD: No.

MR. THOMAS WICHMANN: Thank you.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your

comments, Mr. Wood.

I would like to remind you that you

could file written comments -- submit written

comments through a variety of ways. And all

comments are reviewed and considered and analyzed

by the Department of Energy and the State of

Idaho in preparing the
Statement.

S0, is anyone
not had an opportunity
formally this evening?

We'll let the
has so indicated.

We will stand
of the hearing officer

come who would like to

Final Environmental Impact

else in the room who has

that would like to comment

record reflect that noc one

at ease, subject to call

in the event that others

comment. So, right now,

we‘ll be off the record.

(A recess

was taken.)

THE FACILITATOR: We'll be back on the

record.

This is a continuation of the public
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made your remarks, sir?

MR. GEORGE WOOD: No.

MR. THOMAS WICHMANN: Thank you.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you for your

comments, Mr. Wood.

I would like to remind you that you

could file written comments -- submit written

comments through a variety of ways. And all

comments are reviewed and considered and analyzed

by the Department of Energy and the State of

Idaho in preparing the
Statement.

S0, is anyone
not had an opportunity
formally this evening?

We'll let the
has so indicated.

We will stand
of the hearing officer

come who would like to
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1 1f the court reporter is having
2 trouble following you or keeping up, she may
3 interrupt to ask you to either slow down or
4 speak directly into the microphone.
5 I will begin now the formal comment
6 portion of tonight’s hearing. I want to stress
7 this is a formal hearing and a recorded
8 proceeding with a full transcript being
9 prepared.
10 And finally, I would like to thank you
11 all for attending and for your cooperation in
12 observing the rules I set forth.
13 The first speaker this evening is Ken
14 Niles. Please step up to the microphone at the
15 podium.
16 KEN NILES: Good evening. I’'m Ken
17 Niles. I'm the Deputy Administrator of the
18 Oregon Office of Energy’s Nuclear Safety
19 Division. I'm here on behalf of the State of
20 Oregon.
21 I do have some written comments, and I
22 will provide those upon completion of my oral
23 comments. And I‘11 read these. I would just
24 like to sum them up.
25 First off though, I would like to

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 *** (B00) 230-3302
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deviate a bit from my prepared comments in my
script to make a comment about the meeting
format that we’re having here tonight.

[E would like to take issue with the
rigidity of this format and say that I don't
believe that it’s fully serving the public’s
interests. The woman who spoke in the guestion
and answer had a comment to make, had to leave,
was not able to stay for this, and the fact that
the comments that she made were not on the
record, were not allowed to be on the record, I
think that was a disservice to her, and I
believe in keeping this type of rigid format, we
don't fully serve the public, which is what we
should be doing.]

In terms of my comments, they will
focus solely on the one aspect of the EIS. The
draft EIS focuses on the proposals to bring
high-level waste from Idaho to Hanford for
vitrification.

We are certainly, from the State of
Oregon’s perspective, directly impacted by
activities that occur at Hanford. This is an
issue that certainly draws our interest.

Et is Oregon’s position that it is

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 *** (800) 230-3302
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premature to consider bringing Idaho waste to
Hanford at this point for two reasons. First
that Hanford does not yet have vitrification
facilities, and second that once we do gain
those facilities, there is a pressing need to
treat Hanford's waste as soon as possible.

The discussions that we’re having now
in terms of considering the ultimate state of
Idaho's waste and whether it should come to
Hanford are ones we have should have perhaps 45
years from now. It is, again, too prematuré]

[E} recognize the financial constraints
that drives this issue, and it is certainly the
reason that Hanford is being looked at for
Idaho’s waste. And given that we believe that
it may make sense down the road, in the future,
to discuss bringing waste from Idaho to Hanford
for treatmeﬁgj However,[é}en then in the
distant future, the S5tate of Oregon would not
consider treatment of Idaho high-level waste at
Hanford unless the following conditions were
met: First, Idaho waste would not be treated at
Hanford until all of Hanford's high-level waste
is treated; second, Idaho waste would not come

to Hanford until it is time for treatment;

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 *** (800) 230-3302
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third, upon vitrification of Idaho’s waste, it
must then be returned to Idaho or to a national
repository, if one is available. The treated
waste must not remain at Hanford; four, the
transportation of this waste both to and from
Idaho must adhere to enhanced transportation
safety protocols. And we would offer up those
as by developed by Western States for
transportation of transuranic waste as a model;
and fifth, Oregon must be allowed to participate
fully in Hanford decision making meetings in
order to assure these conditions are meE]

There isn’t time to go into great
detail on each of these conditions that we
offer. Let me just highlight a couple of
issues. One is that Idaho waste not come to
Hanford early. The draft EIS suggests, at least
as we found, two possible time frames to bring
Idaho waste to Hanford. One beginning in 2028
or sometime thereafter, which presumably would
be after Hanford's waste has been vitrified.
The other talks about a window between 2012 and
2025 and building new storage facilities at
Hanford.

[Eé we have heard, the calcine waste at

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 *** (800) 230-3302
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1 Idaho is in bin sets which have a design life of

2 500 years. There is no rush to get that out of

3 there. We believe it would be financially

4 irresponsible to squander many millions of

5 dollars on temporary storage facilities at

6 Hanford when the waste is safely stored in

7 Idahé]

8 With that, I think I'll conclude my

9 comments, and again submit a written -- these
10 are preliminary comments. We will follow-up

11 with additional written comments that deal with
12 more with some of the technical aspects of the
13 EIS.

14 PETER RICHARDSON: Thank you for your
15 comments Mr. Niles.

16 I would like to take this opportunity
17 to note that I’11 mark as Exhibit Number 1 to
18 this proceeding a multi-paged document
19 previously submitted to me by Mr. Wichmann
20 entitled "Tom's Talking Points - Portland Idaho
21 High-level Waste and Facilities Disposition
22 praft and Environmental Impact Statement."
23 That will be marked as Exhibit number
24 1. Exhibit number 2 of this evening’s
25 proceeding is a three-page document entitled

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 *** (800) 230-3302
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1 "preliminary Comments of the State of Oregon on
2 the Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities
3 Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
4 Statement" dated February 22, 2000. That, we’ll
5 mark as Exhibit number 2.
6 Our next scheduled commentor is Page
7 Knight.
8 PAGE KNIGHT: I don’t have an
9 exhibit.
10 Yeah. I represent Hanford Watch here
11 in Portland —— the Portland area. And we —
12 this is sort of a new issue for us. It
13 certainly hasn’t been on the top of our radar
14 screen because of the tremendous problems that
15 we're dealing with at Hanford right now and the
16 fact that we can't even, you know, get the U.S.
17 Department of Energy to agree to sign milestones
18 for a possible vitrification plant. And Lynn
19 Semmes who was here earlier mentioned that we
20 are very worried right now that BNFL may crash
21 in the United States with all the problems they
22 are having in England, and we may not have a
23 vitrification plant, and once again, be back to
24 ground zero.
25 So, I'm going to make some just

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 *** (800) 230-3302
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1 general comments that some of my group and I

2 talked about over the weekend, and these aren't

3 definitive. We just don’'t know encugh. I think

4 that they may help your decision making process

5 a little, hopefully.

6 First and foremost,|we think this is a
32{“]10 very premature EIS. Like Lynn said, we are
. 8 putting the cart before the horse.| I also want

9 to say —- and I feel like I can speak for a

10 great deal of the Northwest region, a great

11 number of people here. I know that Woody has

12 heard this on the Hanford Advisory Board that I

13 sit on and, you know, we certainly hear it in

14 our own circles. [E%t none of us have any belief
ﬁﬁézs 15 that there will be a final repository in our

16 lifetimes.

17 Yucca Mountain is ten years behind

18 schedule. It’'s millions of —— probably billions

19 by now dollars overrun in cost. It’s based on

20 poor science is what we see more and more of the
21 reports saying. So, we don't have any belief in
22 the final repositorﬂ

23 And for any EIS to be driven by that
24 makes the whole thing even more premature in my
25 mind. One of the things that struck me when one

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 *** (800) 230-3302
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1 of you were speaking about the -- it was Tom —
2 was speaking about the wvalues or the themes that
3 you heard from the ﬁeople in your scoping
4 hearings. They remind me very much of some of
5 the values at the Hanford Advisory Board, which
6 is the Regional Citizens Advisory Board have and
3@01'5 7 one of them was protect the aquifers. Eiu‘prime
X\Cﬂ 8 value is to protect the Columbia River.
9 If Hanford’'s wastes are not vitrified,
10  some documents indicate that within the next 100
11 years, the Columbia River will be dead. That
12 means no economy, no healthy environment, no
13 fishing, nothing. I mean, that's dea%]
14 So, that is of utmost value to us, and
15 it sounds like it is the same kind of value to
16 the people in your region, [EE have also the
32%3{%) 17 value of get on with it. And therefore, I can
8 say I understand the planning of this EIS that
19 you need to look at things ahead of time. And
20 somehow this EIS, in terms of leooking at all of
21 the options far ahead of time makes sense on
22 that particular levei:]
23 It also says, you know, |one of the
30> 24  values was minimize the times of handling
ILER)
25 waste. What that translates into for a lot of

TEACH REPORTING (503) 24B8-1003 *** (800) 230-3302
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1 us in this region is that you minimize the
2 transportation or the moving of any waste unless
3 there is a dire danger.| We have so many dire
4 dangers.
5 [i%e two biggest dangers in the country

3ﬁﬁ%215) 6 are the 177 leaking tanks that, some of which
7 are leaking up at Hanford. That is a dire
8 danger.
9 We also have a decay basins which hold
10 2,300 fuel rods, most of which are corroding
11 that sit 400 yards from the Columbia, and those
12 pools that they sit in have leaked also. Those
13 are dire dangers, and those need handling
14 first.
15 So, this almost seems like, you know,
16 talking about marbles or something inane when we
17 have a lot of other things to worry about. So,
18 with those things said, I would like to say that
19 we have to handle —— one of our comments is we
20 have to handle the most dangerous things first,
21 and we -- this doesn’t seem to be touching
22 thaE]
23 The last thing I would like to
24 say, —— and I hope you will let me go over by a
25 minute since we have such a small crowd here —-—

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 **% (800) 230-3302
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is that one of the things that intrigues me
about this whole thing -- and this is not that I
am bought off on it, by any means because I
don’t have that right with my organization at
this particular time, but[i:am really intrigued
with the idea of a Northwest solution. I think
that we can't afford to have states pitted
against one another for cleanup dollars.

I think that we do have to work
together, and we have got to get creative
because Congress has not had the bill up to now
to fund cleanup at any site the way it should be
funded, and Hanford is the most contaminated
site in the western hemisphere, and I think we
all have to remember thaé]

And one of the things that I do
appreciate from the Idaho people here is that
you all seem to appreciate deeply and know that
this is the most contaminated site. You have
got nothing to compare to ours, and yet you
still have dangers that are imminent to your
livelihood, and health, and well-being.

S0 I'm intrigued with this, but[i have
to go back to saying that this is awfully

premature. I would say that whatever actions

TEACH REPORTING (503) 248-1003 *** (800) 230-3302
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1 you do decide to take, move slowly. Do things a
2 step at a time. Don't try to make all the
3 decisions now because they are not going to hold
4 uéa
5 The fact is, all of us -- I would say
6 most of us here by the time the tanks -- the
7 tank waste at Hanford is vitrified are going to
8 be dead. I'm going to be 100 in 47 years, and
9 that’s when this -- our date is for finishing
10 the tank waste. HNow, that’'s sort of
11 interesting.
12 The same —— in two years, the
13 political situation will change. So, we are
14 going to have a whole new politics. So what you
15 promise today isn’'t necessarily going to be
16 given to us tomorrow. [E@at we are looking at is
3DI-A 17 a government who has made promises and promises
IXIDU) 18 to Hanford to clean it up, and we don’t get it.
19 And I would imagine you could say the same thing
20 for ycurselve%]
21 S50, I would just end with those
22 cautionary remarks and wish you luck on this,
23 and I also think it’s really, really important
24 for all of us to work together. And I really
25 appreciate you coming here, and I'm sorry that
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we don’t have a bigger turnout.

PETER RICHARDSON: Thank you for your
comments.

Bill Bires?

I remind you, you have until April 19
to submit your written comments, and that's a
postmark date.

PAGE KNIGHT: These go on the record
though, don’'t they?

PETER RICHARDSON: Absolutely. This
is all on the record.

Good evening, Mr. Bires

BILL BIRES: Good evening. My name is
Bill Bires.

I look around, and I'm probably the
oldest person in this room. And I'm going to be
dead a long time before any of these goals are
met. And the decisions that you are going to
make are going to involve future generations
years to come —— years and years to come, and it
behooves us, I believe, to make those kind of
decisions especially when we don’t know where we
are going or what we are going to do.

I had the experience of having been

under an atomic bomb via -- by virtue of my
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1 Army service in 1951 at the atomic test site.
2 And at that time, I knew we can destroy
3 ourselves, and I think that we’'re well on our
4 way.
5 I'm afraid that unless we take this
6 process out of the hands of people that are in
7 it for profit and put it in the hands of people
8 who are given the task of applying themselves as
g best they can to this cleanup process.
10 when the bomb was built, I was around,
11 and the United States gathered the best
12 scientists from all over the world and put them
13 to work on this job, and they produced the
14 bomb. And then they went on and on -- the
15 scientists went on and on and on creating huge
16 amounts of lethal waste without any pre --
17 what's the word I'm searching for —- without any
18 idea of how they are going to get rid of it, how
19 it’s going to be disposed of, if it can be
20 disposed of safely. They go on with this
21 half-baked idea down at Yucca Mountain.
22 [z‘am sickened by the comments that are
202-1 23 made: "wWe don’'t have enough money." We have
XLM) 24 enough money, and if we don’t have enough money,
25 we’re all liable to die) That’s just what it

Page 15 of 20
pPage 52

1 boils down to.
2 [E;e priorities of the government must

38022 be changed. The public should be made or must

VIVLA(5)
4 be made aware of the threat that is posed by
5 installations like Hanford and INEEE]
6 I remember when it was INEL, and they
T threw in an environment. What’'s going on? Are
8 they playing games with us? Who are they
9 talking to, environment? INEL and environment.
10 Look what Lockheed did for them up there trying
11 to clean up that space, and how they over —- the
12 cost overrun was so great.
13 E}‘s beyond me why the Federal

2802-3 :
VIU) 14 Government is not putting all of its available

15 resources in the hands of people who can and
16 will do the job and taking it out of the hands
17 of people who are in it for profit onliﬂ
18 As was mentioned earlier, BNFL is a
19 British government—owned company. They are
20 trying to raise money in the United States.
21 Then they want the Department of Energy to
23 assure them that if they raise money --— and lose
23 money that the taxpayers of the United States is
24 going to repay them. These shenanigans that go
25 on are just, you know, just —— ockay -- are
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really —-|I find abhorrent because the public is
being treated as if they don’t have a stake in
this and as if they don’t have any interest in
ik.

The public does have a stake in it,
and they do have an interest in it if they were
informed —- properly informeé] [géd I have said
earlier that if the DOE really wants to get some
money out of the Federal Government, they can
take a full page ad out in the Oregonian or the
New York Times or the Los Angeles Times or the
wWall Street Journal and tell the people how many
curies of radiation is sitting up there in that
mess at Hanford and ready to go into the river,
and how much of that waste is at INEEL is——
poses a threat to the publié]

It’s high time that the public be made
aware. And the fact that nuclear industry has
been on the public dole for so many years and
that the power of the nuclear industry and the
relationship between the military nuclear
program and the civilian nuclear program must be
recognized and dealt with effectively because
there are economic forces involved that are

going on in the world right now that may affect
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what is going to take place in this country
vis-a-vis the future of nuclear power.

And I would like to thank you people
for coming. And I hope that my children’s
children’s children’s children are not posed
with —— don’t have the same problems posed to
them that we have posed to us. I hope that it
can be dealt with effectively and that they have
a clean world in which to grow and be happy.

Thank you.

PETER RICHARDSON: Thank you,

Mr. Bires.

Does is there anyone in the audience
who has not had a chance yet this evening to
speak formally on the record who hasn’t had a
chance to sign up. Raise your hand, and we will
come up and get your comments on the record. I
remind you that you have until April 19 in which
to submit written comments. That’s the postmark
date.

Yes, sir. Just go ahead and step up
to the microphone. We will give you three
minutes to get all of your concerns on the
record. If you would preface your remarks with

a statement of your name. And if you would like
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1 a copy of the final Environmental Impact
2 Statement, your mailing address.
3 ED MARTISZUS: Hi. My name is Ed
4 Martiszus. I'm a Registered Nurse,
5 environmentalist in the State of Oregon here
6 going on 23 years. And my address 53215 Timber
T Road, Vernonia, Oregon 97064. My phone number
8 is 1 (503) 429-3136.
9 PETER RICHARDSON: Thank you. Proceed
10 with your comments.
11 ED MARTISZUS: Yeah. I don’'t talk in
12 terms of radiation getting into the
13 environment. It’s already here. In my practice
14 as a nurse in this area twenty some years, I've
15 seen the effects of it. So it’'s a matter of
16 degrees to me. It’s a matter of casualties
17 mounting up as more and more isotopes get into
18 the environment and get into the food chain, and
19 things like that.
20 @ understanding is that the
ﬁfiﬁ&; 21 groundwater or the water going into the Snake
.A(I 22 River at the INEEL is also radicactive. 5o,
23 already, you’re transporting nuclear waste by
24 Hanford alreadi] S0, it’s coming to the area
25 here as fast as we want it right now.
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1 And Page is right, on the triage
2 level, you know, as a nurse, we have to deal
3 with the most immediate health threat first, and
4 that is the tanks and the springs and the
5 tritium plumes, and 2,300 fuel rods and decay
6 basin, and things like that.
7 [i-would like to see more of a list of
isotopes and toxic chemicals in these handouts
28032

1x.c(6)

260%-3
VILA(®)

=]

1

12
13
14

21
22

23

25

other than plutonium and uranium so, I know, you
know, as a nurse environmentalist, I can figure
out the toxicology of it and biological effects
that people that are exposed and alsc like the
amount of curies that will be lost in shipment
from INEEL to Hanford, and as far as getting
into the environment, and the proposed, you
know, or projected lists of different diseases
from this process as this stuff moves its away
from INEEL towards Hanford, and the cost of what
it’'s going to cost the community to pay for this
as far as the medical treatment and the families
going to visits to the hospital and all those
things]

[éé, that would be more wholistic for
me to get a better view, as a nurse, to know

what the real cost is to the community and the
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1 real threat is so we can inform the community so
2 they can make an informed consent under the U.N.
3 Declaration on Human Rights because to be

4 unnecessarily exposed would -- under our

5 Constitution supremacy vote violate the

6 Declaration on Human Rights, that right to life
7 and having it arbitrarily taken away and also

8 the rights under due process of the

9 Constitution. They would -- Fourth and Fifth
10 Amendment Rights, they would not arbitrarily be
11 deprived of their life and property -- be
12 dispossessed of that without any kind of due

13 process of the law such as an arrest and

14 invitement to trial and a conviction, which is
15 usually the grounds in our society for taking
16 away things from people, you know, under our

17 Constitution, our rule of 1&{]

18 So, that’s basically all I have to
19 say.

20 PETER RICHARDSON: Thank you.

21 ED MARTISZUS: Thanks a lot.

22 PETER RICHARDSON: Thank you, sir.
23 Ir11 ask the guestion again. If

24 anyone in the audience who has not yet had an

25 opportunity to comment would like to do so,
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S 850 Energy Drive; Mail Stop 1108
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dwabes o Subject: INEEL High-Level Waste Draft EIS
D MEMBERS:  Dear Mr, Wichmann:

e H’?:. Some members of the Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) attended the February 3 presentation
Ricowa gegund conducted by staff of the U.S. Department of Energy on the Idaho High-Level Waste and

Nagesin Swn  Facilities Disposition Draft Envi 1 Impact $ (EIS). On behalf of the HAB,
Sumnlected  we are submitting the following statement to be considered by DOE.
Local Environment

AR The HAB is not prepared at this time to provide specific comments on the EIS. The Hanford

Locai Govemment yierification plant has not been constructed and thus will not be available for several years.

Rty In addition, when it becomes operational, it will take many years to vitrify Hanford tank

Aobert Larsan wastes. Thus, it would be premature at this time for us to comment on the EIS alternative
Mbs ot would send INEEL high-level wastes to Hanford for vitrification.

Tribal Government L owever, three consistent positions of our Board relate to the issue.

beosmisarn 1. [ In Advice #13 and subsequent pieces of advice, we have stated that if another site

““sends waste to Hanford for treatment, it should not be sent unti! a treatment facility is

. [b} bm!t and operatmg( )Once treated, the waste must be retumned to the sending site. |

S LE(2]

{ We cannot support Idaho’s waste coming to Hanford until all of Hanford’s high-level
“waste has been treated, We emphasized in our recent statement on tank wastes that
the Hanford tanks are one of the most urgent environmental threats to the country.
We have three types of tanks: those that have leaked, those that will leak, and those

[y | 1.E (g) that will leak again. The single-shell tanks are already beyond their design life and
?p:'ﬁ“x?:: the double-shell tanks will reach that point before the vitrification process is
B completed, Vitrification of these wastes must proceed expeditiously and be
Stan of Grogon completed before a major accident occurs with the aging umks ]
i
ExCificio 3. Wc have indicated in several pieces of advice that if any wastes came to Hanford for
Cotidirmied Trbey et %. Lrealmem or disposition “the sending site should cover all costs.” The Hanford
Washingion State budget is not adequate to cover even the costs of our own cleanup efforts in
Departmect of Heath | | ,(q) -
29-6 1L.E(%) Envirolaaues. Faciltation
Phong: (206 1500 Fac (06 2693040

Muvotes, Inc. - Administration
b 23, Rckland, WA #331
1 Fac (06 935508
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13 process of the law such as an arrest and
14 invitement to trial and a conviction, which is
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16 away things from people, you know, under our

17 Constitution, our rule of 1&{]

18 So, that’s basically all I have to
19 say.
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21 ED MARTISZUS: Thanks a lot.
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accordance with our Tri-Party Agreement and regulatory requirements. The impact .P P
of offsite wastes on the inadequate budget of Hanford and the environmental impacts HLW & FD EIS PROJECT E; d
of any diversion of Hanford cleanup funds must be factored into decisions on offsite et STATE OF NEVADA Control 2 DL O

wastes and should be thoroughly analyzed in this EIS. The Hanford cleanup dollars
should not be used to subsidize the receipt, treatment, and/or storage of offsite

wastes.
#-4 gﬂ/’e would appreciate being consulted as this process continues forward, particularly when a DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
V(“t- preferred alternative or other decisions are being considered which might impact Haufnrg 209 E. Musser Street, Room 200
) Carson City, Nevada 897014298
Very truly yours, Fax (775) 684-0260
K‘M . 2 5 g (775) 684-0222
Merilyn B. Reeves, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board Ko 182000
ce:  Keith Klein, Manager, DOE-RL
Dick French, Manager, DOE-ORP Mr. Thomas L. Wichmann
Tom Fitzsimmons, Director, Washington Department of Ecology |daho HLW&FD EIS Project Manager
Chuck Clarke, Regional Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency DOE, Idaho Operations Office 4

850 Energy Drive

‘Wade Ballard, Acting Designated Federal Official
fd. Aoy - Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

The Oregon and Washington Congressional Delegations
Michael Gearheard, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency :
Dan Silver, Washington Department of Ecology Re:  SAINV#E2000-050

Project: Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition DEIS
Dear Mr. Wichmann:

Enclosed are the comments from the Nevada Division of Water Resources
and Department of Transportation concerning the above referenced report.
These comments constitute the State Clearinghouse review of this proposal as
per Executive Order 12372. Please address these comments or concemns in
your final decision. If you have guestions, please contact me at 684-0208.

Sincerely,

Heather K. Elliott
Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPOC
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= r-NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHCLUSE

s
%, Dapartmant of Administration EIS PROJECT ¢ ARSRF

%, Budget and Planning Division Cantegl = \; C-<0
f@?’s 09 East Musser Streat, Room 200
* " Carson City, Nevada 897014298
iy {7175) 684-0208 HLW & FD
fax (775) 684-0260
DATE:
- ve Counsel Bureau ConservationNahral Rescurces
maton Tecniy
; Emp. Training & Fehab Resaarch O, State Lands
PuUC [(EnvioomentlProecton |
Trarspertation ] Foress
UNR Burea of Mines (Widite ]
UNR Library Region 1
UNLV Lbrary Region 2
Histoxic Preservaton Region 3
[Emargency Management Corservaton Disticts
Cffica of the Attornay General State Parks
Washingtcn Cfice
Mo Sourn
Mevada League of Cites. Natural Herrtage
Wild Horse Commission
Mevada SAl#  E2000-086
Project: Idaho High-Level Wasts and Facilities Disposition DEIS
NOTE: Actual Four Volume document Is at NDEP. Thera is some mention of transportation trhough Nevada to

both Yuccas Meunhhynd the Nevada Tast Sita In the decument.

CLEARINGHOUSE NOTES:
Enclased, for your raview and comment, is a copy of the above mentioned peoject. Pleass evaluate it with respect 1o its ffect on your plans and progran
tha importance of s contribution to state andior local areawide goals and objectives; and its accord with any applicable laws, onders or regulaticns wi
which you ars familiar.

Pieasa submit your comments na later than March 10, 2000, Use the space below for short comments. If sigrificant comments ars provided, pleg)
usa agancy latternead and inciuda the Nevada SAl number and comment due date for our reference, Questions? Heather Eliott, £84-0209.

THIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEW AGENCY:

Mo comment on this project ___ Conferenca desired (Sea balow)

____Proposal supported as written ___Conditional support [Sea below)

____Additional information below ___ Disapproval (Explain below)
AGENCY COMMENTS:
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HLW & FD
STRTE: OF NEVADA EIS PROJECT -(AR)PF

D\DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ~ Cantral # .‘DQ_”.VO_
1263 5. Stewart Street
Carson City, Nevada 89712

February 3, 2000

TOM STEPHENS, PE., Direeter

I Reply Fieter to:

HEATHER ELLIOTT CHIEF PLANNER
ADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
209 E MUSSER ST ROOM 204
CARSON CITY NV BS9701-4298

PsSD 7.01

Dear Ms. Elliott:
&he Nevada Department of Transportation has reviewed the
project titled: Idaho High Level waste and facilities Dispositien
DEIS SAI #E2000-08s6.
Hp-1 . . i 3 i 7
o Based on the information submitted, the proposed project is net
'JIl\.H{‘) in conflict with any Department plan._j

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.

Sincerely,

M&—'m%.;awﬁéd—

Thomas J. Fronapfel, P.E
Assistant Directer - Planning
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which you represent it.

If the court reporter is having trouble
hearing you or keeping up with you, she may ask
for your help in ensuring that the record of your
comments is as complete as possible.

We will now begin the formal comment
portion of tonight’s hearing. I want to stress
that this is a formal hearing and a recorded
proceeding. A full transcript will be prepared.

I do want te take this final opportunity
to thank vyou for attending this hearing and for
your cooperation in observing the procedures I
have outlined tonight.

our first speaker tonight will be
Mr. Dennis Donnelly.

MR. DENNIS DONNELLY: Is this the
microphone you want to use?

THE FACILITATOR: Yes.

MR. DENNIS DONNELLY: I‘'m Dennis
Donnelly. That's D-E-N-N-I-S, D-O-N-N-E-L-L-Y.
My mailing address is 56 Tulane Avenue,
Pocatello, Idaho, 83201.

[i first want to say that there has been
too little time to prepare a formal commentary.

This is not a formal commentary that I would
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1l | respect because there’'s been so little time.
2 As one example, last weekend I went to
3 | the library at Idaho State University. I
4 | happened to be in it. And I asked for copies of
5 | these books which are listed as being kept
6 | there. And the staff couldn’'t find them for me.
7 | They hadn't been indexed yet in their finder
8 | system. And it's not pretty. This is way too
9 ru5h3§3 I've been gone on business for a week
10 [ and have had little time to spend with these
11 | materials.
12 However, E:want to repeat my question
H1-2
V“liL(o 13 | formally about the total toxicity of the
14 | materials that are held as radicactive waste in
15 | the INEEL reserve, or whatever it is, in the form
16 | of the total known radioactive material to be
17 | held up there as waste and the total
18 | radiotoxicity and chemical toxicity of these
19 | materials.
20 If they are diluted by water to the
21 | maximum permissible concentrations for release to
22 | the public for drinking use, how much water would
23 | it take, and compare that to the level of the
24 | amount of water in the Snake River Plain
25 | agquifer.
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1 So, the guestion is: How many aquifers
2 | would it tak%ﬂ
| [Epe second question has to do -- or
|:?é§ﬂ comment has to do with the assumpticn that’'s
5 | built into the EIS. When retrieving the
6 | high-level waste, it is based on the assumption
7 | that the waste can be literally vacuumed out of
8 those tanks, that it is wvacuumable, that it can
9 be suctioned out, that it hasn’t caked up.
10 That is an assumption stated in the --
11 | in the process, and apparently has never been
12 tested empirically. These people are going to go
13 | in there after they have built their processing
14 | procedure, and they may find that the waste is
15 not going to work, to be transported again by
16 | air -- it was blown in there by air. But it may
17 have caked up and may not be vacuumable.
18 And it’'s -- to me, it speaks of very
19 little preparation of this Environmental Impact
20 | Sstatement. They don‘t know if their whole
21 | project is doabl%]
22 [i would like te stress that the -- there
41:5) 23 is a preferred alternative, as far as I'm
W U 24 concerned. Without a question, it is the clean
25 closure alternative. Without a guestion, I want
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1 to see all these wastes removed and the land
2 | returned with no radicactivity above background,
3 |so it’'s available for full general us{]
4 Ii-would like to address the costs
4115 5 | involved. I hear rumors that it will be billions
X(I 6 | of dollars. I want to say that the =-- the
7 | apparent cost to make this mess in the weapons
8 | business is like three thousand nine hundred
9 [ billion dollars.
10 And, to me, it would be nothing to ask
11 | for something like $30 billion to clean up the
12 | mess they made with three thousand nine hundred
13 | billion dollars. Please ask for a great deal of
14 | money. The pockets are deep. We want thi: mess
15 | cleaned up, and cost should not be an issu%]
16 [ipere is a history of a promise by Glen
H2-1 17 | Seaborg, the chairman of the Atomic Energy
|1‘D[ﬂ 18 | Commission in the ‘70s -- in the '60s. He said
19 | he would come and clean this waste up. The
20 | promise is published in a document called
21 | ERDA 1536. Please read it and know that we have
22 | a promise before us at the very highest level of
23 | the Atomic Energy Commissioi]
24 Thank you very much.
25 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you.

48

1 The next speaker will be Mr. Blaine

2 | Edmo. And following Mr. Edmo will be Beatrice

3 | Brailsford.

4 MR. BLAINE EDMO: Good evening. My name

5 | is Blaine Edmo. I represent the Shoshone-Bannock
Tribes as a member of the Tribal Council.

7 Probably the main focus that I would

8 | l1ike to address to the group here tonight in

9 | regards to the EIS relating to the high-level

10 | ligquid waste is that I'm not a technician, nor do
11 | I purport to be, relating to any of this

12 information that you presented here today. What
13 I'm speaking for is on behalf of our general

14 populous here on the reservation.

15 We have approximately 4,500 Tribal

16 members, as well as a number of other non-Tribal
17 | members and non-Indians who reside here on the
18 | reservation. This is our home. We’'re going to
19 | be here for perpetuity.
20 The sad part about this whele thing is
21 | that we have a legacy here that is going to
22 | probably live beyond our generation. And I say
23 | that after having listened to the comments and
24 | some of the documents that I've had the

25 | opportunity to review, although not in totality.
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inVw 1 Eiy concern is that this legacy with the
lX‘DU) 2 high-level liguid waste will live beyond our
3 |lifetimes. And I think it’s a sad commentary for
4 | our society in general.
5 I know we have all of the assurances
[} that the technology has proven that we will have
7 | the waste out of Scutheast Idahe by 2035. I,
8 | myself, am very skeptical. I do not believe that
9 | the Department of Energy, you know, right or
W20l-2 10 | wrong, will live up to their wor%] [i‘do not
VH-D@ﬂ 11 | believe that the State of Idaho, in meeting their
12 | agreement with the Department of Energy, will
13 | have the clout to make them live up to that
14 | legacy or the promises that they’'ve madEJ
15 And I find it really ironic that Dennis
16 | would guote this gentleman from the old Atomic
17 | Energy Commission who made these promises. Well,
Hﬂokﬁ 18 E;think DOE has a legacy of promises that are
EX_DLQ 19 | unfulfilled.
20 Most recently, the Tribes were involved
21 in some other promises that were made by
22 | Secretary Richardson himself, which we found to
23 | be not only untimely, done without consultation
24 | with the Tribes, and done in a very haphazard
25 | manner, without any regard to our standing or to
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our place here in Southeast Idaho.

So, you know, whether it’'s this
gentleman from the past or whether it’'s our
current DOE manager or Secretary of Energy, you
know, I find it hard to believe that they will
live up to these promjseé}l

[i would like to also comment that the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes has a unique status here
in Scutheast Idaho that no one else can claim.
And that is the simple fact that we have a treaty
signed and executed and recognized by the United
States government.

The United States government, whether
it's the Department of Energy, the EPA, or any
other federal entity or agency, you have a trust
responsibility to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes as
a government and as a people. Whether you wish
to live up to that, whether you wish to recognize
that, is your problem. We recognize it. We
expect you to live up to that legacy and that
promise as a federal trustee to our people.

It's been commented many times -- and I
think a lot of people are probably tired of
hearing it -- but we say that a treaty is the law

of the land. There is nothing else outside the
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1 treaty of the Tribe and the United States

2 | government that we would accept or recognize.

3 | All of the administrative actions done by the

4 | bepartment of Energy or their sub-entities or

5 | their employees we do not recognize simply

6 | because of the fact that if you do not recognize
7 | your trust responsibility, then we have no

8 | obligation to accept what you present to us, as
9 | well.
10 I think you need to keep that in the
11 | back of your mind at any time you're proposing
12 | action in our territory, in our aboriginal

13 | homelands. I know that's kind of another sad

14 | commentary that people are tired of hearing, as
15 | well, but -- vou know, whether it’'s the

16 | Shoshone-Bannock Tribes or anyone else, the
17 | indigenous peoples to any country have -- most
18 | certainly have a right to have a say in their
19 | territory. And we would hope that DOE would
20 | honor that facgj
21 And I think, in conclusiun,[ifm very

Haool-5 22 | concerned about this EIS, the timetable. I don't
“LE[Q 23 | believe you're going to live up to it. I have a

24 | concern that the legacy of the high-level liguid
25 | waste and the solid waste will not be removed by

52
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1 | the timetable specified. And the Tribe will go

2 | on record as demanding that it all be removed by
3 |2035, or we’ll also demand other reparationéﬂ

4 Thank vyou.

5 THE FACILITATOR: Mr. Edmo, I don't

6 | believe I had you give your address for the

7 | record. So, if you would please provide that for
8 | the record now.

9 MR. BLAINE EDMO: My business address is
10 | P.O. Box 306, Pema Drive, Fort Hall, Idaho, B83203.
11 | My e-mail address is shbncoun@cyberhighway.net.
12 Thank you.

13 THE FACILITATOR: Okay. Our next

14 | speaker is Beatrice Brailsford. And following

15 | Ms. Brailsford will be Shirley Kaiyou, Tribal

16 member.

1T M5. BEATRICE BRAILSFORD: My name is
18 | Beatrice Brailsford. I'm the program director of
19 | the Snake River Alliance. My address is 310 East
20 | Center, Room 205, Pocatello, 83201.
21 The Alliance will be making formal

22 | comments later in writing, and so these are sort
23 | of some general impressions more than anything

24 | else.

Yop2-1 25 [Ebhad forgotten how hostile DOE hearings
(D
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can be and how arrogant DOE officials can bé]

the Department of Energy had been nearly as smart
or nearly as thorough as its employees sometimes
try to project, we wouldn’'t be in this mes{]

IE?E study that we‘re loocking at tonight
really is deeply flawed. And I know that a lot
of us are feeling a lot of frustration.

Mr. Edmo’s right. This is one of the biggest
problems facing the Site, and I don’t think
anybody has a sense that we'wve got our arms
around it in any -- in any wafJ

[E?'ve got what is cerfainly the
glitziest Environmental Impact Statement Draft I
have ever seen. That must have cost a good deal
more than it needed té]

But [the Draft looks at a set of
technologies that are, admittedly, immature so
that our choices will be, admittedly, flawed,
perhaps have to be revisited 1at€a, but E% will

have made some sort of fake deadline, which isn’'t

the job. You know, the job is to protect the
state of Idaho and its environmen%]
And we -- and E}e way the study is set
up is -- and I know you folks have heard this a
million times -- but it‘s like a Chinese menu.
54
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1 | You know, we've got all these options -- we've
2 | got the separations options, we've got the
3 non-separations options, leave it where it is,
4 | turn it back into liquid, dat, dat, dat -- and
5 | it’s like a Chinese menu.
6 And this evening I think I did hear some
7 | statement that there might even be more
8 | alternatives in the next go-around of this
9 | Environmental Impact Statement, based on the
10 | study that the National Academy of Sciences did.
11 The problem with Chinese menus is, you
12 | can pick one from Column A, cne from Column B and
13 | one from Celumn C, and when the dinner is brought
14 | to the table, all the dishes are purg
15 [Everall, the Alliance questions
4101'5 16 | seriously the ethicacy of all the separations
.30
17 | options. Certainly, from a technical point of
18 | view, it looks -- those look even chancier than
19 | the non-separations optioné]
20 And |I think we have to remember that we
yzo2-4 :
HLD.%{Q 21 | can divide this waste into any number of
22 | fractions we want. And there are charts in here
23 | that show us, you know, green is for transuranic
24 | and yellow is for high-level. Divide it no
25 | matter how you want, it will still be
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radicactive. All the radiocactivity will still
remain. So, you have to look at the simplest way
to treat this waste that doesn’'t add steps that
doen’'t get you much further down the road than we
are right no{]

The Alliance also would like to -- you
know,[i}nugh we agree with the State that the
Department of Energy inappropriately has tried to
reclassify the liquid waste in the tanks as
non-high-level waste -- we think that’'s
inappropriaté] But |we do think that it’'s
perfectly appropriate that we loock at the dried
high-level waste and the liquid high-level waste
separately, because they do present different
environmental perils to the people here and to
our wate{]

And having mentioned water, I guess
E&other source of controversy that I hear about
whenever I hear about this Environmental Impact
Statement is whether this liquid and dried
high-level waste is on 100-year flcod plain or a
500-year flood plain.

And I would like to ocffer that either
way the flood can happen this year. This can be

the 100th yvear or the 500th year. And if you're
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1 looking at substances that are among the most
2 | dangerous on earth, go ahead and be a little more
3 | prudent. If somebody says it’s a 100-year flood
4 | plain, let’s go with that assumption if that
5 | gives us more robust structure{]
6 Thank you.
7 THE FACILITATOR: Thank you.
8 Our next commentor will be Shirley
9 | Kaiyou.
10 Ms. Kaiyou, if you would please give
11 | your affiliation and your -- spell your name for
12 | the record, as well as provide your address.
13 MS. SHIRLEY KAIYOU: It‘s Shirley
14 | Kaiyou, K-A-I-Y-0-U, Post Office Box 607,
15 Fort Hall, Idaho, 83203.
16 And do you need my phone number, too?
17 THE FACILITATOR: No.
18 MS. SHIRLEY EKAIYOU: Okay. I would like
19 | to make a comment in regard to this.
Ya63-| 20 Erespect the fact that the Department
Ii.C{3)21 of Energy is making an effort to educate the
22 | public of DOE issues) And E&is hearing has just
23 | sprung up all of a sudden. We never hear about
Haob-2. 24 | these hearings until the last second. Maybe a
- C0)
25 | week in advance if we're luckij

57

g xipuaddy

- UoVWAOJUT MIN -



LOl-a

1L820-513/30d

Document 42, Public Comment Hearing, March 2, 2000, Fort Hall, ID

Document 42, Public Comment Hearing, March 2, 2000, Fort Hall, ID

Page 15 of 18
1 After meeting with a few of the STGWG
2 | meetings and attending them,EinDticed that some
410535 3 | of the Rocky Flats’ officials were more or less
(ﬁ 4 | commenting about receiving $200 million as a
5 | budget and wasting 100 of it. Well, I think that
6 | could be beneficial for the State of Idaho, to
7 | use money like that that’'s being thrown away to
B | clean up this mes{]
9 And, E&ter experiencing a lot of abuses
426%-4 10 | and backlash from other federal agencies, I
I‘I'ID(I"l 11 | believe DOE has a need to clean up their ac?}
12 THE FACILITATOR: That is all of the
13 | preregistered speakers that we have at this
14 | time. We will now take a brief recess to allow
15 | any others who are here, and would like to
16 | register to speak, to register. And then we will
17 | reconvene the hearing at the call of the chair.
18 So, at this time, we will be off the
19 | record.
20 (A recess was taken.)
21 THE FACILITATOR: We'’'re going to go back
22 | on the record now.
23 Let the record show that we are back on
24 | the record at 8:28 p.m. We do not have any other
25 | registered commentors for this evening’s

58
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1 | hearing. And I understand that there are no

2 | other comments from the Tribe, as well. So, that
3 |will conclude the testimony part of tonight’s

4 | hearing.

S Prior to concluding the hearing,

6 | however, I am going to read into the record

7 | several exhibits that we will make a formal part
8 |of tonight’s record.

9 And the first item that will be marked
10 | and entered into the record this evening is

11 Exhibit -- as Exhibit 1 is the comments that were
12 | read into the record earlier tonight by

13 | Mr. Tom -- I'm sorry -- Tom Wichmann's talking

14 | points earlier tonight. And that will be marked
15 | and entered into the record as Exhibit 1.

16 Marked and entered into the record as

17 | Exhibit No. 2 will be the Federal Register notice
18 | announcing these public hearings that are being
19 | held on the Draft EIS.
20 Marked and entered into the record as

21 | Exhibit No. 3 will be the amended Federal

22 Register notice dated February 24, announcing the
23 | additional meeting that was held this evening at
24 Fort Hall, and, in addition, extending the public
25 | comment period until April 19, 2000.
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1 And the final exhibit that we have to

2 | enter into the record as Exhibit No. 4 is the

3 | videotape that you watched earlier this evening

4 | by Ms. Beverly Cook.

5 Do any of the commentors that are here

6 | tonight have any documents that they want to

7 | enter into the record to supplement their

8 | testimony?

9 If so, I would need to enter those now.
10 MR. BLAINE EDMO: One comment on behalf
11 | of the Tribe. [EP would like to thank DOE for

qid%l 12 | giving us the opportunity for the comments.
XA 13 And I will give you credit for one

14 | thing. We had a public hearing with EPA here the
15 | night before last, and you spared us the -- I

16 | think you've shown a little bit more class than
17 | FMC had. They provided us with a song and dance,
18 | a number of their employees purporting their

19 | claims towards being environmentally conscious.
20 | And we would like to thank yeu for not presenting
21 | that type of documentation or testimony here
22 toda{]

23 So, thank you.
24 THE FACILITATOR: It is now 8:29 p.m.,
25 | March 2 of the year 2000, and we have heard from
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1 |all our registered speakers.

2 I want to thank you for your

3 | participation in this public hearing on the

4 | Department of Energy Idaho High-Level Waste and

5 | Facilities Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
6 | Statement.

T Please remember that you can submit your
8 | comments in writing by fax or via the Internet

9 until April 19, 2000.

10 This hearing is now adjourned.

11 | (The public comment hearing concluded at 8:30 p.m.)
12 REk kA Ak R KRR AR R AR kA AR A AR R kK kR kR
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Thomas L. Wichmann Recewed %
US Department of Energy MAR 17 2000 1
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108 |
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563 '
Attn: Public Comment: Idaho HLW 4
Dear Mr. Wichmann

H2-1 E‘hc Department of Energy doesn’t exactly have a good track record of keeping deadlines.

o) They do have a good track record of studying issues to death. They then often fail to
make decisions implementing the conclusions of those studies. It appears that the
INEEL's approach to implementing the HLW-related provisions of the Batt Agreement
will be no different. This will continue to undermine public trust in the Lab, and in us as
individual employees of the DOE mntmc[ojﬂm'le INEEL's single greatest
4z X\0) accomplishment as the “Lead Lab” on waste issues is to have convinced the public that
nuclear technology is too difficult to be a viable energy option

H3- 3(‘,{‘1) En reality, there are no especially difficult technology issues associated with HLW., In
Hi. fact, the solutions to our “problems” were designed decades ago. Solutions such as sugar
addition to sodium-bearing HLW prior to calcining was demonstrated here on a pilot
3-4 scale in 1963, E'glutions to calcine offgas emission of NOx and Hg were also identified
et and ignored.JCalcine conversion into monolithic concrete (FUETAP) was developed at

qa;:‘DA[m Oak Ridge in the 1970's. A similar process was used in the UK, where these difficult
problems were solved long agol|The existing solutions are effective, and only dangerous

q?{lﬁ‘;-l @ in the imaginmioﬂ
H3-1 Ehe continued pretense that these issues are too complex to be dealt with in an
1.0 (1) expeditious and economical manner will only continue to erode public confidence in the

Lab, and ultimately result in the loss of our missioﬂ

H3-% E’i_'hc remaining liquid should be immediately calcined, and the calcine should be rendered

w.eln ready for disposal via a FUETAP-like process, and shipped for disposal [Jf we got serious

a about actually solving this problem it could be done prior to the Batt Agreement
43;1‘0{2} deadline?’.éur continued employment may depend on ETh:mk you for the opportunity
to con L 4z-io
. RN )]
you
o

W e
msmﬁ@@)p;
Tantrel) #_De
P.O. Box 308 '""‘“‘*-———-___‘4;
Wilson, WY 83014
March 16, 2000
bmas L. Wichmann, D t Manag
U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563
Attention: Public Comment: Idaho HLW & FD EIS

The issues facing the INEEL are public trust, our responsibility to future generations,
and present day safety.

-1 E’_\Fithnut trust, we cannot move on. An ight ittee should consist of at
|y.(3) least three citizens from each down wind and down stream community, plus
competent scientists whose wages and reputation do not depend on the government
or the nuclear industry. All activities and decisions should be as open as possible.
Not only will this engender trust, it will also increase the hope of useful input.]

We chose the activities which made the waste and we have a duty to clean it up as
ud —1@) well as we possibly can.[We should spend whatever money and effort it takes to do
A that, and not leave the burden to our grandchildren and great grandchildren.
-3 Unavoidable contaminated residue should be stored in well-defined, isolal
w-e0) Tmpervious spots] [We should assume short term risk, if necessary for long term
H-4  safety.]

Vil .ALD)E

& It's important not to contaminate the aquifer because such contamination is
2 0 ious and hard to clean up. It could hurt people without their realizing it for
AL hundreds of years. Maybe more.|

43l Ejnlﬂ we have the technology to make the by-products of nuclear energy safe, we
o) had better cease activities that produce radicactive waste, and find some other
source of power and weaponry. It's ridiculous to foul our own nest in the name of

peopreel]
(e [reonG——

Anne Newcomb
ph: 307-734-0970
ph/ fax: 307-733-3315
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call your name, please come forward to the microphone
at podium to my left, please preface your comments by
stating and spelling your name, and providing your
mailing address if you wish to receive a copy of the
final Environmental Impact Statement. If you are
representing an organization, state the name of that
organization and the capacity in which you represent
them. If the court reporter is having trouble
fcllowinq you or hearinq, he may ask for your help to
slow down or speak up or directly inteo the microphone
in order to make a complete record of your comments.

I will now begin the formal comment portien
of this evening’s hearing. I would stress that this
is a formal hearing and reccorded this evening with a
full transcript being prepared.

Finally, I want to thank you for attending
the hearing and for your cooperation in observing the
procedures I have just outlined.

My first commentor is Stave Hopkins.

MR. HOPKINS: My name is Steve Hopkins,
§-t-e-v-e, H-o-p-k-i-n-s. I'm with the Snake River
Alliance of Idaho. My mailing address is P.0. Box
1731, Boise, Idaho 83701.

I'm speaking tonight on behalf of the Snake

River Alliance. I also will be submitting more

3g
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1 detailed written comments at a later time.
2 The Snake River Alliance has been
3 watchdegging activities at the Idaho National
4 Engineering Laboratory for 20 years now. So I think
5 we can provide a very fresh and honest perspective as
6 to how to approach the treatment of high-level waste
7 at facilities dispesition.
51 E:] For starters,[z would like to thank the
]L&@ﬁB Department of Energy and the State of Idaho for
10 putting on the hearing and allowing the public to
11 testifi:l E;am concerned about the timing of the
qﬁj‘QEFZ release of the document. Originally, the document was
13 supposed to be released back in August of ‘99 or even
14 April of ‘99, and it’s been delayed many times. And
15 timing by which it came out coincided a lot with the
16 RICRA process on the advancement waste treatment
17 facility, and there was not adegquate time allowed for
bE:] review of the document before the public hearings.
19 The public hearings should have been adjusted to
20 reflect the release of the Environmental Impact
21 Statemen;]
HS'E 22 [ége thing that appears over and over again
Kuﬂ 23 as it concerns treatment of spent fuel through
24 reprocessing historically at INEEL is it‘s never fully
25 admitted that INEEL in bomb production activities

37
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2 1 throughout the Department of Energy complex. The
2 reprocessor reprocessed weapon-grade uranium that was
3 later used to produce tritium and plutonium at
4 Hanford; however, the open and honest role that the
5 reprocessor played has never been fully explained, and
6 that needs to be adjusteé}
7 In looking at the document thus far,[i see
qs-q =3 that there is much more science fiction and politics
w20)
9 in this document than science itself. Looking
10 especially at the separations technologies in the
11 document, it seems to me that the Department of Energy
12 and the State might as well look at turning waste into
13 wine because there is as much of a technical basis for
14 deoing so as there is, say, for something like
is transuranic separationéj E&m of the things in terms
qs.s 16 of the handout concerning areas of uncertainty and
HLD3M17 controversy 1is the technical maturity of alternative
18 treatment processes. Alternatives have varying
19 maturity levels. And it must be addressed in the
20 final Environmental Impact Statement. Either options
21 that have ne technical basis need to be dropped for
22 consideration in the final EIS or there has to ke
23 supporting technical documents to give some assurance
24 to the public that the technolegy could actually work
25 because, as things stand, the separations technolegy

kE:)
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1 there is little basis in reality in terms of how these
2 technologies could really wcrk]
3 In terms of the polities that’s in the --
4 that is so dominant in the document, which is

5-b 5 unfortunate because|treatment of the waste should

. h.Abﬁ 6 proceed strictly out of concern for environmental
7 protectio{] [EE seems to me that separations is
8 pursued strictly because of problems with Yuceca

H5-1 Bfﬂ Mountain in an attempt to engineer around Yucca

R 10 Mountain to go to the Waste Isclation Pilot Plant, and

11 this is really unfortunate because we should look at
12 how best to isclate this waste from the envircnment
13 where it is because there are tremendous uncertainties
14 as to whether or not it can actually be shipped
15 offsite. And, therefore, we must look at the best way
16 to solidify the waste and protect it from where it'’s
17 ag
18 I do believe I have five minutes because I'm
19 representing an organization.
20 [{ point out that this has actually been done

qif;v)21 at Hanford, that the Tank Waste Task Force, which is a
22 precursor to the site-specific advisory board
23 consisting of tribes, the State, and stakeholders,
24 basically they have been saying since 1994 that, as it
25 concerns Hanford waste, which is much, is much greater

39
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1 volume and presents more problems because of the
2 leakage of the tanks, that treatment should proceed to
3 best solidify the waste without regard to Yucca
4 Mountain. &nd I think Idaho could do well to learn
5 from that examplé]
& [ankinq at the options, I see the Planning
qﬁﬁjﬂﬂ 7 Basis option as completely unrealistic. That it’s
8 done by the State basically te stick an alternative in
9 the document that could potentially, if everything
10 went as planned, which never happens, would meet the
1 Governor’s agreemenE] And that’s where politics come
i 12 in. [ipe State should instead be cocperating with the
qSuJﬂQIB Department of Energy to look at the best way to
14 isolate the waste from the environmen€3
15 Eg?ere is also a clause in the Governor's
q?ﬂgtg 16 agreement that Ms. Dold spoke about earlier where
17 modifications could be made to the Governor’s
18 agreement based upon equi-analyses, which would be one
19 such analysis that could lead te adjustment of the
20 Governor’s agreement. So there is flexibility allowed
21 there, and, therefore, I would like the State to not
22 consider pushing for the Planning Basis option.
23 Instead look at realistic ways to best treat the waste
24 and put it in a solid forﬁ]
2 25 E%ue separations should be entirely dropped
w.o.2()
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2 | from the document unless there can be some support --
2 techniecal support offered in the final BI%J
3 [Eﬁother cption that should be dropped at
QBgi[ﬂ 4 this point is minimal processing because it assumes
5 that the waste could go te Hanford. This is extremely
6 unrealistiec. For one, Hanford is not planning on
7 separation for its waste, so Hanford would have to
8 build additional facilities in additien te the WIPP
9 plant in order to do separations of our small guantity
10 of high-level waste compared to their wast{]
11 MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Hopkins, I note that
12 five minutes can fly by, so if you can wrap up your
13 remarks, I would appreciate it.
14 MR. HOPKINS: Finally, I would like to
18 point out that[EF’s mentioned in the document that the
qs-ﬁ;mlﬁ Mational Resource Counsel study, which is basically
“HD. 17 the Natienal Acadenmy of Sciences, is pointed out in
TﬁgrﬂQIS the document that it does not present a substantially
19 different picture than the EIS. But I would like to
20 point out that in reading the NAS report that I found
21 this not te be the case. That the NAS report looks at
22 separations in a very critical light and basically
23 concludes that separations are not realistic. The
24 quote from page 41 and 42 of the NAS report, It is
25 much less likely that the objective, meaning

41
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1 separations, can be met for intergrated cperations at
2 a realistiec plant conditions without encountering

3 undesireably complex problems, exorbitant costs, and

4 generation of excessive amounts of secondary waste{}

5 MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your

6 comments.

7 I would remind you that March 20th is the

8 deadline for submitting written comments, and I would
] encourage you to finish your thoughts in writing and
10 submit them in one of the variety of ways that we have
11 provided.

12 Todd Martin.
13 MR. MARTIN: My name is Todd Martin, and
14 I am representing an organization under the same name,
15 my name, licensed in Washington state. My address is
16 P.0. Box 58, Northport, Washington 99157.
17 MR. RICHARDSON: Excuse me. I didn’t catch
18 the name of the organization.
19 MR. MARTIN: The organization’s name is
20 Todd Martin. It’s a sole proprietorship in Washingten
21 state. I need that loophole for that extra two

22 minutes.
23 MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Martin, we’ll give you
24 five minutes.
25 MR. MARTIN: I'm here at the pleasure of
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Snake River Alliance who asked me to come down and
take a lock at this document and comment. I'm not
going to pretend I know a lot about INEEL because I
don‘t. And I also come from a site, Hanford, which is
probably one of the biggest glass houses in this
complex that nobody should throw rocks from.

So what I would like to talk about is what
Hanford has done wrong, what mistakes we’ve made as a
site in terms of cur high-level waste program.

Hanford has 60 percent of the nation’s defense
high-level waste; INEEL has about three percent. We
have 177 tanks, nearly a third of which are leaking,
over a million gallons of waste that has reached the
groundwater that will some day enter the Columbia
River. Eleven tanks at INEEL, most of the waste is
already in a solid form. 1It’s not to minimize the
challenge in Idaho, but rather te just emphasize the
challenge we have at Hanford.

In 1989, we desided to pursue TRUEX, do a
separations process, vitrify the high-level, grout the
level, much, many of these options that are outlined
in the EIS. That facility was to start cperating
exactly two months ago, December 1999. Obviously, it
didn‘t happen. TRUEX was too risky from a technical

standpoint. Essentially it wouldn’t work. It was too

43
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: expensive. The grout part was not found to be
2 protective of human health and safety and was also
3 abandoned. Five years, 1.2 billion dollars Hanford
4 spent before we finally threw in the towel. Hanford
5 then moved to a simple pretreatment process,
6 essentially the solid liguid separation, cesium and
7 strontium remeoval, which are the first three treatment
8 steps in many of the options over there, and got rid
9 of the grout program and to vitrify all of its
10 low-activity waste.
11 What I want to talk about is the lessons
014 12 learned from this process. Ezirst of all, don’t rely
IWD&“%B on advanced separations. They’re not science; they’re
14 science fiction. Hanford couldn’t make it pay with 60
15 percent of the waste; it’s unlikely that INEEL will be
16 able to make it pay with only three percent of the
17 waste. On top of that, the MNational Research Council
18 document says, It‘s a long shot, in a nut shelZ]
19 E}cond lesson learned, don‘t rely on Yucca
HEon? .
1HE[Q20 Mountain. As Steve pointed out, the Hanford
T stakeholders adopted a resolutien in 1994 that said,
22 Hanford’s assumptions and pregramatic planning should
23 not be based on Yucca Mountain costs. It's a
24 speculated repository with speculated costs that
25 currently is not sized and may never be licensed to
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receive this waate]

[:n the option of sending waste to Hanford.
I perscnally am welcoming that waste with cpen arms.
It is unlikely, however, from a political standpoint
that before Hanford waste is truly vitrified and
finished any Idaho waste will be vitrified at
Hanford. Right now the planning basis, if everything
falls into place perfectly, Hanford will be done in
2047, after which we can receive INEEL waste. It’s
not a particularly realistic option at this poin{]

[ggoking at the document itself, I think the
scope is too limited and needs to be altered. The
final decisionmaker, and this is the document on which
I'm making the decision, it doesn’t do the job because
I have too many guestions. One, which opticon will
work; twe, which optien can I pay for? Both of those
characteristics are scoped out of this EIS. 1It‘s
inappropriate teo scope those out because the
decisionmaker will not be able to make a reasonable
decision without those two pieces of informatinij

Eﬁcking up on Steve’s waste into wine
option, we could add an alternative to the document
that did essentially result in turning the waste into
wine. It would be extremely difficult from a

technical standpoint, but that’s not considered in the
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1 EIS. It would be chvicusly extremely expensive, but
2 neither is that considered. But it would be very good
3 on the cultural end of things, from the sociceconomic
4 aspects, from the transportation aspects, it would
5 fare very well in this EIS. It’s an extreme and
6 ridiculous example, but it demonstrates the
7 uselessness of evaluating these alternatives without
B cost and technical viability. Those should be addeé]
] Three times in the last decade, Hanford
10 asked for everything in its high-level waste program.
11 We went to Congress with an all or nothing proposal.
12 Treat this stuff in a generation at Hanford. Minimize
13 lifecyecle costs by minimizing high-level waste volume
dap-T 14 te Yucca Mountain. Three times we got nothing. E@at
nwe2(hs I am here to urge INEEL to not do is go with the all
16 or nothing bargain. Don’t go for TRUEX advanced
Hspl-§ 17 SeparatioﬁEL E}n't rely on Yucca Muuntai{] Ef store

=0
Ys02-9 {)18
e
[l ] S
Yi gz -0
A 20
21
22
23
24

25

the calcine 5afe£9 and[gk aggressively try to treat
the liquids. Get them into a solid form as soon as
you can—.___[

I appreciate the opportunity to comment.

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your
thoughtful comment.

Mr. Martin was the last individual that I

have who has preregistered to comment. Is there

46

MAGIC VALLEY REPORTERS - Twin Falls, ID 83301 (208)326-3656

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -

Si13 a4 ¥ MTH oyep|



1L820-s13/30d

9ll-d

Document 45, Public Comment Hearing, February 15, 2000, Twin Falls, ID
Page 13 of 13

Document 46, Mark M. Glese, Racine, WI
Page 1 of 1

1 anyone in the audience who would like to comment but

2 has not yet had an opportunity to do so? Indicate so
3 and I will call you up to the podium and we’ll get

4 your comments on the record.

5 I note for the record that nc one has so

6 indicated. We will be at ease and off the record and
7 subject to call of the chair.

8 (A RECESS WAS HAD.)

9 MR. RICHARDSON: It is now B:30. We will be
10 [ back on the record.
11 I would ask if there is anyone in the

12 audience who would like to make a comment formally who
13 has net had an opportunity to de so. Indicate by

14 raising your hand and we will call you up and get you
1s on the record.
16 I note that no one has so indicated.
17 I will mark as Exhibit 1 of the Twin Falls
18 hearing a multi-page document entitled Idaho
19 High-Level Waste and Facilities Dispeosition Draft,
20 Environmental Impact Statement, Tom’s Talking

21 Points-Twin Falls. That will be Exhibit No. 1. I

22 will note for the record no cther Exhibits were
23 submitted to me this evening, and everyone who would
24 like to have commented has had an opportunity to do
25 S50.
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3/09/00 B S}
Thomas L. Wichmann Recewed %
US Department of Energy MAR 17 2000 1
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108 |
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563 '
Attn: Public Comment: Idaho HLW 4
Dear Mr. Wichmann

H2-1 E‘hc Department of Energy doesn’t exactly have a good track record of keeping deadlines.

o) They do have a good track record of studying issues to death. They then often fail to
make decisions implementing the conclusions of those studies. It appears that the
INEEL's approach to implementing the HLW-related provisions of the Batt Agreement
will be no different. This will continue to undermine public trust in the Lab, and in us as
individual employees of the DOE mntmc[ojﬂm'le INEEL's single greatest
4z X\0) accomplishment as the “Lead Lab” on waste issues is to have convinced the public that
nuclear technology is too difficult to be a viable energy option

H3- 3(‘,{‘1) En reality, there are no especially difficult technology issues associated with HLW., In
Hi. fact, the solutions to our “problems” were designed decades ago. Solutions such as sugar
addition to sodium-bearing HLW prior to calcining was demonstrated here on a pilot
3-4 scale in 1963, E'glutions to calcine offgas emission of NOx and Hg were also identified
et and ignored.JCalcine conversion into monolithic concrete (FUETAP) was developed at

qa;:‘DA[m Oak Ridge in the 1970's. A similar process was used in the UK, where these difficult
problems were solved long agol|The existing solutions are effective, and only dangerous

q?{lﬁ‘;-l @ in the imaginmioﬂ
H3-1 Ehe continued pretense that these issues are too complex to be dealt with in an
1.0 (1) expeditious and economical manner will only continue to erode public confidence in the

Lab, and ultimately result in the loss of our missioﬂ

H3-% E’i_'hc remaining liquid should be immediately calcined, and the calcine should be rendered

w.eln ready for disposal via a FUETAP-like process, and shipped for disposal [Jf we got serious

a about actually solving this problem it could be done prior to the Batt Agreement
43;1‘0{2} deadline?’.éur continued employment may depend on ETh:mk you for the opportunity
to con L 4z-io
. RN )]
you
o

W e
msmﬁ@@)p;
Tantrel) #_De
P.O. Box 308 '""‘“‘*-———-___‘4;
Wilson, WY 83014
March 16, 2000
bmas L. Wichmann, D t Manag
U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563
Attention: Public Comment: Idaho HLW & FD EIS

The issues facing the INEEL are public trust, our responsibility to future generations,
and present day safety.

-1 E’_\Fithnut trust, we cannot move on. An ight ittee should consist of at
|y.(3) least three citizens from each down wind and down stream community, plus
competent scientists whose wages and reputation do not depend on the government
or the nuclear industry. All activities and decisions should be as open as possible.
Not only will this engender trust, it will also increase the hope of useful input.]

We chose the activities which made the waste and we have a duty to clean it up as
ud —1@) well as we possibly can.[We should spend whatever money and effort it takes to do
A that, and not leave the burden to our grandchildren and great grandchildren.
-3 Unavoidable contaminated residue should be stored in well-defined, isolal
w-e0) Tmpervious spots] [We should assume short term risk, if necessary for long term
H-4  safety.]

Vil .ALD)E

& It's important not to contaminate the aquifer because such contamination is
2 0 ious and hard to clean up. It could hurt people without their realizing it for
AL hundreds of years. Maybe more.|

43l Ejnlﬂ we have the technology to make the by-products of nuclear energy safe, we
o) had better cease activities that produce radicactive waste, and find some other
source of power and weaponry. It's ridiculous to foul our own nest in the name of

peopreel]
(e [reonG——

Anne Newcomb
ph: 307-734-0970
ph/ fax: 307-733-3315
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call your name, please come forward to the microphone
at podium to my left, please preface your comments by
stating and spelling your name, and providing your
mailing address if you wish to receive a copy of the
final Environmental Impact Statement. If you are
representing an organization, state the name of that
organization and the capacity in which you represent
them. If the court reporter is having trouble
fcllowinq you or hearinq, he may ask for your help to
slow down or speak up or directly inteo the microphone
in order to make a complete record of your comments.

I will now begin the formal comment portien
of this evening’s hearing. I would stress that this
is a formal hearing and reccorded this evening with a
full transcript being prepared.

Finally, I want to thank you for attending
the hearing and for your cooperation in observing the
procedures I have just outlined.

My first commentor is Stave Hopkins.

MR. HOPKINS: My name is Steve Hopkins,
§-t-e-v-e, H-o-p-k-i-n-s. I'm with the Snake River
Alliance of Idaho. My mailing address is P.0. Box
1731, Boise, Idaho 83701.

I'm speaking tonight on behalf of the Snake

River Alliance. I also will be submitting more

3g
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1 detailed written comments at a later time.
2 The Snake River Alliance has been
3 watchdegging activities at the Idaho National
4 Engineering Laboratory for 20 years now. So I think
5 we can provide a very fresh and honest perspective as
6 to how to approach the treatment of high-level waste
7 at facilities dispesition.
51 E:] For starters,[z would like to thank the
]L&@ﬁB Department of Energy and the State of Idaho for
10 putting on the hearing and allowing the public to
11 testifi:l E;am concerned about the timing of the
qﬁj‘QEFZ release of the document. Originally, the document was
13 supposed to be released back in August of ‘99 or even
14 April of ‘99, and it’s been delayed many times. And
15 timing by which it came out coincided a lot with the
16 RICRA process on the advancement waste treatment
17 facility, and there was not adegquate time allowed for
bE:] review of the document before the public hearings.
19 The public hearings should have been adjusted to
20 reflect the release of the Environmental Impact
21 Statemen;]
HS'E 22 [ége thing that appears over and over again
Kuﬂ 23 as it concerns treatment of spent fuel through
24 reprocessing historically at INEEL is it‘s never fully
25 admitted that INEEL in bomb production activities
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2 1 throughout the Department of Energy complex. The
2 reprocessor reprocessed weapon-grade uranium that was
3 later used to produce tritium and plutonium at
4 Hanford; however, the open and honest role that the
5 reprocessor played has never been fully explained, and
6 that needs to be adjusteé}
7 In looking at the document thus far,[i see
qs-q =3 that there is much more science fiction and politics
w20)
9 in this document than science itself. Looking
10 especially at the separations technologies in the
11 document, it seems to me that the Department of Energy
12 and the State might as well look at turning waste into
13 wine because there is as much of a technical basis for
14 deoing so as there is, say, for something like
is transuranic separationéj E&m of the things in terms
qs.s 16 of the handout concerning areas of uncertainty and
HLD3M17 controversy 1is the technical maturity of alternative
18 treatment processes. Alternatives have varying
19 maturity levels. And it must be addressed in the
20 final Environmental Impact Statement. Either options
21 that have ne technical basis need to be dropped for
22 consideration in the final EIS or there has to ke
23 supporting technical documents to give some assurance
24 to the public that the technolegy could actually work
25 because, as things stand, the separations technolegy

kE:)
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1 there is little basis in reality in terms of how these
2 technologies could really wcrk]
3 In terms of the polities that’s in the --
4 that is so dominant in the document, which is

5-b 5 unfortunate because|treatment of the waste should

. h.Abﬁ 6 proceed strictly out of concern for environmental
7 protectio{] [EE seems to me that separations is
8 pursued strictly because of problems with Yuceca

H5-1 Bfﬂ Mountain in an attempt to engineer around Yucca

R 10 Mountain to go to the Waste Isclation Pilot Plant, and

11 this is really unfortunate because we should look at
12 how best to isclate this waste from the envircnment
13 where it is because there are tremendous uncertainties
14 as to whether or not it can actually be shipped
15 offsite. And, therefore, we must look at the best way
16 to solidify the waste and protect it from where it'’s
17 ag
18 I do believe I have five minutes because I'm
19 representing an organization.
20 [{ point out that this has actually been done

qif;v)21 at Hanford, that the Tank Waste Task Force, which is a
22 precursor to the site-specific advisory board
23 consisting of tribes, the State, and stakeholders,
24 basically they have been saying since 1994 that, as it
25 concerns Hanford waste, which is much, is much greater
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1 volume and presents more problems because of the
2 leakage of the tanks, that treatment should proceed to
3 best solidify the waste without regard to Yucca
4 Mountain. &nd I think Idaho could do well to learn
5 from that examplé]
& [ankinq at the options, I see the Planning
qﬁﬁjﬂﬂ 7 Basis option as completely unrealistic. That it’s
8 done by the State basically te stick an alternative in
9 the document that could potentially, if everything
10 went as planned, which never happens, would meet the
1 Governor’s agreemenE] And that’s where politics come
i 12 in. [ipe State should instead be cocperating with the
qSuJﬂQIB Department of Energy to look at the best way to
14 isolate the waste from the environmen€3
15 Eg?ere is also a clause in the Governor's
q?ﬂgtg 16 agreement that Ms. Dold spoke about earlier where
17 modifications could be made to the Governor’s
18 agreement based upon equi-analyses, which would be one
19 such analysis that could lead te adjustment of the
20 Governor’s agreement. So there is flexibility allowed
21 there, and, therefore, I would like the State to not
22 consider pushing for the Planning Basis option.
23 Instead look at realistic ways to best treat the waste
24 and put it in a solid forﬁ]
2 25 E%ue separations should be entirely dropped
w.o.2()
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2 | from the document unless there can be some support --
2 techniecal support offered in the final BI%J
3 [Eﬁother cption that should be dropped at
QBgi[ﬂ 4 this point is minimal processing because it assumes
5 that the waste could go te Hanford. This is extremely
6 unrealistiec. For one, Hanford is not planning on
7 separation for its waste, so Hanford would have to
8 build additional facilities in additien te the WIPP
9 plant in order to do separations of our small guantity
10 of high-level waste compared to their wast{]
11 MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Hopkins, I note that
12 five minutes can fly by, so if you can wrap up your
13 remarks, I would appreciate it.
14 MR. HOPKINS: Finally, I would like to
18 point out that[EF’s mentioned in the document that the
qs-ﬁ;mlﬁ Mational Resource Counsel study, which is basically
“HD. 17 the Natienal Acadenmy of Sciences, is pointed out in
TﬁgrﬂQIS the document that it does not present a substantially
19 different picture than the EIS. But I would like to
20 point out that in reading the NAS report that I found
21 this not te be the case. That the NAS report looks at
22 separations in a very critical light and basically
23 concludes that separations are not realistic. The
24 quote from page 41 and 42 of the NAS report, It is
25 much less likely that the objective, meaning
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1 separations, can be met for intergrated cperations at
2 a realistiec plant conditions without encountering

3 undesireably complex problems, exorbitant costs, and

4 generation of excessive amounts of secondary waste{}

5 MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your

6 comments.

7 I would remind you that March 20th is the

8 deadline for submitting written comments, and I would
] encourage you to finish your thoughts in writing and
10 submit them in one of the variety of ways that we have
11 provided.

12 Todd Martin.
13 MR. MARTIN: My name is Todd Martin, and
14 I am representing an organization under the same name,
15 my name, licensed in Washington state. My address is
16 P.0. Box 58, Northport, Washington 99157.
17 MR. RICHARDSON: Excuse me. I didn’t catch
18 the name of the organization.
19 MR. MARTIN: The organization’s name is
20 Todd Martin. It’s a sole proprietorship in Washingten
21 state. I need that loophole for that extra two

22 minutes.
23 MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Martin, we’ll give you
24 five minutes.
25 MR. MARTIN: I'm here at the pleasure of
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Snake River Alliance who asked me to come down and
take a lock at this document and comment. I'm not
going to pretend I know a lot about INEEL because I
don‘t. And I also come from a site, Hanford, which is
probably one of the biggest glass houses in this
complex that nobody should throw rocks from.

So what I would like to talk about is what
Hanford has done wrong, what mistakes we’ve made as a
site in terms of cur high-level waste program.

Hanford has 60 percent of the nation’s defense
high-level waste; INEEL has about three percent. We
have 177 tanks, nearly a third of which are leaking,
over a million gallons of waste that has reached the
groundwater that will some day enter the Columbia
River. Eleven tanks at INEEL, most of the waste is
already in a solid form. 1It’s not to minimize the
challenge in Idaho, but rather te just emphasize the
challenge we have at Hanford.

In 1989, we desided to pursue TRUEX, do a
separations process, vitrify the high-level, grout the
level, much, many of these options that are outlined
in the EIS. That facility was to start cperating
exactly two months ago, December 1999. Obviously, it
didn‘t happen. TRUEX was too risky from a technical

standpoint. Essentially it wouldn’t work. It was too
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: expensive. The grout part was not found to be
2 protective of human health and safety and was also
3 abandoned. Five years, 1.2 billion dollars Hanford
4 spent before we finally threw in the towel. Hanford
5 then moved to a simple pretreatment process,
6 essentially the solid liguid separation, cesium and
7 strontium remeoval, which are the first three treatment
8 steps in many of the options over there, and got rid
9 of the grout program and to vitrify all of its
10 low-activity waste.
11 What I want to talk about is the lessons
014 12 learned from this process. Ezirst of all, don’t rely
IWD&“%B on advanced separations. They’re not science; they’re
14 science fiction. Hanford couldn’t make it pay with 60
15 percent of the waste; it’s unlikely that INEEL will be
16 able to make it pay with only three percent of the
17 waste. On top of that, the MNational Research Council
18 document says, It‘s a long shot, in a nut shelZ]
19 E}cond lesson learned, don‘t rely on Yucca
HEon? .
1HE[Q20 Mountain. As Steve pointed out, the Hanford
T stakeholders adopted a resolutien in 1994 that said,
22 Hanford’s assumptions and pregramatic planning should
23 not be based on Yucca Mountain costs. It's a
24 speculated repository with speculated costs that
25 currently is not sized and may never be licensed to
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receive this waate]

[:n the option of sending waste to Hanford.
I perscnally am welcoming that waste with cpen arms.
It is unlikely, however, from a political standpoint
that before Hanford waste is truly vitrified and
finished any Idaho waste will be vitrified at
Hanford. Right now the planning basis, if everything
falls into place perfectly, Hanford will be done in
2047, after which we can receive INEEL waste. It’s
not a particularly realistic option at this poin{]

[ggoking at the document itself, I think the
scope is too limited and needs to be altered. The
final decisionmaker, and this is the document on which
I'm making the decision, it doesn’t do the job because
I have too many guestions. One, which opticon will
work; twe, which optien can I pay for? Both of those
characteristics are scoped out of this EIS. 1It‘s
inappropriate teo scope those out because the
decisionmaker will not be able to make a reasonable
decision without those two pieces of informatinij

Eﬁcking up on Steve’s waste into wine
option, we could add an alternative to the document
that did essentially result in turning the waste into
wine. It would be extremely difficult from a

technical standpoint, but that’s not considered in the
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1 EIS. It would be chvicusly extremely expensive, but
2 neither is that considered. But it would be very good
3 on the cultural end of things, from the sociceconomic
4 aspects, from the transportation aspects, it would
5 fare very well in this EIS. It’s an extreme and
6 ridiculous example, but it demonstrates the
7 uselessness of evaluating these alternatives without
B cost and technical viability. Those should be addeé]
] Three times in the last decade, Hanford
10 asked for everything in its high-level waste program.
11 We went to Congress with an all or nothing proposal.
12 Treat this stuff in a generation at Hanford. Minimize
13 lifecyecle costs by minimizing high-level waste volume
dap-T 14 te Yucca Mountain. Three times we got nothing. E@at
nwe2(hs I am here to urge INEEL to not do is go with the all
16 or nothing bargain. Don’t go for TRUEX advanced
Hspl-§ 17 SeparatioﬁEL E}n't rely on Yucca Muuntai{] Ef store

=0
Ys02-9 {)18
e
[l ] S
Yi gz -0
A 20
21
22
23
24

25

the calcine 5afe£9 and[gk aggressively try to treat
the liquids. Get them into a solid form as soon as
you can—.___[

I appreciate the opportunity to comment.

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your
thoughtful comment.

Mr. Martin was the last individual that I

have who has preregistered to comment. Is there
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1 anyone in the audience who would like to comment but

2 has not yet had an opportunity to do so? Indicate so
3 and I will call you up to the podium and we’ll get

4 your comments on the record.

5 I note for the record that nc one has so

6 indicated. We will be at ease and off the record and
7 subject to call of the chair.

8 (A RECESS WAS HAD.)

9 MR. RICHARDSON: It is now B:30. We will be
10 [ back on the record.
11 I would ask if there is anyone in the

12 audience who would like to make a comment formally who
13 has net had an opportunity to de so. Indicate by

14 raising your hand and we will call you up and get you
1s on the record.
16 I note that no one has so indicated.
17 I will mark as Exhibit 1 of the Twin Falls
18 hearing a multi-page document entitled Idaho
19 High-Level Waste and Facilities Dispeosition Draft,
20 Environmental Impact Statement, Tom’s Talking

21 Points-Twin Falls. That will be Exhibit No. 1. I

22 will note for the record no cther Exhibits were
23 submitted to me this evening, and everyone who would
24 like to have commented has had an opportunity to do
25 S50.
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EIS PROJECT - (ARJPF
HLW & FD Contral = _D.Qj{i_
1 BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
2 OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
3
4
5
3
Fi PUBLIC HEARING
8 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'’S IDAHO HIGH LEVEL
WASTE AND FACILITIES DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
g IMPACT STATEMENT
10
11
12 HEARING OFFICER: PETER RICHARDSCON, ESQ.
13
14
15
16 DATE: February 15, 2000
TIME: 6:00 p.m.
17 PLACE: College of Scuthern Idaho
CITY: Twin Falls, Idaho
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
1
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call your name, please come forward to the microphone
at podium to my left, please preface your comments by
stating and spelling your name, and providing your
mailing address if you wish to receive a copy of the
final Environmental Impact Statement. If you are
representing an organization, state the name of that
organization and the capacity in which you represent
them. If the court reporter is having trouble
fcllowinq you or hearinq, he may ask for your help to
slow down or speak up or directly inteo the microphone
in order to make a complete record of your comments.

I will now begin the formal comment portien
of this evening’s hearing. I would stress that this
is a formal hearing and reccorded this evening with a
full transcript being prepared.

Finally, I want to thank you for attending
the hearing and for your cooperation in observing the
procedures I have just outlined.

My first commentor is Stave Hopkins.

MR. HOPKINS: My name is Steve Hopkins,
§-t-e-v-e, H-o-p-k-i-n-s. I'm with the Snake River
Alliance of Idaho. My mailing address is P.0. Box
1731, Boise, Idaho 83701.

I'm speaking tonight on behalf of the Snake

River Alliance. I also will be submitting more
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1 detailed written comments at a later time.
2 The Snake River Alliance has been
3 watchdegging activities at the Idaho National
4 Engineering Laboratory for 20 years now. So I think
5 we can provide a very fresh and honest perspective as
6 to how to approach the treatment of high-level waste
7 at facilities dispesition.
51 E:] For starters,[z would like to thank the
]L&@ﬁB Department of Energy and the State of Idaho for
10 putting on the hearing and allowing the public to
11 testifi:l E;am concerned about the timing of the
qﬁj‘QEFZ release of the document. Originally, the document was
13 supposed to be released back in August of ‘99 or even
14 April of ‘99, and it’s been delayed many times. And
15 timing by which it came out coincided a lot with the
16 RICRA process on the advancement waste treatment
17 facility, and there was not adegquate time allowed for
bE:] review of the document before the public hearings.
19 The public hearings should have been adjusted to
20 reflect the release of the Environmental Impact
21 Statemen;]
HS'E 22 [ége thing that appears over and over again
Kuﬂ 23 as it concerns treatment of spent fuel through
24 reprocessing historically at INEEL is it‘s never fully
25 admitted that INEEL in bomb production activities
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2 1 throughout the Department of Energy complex. The
2 reprocessor reprocessed weapon-grade uranium that was
3 later used to produce tritium and plutonium at
4 Hanford; however, the open and honest role that the
5 reprocessor played has never been fully explained, and
6 that needs to be adjusteé}
7 In looking at the document thus far,[i see
qs-q =3 that there is much more science fiction and politics
w20)
9 in this document than science itself. Looking
10 especially at the separations technologies in the
11 document, it seems to me that the Department of Energy
12 and the State might as well look at turning waste into
13 wine because there is as much of a technical basis for
14 deoing so as there is, say, for something like
is transuranic separationéj E&m of the things in terms
qs.s 16 of the handout concerning areas of uncertainty and
HLD3M17 controversy 1is the technical maturity of alternative
18 treatment processes. Alternatives have varying
19 maturity levels. And it must be addressed in the
20 final Environmental Impact Statement. Either options
21 that have ne technical basis need to be dropped for
22 consideration in the final EIS or there has to ke
23 supporting technical documents to give some assurance
24 to the public that the technolegy could actually work
25 because, as things stand, the separations technolegy

kE:)
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1 there is little basis in reality in terms of how these
2 technologies could really wcrk]
3 In terms of the polities that’s in the --
4 that is so dominant in the document, which is

5-b 5 unfortunate because|treatment of the waste should

. h.Abﬁ 6 proceed strictly out of concern for environmental
7 protectio{] [EE seems to me that separations is
8 pursued strictly because of problems with Yuceca

H5-1 Bfﬂ Mountain in an attempt to engineer around Yucca

R 10 Mountain to go to the Waste Isclation Pilot Plant, and

11 this is really unfortunate because we should look at
12 how best to isclate this waste from the envircnment
13 where it is because there are tremendous uncertainties
14 as to whether or not it can actually be shipped
15 offsite. And, therefore, we must look at the best way
16 to solidify the waste and protect it from where it'’s
17 ag
18 I do believe I have five minutes because I'm
19 representing an organization.
20 [{ point out that this has actually been done

qif;v)21 at Hanford, that the Tank Waste Task Force, which is a
22 precursor to the site-specific advisory board
23 consisting of tribes, the State, and stakeholders,
24 basically they have been saying since 1994 that, as it
25 concerns Hanford waste, which is much, is much greater

39

MAGIC VALLEY REPORTERS - Twin Falls, ID 83301 (208)326-3656

Page 6 of 13
1 volume and presents more problems because of the
2 leakage of the tanks, that treatment should proceed to
3 best solidify the waste without regard to Yucca
4 Mountain. &nd I think Idaho could do well to learn
5 from that examplé]
& [ankinq at the options, I see the Planning
qﬁﬁjﬂﬂ 7 Basis option as completely unrealistic. That it’s
8 done by the State basically te stick an alternative in
9 the document that could potentially, if everything
10 went as planned, which never happens, would meet the
1 Governor’s agreemenE] And that’s where politics come
i 12 in. [ipe State should instead be cocperating with the
qSuJﬂQIB Department of Energy to look at the best way to
14 isolate the waste from the environmen€3
15 Eg?ere is also a clause in the Governor's
q?ﬂgtg 16 agreement that Ms. Dold spoke about earlier where
17 modifications could be made to the Governor’s
18 agreement based upon equi-analyses, which would be one
19 such analysis that could lead te adjustment of the
20 Governor’s agreement. So there is flexibility allowed
21 there, and, therefore, I would like the State to not
22 consider pushing for the Planning Basis option.
23 Instead look at realistic ways to best treat the waste
24 and put it in a solid forﬁ]
2 25 E%ue separations should be entirely dropped
w.o.2()
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2 | from the document unless there can be some support --
2 techniecal support offered in the final BI%J
3 [Eﬁother cption that should be dropped at
QBgi[ﬂ 4 this point is minimal processing because it assumes
5 that the waste could go te Hanford. This is extremely
6 unrealistiec. For one, Hanford is not planning on
7 separation for its waste, so Hanford would have to
8 build additional facilities in additien te the WIPP
9 plant in order to do separations of our small guantity
10 of high-level waste compared to their wast{]
11 MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Hopkins, I note that
12 five minutes can fly by, so if you can wrap up your
13 remarks, I would appreciate it.
14 MR. HOPKINS: Finally, I would like to
18 point out that[EF’s mentioned in the document that the
qs-ﬁ;mlﬁ Mational Resource Counsel study, which is basically
“HD. 17 the Natienal Acadenmy of Sciences, is pointed out in
TﬁgrﬂQIS the document that it does not present a substantially
19 different picture than the EIS. But I would like to
20 point out that in reading the NAS report that I found
21 this not te be the case. That the NAS report looks at
22 separations in a very critical light and basically
23 concludes that separations are not realistic. The
24 quote from page 41 and 42 of the NAS report, It is
25 much less likely that the objective, meaning
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1 separations, can be met for intergrated cperations at
2 a realistiec plant conditions without encountering

3 undesireably complex problems, exorbitant costs, and

4 generation of excessive amounts of secondary waste{}

5 MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your

6 comments.

7 I would remind you that March 20th is the

8 deadline for submitting written comments, and I would
] encourage you to finish your thoughts in writing and
10 submit them in one of the variety of ways that we have
11 provided.

12 Todd Martin.
13 MR. MARTIN: My name is Todd Martin, and
14 I am representing an organization under the same name,
15 my name, licensed in Washington state. My address is
16 P.0. Box 58, Northport, Washington 99157.
17 MR. RICHARDSON: Excuse me. I didn’t catch
18 the name of the organization.
19 MR. MARTIN: The organization’s name is
20 Todd Martin. It’s a sole proprietorship in Washingten
21 state. I need that loophole for that extra two

22 minutes.
23 MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Martin, we’ll give you
24 five minutes.
25 MR. MARTIN: I'm here at the pleasure of
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Snake River Alliance who asked me to come down and
take a lock at this document and comment. I'm not
going to pretend I know a lot about INEEL because I
don‘t. And I also come from a site, Hanford, which is
probably one of the biggest glass houses in this
complex that nobody should throw rocks from.

So what I would like to talk about is what
Hanford has done wrong, what mistakes we’ve made as a
site in terms of cur high-level waste program.

Hanford has 60 percent of the nation’s defense
high-level waste; INEEL has about three percent. We
have 177 tanks, nearly a third of which are leaking,
over a million gallons of waste that has reached the
groundwater that will some day enter the Columbia
River. Eleven tanks at INEEL, most of the waste is
already in a solid form. 1It’s not to minimize the
challenge in Idaho, but rather te just emphasize the
challenge we have at Hanford.

In 1989, we desided to pursue TRUEX, do a
separations process, vitrify the high-level, grout the
level, much, many of these options that are outlined
in the EIS. That facility was to start cperating
exactly two months ago, December 1999. Obviously, it
didn‘t happen. TRUEX was too risky from a technical

standpoint. Essentially it wouldn’t work. It was too
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: expensive. The grout part was not found to be
2 protective of human health and safety and was also
3 abandoned. Five years, 1.2 billion dollars Hanford
4 spent before we finally threw in the towel. Hanford
5 then moved to a simple pretreatment process,
6 essentially the solid liguid separation, cesium and
7 strontium remeoval, which are the first three treatment
8 steps in many of the options over there, and got rid
9 of the grout program and to vitrify all of its
10 low-activity waste.
11 What I want to talk about is the lessons
014 12 learned from this process. Ezirst of all, don’t rely
IWD&“%B on advanced separations. They’re not science; they’re
14 science fiction. Hanford couldn’t make it pay with 60
15 percent of the waste; it’s unlikely that INEEL will be
16 able to make it pay with only three percent of the
17 waste. On top of that, the MNational Research Council
18 document says, It‘s a long shot, in a nut shelZ]
19 E}cond lesson learned, don‘t rely on Yucca
HEon? .
1HE[Q20 Mountain. As Steve pointed out, the Hanford
T stakeholders adopted a resolutien in 1994 that said,
22 Hanford’s assumptions and pregramatic planning should
23 not be based on Yucca Mountain costs. It's a
24 speculated repository with speculated costs that
25 currently is not sized and may never be licensed to
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receive this waate]

[:n the option of sending waste to Hanford.
I perscnally am welcoming that waste with cpen arms.
It is unlikely, however, from a political standpoint
that before Hanford waste is truly vitrified and
finished any Idaho waste will be vitrified at
Hanford. Right now the planning basis, if everything
falls into place perfectly, Hanford will be done in
2047, after which we can receive INEEL waste. It’s
not a particularly realistic option at this poin{]

[ggoking at the document itself, I think the
scope is too limited and needs to be altered. The
final decisionmaker, and this is the document on which
I'm making the decision, it doesn’t do the job because
I have too many guestions. One, which opticon will
work; twe, which optien can I pay for? Both of those
characteristics are scoped out of this EIS. 1It‘s
inappropriate teo scope those out because the
decisionmaker will not be able to make a reasonable
decision without those two pieces of informatinij

Eﬁcking up on Steve’s waste into wine
option, we could add an alternative to the document
that did essentially result in turning the waste into
wine. It would be extremely difficult from a

technical standpoint, but that’s not considered in the
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1 EIS. It would be chvicusly extremely expensive, but
2 neither is that considered. But it would be very good
3 on the cultural end of things, from the sociceconomic
4 aspects, from the transportation aspects, it would
5 fare very well in this EIS. It’s an extreme and
6 ridiculous example, but it demonstrates the
7 uselessness of evaluating these alternatives without
B cost and technical viability. Those should be addeé]
] Three times in the last decade, Hanford
10 asked for everything in its high-level waste program.
11 We went to Congress with an all or nothing proposal.
12 Treat this stuff in a generation at Hanford. Minimize
13 lifecyecle costs by minimizing high-level waste volume
dap-T 14 te Yucca Mountain. Three times we got nothing. E@at
nwe2(hs I am here to urge INEEL to not do is go with the all
16 or nothing bargain. Don’t go for TRUEX advanced
Hspl-§ 17 SeparatioﬁEL E}n't rely on Yucca Muuntai{] Ef store

=0
Ys02-9 {)18
e
[l ] S
Yi gz -0
A 20
21
22
23
24

25

the calcine 5afe£9 and[gk aggressively try to treat
the liquids. Get them into a solid form as soon as
you can—.___[

I appreciate the opportunity to comment.

MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your
thoughtful comment.

Mr. Martin was the last individual that I

have who has preregistered to comment. Is there
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1 anyone in the audience who would like to comment but

2 has not yet had an opportunity to do so? Indicate so
3 and I will call you up to the podium and we’ll get

4 your comments on the record.

5 I note for the record that nc one has so

6 indicated. We will be at ease and off the record and
7 subject to call of the chair.

8 (A RECESS WAS HAD.)

9 MR. RICHARDSON: It is now B:30. We will be
10 [ back on the record.
11 I would ask if there is anyone in the

12 audience who would like to make a comment formally who
13 has net had an opportunity to de so. Indicate by

14 raising your hand and we will call you up and get you
1s on the record.
16 I note that no one has so indicated.
17 I will mark as Exhibit 1 of the Twin Falls
18 hearing a multi-page document entitled Idaho
19 High-Level Waste and Facilities Dispeosition Draft,
20 Environmental Impact Statement, Tom’s Talking

21 Points-Twin Falls. That will be Exhibit No. 1. I

22 will note for the record no cther Exhibits were
23 submitted to me this evening, and everyone who would
24 like to have commented has had an opportunity to do
25 S50.
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H1-1
ini.c-(2)

Kemble and Mildred Stout

10419 N. Mayberry Dr. #9

Spokane, WA 99218-1508
(509) 464-4186

March 15, 2000

Mr. Tom Wichman, Document Manager
DOE Operations  Office

850 Energy Dr.,MS-1108

Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

Dear Mr. Wichman,

I protest starting the New Waste Calciner Facility at INEEL. This
facility a history of environmental contamination and worker exposure.

The Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board has repeatedly
i its i 10 restart i

Sincerely,

DIttt s Bt

g pp B PROIECT Gpp;
Contro| # _2@_—_&&__

United States Department of the Interior .
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Envirenmental Policy ard Compliance

500 NE Multnomah Street, Suito 356
Portland, Oregon 97233-2096

N REPLY BEFER TO:

March 14, 2000
ER 00/0062

Mr. T.L. Wichmann

U.5. Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office
ATTN: Idaho HLW & FD EIS
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, Id. 33401-1563

Dear Mr. Wichmann:

The Department of the Interior reviewed the Draft Envir | Impact S for the Idaho
High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory (INEEL), Butte, Jefferson, Bingham and Bonneville Counties, Idaho. The
Department does not have any comments to offer.

We appreciated the opp ity to

Sincerely,

i X -2

Preston A. Sleeger
Regional Environmental Officer
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HLW EIS Web C t " ol 0
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site R[t‘a\lEﬂ
Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2000 4:00 AM MAR €2 2000
To: web@jason.com
Ce: ‘web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Lynn Sims
Affiliation:

Address1: 3959 NE 42

Address2;

City, State Zip: Portland, OR 97213

Telephone: 5032876329

Date Entered: {ts '2000-03-21 04:00:22'}

Comment:

Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities Disposition DEIS

Thank you for the oppartunity to comment,
[ attended the public meeting In Portland, OR and compliment the participants upon bath the quality of presentation and
-l informative materials and displays. Unfortunately that meeting was not well-attended--not due to lack of interest, but
. Clebacause of very poor publicity and ournrnunicationﬂ

E i garding the “disp of high-level and related wastes should be made from this time forward when decisions
are being made to generate these lerrible wastes in the first place. We must use more common sense, with a responsible
LF.lgjVision for the future. A lack of these elements will result in maore serious complications, such as those that lead to this
dilemma, and others all over the DOE complex?]
Lok [\'u_"\l'asle treatment alternatives should lean towards leaving liquid and calcinated waste as is, as long as their containment
11:BU structures are deemed safte and reliable] [Liquid wastes should be diminished in volume and converted if overwheiming
Yoy hinical pi are not forth i any peint, the results of careful monitoring could prempt alternative waste
lilAtreatments in order to protect the environment and gmunﬁwaléﬂ ‘l'q-f n.o.y fg)

Enuﬁ there is no vitrification facility at Hanford at this time and since there is no licensed HLW Repositary, it seems

1I.E( premature to make & record of decision which definately include these options. It must also be remembered that many
Hanford siructures are already corroded and leaking and in serious emergency status. Until these problems are
satisfactorily addressed, Hanford cannot accept more burdeﬁ_.—j

Eia Eadliry closures should be diermined upon the risks to the environment and their ability to contain wastes and radiation,
1||1.5r All facilities should be maintained as needed and depending upon the risk of failure be closed on a case by case bas@
L

Eﬂer commenting for nearly a decade now upen many equally icated and frighteni i impact
€ statements, | would surely hope that someone would, from this point forward, make it a crime to create any more chemical
¥ and radioactive waste which is not directly involved i a clean up efforl]
It also should not have to be mentioned, but unfortunately it must be said that
‘more monies should be allocated to menitoring, maintenance, containment, clean up and research technology rather than
i going for wasteful projects such as F ip, weap h and star wars defense. We've already
targeted our own homeland by mismanagement and wrong priorities. It is fime to face up to our predicament and do what
we can to avoid impending and future disasleﬂ

Thank you to everyone wha is working so hard on these remendous issues

CI3 FRUJCLCT { AN FT

HLWW&FD o2 DC-50
Original

United States Department of Energy

IN RE: U.S. Department of Energy )

BEFORE -
Peter Richardson -
Hearing Examiner -

February 17, 2000, 6 p.m.

Doubletree Riverside
2900 Chinden Boulevard
Boise, Idaho

Reported by *
Marta M. Rice®
CSR No. T-205

208-345-3704 « 1.800-424.2354
Fox 208-3453713
405 WEST FORT STREET
P.O. BONX 1425 « BOISE. 1D 83701

Home Poge: hitpu/fwww. tuckarcourreponen.com
E-Mol hucken@huckecourtraponien.com

Reattime - CaseView/Livenote . Noticnwide Case Monagement « Business Meetings - 10-Day Tumaround
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Before Peter Richardson

In Re: U.S. Department of Energy
United States Department of Energy

Hearing February 17, 2000

Page 37

i Individizals who wish 1o nmke oral

[ comments tonight in this room will be given three
m minutes each, and those representing organizadons
1wy will be given five minutes, If you are

[ representing an organization, please fet the staff

m know at the registration table when you sign up.

m  And Iwill appreciate your efforts o

m conclude your rémarks within the allowed time

m frame. We have a staff person siting here in the
e front row who bas a yellow card. And he will mise
(1) that card when you have one minute left in your
'3 commEents 1o get your arention to do so, and then
3 you have one minute lefi.

pa Now,as the presiding officer for this

% evening's hearing, I will reserve the right to ask

14 speakers to conclude their remarks in order to stay
pn on schedule, T hope you will understand that if I
ey do have to ask you 1o conclude your remarks, it

s will be because it is my job to make sure that all
@ people who are interested in making oral comments
1) have an equal and fair opportunity to do so.

pm If1do stop you before you have

1 concluded your remarks, I hope you will submir the
4 rest of your comments in writing through the

met internet or by telefax,

Pago 33
11 the court reporter is having trouble hearing you or
@ keeping up with you, she may interrupt 1o ask you
[ to elther slow down or speak up.
W@ Now I will begin the formal comment
= portion of the hearing, and [ want to stress that
m this is a formal hearing and a recorded proceeding
m with a full transcript being prepared. And
m Gnally, [ would like to take the oppormunity to
™ thank you for your cooperation in observing the
e procedures I've outlined. Our first scheduled
11 commentor is Steve Hopkins, and Mr. Hopkins will be
113 followed by Todd Martin, Mr. Hopkins,
s MA. HOPKINS: My name is Steve Hopkins,
4 Ho-prie-bnes. And I'm representing the
4 Snake River Alliance of Idaho, The Snake River
6 Alliance has served as a citizen watchdog of
(17 activities at the Idaho Mational Engineering and

| Environmental Laboratory for 20 years.

v (It should be noted fiest that we do
2 support treatment of this waste and do believe 5[ |
1 that, contracy to the plant on the incinerator, T U]
= that this waste does need o be treated and "

) stabilized and isolaved from the environment. |

) I would mainly like to talk abour the =

g various alternatives that are d in the

m A few points on decorum, Please avoid

@ side-bar conversations in this room that might

m interfere with the proceedings or distract

) anention from the desigmated person who is

m providing comments. Smoking is not allowed in the
# hearing room. And in order 1o avoid distuptions at
m this meeting, if you have handous materials that

@ you would like to make available, there is space on
m the registration tables for you to do so.

o Finally, I would like 1o explaina

1) lietle bit about the mole of the cowrt reporter at

1z this meeting. Her job is to transcribe verbatim

3 the formal comment portion of this evening's

+4 hearing, In order to help her create as accurite a
15 record as possible, when I call your name, please
e come up to the podium and speak directly into the

m microphone, and preface your remarks with your name

11 and the spelling of your name. And if you would

1 like to receive a copy of the final Environmental

@8 Impact Statement, please provide your mailing

@1 address.

ma  If you are also representing an

23 organization, prefice your remarks with the name of
4 the organization you're representing and the

= capacity in which you are its representative. If

Paga 40

1 Environmental Impact Statement, I:lccnus:{l_f:cl. in
@ reading this document, that there is a great deal
m more science fiction and politics than sound

w science in the document,

[ For instance, in locking at the various

& separations alternatives, these alternatives are
m unsound They've never b?r_n demonstrated to work
[ on an industrial sm:_g]a.ndﬁbcﬂcv: they would
m not even be attempted at this poin if it weren't
pm for the fact that largely this issue is about the
) moving of waste to a new place, and trying to
112} i around Yueca in in Nevada asan

|t anempt to get down to the waste isolation plant in

{4y New Mexico.

a1 have to point out here that if

e fails, then ! protection has 0~ Y

pm failed, And we have too much 1o risk here if LD | U\‘
i trearment should fail, because this is dangerous

s materialJt does pose a risk o the aquifer. We

@o have contamination passed in the aquiferasa [ vig
1 result of past nuclear weapons activities, and we 41 T (&)
‘ez do_peed to stabilize this waste. :

=% | I'm looking at the areas of uncertingy =

24 and controversy that were pointed out carlier in &' }v_\ 0

Lo-2
W2

w8 the prescntation. And [ have to say that its just 1 7%
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Paga 41
11 phenomenal that these issues are not looked atin
1 the Envi | Impact :Faronc itis
M possible for DOE to select a hybrid of
W alternatives.
1®  Something that's not actually separate
1 in the EIS for the public to evaluate is that in
m the final EIS, we could have a preferred -1
18 alternative that really was even in the Draft \ '}.@)
™ il Impact St And that doesn't
11a allow the public to adequately review the selected
111 alternative,
1 How can we, if we can't even see it.
13 And that’s the problem is that we couldn’t live
14 with an alternative that's not even specified in
ng the E
re  |\The fact that the costs are mlyiEld
1 separately. There is a separate document that is <D -¥
11 not part of the NEPA process, That presents a 7{@)
119 tremendous problem, because costs are the main
@1 factors when it comes to deciding what is donc
@1 Although, I'm hearing from various DOE
= officials that it scems unlikely that there will be
3 two vitrification plants that will be built in such
4] a close proximity wo one another.
2l However,jif you look closely at the cost
=

Pags 42

1 analysis, which unfortunately is not in the

@ document and is viewed separately, you'll see that

@ the bifurcation treatment is acrually among the

# more — among the cheapest of the various treatment

15 technologies. It's far cheaper than the D ,C{

1 separations technologies — especially full 2 jL(,‘ﬂ
M scparation.

®  Irthen becomes more expensive whether
® you add in these extremely speculative costs
e disposing the wastes in Yucca Mounu’i.ﬂ Thave

o1 o point out here that Yucea Mountain itself A 1D
[ ref a It's likely 9L"

13 that it should open. It's not going to open on W E m
va time]

1g  |Also, looking at a statement in the

1te draft EIS that points out a study done by the

17 Mational Academy of Sciences under the

trap Natiomal Resource Council, or Research Council, and
19| it is stated that the study, which is important to .;'D -\
o the DOE in terms of deciding what to choose in the y\ V4
] way of treatment, it's pointing out that it does {Q
22 not conflict with the Draft Environmental Impact
al Statement. But in looking closely at the NIC
(24 reporm, this is not the case.
5] EL this point, separations technologics

Page 43
1) are uncertain, They're not tied. They present 50- It
@ technical unc andthe IS 1) D 2())
1 basically said m%e report, on pages 41 and
w1 42, it states is much less likely that the
19 objective, which is in this case separations, can
i be matched for integrated operations and realistic S0 VS
m pike conditions without encountering undesimble j{ | [!)
i and complex problems, presenting costs and
v generation of excessive amounts of secondary
o o o
11 ) I might also point out that the EIS 70 o)
112 rarely uses adjectives, And in this case, there f}" (b
it are a great number of thy do encourage the
4] Department of Energy to dmw from consideration the
(15 separations alternatives in the final EIS.
rrel  The only way they can potentially be
17 allowed in a final EIS is if there were some
] ing d ion of these technol
e actually working. At the present time, there is no
o demonstration of such, So at this point, the:
@1 should be d 1 from the ¢ i jmank
= you.
% MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments.
r4 Todd Martin. Mr. Martin will be followed by
R85 Joe Stratton,

50-15
30
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m MR MARTIN: My name is Todd Martin, It is
@ spelled just like the tennis player. Two d's,
@ M-a-rtin. I'm here at the pleasure of the
14 Snake River Alliance. They asked me to come down
51 and take a look at the document in light of
FE experiences at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation
m where I focus my activism. I'm not going 1o
@ pretend I know everything about INEEL, because [
m don't.
po But I do know what has happened to

(i Hanford and what has went wrong. And I hope that

fra) this site is not going to make the same mistakes as
13 us.And I want to review some of those,

a1 In 1989 Hanford decided 1w pursue a

115 separations alternative similar to many that are

e outlined in this document. Hanford chose Truex,
11m the same technology outlined in this document, 1o
b4 separate tank waste and put the low-activity waste
1% in a cementisious ground form, the high-activity
o waste in ghass, very similar to multiple

1) separations alternatives in this document.

mn The facilities that were to do that were

=y supposed 1o st operating exactly two months ago,
4 If you go out to the Hanford Nuclear Reservation,
125 you will see blank, empty fields where those
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1) facilities were supposed to be built, What 11 answer. First, what will work? Second, what can [ 1 should be xbnndoncd{ri'hc focus should remain on m Love. Lovi 7 Eo
f happened? i = B \‘I m Love wogether. How can we help ourselves?
e ;11,1“'( work and soudn' ) = affordd|{Unfortunately, as has been pointed our, @ safely retrieving, so| ing, and storing the 5ol \p)| @ With the help of God. Love. How can we help
work. m technical viability and cost are both scoped [ remaining liquid waste nk you for the U v Sk ’
s " B i . m together for the children?
= ﬁ:z: Zﬂf:s“d: mﬁ: “gc”m.k;?:;k " sEBb o b doriue, i opparunity 1o comment, w  Inlove, let's do something together.
9§ Lt w "f nce fiction, Grout W'as 5 Asaresult, we could enter an = MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, ® With the love of God, for the love of the children
# 10 be not protective of human health in the 1 alternative into a document that says, let’s just . A 5 3 . »
m envi The DOE context is littered o turn the waste into wine, It would be cm‘iml # Ibelleve Mr. Semmon is not going to be w Together, love is our answer now, And as Tom says,
¥ P 5 y M commenting. Steven Milhous Barr, 1 “Let's finish the job,” hy i
m with examples where grout is not a robust enough 1 technically difficult to do so, but that's not m 5 finish the job,” somehow using love. Thank
R = MR.BARR: I'll pass, thank you.
denil i A T J # you, Jesus, Mere peace, love. Thanks.
1 aste fot o Sk Hie il cant aminin of m considered by the EIS. 500! -7 B MR, RICHARDSON: Thank you, Mr Bare. MR, RICHARDSON:
1y radionuclides these sites try to force into it. It would 0 =2 " - SON: Thank you for your comment.
e v would be extremely expensive to | P‘U‘) o Reverend MsMere. Okay Reverend. Fritz Bj indicated that h i
1 Soafter five years and $1.2 billion, i out how to tucn all thi into win vl i ey jornsen indicated o me that he was going o
1z Hanford finally threw in the towel, th D oo 1 g oy REVEREND MSMERE: Hello. My name is 11 decline to comment, At least orally this evening.
oA - ¥ ; : 0“"2 + LICW grout out 1t but neither is that considered by the EIS, The rra Reverend MsMere That's M-s-M-ere, 11z Pameta Allister, ’
1w and decided we will glassify, vitrify all of our 1y chameteristics that are considered by the EIS, 3 MR. RICHARDSON: Reverend, could you get a m MS ALLISTEIR i e
[4) wastes, including the low-activity waste, and we cnbtural val trans i 3 % 2 5 : e rifications,
19 won't do Truex. We will do a simple pre treatment e . ; #9 listle claser to:the sulcrophonc? 14 please. I represent the Snake River Alliance;
vaprocess. 8 JocieinoTE T R o m va  REVEREND MSMERE: Surc. I'm the Pastor of w4 b I'm making AmIa
3 ing waste into wine would very F c s . ¥
¢n  The lessons learned from this process ?,: wellin w?:fmuu":s(:goﬁc:?; Wlf.l:lcﬁsil\f 119 Mere Peace Church in ooy Idaho. And my ministry 1 three-minute one, or a five-minute one?
{18 can be applied at INEEL!First of all, don't do become the preferred =.lt=m‘n've It's an 1 is presenting, writing a spiritual peace poetry of vn MR RICHARDSON: The rules are, if you are
B z o pre 1 1t prose for the children — to the children. I'm 118 representing An organization, you have five
na Truex. Don't do advanced separations, Hanford was ] 1y ridiculous ple that the i Eib o i Siake B i rep B 0 OFRANIZINON, YO
e 60 percent of the nation's high-level waste. o | e of e thiise al ; m A::‘:m s tb‘ u;n‘h:m:hdim:lm:e‘ s minutes. If you are speaking on your own behalf,
. F y o 5] in behalf i 3 i
¥ s entes asebins el sscamie < 51 (3] [0 ichaw looking ae costtmchoienl yabitiy: s puc;;c:: the children. What can we do? What o w,;]sm ;tu‘_lh;;;m e
2 work, INEEL has only 3 percent. WP @3 Hanford has the overwhelming burden of [z can we do about what we have done? What ns our o2 i Fam la.n\.:um nT:i i T:My
ey It's highly unlikely that even if it =y high-level waste. Three times in the last decade s ¥ : 72 name is el e, Adlistern] live
4 worked that it would pay off. Plus, the document . Hanford has went to congress with an allornothing #a:s6lutiog for e ‘“;‘;“:w"f" can “ﬂi’; about a1 in Boise, Idaho. What I like about this draft EIS
9 Steve cited, the NRC document, says it's a long rg proposal, We have said Hanford's going to treat @4 Our common mess? We ﬂlllmv'olv:d hﬂd;g]ﬂnd 24 is that it's not a simple yes and no EIS. It'sa
[l P parents, our | o, 25 multple orient ion — a complex
Paga 45 Paga 48
1 shot that it would, vcrwoda t all its tank waste in a generation. Hanford is 1 theirs. In God love. We need to clean up our il . - P st
ok s"“"".';“”"’ GE Xy on Yuoes @ going o minimize life-cycle cost by forcing it all S ' P : dﬂbfiiz-:ﬂ::x;s process. Its really a lot of fun
Gl e speculated rep y was speculated @ into Yucea Mountain, We want it all. L
f : P ®m  This problem needs a mircle. And the And on the other hand, it i i
1 COsts. —p) - s Three times in the last decade congress ] on the other it is so entirely
goo\-T = ngr SN ; : e
15 In 1994 a broad group of Hanford < \ £ 0| & has said, ine, you get nothing| What I'm here to o s pmducehrj::s n::adc i m“m:t m;:k  complex. I was looking at this display back here,
1 stakeholders, known as the Tank Waste Task Force, \! 16 say for INEEL is that you should not go to congress = wogether i cach breal Iconunumg 0‘1‘ 05_‘ Tes | = and I could just feel myself going into a food
m sent a recommendation to DOE that said, “We feel m with an all-ornothing proposal. Rathes, you : f:: the :'h:z&::n.we are inseparably joined in our } " ;oml °r:id']°d"m ““‘;‘3:5""‘“"’“8'
% that the tank waste at Hanford is going to stay at 1 should ask for something, because that's probably J: s . o | m because there is just so much there.
1 Hanford for the foreseeable future. We don't § what you can get. .f;',Do‘:'\ [l‘f) " f'Uld what can we do? As Ann s"lld-_l-"s‘ ] |m  Sointhat case, it's what the citizen
v really think Yueea Mountiin will exist.” ne  And what I think that something is, is 7 o in list out, pcr'pctuxlly. TSERS: oy, St thinking | m needs 1o do, whether they're an activist or someone
@ Th Yucea Ui N ssively retrieve, treat, and sadely store e abouta soluuzcn for r{:e children. As fhli_ : E"““ who is an observant citizen, is they need o start
11 about cost shouldn't drive the decisions we make ) i Py mmmzining tiquids i Par by s 117 gentleman said, consider a crap shoot. No, I think |1 with some guiding principles for how they are going
1= herelGet it out of the anks and ina safeand 7 V0 i backwards to figure But how 1o calcine our liquid @ ot -\ |2 to wade through this process.
14 stable form here at Hanford Don' let oot ] | rank waste, because calcine is a relatively safe ny EVC all know we ‘_‘Cﬂl o make 1°f5 waste, 5 \O\D;E A8 fem And thatis exactly what the
18 Yucea Mountain back us into a c‘o r.ltcostsa W Em g stable waste form. l‘ur I;-;i:::? I::ssn::i:':;c;:::;u:;:o;nmjc A ] _Smke Rivenujliancc has recently done at ml-;: of
1 lot of money and makes a lot of risks. \ e Now, I look at this EIS and there are s 4 3 s 115 its board 25, is some
1 Third lessonfiDon't make unrealistic o multiple alternatives that want to ke a step G, 00! -q te:exlating messand whar ls best far onr children: 21 [ comextual principles. And rather than speak to
ey assumptions about budget. If you look at the cost 5 1t backwards. Take that relatively safe waste form W » 5@\ 1 Eumng the mess into the air is no _300“ '(5@ |67 the specific draft EIS, although T may quickly
119 document, you see that three — all of these C)OO\ ‘\Q 119 redissalve it into 2 dangerous liquid waste, all W o E’"“:::“‘:S :“‘:"m“;_%ﬂ;d;umﬂ‘: b"ﬂ;‘:s- h"z:;—”ﬂo W 1a refer to it, given that now I have 10 talk real
@ alternatives — three, four, sometimes ten times as }’_ et for the purpose of running it through a process s they i T ey be muta w e fast.
@1 much money 45 currently today goes into the 1) that is unlikely to work and that the site probably el their cauc s be cimed? What elss, pollue: L] V'd like to run through those guiding e )
= high-level waste progmm would be required. It's 1 can't afford, That seems like foolishness o me, 1) the waters, pollute our earth, ;:allw;c the 1 contextual principles that we use when we are gtiti Lq
= hishl:[r unlikd: that that nr:;r:w i;:.t;ins 10 appear. . y option that includes the dissolution é o\ -\ : ht":_;::;“;:'::;“" we “‘::m — &2 looking at something like u?is.Om‘: of them is R
=0 If I were the decision er, ave ot Lo of the calcine for the purpose of running it w —{7@, have ; -f]“‘ 25 that we have and will always continue to fighe for
= two questions that I'd need this document to 5 ‘f\@ 25 through 2 separations process, such as Truex, ,‘\\ .V 24 :lﬂ wsl:c:) L?%:f;h“ x‘o:]:h: ;:Id:m W‘tu; r;:m we 4 the guiding principle of an open process wn:Jf full
= B3 00 fOgEthen: Ty tDESier. What can we dor 5 public participation and public involvement,
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age g P
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m yAnd [ am specifically going 1o make a
= comment of somewhat of a distress about this
M particular hearing. It's very difficult 1o put
4 something into three minutes that is weighing 15 to
18 20 pounds when it came into the office. LS

5 9 5)
® 5o lwould encourage the decision makers e LU

m 1o be more flexible on the amount of time that
® people can have. And I was particularly thinking
™ today abour, there are some of us who are not white
e Anglo-Saxon Protesants and don't operate well ina
11} very tight constraining time schedule that's
1 extremely n'gia]
1% And I know thar, and|I just wanted to
14 commend you for going to the Fort Hall Reservation,
161 and 1 hope that you are cultusally sensitive when 5p05 -3
ne you do that, to the pressure the time constrints .CL‘D
1 can make on people who are trying to deal with such
1) a4 complex issue.So that is principle number one.
i sccond and very important principle
m0 forthe Snake River Alliance and activists, such as
m oursclves, is do not create more risks by the
22 process that you are establishing. R 4
@ Andthis pamticular EIS lustrmees thae 5 A1)
@4 there are ar least four or five diffecent places \\\ g
@5 where we are running the risk of creating more risk

Paga 55
11 fast — just the basic principales, which are
@\cleanup with scare, prioritize the money spentto 500 H '5

o1 the risk. Then we heard a lot about money tonight, yn.E {5}
# whether the income is going to be there and whether

® or not we have a value to cost. |

m  |Reduce the highest risk first, This is s 10] 3-°||

m taking into consideration the entire DOE complexar 1.7 =
1) INEEL. This is high-risk waste that does need 10
m be artended to as soon as posm'h!e:J
] And lastly, our guiding, overacting
111 principle, do everything we can to protect the
a1 land, the air, the water, from nuclear
'ty contamination, especially and paniculacly in our
14 case, the Snake River Plains Aquifer, and thus, the
115 human environment and all of these picc:_i:l‘l'hank
e you,
on MR, RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comment,
4 I remind you that the Department of Energy and the
1 State of Idaho are providing a variety of methods
e for you to submit your comments,
B You may submit them in writing. You may
=z drop them off in the comment box. You may submit
4 them over the Internet. You may submit them by
24 telefax There is no limit on the amount of
[25 WIitten comments you may submit.

s00%-0

W (S
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1 with what we already have, that there is unproven
@ technology and unsound sclemtific methods including
@ the plans for where they may dispose of this waste
i in the Inng—t:rm]
-] Qnd many of the options are including
1@ transportation, which we feel is a risk. The 7 ,5
m grinding principle for the Alliance, then, is to ‘;bc m
@ store the waste as safely as possible ina \\\ %
m monitored situation and try not to move it around
e oo much.,
i |Ancther principle is to stop creating
tray more waste. It looks as if — that we need to
#y create further efforts to be aware that we have
(w4 this mess, because we used a process that we felt 5@(53‘b
e wats a good idea at the time: reprocessing. .D\
g And we have now acquired a huge problem \
o that is probably one of the most expensive cleanup
e jobs that we have in this state and in our
1% neighboring state.

@l And written comments receive the same

@ weight in the record as do oral comments made at
i this and the other public meetings. If you would
f4 like to make an oral comment this evening and

= haven't had an opportunity to do so, I'd ask that
# you register at the registration table or,

m otherwise, just indicate to me that you would like
[ to come up and make a comment,

®  Ms. Allister was our last pre-registered

|tre) commentor this evening, and I'll note that no one
|in so indicared. So what we will do at this point is
{21 take a break, subject to call of the chair, and

+3 we'll be off the record.

v (Briefrecess))

s MR. RICHARDSOMN: We'll take the Idaho

161 hearing on the United States Depamtment of

17 Energy's, Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities

114 Disposition Draft Envi | Impact

e It's now 8:40 p.m, We're back on the

o
i[!

#e And]l hope that we will take into b= 1 |o record after a shore break, having taken comments
5 y 5(:0
1 account what an important lesson this has been W \) a1 earlier, I'd ask if there is anyone in the
[z about the use of technology that seems rightat the 2 audience this evening who would like to comment on
3 moment, but may not be right sze_r.;\f'm running =4 the Draft 1 Impact but who
4 out of time, . 4 has not yet had an opportunity to do so.
wi 5o the last four are going really m9  We will let the record reflect that none
Page 53 - Page 56 (16) Min-U-Scripte Tucker & Associates (208) 345-3704
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Mr. Thomas L. Wichman
Document Manager,
U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563

Dear Mr. Wichman,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Idaho High Level Waste and Facilities
Disposition draft Envi | Impact § (EIS). These comments are submitted
on behalf of the State of Oregon. They should be considered as an addition to written
comments provided by Ken Niles of my staff at the Portland public meeting on February
22, 2000.

Our previous comments focused primarily on conditions under which Oregon could
potentially consider future treatment of Idaho’s high-level waste at Hanford. The
comments provided here focus more on the technical elements of the draft EIS.

We have two overarching concerns with this draft EIS:

. Ec believe the “mix and match” philosophy of this EIS is inappropriate. Putting

6nl pj @) together pieces of different alternatives to create a hybrid alternative creates an
' alternative that has not been analyzed in an integrated fashion in the EI@
. Eﬁu’s EIS is too hypothetical to be used as a d making de For pl
construction on the facilities being considered for Hanford's own use in the Hanford
51-1 Option will not begin for several years even if they are approved and funded. Final
|l.e(Z)  waste dispositions discussed in the EIS rely on facilitiesstill in the research, planning
and approval phase. The future existence of these facilities is not certain and is many
¢ars away at best) And Jthese facilities may not be compatible with Idaho wastz.)
51-3 (W d that Hanford in this EIS be removed and re-evaluated and
e the ROD deferred due to the large uncertainties associated with the alternatives being
£l ) wn&idereﬂj
e
There is another point I would like to make. [I:am greatly concerned about the manner in
which the Portland public meeting was conducted. Although the infi ion provided
was fair and understandable, [ must object to the rigid format used in conducting the
gl 4 ( )mcen'ng. My staff suggested a less formal format to reflect the small turnout. We were
1g.0e

Office of Energy

625 Marion St. NE, Suite 1
Salem, OR 97301-3742
Phone: (503) 3784040
Toll Free: 1-300-221-8035
FAX: (503) 373-7806
www.energy.state.or.us
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M particular hearing. It's very difficult 1o put
4 something into three minutes that is weighing 15 to
18 20 pounds when it came into the office. LS
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® 5o lwould encourage the decision makers e LU
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® people can have. And I was particularly thinking
™ today abour, there are some of us who are not white
e Anglo-Saxon Protesants and don't operate well ina
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1 extremely n'gia]
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1 with what we already have, that there is unproven
@ technology and unsound sclemtific methods including
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51-1 Option will not begin for several years even if they are approved and funded. Final
|l.e(Z)  waste dispositions discussed in the EIS rely on facilitiesstill in the research, planning
and approval phase. The future existence of these facilities is not certain and is many
¢ars away at best) And Jthese facilities may not be compatible with Idaho wastz.)
51-3 (W d that Hanford in this EIS be removed and re-evaluated and
e the ROD deferred due to the large uncertainties associated with the alternatives being
£l ) wn&idereﬂj
e
There is another point I would like to make. [I:am greatly concerned about the manner in
which the Portland public meeting was conducted. Although the infi ion provided
was fair and understandable, [ must object to the rigid format used in conducting the
gl 4 ( )mcen'ng. My staff suggested a less formal format to reflect the small turnout. We were
1g.0e

Office of Energy

625 Marion St. NE, Suite 1
Salem, OR 97301-3742
Phone: (503) 3784040
Toll Free: 1-300-221-8035
FAX: (503) 373-7806
www.energy.state.or.us
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told this was not possible because the National Environmental Policy Act required that
each public meeting be conducted exactly the same. We do not agree with this
interpretation of NEPA's requirements.

Only five members of the public and two members of my staff attended the meeting.

One highly interested and knowledgeable individual left her sick child with her husband
to come to this meeting because of her passion about Hanford issues. She politely asked
to give formal public comment after 90 minutes of presentations because she could not
stay for the formal public comment period. She was allowed to give her comment during
the question and answer period but was told her comments were not on the record. After
giving her comments she was told that her comments were good but she should send
written comments if she wanted them on the record. This inflexible approach to public
involvement and NEPA serves neither the public nor the U.S. Department of Euergy:]

Oregon Office of Energy staff also suggested a low cost facility which was not used. We
are ever vigilant about getting the best possible result for money spent. Please provide
5\ 2 s)ﬂm total cost of the Oregon public involvement effort to include meeting room and staff
\F 0% travel costs and perdiem. This information will be used in an Oregon report to USDOE
on public involvement efforts in Orego@

More specific technical comments on the draft EIS are attached. Should you have any
questions about any of our comments, please contact me at 503-378-5544 or Mr. Douglas
S. Huston of my staff at 503-373-4456.

I lock forward to seeing how our comments and concemns are addressed.

Sincerely,

777;%?/ i

Mary Lou Blazek
Administrator,

Nuclear Safety Division
Oregon Office of Energy
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Oregon Office of Energy Technical Comments on the Idaho High Level Waste and
Facilities Disposition Draft Envir 1 Tmpact Stat,

ot ¥ ﬁ'his EIS does not consider all reasonable alternatives. For example, vitrification plants_exist
= 5. and are operating at West Valley and Savannah River. The EIS should examine the
W alternative of vitrifying Idaho’s waste at these ]ocnlionsj

-
V2 2, E_cctian 3.1, “Description of Waste Processing Alternatives,” lists five alternatives, Table 3-1
S\ ?\Lﬂ on the next page lists nine alternatives/options, This is confusing and should be clarified.
A N -
o3 T__.-\s a result of the mix and mateh philosophy espoused in this EIS, Section 5 should analyze
F’\'\ a\f)  Hanford impacts for the Full Separations Option and Early Vitrification Option. |
3 :

4, &@p‘pendix C.8, Section C.8.3.2, “Water Resources,” page C.8-11, “Surface Water,” does not
discuss Oregon’s extensive use of the Columbia River for irrigation, drinking water, electrical
AR 5  power generation, commerce and tourism. We recommend these uses of the river be included
Wt c in this section, and that the EIS examine and explain the impacts on these uses from the
¥ various altemnatives being considered. |
5 !Cl'he Hanford alternative is described as having a minimal impact on 52 acres of sage shrub-
‘steppe habitat. However, no consultation was done with the Native American tribes in the
area, or with the appropriate federal agencies to support this assertion, As a result of fires in
-y - S the 1980s, much of this habitat was burned. This has drastically reduced the amount of prime
\] sage shrub-steppe habitat. The State of Washington identifies this habitat as of special
\1\\‘\ By concern. It is home to about 17 species which are under consideration for listing as rare,
threatened or endangered. As Hanford cleanup proceeds, additional land will be required for
processing and cleanup facilities. Even more land will be disturbed as a direct result of
cleanup. The EIS fails to consider or analyze the cumulative impacts of all of these activities
at Hanford. We recommend these impacts be considered in the EES._?

6. \l._"l_'he models used to predict waste migration through the vadose zone and groundwater are
overly simplified and fail to ider the broad inties that oceur due to preferential

5\ e pathways and a general lack of understanding of the basic science involved in long term
an-L @ migration of radicactive materials through soil. We recommend that a discussion of these
bl uncertainties be included in this EIS.

7 ﬁidnbi]b.ation of plutonium and other actinides by the action of vegetative organic decay
e products such as humic and fulvic acids does not appear to have been considered, or by
G\ : 'L‘“ colloid formation and port. We d these p

a E:S]

ial impacts be idered in the

8. ('_l'his EIS should discuss how the Hanford Option would be funded and the impacts of the
various funding options on Hanford and Idaho c[eanup;]‘

- % 5
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A Sin Spacsic A
Acigng: )
Vi AR 12000 ElS PROJECT (ARJPF
pricimresy  Mr. Thomas L. Wichmann Control % L= &
m'-:mmm it Manager
U.S. DOE, ldaho Operations Office HLW & FD
850 Energy Drive; Mail Stop 1108
MetnB.Reren  Jagho Falls, ID 83401-1563
CO-VECE CHAIRL: +
Sutorcmn Subject: INEEL High-Level Weste Draft EIS
EOMRDMIMEERS:  Dear Mr. Wichmann:
Local Baxitues )
HamdBeX  Some bers of the Hanford Advisery Board (HAB) attended the February 3 presentation
Richard rgoed  conducted by staff of the U.S. Department of Epergy on the [daho High-Level Waste and
e  Facilities Disposition Draft Envi | Impast (EIS). On behalf of the HAB,
Samisimnt e are submitting the following to be considered by DOE.
Loest Emviranmant
Vet Moo The HAB is not prepared at this time 1o provide specific comments on the EIS. The Hanford
Locst Goveressts® vitrification plant has not been constructed and thus will not be available for several years,
oy In addition, when It b perational, it will take many years to vitrify Hanford tank
Gmen  wastes. Thus, it would be premature at this time for us to on the EIS alternatt
e that would send INEEL high-level wastes to Ilanford for vitificatios.
Jack Toreaen
Rassed e H , three i positions of our Board relate to the issue.
Dot Powauses
puscmssr 1 {In Advice #13 and subscquent pieces of advice, we have stated that if another site
Jom Trembeia X scudswasiemHanfmﬂwtmaimem,itshmldmtb:scntunﬁj a treatment facility is
1I.e6) builtand operating. Onoemned,ﬂa:wmmb:mmmedmﬂmmdingsia
e +  sa.5  LE(L)
2. [We cannot support Idzho's waste coming 1o Hanford until all of Hanford's high-level
e et gz Waste has been treated. ‘We emphasized in our recent statement on tank wastes that
umnswemon o (g) the Hanford tanks are one of the most urgent environmmental threats to the country.
Roglocai Environ- ‘We have three types of tanks: those that bave leaked, those that will leak, and those
Marx. Back that will leak again. The single-shell tanks are alrcady beyond their design life and
ey the double-shell tanks will reach that point before the vitrification process is
Ml 8 completed. Vimification of these wastes must proceed expeditiously and be
Serteof Oregon completed before & major accident occurs wid:thcaginsmks]
e 3, [We have indicated in several picces of advice that if any wastes come to Hanford for
Coteecatsd Tebese! . reatment or disposition “the sending site should cover all costs.” The Hanfiord
M-':nn-;r&h 1€ (5) budget is not adequate to cover even the costs of our own cleanup efforts in

feo-t WEM RL GOV TMENT  re s s
CONTROL

Nuveted, .
20000004 i e
s MAR 08 2000 =
March 6, 2000

RiCHLAND
OPERATIONS OFFICE
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accordance with our Tri-Party Agr and regulatory i The impact
of offsite wastes on the inadequate budget of Hanford and the environmental impacts
of any diversion of Henford cleanup funds must be factored into decisions on offsite
wastes and should be thoroughly analyzed in this EIS. The Hanford cleanup dollars
should not be used to subsidize the receipt, treatment, and/or storage of offsite
was]
54 .4 [V'u"l: would appreciate being consulted s this process i forward, larly when a
VLA  prefered ive or other decisions are being consid ‘-whichmightimpaclefor_é_]
Very truly yours, 5
Merilyn B, Reeves, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board
[ Keith Klein, Manager, DOE-RL
Dick French, Manager, DOE-ORP
Tom Fitzsi Director, Washi Department of Ecology
Chuck Clarke, Regional Adsmini U.S. Envi 1 P Agency

‘Wade Ballard, Acting Designated Federal Official
: e )

The Oregon and Washing! gressional Del
Michael Gearheard, U.S. i [P ion Agency
Dan Silver, Washington Dep of Ecology
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10 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
11
12 IDAHO HIGH-LEVEL WASTE AND FACILITIES DISPOSITION
13
14
15
16 February 24, 2000
17 6:00 p.m.
18 Doubletree Inn
19 Pasco, Washington
20
21
22
23 BRIDGES & ASSOCIATES

Certified Shorthand Reporters
P. Q. Box 223
Pendleton, OR 97801
(541) 276-9491 - (800) 358-2345
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1 formal hearing and a recorded proceeding with a full

2 transcript being prepared.

3 And finally I would like to take the

4 opportunity to personally thank you all for attending
5 and for your cooperation in observing the procedures I
] have just ocutlined.

7 Qur first scheduled commenter is John

a Swanson. Mr. Swanson? If you are not in the room

9 when I call your name, I will go back and recall

10 names. Harcld Heacock.

11 MR, HERCOCK: Thank you. I am Harold
1z Heacock of Kennewick, Washington, and I am presenting
13 a statement tonight for the Tri-Cities Industrial

14 Development Council. [ihe possible utilization of the
15 Hanford waste vitrification plant for the processing
16 high-level fuel processing wastes at Hanford could

17 have a significant impact on the Hanford cleanup

18 proqraﬁ] 53-1 !LE&Q

19 E}sed on currently available preliminary
20 information the use of the Hanford wvitrification plant
21 for processing and vitrification of the Idaho
22 high-level wastes would provide significant cost

23 savings to the Department of Energy over other

24 realistic alternatives—;' 53-2 1.E(4)
25 iiée environmental impacts of this

41

1 alternative appear to be equivalent to cr less than

2 those of cther alternativeiﬂ 53-% “-E[@

3 E}wever, this alternative has not been

4 studied in sufficient depth tc support a firm position
5 for or against it at this time. g3.4 Vn.h(ﬂ

3 17 the use of the Eanford vitrificatien

8 considered further, & more deteiled environmental

9 impact analysis of this alternztive must be prepared
10 and reviewed by the public, including the state of

11 Washington agencies having an interest in the suhjecga
17 IEP the preparations of this analysis, there
13 are several considerations which nust be included.

14 The Hanford waste vitrification plant must
15 be adeguately funded, completecd, and in full operation
16 before any consideration can ke given tc the
17 processing of off-site wastes, 535 "-E&J
18 [Eroccssi:g of Idahc wastes cannot delay or
19 interfere with the planned or accelerated process of
20 Hanford wastes‘] 53-T Il.E (5)
21 [E}nsidcration must be given to the impact
22 that additions to the plant will have on local
23 governmental services, police, fire, roads, schools
24 z2nd so on] 53-@ i\ (3
25 Eéy off-site wastes which will be processed

7 plant for the processing of high-level wastes is to be

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -

Si13 a4 ¥ MTH oyep|



1L820-s13/30d

9zi-da

Document 53, Public Comment Hearing, February 24, 2000, Pasco, WA

Document 53, Public Comment Hearing, February 24, 2000, Pasco, WA

Page 4 of 6

1 or vitrified in the plant must be returned to the

2 center or to a national repository. Interim or

3 permanent disposal of the waste at Hanford is not

4 acceptable.| 53-4 .Y

5 [Full funding for all transportation,

6 processing, and storage costs must be provided as an

7 added increment to the Hanford environmental

8 management project program fundiné] 53-10 I.E(2)

9 [génsideratinn must be given to the local
10 environmental impacts resulting from the 53-| Vil.H()
11 transportation and processing of the Idaho waste%i}
12 53-12  VilLK [§}f-site transportation corridor safety,
13 environmental impacts, and traffic issues must be
14 thoroughly reviewed in cooperation with local and
15 tribal governmenﬁE} [Eéovision must be made to
16 alleviate any additional costs which may be incurred
17 by local or state government agencies.|S3-15 ILE(ﬂ
18 We believe these issues are a reasonable
19 requirement and provide a bottom line basis for
20 evaluation of the importation of high-level waste to
21 Hanford for processing and vitrification.

22 53’M VIl & E& view of the potential significant

23 savings from the Hanford alternative that would accrue
24 to the Department as compared to other feasible

25 alternatives, this alternative should be given more

43

Page 5 of 6

1 comprehensive evaluation than is currently availablg]
2 Thank you for the opportunity to present

3 our views on this subject.

4 MR. RICHRRDSON: Thank you for your
3 commenting, Mr. Heacock.

6 Is Mr. Swanson in the room? I would ask if
7 there is anyone in the room, Mr. Heacock and Mr.

8 Swanson were our only registered commenters, if there
9 is anyone in the room that would like to comment

10 formally on the record this evening, let me know by
11 raising your hand, or just standing up and walking up
1:2 to the podium, and we will get your comments on the
13 record.
14 In the meantime I will take care of a
15 housekeeping matter. I am going to mark as Exhibit
16 Number 1 of this evening's proceeding a multi-page
17 document entitled Idaho high-level waste and

18 facilities disposition Draft Environmental Impact

19 Statement, Tom's Talking Points-- Pasco, that would be
20 Exhibit Number 1.
21 I will mark as Exhibit Number 2 a two-page
22 document on TRIDEC, Tri-City Industrial Development
23 Council letterhead entitled statement prepared for
24 Department of Energy public hearing on Draft EIS
25 regarding Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities

44
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1 Disposition, Pasco, Washington, February 24, 2000.
2 That will be Exhibit Number 2 of this evening's
3 proceeding.
4 I will note that no one has indicated that
5 they have not had an opportunity to comment who wanted
[ to. Mr. Swanson is not in the room. At this point I
7 will stand at ease, subject to call of the chair, in
8 the event Mr. Swanson returns, or another individual
] of the public would like to come up and make a
10 comment. So we will be off the record, subject to
11 call of the chair. It is 11 minutes before the hour.
12 (Recess taken).
13 MR. RICHARDSON: Ckay. We will be
14 back on the record. It is now 8:15. I understand Mr.
15 John Swanson who pre-registered decided not to comment
16 and left the hearing.
17 I will remind vou that vou have until April
18 19 in which to submit written comments. That's the
19 postmark date. And there are a variety of ways that
20 you can submit comments to the Department of Energy on
21 this Environmental Impact Statement. I will ask if
22 there is anyone in the hall who would like to comment
23 and who has not had the opportunity to do so. If so,
24 would you raise your hand.
25 I will note for the record, no one has so

45

ywaF0  ES rnmscg (ARYPE
Citizens Advisory Board " "

Chair;
Charles M. Rice

Vige Chair;

Stanley Hobson

Members:

James Bondurant
Wymnona Boyer
Ben F. Collins
Jan Edelstein
Dieter A. Knecht
Dean Mahoney
R.D. Maynard
Linda Milam
Roy Mink

F. Dave Rydalch
Monte Wilson

Kathleen Trever
Wayne Pierre
Gerald C. Bowman

Jason Staff:

Carol Cole

Amanda Jo Edelmayer
Kathy Grebstad
Wendy Green Lowe
Trina Pettingill

Idaho National Eng ing and Envir tal Laboratory ____
00-CABO31 < R
April 3, 2000
Beverly Cook
U.S. Department of Energy
Idaho Field Office

850 Eny Drive, M3 1146
Idaho Falls, [D 83401

Dear Ms. Cook:

Note: The Site-Specific Advisory Board for the Idaho MNational Engineering

and Environmental Laboratory (E\Z’EEL), also known as the INEEL Citizens

Advisory Board (CAB), is a local advisory committee chartered under the

Department of Energy's (DOE) Environmental Management SSAB Federal
visory Committee” Act Charter.

The INEEL Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) recently completed its review of the
Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and preparing our recommendation on that document. We have
submitted our comments, in consensus Recommendation #73, to those responsible
for preparing the envir I d i

We are concerned, however, that the document preparers may determine that one of
our most important comments falls outside the scope of acceptable comments for a
document written in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). That recommendation states that that DOE should develop a mechanism
for informing the decision-maker and the public regarding the compliance issues
arising under each alternative considered in the EIS if implemented under a flat
budget to support comparison with impacts under a fully funded budget. We cannot
believe the decision-maker will ignore this information during the decision process,
regardless of the requi under NEPA. The public similarly requires such
information to support informed review of this EIS. Precluding provision of this
information to the public jeopardizes the adequacy of public participation conducted
to support this EIS. In our recommendation, we identify three approaches that
would achieve our objective.

Should DOE determine that none of the three approaches is acceptable in
compliance with NEPA, we request that DOE revise its cost analysis to include the
recommended information and release that revised cost analysis for public review
before issuing a record of decision for the HLW program at the INEEL.

We await your response to this request.

Sincerely,

Stanley Hobson, Interim Chair
I'N'EEg CAB

ce: Thomas L. Wichmann, DOE-ID

Carolyn Huntoon, DOE-HQ
Carol Borstrom, DOE-Hi
Martha Crosland, DOE-]
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Fred Butterfield, DOE-HQ

Governor Dirk Kempthome

Larry Craig, U.S. Senate

Mike Crapo, U.S. Senate

Mike Simpson, U.S. House of Representatives

Helen Chenowith, U.S. House of Representatives

Robert Geddes, President Pro-Tem, Idaho Senate

Laird Noh, Chair, Idaho Senate Resources and Environment Committee
Bruce Newcomb Speaker, Idaho House of Representatives

Golden C. Linford, Chair, Idaho House Resources and Conservation Committee
Jack Barraclough, Chair, Idaho House Environmental Affairs Committee
Gerald Bowman, DOE-ID

Kathleen Trever, State of Idaho INEEL Oversig

Wayne Pierre, U.S. Environmental Protection gency Region X

John Sackett, A.rgonne National Laboratory - West

Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engi ing and Envi 1 Lak Y

Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition
Draft Envir 1 Impact §

The Idaho 1 Engii ing and Envi ] Lak y (INEEL) Citizens Advisory Board
(CAB) reviewed the I Level Waste (HLW) and Facilities Disp Draft Envi 1
l.mp-:t (EIS). |We inte the Dep of Energy's willingness to extend the public
-3 mment period to allow the oppertunity for the CAB to review the document and develop this
i (e mnsauusrmmeudlﬁo'u]

To support of this dation, our HLW C: spent time and effort
meeﬂngwmlmeprepmofmams mdmnmns the Draft EIS, In addition to the Draft EIS, we

and reviewed other relevant documents, including: 1) the "Cost
Analysis of Alternatives for the Idaho High-level Waste and Facilitics Disposition Environmental Impact
Statement” (DOEAD 10702, January 2000), 2) the Mational Rescarch Council's (NRC) document titled
“Alternative High-Level Waste Treatments at the ldaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory,” and 3) "Options for Determining Equivalent MTHM for DOE High-Level Waste"
([NE'EJJEXT—99-DD317 Revision 1, April 1999). Each contributed to our understanding of the Draft

-4 LWueammmdDOEomlxmﬁ:l ion of a th ‘Woe have several comments and
-AE) ions for in prepari mnqulElSmdd:om!mdMofDeemmg
E‘hedmmemwuenusomofﬂnmn | and plicated inf d by the INEEL
5.5 CAB since its inception, The EIS d Ithough highly dable, is heless lacking.

1. ,.@ Documents written to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) must be
understandable for the general public. DOE made a valiant effort in this EIS, but there remains room for
improvement. The INEEL CAB recommends DOE intensify its efforts to make the EIS as
understandable as ponlhE

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE DRAFT EIS

InorderwpmparemEIS:hatmplmwm:‘dEPAmdm ith 1 chall to its ads DOE
should evaluate all i Thmtppenhbuahmﬂmnﬂwﬂm&edlnmmms
that might be considered reascnable, humerﬁ_hemu CAB recommends analysis of the use fhis as
following additional alternatives in the Final EIS, or a full explanation of the reasons why they) o ‘Pff-fﬂﬂe, 4o
ail 3 bullets

were excluded from farther wnﬁdmﬁo‘i—:_l.

24-b En gnition of the chall iated with shi t of HLW to an offsite vitrification plant, the
w2 ¢(syINEEL CAB suggests u\rlinanon of moving an mhngwmfwlauplanrm the lNEEL

Emnsuufﬂmchallcns\:sm!nmd with retrieving the HLW calcine from the bins, the INEEL
54'10 ‘-[['5) CAB suggests evaluation of an alternative that would entomb the calcine in situ. We recognize the
Wb
RECOMMENDATION # 73

‘March 22, 2000
Page 1

g xipuaddy

- uopVWAIOJUT MIN -



ecl-a

1L820-513/30d

Document 54, INEEL Citizens Advisory Board (Stan Hobson), ldaho Falls, ID
Page 4 of 9

Document 54, INEEL Citizens Advisory Board (Stan Hobson), ldaho Falls, ID
Page 5 of 9

in the Idaho Sert] to make all HLW road ready to leave the state by
2035 and we understand entombment wukl in all likelihood make eventual shipment cut of Idshe
technically |mpomblj

s -8 E._ak:mmmmmmwm luation of an involving solidifi and
WM subscquent entombment of the sodium bearing waste in the tanks. We recognize the requirements in
the [daho Settlement Agreement to make all HLW road ready 1o leave the state by 2035 and we
understand entombment would in all Iikelihood meke eventual shipment out of Idahe technizally

impmsible-;i
54-a Eﬂnl:wc gnize there may be al ives the decision-maker will not consider politizally feasible,
y11. D[} we encourage DOE to use this d to support consideration of all al ives that are bl

from a technical mndpmﬂ
1o [@c understand one of the primary reasons for developing this EIS at this poln! in time was to provide

ol2) better information on which to base 3 of the [daho Scttl On that basis,
ALE alternatives rot in compliance with the Idaho Settlement Agreement should still be considered. if found
1o be reuomﬂ
gd-il Tua!dumw:mspwmcdemhmudnuldbc luded in the description of any al!
/ ',a %) involving treatment of INEEL's calcine ata prnpowd v:mﬂ:anon plant to be located at Hanford. The
WEYS Hanford Advisory Board made three of 1o this altemative on prior
All appaar reasonable to the INEEL CAB. Theee include:
5444 1. OFsitc waste shipped to any treatment facility at Hanford should not be shipped until the waste can

WE (L) be treated to aveld the necessity for storage capacity at Hanford.

2. Similarly, offsite waste shipped (o any treatment facility at Hanford should be retumed (to the site it
was shipped from) to avoid the necessity for storage capacity at Hanford.

3. All costs assacinted with shipment of INEEL"s waste to and from and treatment at Hanford should be
bome by the INEEL 30 as nol to imposc additional costs on the Hanford cleanup program.

W note that the Hanford Advisory Board does not expect to consider a consensus recommendaticn on
this EIS at this time and has taken no position on the w:.eplahilit)r of the altemative involving Hanford
fazilities, We less believe dation of the principies behind their prior recommendations
could be dated in the imp ion: of the Hanford Iju-ﬂuhvt should it be selectad by DOF.
The INEEL CAB recommends DOE incorporate these principles into the “Hanford Alternative™
23 described and evaluated in this EIS. |

THE INEEL BUDGET AND THE COSTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

We note only one of the alternatives evaluated in the EIS would eniail expendil within the historical
budget for the INEEL's HL.W progr A ding to the cost for the various alternatives, all
of the other alternatives would run between $20 and $25 million dellars more per year than the budget
for the INEEL HLW program in receat years, We further note that only one of the alternatives would
comply fully with the [dako Settlement Agreement; all others would fail to meet at least one of the
provisiens in the Agreement. Netably, the one alternative that is manageable within hiztoric program
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funding falls the shortest of meeting the terms in the Idaho Settlement Agreement. And the one that
would allow compliance would be one of the more costly alternatives to implement.

54 .12 @e assume implementation of any of the more costly alternatives would require DOE to do one of two
(1) ings: provide a significantly higher level of funding to the INEEL or make significant cuts elsewhere in
the INEEL budget. It was our und ding the budget authorization for the INEEL in recent years has
been barely enough to stay in compliance with all legally binding environmental regulations. In recent
years, the proportion of DOE's total budget that has been allocated to the INEEL has remained constant,
and we conclude that the political p: ding DOE's budgeting process prevent large transfers
of funds among DOE sites. These observations lead to three conclusions:

e  First, additional funding for the INEEL is highly improbable.

® Second, funding the INEEL HLW program to support compli with the Sett] A
will pose a risk to the site’s ability to remain in compli: with other envi |

»  Third, sclection and unplmenhnon nfany ufﬂw h.rgbet cost alternatives could force DOE-TD to fall
out of compli with other

= _-J
54-13 Ehc[NEELI:ABmdmndsmﬁdmmaddmwskhdmummwriumlncmplymmNﬁPA.
‘({g,) We believe, k that avoiding any di ion of costs in the Draft EIS leaves readers with the

impression that additional ﬁ.uldmg can be found; it also makes all of the alternatives appear to be equally
implementable from a cost p:ltpectwﬂ

A Eh:mmcﬂwuidlikemmwwhnmimml impacts would result from noncompliance
resuiting from insufficient funding under each alternative evaluated in the EIS, We note DOE prefers to
X (“) evalum only those impacts which would necessarily and directly result from mplwn:n‘lln‘.m of each

in NEPA d We ize any envi | impacts iated with
noncompliance under any other program (i.c., uﬂlﬂ'ﬂ:m the HLW program) would not be caused
directly by the HLW proge As such, we 2 concern may be considered * off scope.™
We heless believe that envi I g from diverted funding caused by
impl ion of an al must be evaluated to :uppoﬂ a fully informed decision making process.

The INEEL CAB therefore recommends DOE develop a mechanism to inform the decision-maker
and the public regarding the compliance issues arising under each alternative if implemented
under 2 flat budget to with impacts under a fully funded budget. We cannot

believe the decision-maker will |sr|omtlus infi ion during the decision process, regardless of the
requirements under NEPA. The public similarly requires such information to support informed review
of this EIS, Precludi ision of this inft ion to the public jeopardizes the adeq of public
participation conducted to support this EIS. At least three approaches would achieve our objective.

First, DOE could elect to include add a di: ion of the budget requi of cach al ive in its
description of the how each al i would be impl i, Having p d this i ion, DOE
could then include discussion of the impacts of impl ion of each al ive under two possibl

budget scenarios (a flat budget scenario and a fnllyI funded scenario) in the discussion uflmpms If
ufany i i wwld result in non-compliance with any legally binding
1 then the di ion of impacts associated with implementation of that
would p bly include i 1 impacts Iting from i If the

environmental impacts of both budget scenarios were p i for each al i luated, it would
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llhwihapub].lcmdthe isi ker to evaluate all of the envi | impacts of all of the
ives under two budgetary possibilities,

1f DOE concludes the first approach is not appmpnm under NEPA, we suggest a second alternative.
DOE could evaluate the impacts of in its di ion of lative impacts. Aswe
understand it, the cumulative impacts scction is supposed to address the impacts which would occur
under each alternative within the context of other likely changes affecting the existing conditions as
described. This strategy appears less appropriate, although it would better meet our expectations, It
wuuld. result in pro\rldulg a clearer plcm of what the site would look like after implementation of

than is p y the case, b
1f DOE concludes our first two suggestions are inappropriate for a d written to evaluate only the
HLW program at INEEL, we offer a third suggestion. We und: d DOE-ID will I the final
site-wide EIS for the INEEL (which supported a 1995 Record of Decision) Iater this year in accordance
with department policy to review site wide EISs every five years, That luation could be cond |
in a manner that would allow comparisons of the risks posed by all radicactive and b d terial

at the INEEL and prioritization of potential and ongoing projects in accordance with thase risks, If
choices are to be made about which legally binding requirements the INEEL will comply with (and
which the site will not comply with), the INEEL CAB believes such a determination should be made in
an open and publicly defensible mme-i.l

E_:' iditional funding authorization of this de ($20-25 million) would likely require
s4-15 intense pnbl.u: scrutiny and congressional review. DOE would require a therough understanding of
vl Alp) pending environmental impacts to defend such a greatly increased budget request. DOE can prepare the
decision-maker and the public for participation in these possible debates by providing more complete
information. Neither the public nor Congress can be expected to support or defend DOE's budget
without an adequat ding of the impacts associated with continuing funding at
historical levels. The INEEL CAB recommends DOE make every effort to cnsure the decision-
maker and the public folly understand the tradeoffs b costs and envi 1 impacts that
permeate the decisions the Draft EIS was written to nppnj

A PATH FORWARD FOR INEEL'S HLW
Based on the analysis presented in the Draft EIS, the INEEL CAB makes the following recommendations
for a path forward for managing the HLW at the INEEL in a responsible manner:

Z4le  1.[The INEEL CAB recommends DOE-ID cease operations at the New Waste Calcining
w.e(4)  Facility, DOE-ID has had difficulty restarting the facility and getting it to operate rehably

In light of the inties of ons at the higher temperatures needed to adequately
treat sodmm bearing waste, we qummn whether ﬂ:efac:.lny would support DOE’s
S4-11 es) [The costs associated with i grade the facility to meet the MACT

5] rules s:.mpiy do not appear jusu.ﬁe_d_'] In ndd.:l::m.E_appeaxs obtaining a permit for the facility
would be extremely difficult] S5d-19 'll.cf(li)

£44q  2.|The INEEL CAB recommends DOE-ID undertake efforts to adequately characterize
vis) the caleine in the bin sets and the sodlum bearing waste in the tanks as soon as possible
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to support decisi king related to subsequent treatment of the calcine and the
sodium bearing waste.|
5420 J.EhemEELCABWMDDEIme pedient devel of a reliabl
11.D.\(4) method or methods for retricving calcine. We belicve the sooner this effort begins the

better chance DOE will have of optimizing the success of the effort]

szl 4 h‘he INEEL CAB recommends DOE-ID pursue a rigorous evaluation of alternative
RS 0] mﬂhotll for solidifying the sodium bearing waste, including those evaluated by the
National Research Council, and select the most appropriate treatment method in an
expedient manner. This liquid poses risks to human health and the environment in the
present form and therefore should be stabilized as soonasposanbl—_l

54-72 s EM INEEL CAB recommends that following solidification, the sodium bearing waste
0 should be stored at the INEEL in casks. [t should not be mixed with any HLW in order to
ensure the maximum number of options for its ultimate dispm;.lj

s4.2% 6. El'he INEEL CAB recommends DOE-ID pursoe no additional treatment of the sodinm
LAl bearing waste other than solidification until the ultimate disposal location has been
endtea)

yo2q T El'l:e INEEL CAB recommends DOE-ID close all of the tanks in the tank farm as they
yil.>{6)  are emptied, focusing first on the pillar and panel m@iﬁ_oﬁ should use demonstrated
technologies for removal of the heels and then fill the tanks and containment structures with
=4 25 mug

e (1)
8. [The INEEL CAB looks forward to continued involvement in decision making as DOE

6'-}\'; :1 ) wp plans for tank closure and calcine dmjﬁﬁ‘u]

9. E’he]NEF.LCAB. ds DOE-ID i to d h and develop
4 () efforts on alternatw:a that might be used to prepare the calcine for disposal, including
b direct and, b t of the bin ugﬁe have concluded none
sY.2 of the technologies currently bemg evaluated is sufficiently mature to support selection at this
WD) il d[the waste accep criteria that will apply at the proposed geologic repository are
H-24 nmyetﬁnulxmamuealmedcsmuppurm any risks at this time. Expenditure of
WF.20) funds on its treatment at this ime is not justified) 54 ,zo 0.8 (z)

10. @:e INEEL CAB recommends DOE pursue with vigor tlw rﬁolul'.lon ofu:: issues that
could preclude receipt of INEEL’s HLW at the prog y. DOE
should adopt a method for calculating equivalent ‘metric tons of hcavy nmai in the HLW
based on the relative hazard compared with commercial spent nuclear fuel, such as levels of
radioactivity or radiotoxicity to allow greater quantities of HLW to be disposed in the
=431 repository.\|DOE, perhaps with the help of Congress, must dcvlseasn-au:gy that will allow

it.C-(2) acceptance of hazardous materials in the repository for final di _T@nshe

criteria must be developed to allow disposal ofall of the INEEL HLW in the repository
54.3 without jeopardy to human health and safety or the environment] Finally, fchedules must be
nF 'Hﬂ

54.-31
m.F.zly)
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sy -34 adjusted to ensure that all INEEL HLW can be treated and prepared for shipment in time to
(1.2 (4] beat the likely closure date for the proposed geologic repository. |

PHASED DECISION MAKING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

54-35 Et does nat appear DOE will be able to make all of the decisions this EIS was written to support in the

vl near future. Too little is known at this time to make that possible or prudent. For example, this EIS
evaluates the possibility of treating INEEL’s calcine at a proposed vitrification plant at Hanford, which
has not even been given final approval, much less constructed and brought on line. It seems premature to
consider this possibility even if the Hanford vitrification plant were operational until the best way to
retrieve the calcine from the bins has been determined. It simply is not prudent to consider some number
of specific decisions at this time. The INEEL CAB recommends DOE develop phased decisions

regarding the INEEL's HLW., We fnrﬂur d that later decisions occar only after
relevant information b. following impl ion of the earlier decisions.) The
INEEL CAB has pted to suggest an approach to appropriate phasing for decisions in earlier sections
of this recommendation.

54.36 Eblic interest in and garding the various decisi pported by this EIS will remain.

i F“@ NEPA requires public par in federal decisions that may have significant
environmental impacts, the INEEL CAB is DOE conduct public invol activities

to support cach phase of its decision making. Public outreach activities will be a critical companent,
as the public will require access to ion to support a ingful role in later phases in
the decision makmi:l
‘We understand the Hanford Advisory Board has d ined it will not ider the possibility of treating
INEEL's calcine at the proposed vitrification plml at Hanfm-d until such time as that proposed facility

5431 becomes a reality. ‘i'll INEEL CAB keholders from all potentially
affected sites in public participation efforts during all latar phases of decision making.| The INEEL
VILA(G cas stands ready to assist in these efforts in any way deemed appropriate.

SELECTION OF A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

We recognize :lm all of the alt:rnahvns presented in the Draft EIS, including those that do not meet the
54-38  Idaho Sett] must be includ ’inlhnEI&EucummmdDOEmﬂmlmon
WIL.O [} of the alternatives (mﬂ\dmmq:lwnnfﬂ:aNuA:mn I ive and the Continued Current Operati
alternative) will meet the target date for treatment of the calcine and making it road ready to I:lve in
support of being able to ship out of Idaho by 2032@1: INEEL CAB strongly recommends DOE
select a preferred alternative in the final EIS that will meet the basic inteat of the Idaho Settlement
54-39 Agreement to 1) remove and process all of the sodinm bearing waste from the tanks as soon as
il D(j:;) practicable and 2) treat the sodium bearing waste and the calcine so that it will be ready for
shipment out of Tdaho by 2035

In particular, the INEEL CAB does not concur with the NRC's recommendation that "The need for
54-4b immediate action and a rush to select a long term treatment uprlan [for :a]cln,e]' appear unwarranted . .
6] While the NRC committee was aware of the Idaho Settl dati appexrsto
ignore the milestone that requires completion of calcine treatment to make it "md ready" for shipment
e4.4) offsite by 2053[—_5 INEEL CAB is concemed that any delays or funding cuts that would impede the

%(13)
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devel of calcine would result in a de-facto decision to leave the calcine in place. Even
if there is time before a calcine treatment process decision can be made, funding is necessary
immediately to provide the technical information necessary to support that decision. Therefore, the

INEEL CAB ds that the preferred ive in the final EIS and ROD must support
continuation ofmhﬂ.iu to ideutlb the path forward for treating the calcine on a schedule to meet
the Idaho including eritical waste characterization and

processing rescarch activities. Based on DOE funding cycles and the duration of time required to
fully develop an appropriate technology, the INEEL CAB recommends DOE provide sufficient
funding to ensure timely progress with respect to treatment of INEEL's ulcing

USE OF BEST ENGINEERING ESTIMATES, ALONG WITH WORST-CASE
“BOUNDING” SCENARIOS, IN NEPA DOCUMENTATION

‘ll___l-'lm.DmRE[S considers the impacts of worst ios to estimate “t " cases, These
bowndm,g cases are based on worst-case pm'blblhtlra for doses to the public along with maximum
waste ities. While this may be cffective to support scientific and legal review, it

B4-H1 for the proposed Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project (AMWTP) are much higher than the actual
Vi, ,,‘(;; mismsmexpmdbbewﬁnmmltofummg ive fear among individuals who id
Ives to be *d ders.” We note that the conservative approach is standard for environmental
documentation prepared to satisfy NEPA, and agree that it is necessary to support an adequate and
conservative evaluation of the impacts of 2 proposed new action. The INEEL CAB recommends DOE
consider the possibility of modifying the existing approach to include an evaluation of impacts under a
“best engineering judgment” case, in addition to that based on :bmmding case. This approach would

allow the public to better understand the risks and q of each al ive. For the

of this EIS, which has proceeded to date based on worst-case mnarhs. the INEEL CAB
recommends that such the final EIS include best engineering of impacts as well, if
pomsibie]

CALCINE AND SODIUM-BEARING WASTE QUANTITIES AND COMPOSITION

Eu:ausa the EIS evaluates the impacts of a range of alternatives for treating INEEL's HLW, the
su-43 umnpaaiﬁon of the waste is an integral part of the EIS. We note that Chapter 5.2.13 describes the wastes

i under each al ive using general wasts categories such as industrial, hazardous, low-level
waste, mixed low-level waste, and HLW We are unable to find adescnphan uflll: waste composition
and qumﬂms of calcine and sodi ing waste req h we assume
that infi provides the basis for i oﬂmpacls
The INEEL CAB recently reviewed the Draft EIS for the proposed geologi itory, and ded
DOE for providing a detailed description of the compositions and qmnua of all HLW and spent
nuclear fuel. Inhct.ﬂm‘ fi i in that EIS ap to be much more detailed than in

previous DOE publications. The INEEL CAB rmulmcmkﬂu‘l the INEEL HLW EIS include
kmown information on existing calcine and sodium-bearing liquid waste compositions and
ina dix in the Final EIS even though additional characterizations arc
needed. We would expect to be able to compare that information with what was reported in the
geologic repository EIS. Tt will be difficult to conclude that the numbers are the same in the
absence of evidence to that efﬁuﬂ

can have a serious negative impact on public perception. For example, the reported worst case emissions
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;} mlssms are expected to be with & result of causing
D

devel of calcine would result in a de-facto decision to leave the calcine in place. Even
if there is time before a calcine treatment process decision can be made, funding is necessary
ummod.m-.ly to provide the technical information necessary to support that decision. Therefore, the

ds that the preferred al ive in the final EIS and ROD must support
r.nnﬁmnﬁm ofmhiﬁu to lde.utib the path forward for treating the calcine on a schedule to meet
the Idaho ineluding eritical waste characterization and
processing rescarch uﬂv:hu. Based on DOE funding eycles and the duration of time required to
fully develop an approp hnals the INEEL CAB recommends DOE provide sufficient

funding to ensure timely progress with respect to treatment of INEEL's cﬂmg

USE OF BEST ENGINEERING ESTIMATES, ALONG WITH WORST-CASE
“BOUNDING” SCENARIOS, IN NEPA DOCUMENTATION

| The Draft EIS considers the impacts of worst ios to estimate “bounding” cases. These
bounding cases are based on worst-case probabilities for doses to the public along with maximum
possible waste ities. While this approach may be cffective to support scientific and legal review, it
can have a serious negative impact on public perception. For example, the reported worst case emissions
for the proposed Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project (AMWTP) are much higher than the actual
ive fear among individuals who id
be *d ders.” We note that the conservative ap) h is dard for
documentation prepared to satisfy NEPA, and agree that it is nnm:sury to support an adequate and
conservative evaluation of the impacts of a proposed new action. The INEEL CAB recommends DOE
consider the possibility of modifying the existing approach to include an evaluation of impacts under a
“ best engineering judgment” case, in addition to that based on a bounding case. This approach would
allow the public to better understand the risks and ! of each al ive. For the
of this EIS, which has proceeded to date based on worst-case scenarios, the INEEL CAB
recommends that such the final EIS include best engineering estimates of impacts as well, if

possible.]

CALCINE AND SODIUM-BEARING WASTE QUANTITIES AND COMPOSITION

[ Because the EIS evaluates the impacts of a range of altematives for treating INEEL's HLW, the
uumpoaiﬁw afﬂnawashisan integral part of the EIS. We note that Chapter 5.2.13 describes the wastes
{ under each alf ive using general wasts categories sur.l\ as industrial, hazardous, low-level
waste, mixed low-level waste, and HLW Weare unnhle to find a description of the waste
and quantities of calcine and sodi ng waste I
that information provides the basis l’nresﬂma:lon ort’lmpm

, although we assume

mmﬂmﬁwlbmvmmdmnnﬂﬂsﬁwﬂw posed i and ded
DOE for p g a detailed d of the compositions and qwmuucs ofall HLY'.|I and spent
nuclear fuel. Infmt.thu' fi i in that EIS appeared to be much more detailed than in
previous DOE publications. The INEEL CAB recommends that the INEEL HLW EIS include
known inl‘omntlnn on existing calcine and sodium-bearing liquid waste compositions and

dix in the Final EIS even though additional characterizations arc
need-:d'. Wewuldax.pectmhu able to compare that information with what was reported in the
praposed geologic repository EIS. Tt will be difficult to conclude that the numbers are the same in the
absence of evidence to that eﬂiu;_l
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

April 3, 2000
Reply To
Aumn O ECO-088 Ref: 00-007-DOE
T.L. Wichmann
U.S. Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563
Attn: Idaho HLW & FD EIS
Dear Mr. Wichmann:

‘We have reviewed the draft Envi 1 Impact S (EIS) for the proposed Idaho
High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition in i with our respensibilities under the
Natlonal Emrlmnm:nta'l Policy Act and §309 of the Clean Air Act. The draft EIS analyzes the
p of ing two waste types at the Idaho National
E ing and Envi 1 Lat v (INEEL), namely, High-Level Waste (HLW) in a calcine

form and Ilquld mixed transuranic waste. The draft EIS also analyzes the disposition of existing and
proposed HLW facilities after their have been pleted. The draft EIS does not identify a
preferred alternative.

Include circled text as prefre 4o each of the Lorsh 3 Comments

Based on our review, we have rated the supplemental draft EIS, EC-2 (Environmental
Concerns - Insufficient Information). Our concerns stem from the uncertainties (due to a lack of
analysis and documentation in the EIS) thai ut containing the Low-Level Waste (LLW) would
prevent contamination of the aqui 500 yearﬂ@_fhat waste stream products could be
reclassified as LLW, thus allowing DOE to pursue separations altematives, ndE) that facilities exist
for handling and storing LL\EW: also identify important components missing from the cost report.
This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal Register.

odeling Trai mtaminants i W] 1 Waste

leached from Low-Level Waste (LLW) Class A

El:he lysis of of

b
6\““ L[ﬂand Class C grout placed in the tanks and calcined bins assumes that the grout has a 500 year

lifetime over which leaching of contaminants does not occur. However, there is no evidence that the
grout will in fact achieve the 500 year design lifetime. If the grout fails before 500 years, 1-129
leaching from the grout could arrive at the aquifer at a time coinciding with the pcak concentrations
of -129 from the abandoned INTEC injection well. This si could result in an exceedance of
the I-129 MCL in the aquifer and potential risks to human health. The EIS should provide modeling
results predicting the impact to water quality in the aquifer if the grout and containing structures fail
in shorter periods of time, such as 100, 200, 300, and 400 ngl

Qmm Recycled Paper
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Eﬂ.ﬁ the separation aiternatives generate 2 waste stream identified in the EIS as LLW, which
would be stabilized in grout and disposed either in LLW repositories at INEEL or off-site. Because
of its origin, this waste stream is consider to be HLW untl it is formally reclassified 2s LLW. The
EIS should identify the process for reclassifying this waste and the uncertzinties associated with
achieving this reclassification] [ 2ddition, all the separation alternatives identify an off-site low-
level waste disposal facility as an option for disposal of the generated LLW. The EIS should identify
potential o-site LLW mmﬁfﬁdﬁ which would be available and the difficulties in utilizing
these potential disposal facilities)|If the ROD selects a remedy requiring disposal of LLW at INEEL,
a contingent remedy should also be identified in the case that reclassification of the treated waste is

not a-ppmveg
Capacitv of the Yueea Mt Revository for DOE__HEQ,J: Level Waste (HLW)

In the draft EIS, DOE calculates metric tons of heavy metal (MTHM) for the INEEL HLW
based OFf historical projections of radicactivity in typical HLW, If the historical projections methed is
used, the level of radioactivity for each MTHM of DOE HLW dispased at the geologic repository
would be significantly lower than the level of radioactivity that would result from each MTEM of
commercial Spent Muclear Fuel disposed. The historical projections method does not recognize,
however, that much of the waste located at INEEL is significantly less radioactive than typical
commercial spent nuclear fuel and ever less radicactive than most other DOE waste. There are two

hods for calculating the MTHM equivalency for HLW which would allow a more equitable
allocation of storage space in the prog d Yucca Mountain repository b ial and
DOE waste. These methods are the Total Radicactvity Method and the Radiotoxicity Method.
Either of these methods would allow the Depariment of Energy (DOE) to dispose all of its HLW at
Yucca Mountzin without exceeding the maximum limit established by Congress. EPA ackoowledges
that the draft EIS for the proposed Yucca Mountain depository addressed the capacity issue. EPA,
bowever, recommends that DOE consider using either of these two altermative methods for
calculating MTHEM for its HL'W to promote the NEPA goals of disclesing all relevant information to
the public and the decision-maker (40 CFR 1300.1 fo)a

Hanford Alterpative

EEPA cannot support the alternative that proposes consolidation of INEEL waste g Hanford.
At this tme, DOE will not commit to treating the existing high-level waste at Har.furtz{' [The 2ddition
of HLW fom INEEL can only maks condifjons at Hanford worse. Mo storage faciliies Exist at
Hanford to manage these new wastes| and the chernical composition of the INEEL wastes would
require precreatment to be compatible with the waste currently in storage at Hanford [ In addition,

Ez-.m wastes may oot mest the waste acceplance criteria for the virificadon plant being designed to

mest Hanford tank waste treatment n:qmr:mm@ Finally,jthe proposed vitification plant would
only weat 10 percent (5 million gallons) of Hanford Tank Waste by 2018. Trensport of these INEEL
wastes to Hanford would fusrther delay processing of Hanford's own waste and extend the Teamment
schedule beyond 2050.

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT IDAHO HIGH-LEVEL WASTE & FACILITIES DISPOSITION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COST REPORT

The Cost Analysis of Alternatives, dated January 2000, was distributed to the public to provide

k-2 relative cost data to be used in consideration of the decisions. [Although cost is not typically associated
K(lh with an evaluation of environmental impacts, given the limited and flat budgets available to DOE, we
are currently experiencing the phenomena of one project being bought at the cost of terminating other

i Iy yactivities]fFor the CERCLA activities ongoing at INEEL, cost estimates and

cost/benefit analysis are prepared for even relatively low cost projects at a level of detail sufficient to

Skl allow reviewers to understand the major cost elements of the capital and Operations and Maintenance
K[e)  (O&M) activitics. This information is not available in the Cost Report. This is unfortunate given the
billions of dollars involved in impl ing the decisions under id '—:1 Oure on the

Cost Report are as follows:

1 ,E’hc summary cost data does not include major cost elements for capital, O&M or
56 Contingency (which assumes an across the board 30%). Without this information, it is not possible
A& 10 determine the accuracy of the cost figures. As depicted in Figure S-2, only the No Action
alternative is within the current $51.2M annual funding allotment

5belS 2,E}_nder the landfill closure option in Table $-2, it is not clear what steps are anticipated to
ly.cly  meet the stated closure goa@]gelmses from piping and valve boxes associated with the high level
waste tanks has resulted in extensive soil contamination above and into the bedrock. This
5l inated earthen ial is beil ! under CERCLA, but the CERCLA implications of
v ,P;[l‘J these decisions are not Wnsidel'@ losure of the tanks and soil as a landfill assumes a cap would be
placed over wastes to serve as a barrier against future leachate g ion. This precludes that the

Sri1 CERCLA soils would also be capp@ Typical RCRA cap costs are in the neighborhood of $1M per

WLl gore, IEﬂ'lpty' tanks and containers would represent a concern for landfill subsidence and need to be
stabilized to minimize void spaces. Filling void spaces could be done with soils from local borrow
W . (3) areas rather than with relatively expensive Class A gm@ Emviding activity cost element data would
allow the reader to value engineer the project costs with large potential cost savings.|

s6-1a ke

S.Bs no design basis documents were referenced in the Cost Report, nor were Functional
5b-20 and Operational Requi (F&ORs) provided to support a cost estimate, it is difficult to see how
}(LQ a +50%/-30% cost estimate, much less a probabilistic cost estimate, can be prepared at this lim-ta

Please contact Chris Gebhardt at (206) 553-0253 if you have any questions. Thank you for
the opportunity to review this draft EIS.

Sincerely,

Richard B. Parkin, Manager
Geographic Implementation Unit
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Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0287D)

Studsvik, Inc. Comments

Studsvik's Fluid Bed/Steam Reforming Processing Facility
Erwin, TN

April 12, 2000

Studsvik, Ine.
111 Stonemark Lane, Suite 115
Columbia, SC 29210

ORIGINAL

EIS PROJECT - (ARYPF
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Studsvik”

April 12, 2000
2K067L

Mr. T.L. Wichmann

US DOE

Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

Ms. Ann Dold

Project Lead

State of Idaho INEEL Oversight Program
900 N. Skyline, Suite C

Idaho Falls, ID 83706

Subject: Studsvik's Comments on the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities

Disposition Draft Envir I Impact § t (DOE/EIS-0287D)

Dear Mr. Wichmann:

Etudsvik is requesting that the subject EIS provide recognition of newly commercialized
57 "non-separation” technologies, such as Studsvik's f d THOR™ pyrolysis/st

111044 (4 reforming fluid bed system, which is presently operational on a large-scale basis in the
commercial nuclear power markeg

Steam Reforming Technology as deployed by Studsvik in a fluid bed can offer:
+ Non-Incineration Thermal Treatment

4 Thermal treatment of SBW without the problems encountered with typical incinerators or the
presently operated calciner.

* Direct conversion of nitrates to nitrogen in the fluid bed without the resultant NOx
emission problems.

* Reduced operating temperatures, eliminating the need for bulky additives to prevent
molten alkali metal salt agglomerations.

» Elutriating operation to prevent the build up of waste salts in the fluid bed.

e Low gas flow processing for simplified off-gas control.

Studsvik, Inc. = 111 Stonemark Lane * Suite 115 » Columbia, SC 29210 » Telephone (803) 731-8220 = Telefax (803) 731-8221

()
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¢ Reduced Overall Waste Processing Cost and Schedule

» Duplication of existing full-scale, commercialized equipment already active in the
nuclear marketplace.
+ Flexible Processing System
= Input of liquid, slurry, solid, or gaseous nitrate and organic wastes.
* Applicable to processing SBW, Low-Level Mixed Waste, gaseous NOx emissions
and others.

# Inert, easy to handle final product that can be packaged for shipment to a final waste
depository, or stored at INEEL

+ Potential for replacement of the incinerator systems originally considered for the AMWTP

Studsvik recognizes that the EIS process has been very thorough and we do not desire to interject
any new processing approaches that would delay the accomplishment of the INEEL waste
cleanup mission. However, we feel that it should recognize technologies that have been
commercialized in the private sector since the technical review activities for this EIS were
completed. We regret that we have not brought this technology to your attention before this date,
however, our total focus has been on the construction and operation of our processing facility in
Erwin, TN. The Erwin facility focuses on the processing of high activity (up to 100 R/hr,
beta/gamma activity) ion exchange resins produced by the commercial nuclear power stations.
With this effort in full operation, we are now turning our attention to the needs of the DOE
community. Attachment One provides a description of our technology and its deployment at the
Studsvik Processing Facility.

Overview

Studsvik's patented THOR™ pyrolysis/steam reforming technology is presently deployed for the
destruction of water slurries of high specific activity ion exchange resins (up to 100 R/hr
beta/gamma). The THOR™ steam reformer in operation in Erwin, TN can continuously process
over 500 kg/hr of slurry waste feed. The technology has been proven to be able to process nitrate
bearing wastes by converting the nitrates directly to nitrogen without the associated NOx off-gas
emissions typically present with other thermal conversion processes. The system can input either
a wet, sodium bearing (high nitrate) waste slurry or solids.

Other adaptations of the technology can be utilized for processing of high NOx off-gas streams.
By utilization of the THOR™ technology, expensive NOx off-gas conditioning units can be
avoided. Additionally, and of significant importance, is the fact that the primary THOR™
technology, steam reforming, exhibits none of the attributes of an incinerator and in fact has been
classified by DOE as an "alternative to incineration".

Mr. T.L. Wichmann / Ms. Ann Dold
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The EIS (EIS Page No. F-2) indicates that the it has been developed in part to facilitate
negotiations required by the Settlement Agreement.

"B of technology de and changes needed in existing treatment facilities
to properly manage sodium-bearing waste, Idaho agreed with DOE that an EIS could
Jacilitate negotiations required by the Settlement Agreement.”

It is within the scope of "technology developments", as referenced above, that these comments
are submitted. We feel that the patented THOR™ technology is directly applicable to the
processing of many of the waste streams at INEEL and is in fact superior in some aspects to the
technologies specifically mentioned in the EIS. Comments to the EIS would have been made at
an earlier date, however, full-scale commercial deployment of the THOR™ process did not
commence until July 1999. Routine operations were established in December 1999 and over
8,000 ft’ of radioactive waste was processed through March 2000. This fully demonstrates the
large-scale application of the technology.

Alternative to Incineration

In 1997, the Mixed Waste Focus Group, completed an evaluation of Nonflame technologies to be
utilized for an alternative to incineration for mixed waste processing. The final report from that
effort, Evaluation of Alternative Nonflame Technologies for Destruction of Hazardous Organic
Waste, INEL/EXT-97-00123 of April 1997 specifically listed the advantages of steam reforming
for processing organic mixed wastes. In fact, steam reforming was listed as the recommended
process. Studsvik's unique pyrolysis/steam reforming fluid bed system can not only process
organic wastes, but has proven to be highly effective at processing liquid and solid nitrate waste
streams. The unique operating modes for nitrate conversion using the THOR™ steam reformer
are subjects of pending patents.

Comparison to Existing Calciner Technology

Studsvik is requesting that the subject EIS provide recognition of newly commercialized "non-
separation” technologies, such as Studsvik's patented THOR™ pyrolysis/steam reforming fluid
bed system. This technology had its genesis in fluid bed technology for biomass gasification
utilizing auto-thermal steam reforming, but is truly a next generation design which offers the
following advantages over the existing INTEC calciner:

1. Reformer has significantly reduced off-gas volume of 1/8* to 1/20" of the off-gas volume of
the current calciner.

2. Reformer has gaseous NOx emissions that meet MACT standard without addition of gaseous
de-NOx unit. Nitrates are fully converted to N, in the reformer fluid bed. Reformer has
estimated NOx emissions at 1/1,000® of those emitted from current caleiner.

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -
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3. Reformer minimizes use of additives to prevent agglomerations. Low temperature operation
minimizes or eliminates the need for additives to prevent alkali metal compounds from
melting in the bed. This also significantly reduces the final volume of the end product.

4. Reformer provides high conversion of nitrates to nitrogen and minimizes or eliminates the

presence of nitrates in the high sodium end product.

. Reformer has lower Cs volatility than high temperature units operating over 600 °C.

. Efficient mercury recovery unit can be easily utilized in the off-gas from the reformer.

. Construction labor to build new plant is estimated to be 2 times that required for performing
continued current operations modifications of adding a de-NOx unit to existing calciner off-
gas system. The new reformer plant could be designed and built to meet the same schedule
as estimated to modify the existing calciner.

=1 O\ Ln

In addition to improvements directly related to utilization of the existing calciner, the fluid bed
reformer has other significant advantages:

1. Potentially eliminate the use of the INTEC evaporator, as reformer can process large
percentage water input waste streams.

2. Can process tank heels as well as SBW and newly generated liquid waste.

3. Can Safely and efficiently process/destroy spent organic solvents from Separations
Alternatives operations in a "non-incineration” process.

4. Operations staff for new reformer facility is estimated to be 60 to 70 full-time personnel for
operations, mai 1ce and plant

We have also reviewed the safety and accident aspects of a reformer facility compared to
modification of the current calciner to meet MACT (as referenced in the EIS). The reformer
provides a higher level of safety than the current calciner.

Accident Analysis: Comments:

ABN 01 No liquid or gaseous fuel is used in the Reformer,
therefore, no fuel spills or fire scenarios apply.

ABN 02 See above.

ABN 15 No ammonia additive is needed to promote NOx

conversion in off-gas. Therefore, no ammonia spill
scenarios apply.

DBE 01 The existing calciner uses kerosene injection that could
cause explosive mixtures to form. An explosion could
cause subsequent failure of HEPA filtration. This
scenario is impossible as the reformer is of explosion-
proof design and will contain any postulated explosion
condition. The THOR™ reformer does not use gaseous or
liguid fuels that could cause such an explosion due to
operator error or equipment or control failures,

Mr. T.L. Wichmann / Ms. Ann Dold
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The THOR™ steam reformer has direct applicability to many project elements as shown in Table
1:

Draft EIS References and Comments

Studsvik has performed a complete review of the Draft EIS and noted concerns about operation
of the existing calciner and the time schedules involved with the processing options evaluated.

Attachment Two, Studsvik Comments on Draft EIS, provides excerpts from the Draft EIS and
provides a brief description of how the THOR™ technology could improve the overall processing
approach under consideration. We request that these comments and those of this letter be
considered in the final EIS.

Options to Current Processing Activities for Denitration and NOx Control

The THOR™ approach has several unique advantages for the processing of SBW and other
wastes due to its ability to process nitrate wastes without the generation of NOx as a significant
off-gas component.

The system can either process the input waste streams directly or it can be utilized to receive the
off-gas of an existing system, such as the calciner, and process this off-gas to meet MACT
standards in a low cost, straight forward manner. Studsvik would recommend that the
technology be evaluated on a stand-alone basis, however, it could be considered as an upgrade to
existing facilities.

Potential upgrades are applicable to the following existing or evaluated technologies for gaseous
NOx control:

1. Continued Present Calciner Operations
2. Planned Basis Option

3. Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste

4. Direct Cement Waste

Significant advantages include:

+ Only NOx destruction process that requires no ammonia addition or expensive catalyst
matrix

+ Reduces NOx in off-gas streams from levels above 50,000 ppm to less than 100 ppm in a
single step

4+ Reduces NOx using operating temperatures of 400 - 650°C

g xipuaddy
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process.

or

thermal

liquid waste

need for

at only 400 to 700°C. THOR™ process is much more efficient at converting NOx to nitrogen than

The outlet of Reformer will contain less than 100 ppm NOx. THOR™ reformer does not utilize

p

* s the Refi

“Moxidizer” .

catalysts.

THOR™ steam reformer can convert nitrates directly to nitrogen, Reformer can process direct injection of acidic or basic nitrate wastes. Little to

THOR'™ steam reformer converis gaseous NOx to nitrogen and oxidizes organics to CO, and water. THOR™ process utilized less energy than
no additives needed to prevent formation of alkali metal agglomerates. No liquid or gaseous fuels are used.

THOR™ steam reformer will fully oxidize liquid organics to CO, and water. Steam reforming is a
Use of THOR™ reformer could replace evaporator and eliminate need to add CaO to neutralize liquid wastes.

THOR™ steam reformer fluid bed has high water evaporation capacity that could elimi

2.
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Off-gas control is perhaps the most significant advantage of the THOR™ technology. During the
extensive, multi-year test program, Studsvik identified the need for a simple, single-step nitrate
destruction process. Tests were performed to determine the capabilities of THOR™ for nitrate
destruction. A unique combination of operating parameters and equipment design yielded a
simple system that can process liquid, slurry, solids and/or gaseous nitrates in a safe and efficient

operation.

Nitrate destruction tests confirmed that the THOR™ fluid bed system can achieve the following
performance specifications:

Nitrate Feed: 5.2 M NaNO,, in water slurry
Processing Rate: Proprietary
Reductant:

Main Additive:  Sucrose (granular sugar)

Other Additive:  Proprietary

Addition Rate:  Proprietary
Fluidizing Medium: Proprietary Bed Material Used
Fluid Bed Media: <2% nitrates, during steady state operation

<0.5% nitrates during startup and shutdown periods

Heating Method: Electrical Resistance Heaters
Operating Temp.:  450-700°C
Nitrate Destruction: >%9 percent, in solid outlet stream

Chromium +6: Converted to Cr*, below detectable levels of Cr*® on TCLP test

Bed Agglomerates: None

Off-gas System: Thermal Oxidizer and Scrubber

MNOx in Off-gas at Outlet of THOR™ Fluid Bed (prior to thermal oxidizer and scrubber):
At Startup: 5,000 ppm, quickly dropped within one hour to steady state values
Steady State: <100 ppm, normally <50 ppm, 25% of test time <15 ppm

NOx meast ts were made conti 1y on-line using an extractive EPA method. In

addition, gas bag samples were analyzed off-line at a certified lab. Off-gas analysis from a
typical large-scale test run shows below detectable levels for NO and NO, and approximately 69
ppm of N,O. Depending upon local air permit requirements and design throughput, the THOR™
process will require no NOx off-gas control system.

We have performed numerous nitrate destruction tests utilizing fluid bed and mechanical
contactor hardware over the past several years. The current process application practices have
proven to be safe, efficient and easy to control. The unique reformer denitration operating
parameters are subject of pending patents.

Utilization of Studsvik's approach would provide for waste processing that meets the MACT
requirements in a single process operation thus yielding a "final" rather than an interim solution.
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The THOR™ gaseous NOx conversion reformer far surpasses the ability of any other commercial
scale technology for converting high NOx input streams directly to nitrogen.

Material Handling and Final Waste Form

Material handling of input waste and output residue are generally the most critical components of
a processing system with the most potential for operational failures. Studsvik's fluid bed/steam
reforming system can input waste in either a liquid slurry, solid (powder or small particle) or
gaseous form. In working with radioactive waste, the wet slurry form is generally preferred
because it provides for ease of handling, it provides a level of contamination control should a
system require breaching, and it accommodates a wide variety of waste streams.

The output residue from the system is an inert dry granular material that can be pneumatically
transferred to remotely filled and handled output packages or can be directly input to a grout
facility. The output package would be designed specifically for criticality concerns and to meet
the requirements of the final depository or interim storage location.

Criticality and Other Safety Considerations

A fluid bed system operating in a continuous feed, elutriating mode has a unique advantage over
batch processing technologies in the area of criticality issues. Conventional waste processing
fluid bed systems retain the waste residue in the fluid bed which is periodically drained. This
build up of residue provides the potential for a criticality concern.

With the THOR™ system operating in an elutriating mode, there is little to no "build up" of
fissionable or other materials in the fluid bed. The process residue is continually carried with the
gas stream out of the bed and captured downstream where it can be closely monitored and
controlled. Controlled input and continuous removal of residue help to alleviate criticality
concerns.

Studsvik, through one of its sister companies SCANDPOWER. (formerly Studsvik USA, Inc.),
has the capability to provide a complete criticality analysis of the system design.
SCANDPOWER is one of the world leaders in the area of power reactor core reload analysis and
other nuclear physics reaction calculations.

Another unique property of our continuously feed/elutriating system is that only a very small
amount of material is actually "in process” at a given time. Should an upset condition occur,
simply by securing feed, the chemical conversion processes and resultant off-gas ceases in a
matter of seconds. This represents an important safety advantage for the system.

Additionally, the Studsvik system is design as an "explosion proof" system. The materials of
construction and design is such that the maximum credible upset that can be postulated will be
retained by the system without the requirement for a complicated relief and expansion gas

Mr. T.L. Wichmann / Ms. Ann Dold
April 12, 2000
Draft EIS Comments, Page 9

Studsvik™

capture system. This feature substantially reduces the overall complexity of the system and
contributes to the innate safety of the system design.

The operational experience that we have gained at our commercial processing facility has
demonstrated the inherent safety and the ease of operator control of the reformer. "Lessons
learned" through present operations would translate directly to an improved design for any
systems that may be provided for use at INEEL.

AMWTP

E’ith the recent termination of the incinerator system originally incorporated into the AMWTP,
there is the potential that improved technology, not available when the AMWTP was contracted
for, such as pyrolysis/steam reforming could be incorporated into the revised facility design. If
this were to be the case, then it could prove beneficial to include an evaluation of steam
reforming for processing of SBW at the AMWTP in the final EIS. The steam reformer
technology could be utilized to process low-level mixed TRU waste originally planned for the
incinerator and to destroy the nitrates in the SBW. The resultant nitrate free, alkali compounds
could then be efficiently packaged as TRU waste.

572
X)(5)

Modifications could be made to the AMWTP to enable the processing of SBW that would have
no impact on the overall schedule for the AMWTP and would not jeopardize compliance with
the Settlement Agreement/Consent Ordca

Other Considerations

The Draft EIS provided a summary description of Project Number P9J, HAW Denitration,
Packaging and Cask Loading Facility (listed in Table C.6.1-1 and more fully described in section
C.6.2.10, page C.6-73). Project P9J discussed utilization of an elutriating fluid bed, of a similar
nature to Studsvik steam reforming system, to process high-activity wastes with a nitrate
component.

Due to the many advantages listed throughout this document, we feel that it is imperative that
provisions be made for the evaluation of fully deployed technologies, such as steam reforming,
prior to issuance of the final EIS. The advantages to be realized far outweigh the effort that
would be required to perform the revision.

Again, we are asking that the fluid bed pyrolysis/steam reforming approach be evaluated in the
EIS as a non-separation alternative for the various waste streams discussed in this letter.
Additionally, we invite the DOE to visit our operating facility and view first-hand the Reformer
technology application in commercial radioactive operation.

g xipuaddy

- UuoyvWIOfuy Mo\ -



g¥l-a

1L820-513/30d

Document 57, Studsvik, Inc. (Thomas Oliver), Columbia, SC
Page 11 of 31

. Mr. T.L. Wichmann / Ms. Ann Dold
Studsvik”
Draft EIS Comments, Page 10

We thank you for your time and consideration in this matter and look forward to having the
opportunity to directly discuss the issues addressed in this letter. If you have any questions on
this information, please call me directly at (803) 731-8220.

Sincerely,

\
\ukumu& Qum
Thomas W. Oliver, P.E.
Vice President

Attachments: 1. THOR™ Technology and Processing Facility, Erwin TN
2. Studsvik Comments on the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities
Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0287D),

Document 57, Studsvik, Inc. (Thomas Oliver), Columbia, SC
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Studsvik™

THOR®™ Technology and Processing Facility, Erwin TN

Attachment One
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STUDSVIK PROCESSING FACILITY
PYROLYSIS/STEAM REFORMING TECHNOLOGY FOR VOLUME AND WEIGHT
REDUCTION AND STABILIZATION OF LLRW AND MIXED WASTES

J. Bradley Mason, Thomas W. Oliver, Marty P, Carson, G. Mike Hill
Studsvik, Inc.
111 Stonemark Lane, Suite 115
Columbia, SC 29210
(B03) 731-8220 Phone (803) 731-8221 Fax
mail@studsvik-inc.com

ABSTRACT

Studsvik has completed construction, start-up testing,
and has commenced commercial operation of a Low-Level
Radioactive Waste (LLRW) processing facility in Erwin,
TN. The Studsvik Processing Facility (SPF) has the
capability to safely and efficiently receive and process a
wide variety of solid and liquid LLRW streams including:
ion exchange resins (IER), ck I, graphite, sludge, oils,
solvents, and cleaning solutions with contact radiation
levels of up to 1.5 Sv/h (150 R/hr). The licensed and
heavily shielded SPF can receive and process liquid and
solid LLRWs with high water and/or organic content.

The SPF emplnys the THermal Organic Rndu:mn
(THOR™) process, loped and d by <,
which utilizes pyrolysi i hnology.
THOR™ reliably and safely processes a wide variety of
LLRWs in a unigue, moderate temperature,
pyrolysis/reforming, fluidized bed treatment system. The
THOR™ technology is suitable for processing hazardous,
mixed and dry active LLRW (DAW) with appropriate
licensing and waste feed modifications.

Operations have demonstrated consistent, reliable,
robust operating characteristics with consistent volume
reductions of up to 70:1 and weight reductions of up to

discussed. Plans for new mixed waste and graphite steam
reforming processing will be presented.

PROCESS OVERVIEW

Since 1947 Studsvik has been actively involved asa
research center for nuclear power in Sweden. Studsvik
operates a research test reactor and hot cell facility for
production of medical isotopes, commercial nuclear fuel
testing, and materials irradiation. Studsvik operates a Dry
Active Waste (DAW) incinerator, which has been in
commercial operation since the early 1970s. Full metal
melting and recycling capabilities for carbon and stainless
steels and aluminum have been in use for several years,

A five phase test program was implemented to
develop a process that could effectively volume reduce and
stabilize a wide variety of liquid and solid LLRWs that
could not be processed by the Studsvik incinerator. The
successful test program culminated in the decision to
proceed with the licensing, design, and construction of a
commercial LLRW processing facility that utilizes the
patented THOR™ process. The Studsvik Processing
Facility (SPF) h.as cump!eted cnnstmctmn startup leslmg,
and with pr of

3011 when processing depleted, mixed bed, ion exch

resins with over 99.8% of all radionuclides in the waste
feed incorporated in the final solid residue product. Final
reformed residue comprises a non-dispersible, granular
solid suitable for long-term storage or direct burial in a
qualified container. THOR™ effectively converts
hexavalent chromium to non-hazardous trivalent chromium
and can convert nitrates to nitrogen with over 99 percent
efficiency in a single pass.

The paper provides an overview of the first 6 months
of commercial operations processing radioactive ion
exchange resins from commercial nuclear power plants.
Process improvements and lessons learned will be

IER from nuclear power stations in July 1999.

The THOR™ process utilizes two fluid bed contactors
to process a wide variety of solid and liquid LLRWSs.
Figure 1 provides an overview flow diagram of the
THOR™ process. Radioactive waste feeds are received at
the SPF and stored in holdup tanks. As waste is needed in
the process, waste is transferred to the waste feed tanks for
metering and injection into the first stage fluid bed
pyrolyzer/refi Solid, dry, lar wastes such as
charcoal, graphite, soil, etc are metered into the pyrolyzer
by the solids feeder. Liquids and slurry wastes such as
IER, sludges, oils, antifreeze, solvents, cleaning solutions,
etc are metered into the pyrolyzer by a pump.

WASTL FELD HEATER HEME

CONDENSER HEPA FLTER

STACE 1 PYRCLYZER STagt 2 REFORMER 1
PYROLYZER FILIER REFORUER FLTER m‘s*\’vtﬂ
STUDSVIK PROCESSING FACILITY - FLOW DIAGRAM
05 = ORY SN TW - COOLMG WATER WM = SODIUM  HYDRONIOE
WF WSt Fren £ - SAT Sownton PG - PRocEss cis SG - SYN. GAS ~ BYROLYZED RESOUE
AR - REFORMED FESIODUE ST - = AUTOTHERUAL GAS  WH = VENTILATION N = ROCYCLE WATER

Figure 1 - THOR™ Process Flow Diagram

The pyrolyzer fluid bed serves to evaporate all water

Through selection of autothermal steam reft

from the IER slurry and liquid waste feeds, and pyroly

the organic comp through d distillation.
Fluidizing gases, volatile organic vapors, and steam
released in the pyrolyzer fluid bed comprise a synthesis gas
which passes through the ceramic filters and to the gas
handling system. The low-carbon, metal oxide-rich
residue removed by the ceramic filter can be further
processed in the second stage steam reformer to remove
any final carbon or to convert the oxidation state of
selected metals. The stage 2 Reformer can also be used as
a primary waste processing unit by the direct injection of
liquid wastes. The radicactive, volume reduced residue is
packaged in qualified high integrity containers for burial at
licensed burial sites or return to the generator. The final
reformed residue volume is routinely

only 1 to 4 percent of the incoming resin volume. For
depleted, mixed-bed IER it is possible to achieve a volume
reduction (VR) of 20-100 times with a corresponding
weight reduction (WR) of 12-85 times.

ditions it is possible to produce an inert,
morgamc final waste that consists ofmly the radioactive
elements, metal oxides and inorganic calcium and silica
compounds initially absorbed on the IER. It is possible to
reach near theoretical mass reductions with the THOR™
process. Another significant improvement realized by the
THOR™ process is the ability to process wastes with high
water content. Agueous wastes do not need to be dried
prior to processing, but can be injected directly into the
fluid bed using reliable slurry pumping equipment.
Sodium nitrate slurry, oils, activated carbon, antifreeze
solution, steam generator cleaning solvent and several
types of [ERs have all been successfully processed by the
THOR™ process.

STUDSVIK PROCESSING FACILITY
Studsvik has completed construction and start-up
testing of a Low-Level Radicactive Waste (LLRW)

processing facility in Erwin, TN. The SPF has all
applicable licenses and permits for operation including a
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radioactive materials license from the State of Tennessee.
Commercial operation of the Studsvik Processing Facility
(SPF) began in July 1999. The SPF and THOR™ process

systems are described below. The SPF is designed to meet
all laws, codes, and standards related to processing LLRW.
A photograph of the SPF is shown in Fig. 2.

e

Figure 2 - SPF Overview

The SPF is designed to meet the following criteria:

Facility Curie Inventory: up to 2,000 Ci (74 TBq)

LLRW Input Curies:  up to 2.0 Ci/cu.ft. (2.6 TBg/m’) Contact dose of up to 150 R/ (1.5 Sw/h)

LLRW Inputs:

Ton Exchange Resins, Charcoal, Graphite, Organic Solvents

and Oils, Aqueous Decon and Cleaning Solutions,

Slurries, and Sludge

The SPF consists of a heavily shielded Process
ilding, unshielded Ancillary Building, and an
Administration Building. The Process and Ancillary
Buildings are licensed for receipt, handling, processing,
and packaging of LLRW.

Process Building

The Process Buildi ins all radi
pr ing, handling, and packaging systems for volume
and weight reduction of incoming LLRW. Major areas
include truckbays, LLRW input holding tank vault,
pyrolysis/reforming vault, gas handling vault, salt dryer
room, final residue packaging vault, and auxiliary
equipment rooms.

Truckbays

LLRW is shipped to the SPF in DOT or NRC
qualified non-shielded iners and/or shielded casks.
Most LLRW is received in the truckbay where containers
and casks are surveyed, opened and the waste transferred
to shielded waste input holding tanks located in shielded
vaults. Cask maintenance activities are performed in the
truckbay where an overhead bridge crane provides lifting
capability. Figure 3 is a photograph of the dual station
truckbay.

Document 57, Studsvik, Inc. (Thomas Oliver), Columbia, SC
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Figure 3 — Truckbay
Waste Input Holding Tanks

Three large stainless steel slurry holding tanks are
provided for receipt and holdup of incoming liquid and
slurry wastes, A separate liquid waste tank is used to
receive more volatile organic solvents, cleaning solutions,
and oils. A lockhopper feeder is used to receive and feed
llgranular and powdered LLRW, such as charcoal. A
separate waste feed tank with injection pumps is used to
meter shurry and liquid wastes from the slurry holding
tanks into the stage one pyrolysis vessel. Figure 4 isa
photograph of the slurry holding tank vault.

Figure 4 — Slurry Holding Tank

Pyrolysis/Reforming System

The Pyrolysis/Reforming THOR™ system comprises:
stage one pyrolysis contactor (pyrolyzer), stage two
i and iated filters. The pyrolyzer is
a vertical, cylindrical fluid bed gasifier designed to operate
at up to 800°C. LLRW is injected into the electrically

heated, fluidized pyrolyzer where: 1) water is instantly
vaporized and superheated, and 2) organic compounds are
destroved as organic bonds are broken and resulting
synthesis gas (principally carbon dioxide, carbon
monoxide, and steam) exits the Pyrolyzer. Residual solids
from the pyrolysis of the LLRW (including fixed carbon,
>99.8 percent of the incoming radionuclides, metal oxides
and other inorganics and debris present in the LLRW feed)
are removed from the pyrolyzer and collected in the stage
one ceramic filter vessels. The pyrolyzer is fluidized with
superheated steam and additive gas. Figure Sisa
photograph of the reformer process area.

Figure 5 - Process Area - Reformer

The stage two reforming contactor is a vertical,
cylindrical fluid bed designed to operate at up to 800°C.
Pyrolyzed solid residues from the stage one filters or
additional LLRW feed can be transferred to the reformer,
which is an electrically heated, fluidized bed. The
reformed, low-carbon, final residue is collected in the stage
two ceramic filter vessel. The reformer is fluidized with
superheated steam and additive gas.

Gas Handling System

The gas handling system comprises an energy
recovery heater, submerged bed evaporator, scrubber/mist
eliminator, condenser, CEMS, process blower, HEPA
filter, vent blower and radiation monitor. The purpose of
the gas handling system is to convert synthesis gas
constituents to carbon dioxide and water, recover energy
from the synthesis gas, convert acid gases to stable salts,
control water content of exiting process gases, and control
negative pressure levels throughout the THOR™
pyrolysis/reformer system.

Synthesis gases from the pyrolyzer and reformer are
filtered and then oxidized in the energy recovery heater to
carbon dioxide and water. The heater recovers energy
from the synthesis gas and provides heat to the submerged

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -
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bed evaporator where excess water is evaporated from the
scrubber water. The heater is a vertical, refractory lined
vessel that operates at up to 1200°C.

The submerged bed evaporator is an energy recovery
system that channels the hot heater outlet gases through a
volume of scrubber water, thereby evaporating excess
water, The evap ibber solution to 10
to 20 percent salts. The wet evaporator gases pass through
the rotary atomizer scrubber where sulfur and halogen
gases are efficiently converted to salts. Sodium hydroxide
is metered into the scrubber to neutralize sulfur and
halogen gases that are absorbed by the scrubber solution.
‘The outlet of the scrubber is fitted with a mist eliminator
that removes particulates and mists from the scrubber
outlet.

The clean, moisture-laden gases exit the scrubber and
excess moi: is cond i for lef in the
process. The condenser serves as the process heat sink and
serves to control water balance in L'he SPF The cool, clean
oages are then Atn ,‘ r huthe,,,
process blower. A continuous emissions mummrrmg
system (CEMs) is provided on the process blower outlet to
monitor and record the release of any traces of carbon
monoxide, acid gases, total hydrocarbons, and NOx.

The clean, cool process gases commingle with the
building ventilation airflow. The combined gases flow
through a HEPA filter bank, vent blower and are then
released through a monitored vent stack. A complete
radiation monitor system measures and documents any
trace radionuclides that may pass through the stack. The
radiation monitor system includes gamma, beta, alpha,
iodine, carbon™, and tritium samplers and detectors.

Salt Handling System

The salts that are formed in the scrubber and
d in the evap are d 1o the salt
handling system, which a filter, an jon
system and salt dryer. The concentrated salt solution is
filtered to remove any trace particulates that may pass
mmugh the pyrolyzer and reformer filters. Any trace
ive species are d from the scrubber solution

by a high-efficiency, metals selective ion exchange
medium. The salt dryer dries the purified salt solution to
form a salt cake suitable for direct disposal at a licensed
landfill. The dry salt is very low in activity

Residue Handling System

The reformed, low-carbon residue from the pyrolyzer
and reformer is transferred to the high integrity container
(HIC) packaging vault, Qualified HICs are filled with the
solid, inert residue. Filled HICs are transferred from the

packaging vault to a shipping cask be means of 2 shielded
transfer bell. Dual containment and seals are provided on
residue handling components. The packaging vault is
provided with separate HEPA filtered ventilation system
and water washdown capability.

The HIC packaged residue is suitable for direct burial
at either the licensed Barnwell or Hanford LLRW burial
sites. The packaged residue is also suitable for long-term
storage due to its solid, inert, all inorganic nature, The
packaged residue is not subject to common problems with
long-term storage mcludmg bactcrlal. activity and

diolysis of organic

It is possible to p

of the foltowmg ran-ns

the | 1 residue in amy

ag

« stabilized in High Integrity Containers (HIC);
compacted, cold-sintered, high-density, metal oxide
manolith;

* solidified mm'ml:th using polymer sulfur cement,

p cement, tt ,' polymers.
= vikided Ttk usiug & il ST i
glass; or

*  melted metal monolith.

Spill Pr ion and C ination Control

All interior surfaces of the SPF are provided with
durable, easy-to-decon coatings. The interior wall and roof
panels are of interlocking and sealed construction to
eliminate leakage paths from the inside of the SPF to the
outdoors. Interior concrete and steel surfaces have a
special multi-layer coating to prevent migration of spills or
contaminants from the SPF to the environment. The
HVAC system also maintains the inside of the SPF ata
slight negative pressure relative to the ambient outdoors,
effectively eliminating potential airborne releases. Dikes,
berms and sumps are located 50 as 1o prevent tank leaks
and even potential large firewater events from escaping to
the outdoor environment.

Auxiliary Equipment and Utility Services
The Process Building contains all auxiliary and utility

subsystems required to support SPF operations and
THOR™ operations including:

Steam Supply Sluice Water

Nitrogen Supply Steam Superheaters
Demineralized Water Service Air

Steam Condensate Potable Water

Instrument Air HVAC and Ductwork Dryer
Condensate Breathing Air

Natural Gas Supply Cooling Water

Additive Gas Motor Control Center

Hot Laboratory DAW Compactor

ANCILLARY BUILDING

The Ancillary Building is designed for storage of

spare parts, empty waste Shlppll'lg containers and

Juip for use at i A spray dryw
and coll are being installed to provide additional salt
drying capahil:ty t‘nr the process. Full salt containers are

i for disposal. Low activity

LLRW can also be received and offloaded in the Ancillary
Building. Mai of plant equip is also
performed in a lled area. A modular, skid d
pilot-scale THOR™ system can be located in the An:lllary
or Process Building to perform testing on surrogate and
low activity wastes.

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

The Administration Building has: offices for plant
staff and management, control room, switchgear and UPS,
health physics and personnel contamination monitoring
areas, and count room. The THOR™ control room
provides remote readout of all process parameters. Trained
operations personnel utilize the fully automated
supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA) system
to monitor and control a]l syslcm opersuon& The SCADA
P a comprel rface that
monitors the PLC panels, instruments, and equipment
located in the Process and Ancillary Buildings, Automated
safety systems, alarms, and interlocks are provided
together with real-time data acquisition and Irendlng The
SCADA provides the op 1 flow diage
windows to monitor and control the process through
graphical interfaces,

START-UP ACTIVITIES

SPF start-up activities commenced in February 1999
with the perfi of a series of tests and hot
functional tests, Process and SCADA control systems
were tested over a several month period to demonstrate
reliable performance and to verify that all systems work
together as an integrated facility. Operations personnel
training was certified on actual operating plant systems.
Operating procedures were also verified to be accurate.

‘l‘eslmg activities uncovered several design and
jeficiencies that were d throughout the
ne.stmg and subsequent operational periods. The main
problems encountered during the start-up activities as well
as successes are discussed below.

The IER unloading system has worked very well. The
incoming resin containers were opened and the dried or
we resins inside were removed as slurries. Using remote
devices with very low personnel dose accumulation or
direct hands-on effort required. Special stainless steel

e

pping were developed that all i fully
remote removal of incoming resins. Many resins were
shipped to the facility in disposable plastic or metal
containers that were not compatible with full remote
slurrying operati Such i quired manual
intervention to remove the final contents from the
container.

The water-slurried IER is ferred to the slurry
holdup tanks where the resins are allowed to settle and
excess water is then decanted off the top of the settled
resin. The original tank manufacturer provided decant
devices that did not work as the floats sank and the decant
hoses became tangled. A modified, larger decant device
with positive alignment guides was installed in each tank
with good success. Decant operations require no operator
intervention.

The sertled IER from the slurry holdup tanks is
transferred to the resin feed tank and then the low-water
content resin slurry is injected directly into the pyrolyzer.
The IER transfers and feed operatlons have worked very
well except when sut 1 is ingled with
the IER. Additional water flush connections were added to
fac:hta:c handlmg and injection of IER commingled with

1. Slurry injection lines were modified to
remove excess bends.

The pyrolyzer has performed as designed for drying,
pymlyzmg and steam reforming the vanuus LLRW feeds
p A problem was d in the superheated
steam system that provides fluidizing gases to the
pyrolyzer. The steam system did not have adequate
condensate removal capability. Accumulated condensate
occasionally entered the electrically heated superheaters.
The presence of liquids in the superheater caused crack
formation of the heater shell due to thermal stresses. The
mam system was corrected to provide l.harough

1. The heated fluidi: gas
systems have workcd very w:il.

The pyrolyzer experienced several agglomeration
events during testing and initial radicactive opzratlons
Process shutd were required to remove d
deposits in the fluid bed, The pyrolyzer operating
parameters have been adjusted and the design of the IER
injector and internals inside the pyrolyzer have been
changed with good success. A unique fluid bed media
washing station (patent pending) has been added to allow
the sand in T.Ile fluid bed to be autcman:al]y removed and
washed to dissol Iting point salts on
the sand media, without disturbing pyrolyzer on-line
operations. The clean sand media is then returned to the
pyrolyzer. No significant agglomerations have occurred
for several months.
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‘The ceramic filters have performed with high
efficiency except during the initial non-radioactive tests. It
was determined that several of the special high temperature
seals wcrc not large enough to seal the filter element

ions thereby al g some reft d
residue to bv'pass the filters elements and enter the gas
handling system. Corrected seals have been installed on
the tubesheet. Filter remova] efficiency is now very h]g'l
with typical particul lide removal effici
exceeding 99.999 percent.

The gas handling system has performed well except
for the carryover of small quantities of salt from the
scrubber to the HEPA filters and lower than specified
performance of the process blower, A filter baghouse has
been added just upstream of the HEPA filters to prevent
rapid blinding of the HEPA filters with salt. Larger drive
motors have been provided on the  process blowers so that
process p can be adequately ined during all
processing operations.

‘The salt dryer did not provide the required throughput
capacity. Extensive revisions have been performed to the
salt dryer system to provide full production throughput
capacity and to significantly reduce the hands-on
maintenance required of the initial system. A new spray

dryer is being installed to provide improved salt drying
capacity and to reduce the hands-on maintenance needs of
the current salt dryer.

OPERATIONS SUMMARY

ve operations c on
July 19, 1999, Initial operations were limited for several
weeks to processing only very low activity [ER at low
waste feed rates. This allowed opcrauons mﬁ'tu gradually
p and perform mai ies on system
with full radiol | controls but with only
very limited radiation and contamination levels. Several
plant hardware corrections were identified and
accomplished during this period as discussed above. The
initial low feed rates of 1 to 2 cubic fi per hour {0 03 to
0.05 cubic ‘hour) have been p i
up to the current S to 12 cubic ﬁpe’rhour(oﬂ 10034
cubic fhour) pr ing rate. Conti eﬁ‘ons are
Ringmadctomduw' time for mai activities.

ngher activity IER and charcoal have been
d and p d. Table | provides a
surnmary of SPF processing throuyaput and wasle
processing parameters from the start of commercial
operations through February 8, 2000,

Table 1 - Pr ing Throughput and Par 1
Quantity of Rad Resin Processed: 6,300 cuft (=178 cu meter)
Current Processing Rate: 8 to 12 cufth (0.22 1o 0.34 cu meter/h)
Highest Activity Resin P d 150 R/h (1.5 Sv/h) On Contact

Volume Reductions Achieved:
Condensate Polisher Resin:
Cleanup/CVCS/Radwaste System Resin:

Incoming Resin Volume : Final Residue Volume

64:1 to 74:1 (1.3% to 1.5% Remaining)
15:1 to 58:1 (1.7% to 6.7% Remaining)
5:1 to 8:1 (12.5% to 20.0% Remaining)

Torus Cleanup - High I ic Sludge:

The volume reduction of the incoming waste is
dependent on the i morgamc content am\e resin. Resms
that are not fully depleted or have been
cleaned 1o remove particulates will have VR factors
exceeding 60:1. Typical water cleanup and radwaste resins
will have VR factors of 20:1 to 60:1 depending upon the
quantity of metals and particulates on the resin. Resins
that have a very high inorganic loading, mainly particulates
from floor drains and torus sludge removal efforts, may
have VR factors as low as 5:1. Pyrolysis and steam
reforming can only remove the water and organic fraction
of the incoming waste feed. E.ssenuaily all morgam:
cations (metals) including all lati
will be in the final, low-volume residue. It is possible
however, to change the oxidation state of various metal
ions if desirable, e.g. h lent chromium is converted to

I dous trivalent

The p ing rate has been i d and is
pated to be at the lized design ghput of
over 60,000 cubic ft (1,700 cubic meter) of incoming IER
when the new spray drver is commissioned in April, 2000,

CONCLUSION

The THOR™ process, as implemented in the SPF, has
the following features and provides the following
significant advantages over other current LLRW
processing technologies.

Page 20 of 31

e VR of 20 to 100 for [ER wastes; FUTURE PLANS

e WRof 12 1o 85 for IER wastes;

*  Atom-for-atom processing mode is possible; Studsvik has further developed the THOR™ process
s Inert, inorganic, homogeneous, final waste form; for efficient handling of graphite and mixed wastes by

s Direct disposal in qualified HICs; utilizjng a simplified single-stage reformer process (patent
. p ,,) A modul ﬂuld bed is now being

Accept IER with contact dose rates up to 150 R/ (1.5

Svih);

*  Accept LLRW including: IER, graphite, charcoal,
SGOG solvents, antifreeze, oils, sludge, high-water
content wastes, and high-organic content wastes;

*  Packaged final waste form suitable for long-term
storage with no risk of gas generation due to bacterial
or radiolysis action (residue has no organic content);

» Final waste form is reprocessable to alternative waste

forms including vitrification, solidification,

encapsulation, cold-sintering, and melting.

d  for impl ing additional IER
feed at the SPF. In addition, thc modular THOR™
reforming system can be transported and or modified to
process significant quantities of LLRW and mixed wastes
at other sites. Figure 6 illustrates the capabilities of the
THOR™ process.
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lon Waste Feed Syngas/Off Gas
Exchange - Pump - Fuel
Resins - Screw Feeder - Hydrogen
- Ram Feeder - Chemical
: - Pneumatic Feedstock
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Pyrolysis/
Charcoal Reformer
Graphite | Gasifier
Solvents
Sludges
Aqueous
Wastes
Nitrates
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Figure 6 - Block Flow Diagram

Studsvik”
Attachment Two

Studsvik Comments on the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0287D)

Our review of the Draft EIS indicated that there were numerous tasks evaluated that could be
more efficiently performed by a steam reformer system. In almost every case, the reforming
technology would completely conform to the bounding parameters of the various environmental
factors considered.

The following provides excerpts from the draft EIS and our comments on how reforming
technology could be utilized to enhance each effort. This information is provided to enable the
reader to fully understand the positive impact that reforming technology can have on the waste
cleanup efforts at INEEL.

Studsvik highly recommends that an evaluation of the steam reforming technology be
incorporated into the final EIS.

There is no significance to the order in which the comments are provided. Comments are
provided in the order in which the topic appears in the Draft EIS.

EIS Page No. F-3:

"Notably, DOE and the State did not select a preferred alternative in the draft EIS. The State
and DOE will discuss preferred alternatives afier considering public input, and the Final EIS
will announce the outcome of these discussions.”

Studsvik desires that its Pyrolysis/Steam Reforming fluid bed technology be reviewed by the
State and DOE, and be considered as an alternative for the processing of SBW, NGL'W and other
wastes at INEEL as more fully described throughout this document and its Attachments.

EIS Page No. 1-7:

"INTEC's current purpose is to:

= Develop and apply technologies to minimize waste generation and manage radioactive
and hazardous wastes. "

The EIS recognizes INTEC's mission to develop and apply technologies. Through private sector
development activities, Studsvik has developed and deployed a patented process system that can
be utilized to process a wide variety of nuclear waste forms. With our fluid bed pyrolysis/steam
reforming technology, the Studsvik THOR™ System can be operated in a variety of conversion
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Attachment Two
Studsvik Comments - Draft EIS

Studsvik™ e

modes (oxidizing and/or reducing) with various additives to process, through organic destruction,
evaporation, nitrate conversion, etc., solids or liquid slurries of low-level, mixed and/or high-
level radioactive wastes of the following general types:

. Predominantly organic materials such as ion exchange resins
Mixed waste such as materials contaminated with PCBs
DAW

. Solid/Liquid Nitrate Wastes (SBW)

High NOx off-gas conversion

U o L B e

The exact adaptation of the process equipment and operating parameters would be based on the
specific input waste stream and the specific activity of the input waste. Studsvik's fluid bed
approach differs markedly from the fluid bed calciner presently in use at INEEL. The THOR™
process incorporates many features to eliminate the problems associated with that generation of
fluid bed systems.

Significant differences include:

1. Direct conversion of nitrates to nitrogen in the fluid bed without the resultant NOx
emission problem of the current system.

Operation at reduced operating temperatures, thus eliminating the need for bulky
additives to prevent molten salt agglomerations.

Operation in an "elutriating” mode to prevent the build up of waste salts in the fluid bed
Low gas flow for simplified off-gas control system

Unique construction for extended lifetime without costly mai 1ce requirement
Controlled chemical reactions to achieve desired conversion result.

L

S5 e

EIS Page No. 1-11:

"As of February 1998, all of the liguid HLW derived from first cycle wranium extraction was
converted to caleine. Since that time, calcining of the mixed transuranic waste (SBW and newly
generated liguid waste) remaining in the tanks has been underway. There are approximately
1,400,000 gallons of liguid currently in the tanks.”

Steam reforming technology can be utilized to directly process the SBW and newly generated
liquid waste in a single step process in a more efficient manner than is presently planned for
using the existing calciner and/or other methods (should operation of the calciner be halted for
environmental reasons).

Attachment Two
Studsvik Comments - Draft EIS
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EIS Page No. 1-16/17:

"Calcination of Mixed Transuranic Waste/SBW

The SNF & INEL EIS and Record of Decision determined that HLW and mixed transuranic
waste/SBW in the Tank Farm should continue to be calcined while other ir ptions were
studied. Unlike the liguid HLW, the mixed transuranic waste/SBW cannot be calcined directly
due to the presence of low melting point alkali compounds formed during ::a.‘cmaraam Iha.r clog
the New Waste Calcining Facility calcine bed. A large of nonradioactive
nitrate solution must be added to the waste before it is fed into the calciner. In ora’er o meet its
s to complete calcinations of the liquid mixed transuranic waste/SBW by December
2012, DOE studied alternative methods for calcining this waste. Two techniques emerged as
viable candidates: (1) high temperature calcinations and (2) sugar-additive calcinations
(LMITCQ 1977). Based on the results of the pilot plant studies, DOE determined high
temperature calcinations to be the viable technological solution. High temperature calcinations
will be demonsirated during calciner operations through June 2000."

THOR*™ utilizes a steam fluidized bed of inert material. The bed is heated by electrical steam
superheaters. Steam reformation reactions can occur in auto-thermal mode requiring no
additional energy input. Sodium compounds do not adhere to the bed media but are constantly
elutriated out of the bed. The high, instantaneous conversion of low melting nitrates to nitrogen
eliminates the potential agglomeration in the bed. Sodium oxide compounds are formed that
have eutectic melting points higher than the Reformer operating temperature.

THOR*™ does not require the addition of aluminum nitrate to prevent alkali compound related
agglomerations. Sugar additive can be performed in the THOR™ process with no design
changes. The THOR™ reformer fluidized bed does not require high temperatures to provide
complete nitrate conversion.

This technology had its genesis in fluid bed technology for biomass pasification, but is truly a
next generation design which offers the following advantages for radioactive service:

* Reformer has significantly reduced off-gas volume of 1/8" to 1/20™ of the off-gas volume of
the current calciner.

+ Reformer has gaseous NOx emissions that meet MACT standard without addition of gaseous
de-NOx unit. Nitrates are fully converted to N, in the reformer fluid bed. Reformer has
estimated NOx emissions at 1/1,000" of those emitted from current calciner.

s Reformer minimizes use of additives to prevent agglomerations, Low temperature operation
minimizes or eliminates the need for additives to prevent alkali metal compounds from
melting in the bed. This also significantly reduces the final volume of the end product.

* Reformer provides high conversion of nitrates to nitrogen and minimizes or eliminates the
presence of nitrates in the high sodium end product.

* Reformer has lower Cs volatility than high temperature units operating over 600°C.
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¢ Efficient mercury recovery unit can be easily utilized in the off-gas from the reformer.

o Construction labor to build new plant is estimated to be 2 times that required for performing
continued current operations modifications of adding a de-NOx unit to existing calciner off-
gas system. The new reformer plant could be designed and built to meet the same schedule
as estimated to modify the existing calciner.

EIS Page No. 1-17:

"Immobilization Technologies

....... DOE identified two ways to treat mixed transuranic waste/SBW and calcine: direct
immobilization or radionuclide separation followed by vitrification... ... ... *

Granular solid sodium-bearing product from the reforming process is amenable to direct
immobilization or radionuclide separations followed by vitrification.

EIS Page No. 1-32;

“The Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project (AMWTP) EIS -

v e The AMWTP EIS is potentially relevant to the proposed HLW EIS because a portion of the
inventory of radioactive waste at INTEC may be idered for treatment at the proposed
AMWTP. ..”

Euc to the flexibility of the reforming technology, it could be directly incorporated into the
513 "AMWTP as a potential replacement for the cancelled incinerator. If this were to oceur,
X\(5) consideration should be given for utilization of this system to not only address low-level mixed
wastes but also SBW and other INEEL waste streams. This would provide significant savings in
overall facility construction and operational costs can be achieved, as well as providing for a
superior technical soinﬁnﬂ

EIS Page No. 2-4:

Section 2.2 states that DOE will evaluate "..... innovative alternative scenarios and
technologies... "

"....it was determined that there are alternative technologies that would not invelve calcining
waste prior to further treatment....”

Steam reforming constitutes an innovative alternate technology of this type. Steam Reforming is
a non-incineration thermal treatment process.

Attachment Two
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EIS Page No. 3-2:
"Time lines for alternatives analyzed in the EIS

The general timeframe for the waste processing alternatives analyzed in the EIS extends from the
year 2000 through 2035. The year 2035 is when, in accordance with the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order, DOE must have all HLW treated and ready to be shipped to a
storage facility or repository outside of ldaho. Specifically, this agreement states that all the
liguid in the eleven 300,000-gallon, below -grade tanks would be calcined, treated, and ready to
be transported out of Idaho by a target date of December 31, 2035, ........ a

See comments to page No. 3-3 below.

EIS Page No. 3-3:

£

"The Settlement Agreement/Consent Order specifies that calcinations shall be completed by
2012,

wev oo . However, because some of the waste processing alternatives evaluated new treatment
technologies at INTEC that would not use the calciner, the 2012 date for having all liguids out of
the tanks would not be practicable under those alternatives. Time frames in these instances are
dictated by the amount of time needed to design, construct, and permir a new treatment facility
and how long it will take to treat the liquid and the calcine using the selected technology. "

Throughout the EIS, reference is made to the time lines committed to in the Settlement
Agreement/Consent Order. It was recognized that the alternative of development of a completely
new technology to address the INEEL needs was not practicable because that approach would
not be able to meet the ultimate processing deadlines.

Studsvik's THOR™ technology is directly applicable to the processing of the waste currently
processed in the calciner, is fully developed and deployed, and solves many of the current
problems associated with calciner operations.

Studsvik can easily support the specified schedule as the THOR™ process is now being used on a
large-scale commercial basis to process a variety of LLRW using steam reforming. The Studsvik
Processing Facility has a current throughput of approximately 75% of the existing INTEC
calciner.
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The technology could be deployed in a relatively short period of time:

Demonstrate to DOE 1 year
Licensing/Permitting 1 year
Design 1.5 years
Procurement/Construction 2.5 years
Testing 0.5 years
6.5 years

The above estimates are based on a similar activity just completed for our commercial processing
facility in Erwin, TN with appropriate additional time added for additional DOE requirements.

Through expedited efforts, the large majority of the waste under consideration could be
processed before the year 2012,

Alternatively, a THOR™ stcam reformer could be installed on the outlet of the existing calciner
to convert the gascous NOx to nitrogen without needing to modify the current calciner in any
way. The NOx converter could be installed according to the following schedule

Demonstrate to DOE 1 year
Design/ Permit Revision 0.4 year
Procurement/Construction 2.5 years
Testing 0.1 years
2.5 years

EIS Page No. 3-10:

"New Waste Calcining Facility

viv - Calcination does not meet the applicable RCRA tr dards for the INTEC waste
and is considered an interim treatment step to stabilize the waste in a solid form pending its final
freatment.

The Notice of Noncompliance Consent Order requires that the calciner be placed in standby in
June 2000, pending DOE's decision whether 1o seek a permit or close the facility. Before
continuing calciner operations, upgrades to the off-gas treatment system would be required to
comply with the Maximum Achievable Control Technology air emissions standards. ..."

NOx Off-gas control is perhaps the most significant advantage of the THOR* technology.
During the extensive, multi-year test program, Studsvik identified the need for a simple, single-
step nitrate destruction process. Tests were performed to determine the capabilities of THOR™
for nitrate destruction. A unique combination of operating p s and equif design
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yielded a simple system that can process liquid, slurry, solids and/or gaseous nitrates (NOx) ina
safe and efficient operation.

Nitrate destruction tests confirmed that the THOR™ fluid bed system can achieve the following
performance specifications:

Nitrate Feed: 5.2 M NaNO,, in water slurry
Processing Rate: Proprietary
Reductant:

Main Additive:  Sucrose (granular sugar)
Other Additive:  Proprietary
Addition Rate: Proprietary
Fluidizing Medium: Proprietary Bed Material Used
Fluid Bed Media: <2% nitrates, during steady state operation
<0.5% nitrates during startup and shutdown periods
Heating Method: Electrical Resistance Heaters
Operating Temp.: 450-700°C
Nitrate Destruction: >99 percent, in solid outlet stream
Chromium +6: Converted to Cr*, below detectable levels of Cr™® on TCLP test
Bed Agglomerates: None
Off-gas System: Thermal Oxidizer and Scrubber
NOx in Off-gas at Outlet of THOR™ Fluid Bed (prior to thermal oxidizer and scrubber):
At Startup: >5,000 ppm, quickly dropped within one hour to steady state values
Steady State: <100 ppm, normally <50 ppm, 25% of test time <15 ppm

NOx measurements were made continuously on-line using an extractive EPA method. In
addition, gas bag samples were analyzed off-line at a certified lab. Off-gas analysis from a
typical large-scale test run shows below detectable levels for NO and NO, and approximately 69
ppm of N,O. Depending upon local air permit requirements, the THOR™ process will require no
NOx off-gas control system.

We have performed numerous nitrate destruction tests utilizing fluid bed and mechanical
contactor hardware over the past several years. The current process application practices have
proven to be safe, efficient and easy to control.

Utilization of Studsvik’s approach would provide for waste processing that meets the MACT
requirements in a single process operation thus yielding a "final" rather than an interim solution.
The THOR™ gaseous NOx conversion reformer far surpasses the ability of any other commercial
scale technology for converting high NOx input streams directly to nitrogen.
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EIS Page No. 3-11:

"Newly generated liquid wastes has historically been added to the liquid mixed transuranic
waste in the below-grade tanks. Consequently it has been similarly managed, calcined, and
transferred to bin sets where it is combined with HLW. However, DOE has determined that by
September 30, 2005, new tanks will be constructed and available to accept the newly generated
liguid waste. ....."

See comments provided in response to EIS Page No. 3-3 statements.

EIS Page No. 3-61:

“3.3.7 TREATMENT OF MIXED TRANSURANIC WASTE/SBW AT THE ADVANCED MIXED
WASTE TREATMENT PROJECT

< .o FOr these reasons, the option of treatment of mixed transuranic waste/SBW at the Advanced
Mixed Waste Treatment Project was eliminated from further consideration in this EIS."

Ehis section discusses the modifications that would be required to the AMWTP to enable the

processing of SBW and makes the conclusion that such modifications would disrupt the schedule
for the AMWTP and jeopardize compliance with the Settlement Agreement/Consent Order and
increase costs.

With the recent event of termination of the incinerator system originally incorporated into the
AMWTP, there is the potential that improved technology such as pyrolysis/: reforming may
be incorporated into the final revised facility design. If this were to be the case, then it could
prove beneficial to include an evaluation of steam reforming and an evaluation of processing of
SBW at the AMWTP in the final EIS

Processing of SBW at AMWTP was not considered in part due to the need for modifications that
would no longer be applicable should a reforming system be employed:

1. Dry input form required - reforming technology can utilize a liquid slurry or solid waste input
feed.

2. Pretreatment such as cesium ion exchange would be required - a reforming system can be
easily shielded to handle high activity wastes.

3. Mods to off-gas system for NOx - a reforming system can directly process nitrates to
nitrogen gas.

The THOR™ steam reformer process could be utilized in the AMWTP to destroy the nitrates in
the mixed TRU/SBW. The resultant nitrate free, alkali compounds could then be efficiently
packaged as TRU waste including grouting as required

Attachment Two
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Appendix B-9:
“B.3.3 CANDIDATE ALTERNATIVES"

This section indicated that DOE included all reasonable and viable alternatives that were
available through late 1997. The Studsvik steam reforming facility was in its construction phase
at that time and did not have demonstrated performance on a large-scale, commercial basis, thus
it was not included in the evaluation.

The steam reforming technology does come within the overall boundaries of the various
technologies that were expressly mentioned in the Draft EIS. Due to its many advantages as
described in this document, an evaluation of this technology should be included in the final EIS.

Appendix B-10:

"B.3.3.2 Alternatives Not Considered for Initial Analysis
wr-(2) required significantly more development work to achieve technical maturity, ... "

Steam reforming for processing of nuclear waste has now been fully demonstrated with the
opening and subsequent commercial large-scale radioactive operation of the Studsvik Processing
Facility.

Appendix C. 6-25:

“C.6.2 PROJECT SUMMARIES
Waste Processing Projects

C.6.2.1 Calcine SBW Including New Waste Calcining Facility Upgrades (P14)"
Appendix C. 6-31:

“C.6.2.2 Newly Generated Liquid Waste and Tank Farm Heel Waste Management (P1B)"

‘We have reviewed the construction and operational summaries provided in the referenced
sections and find that construction and operation of a steam reforming facility would fall within
the boundaries of these specifications.

Due to the similarities of environmental effects of steam reforming technology to the
technologies fully evaluated, revisions to the EIS are felt to be feasible in a relatively short
period of time with no expected alternations to the fundamental findings.
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Appendix C.6-73:
“C.6.2.10 HAW Denitration, Packaging and Cask Loading Facility (P9.J)

...... The denitrator would be a fluidized bed reactor. The evaporator bottoms, mixed with a
2.2M aluminum nitrate solution would be fed into the bed. Kerosene and oxygen would also be
fed into the reactor to maintain the reactor temperature of about 600 9C. The aluminum nitrate
reacts with the waste to form solid pellets (calcine).”

The Draft EIS provided a summary description of Project Number P9J, HAW Denitration,
Packaging and Cask Loading Facility (listed in Table C.6.1-1 and more fully described in section
C.6.2.10, page C.6-73).

The THOR™ steam reformer operates as an elutriating fluid bed. However, reference should be
made to use of electrical heating and auto-thermal steam reforming for maintaining fluid bed
operating temperatures of 450 to 700°C. The use of aluminum nitrate can be utilized in the
Reformer, however, the use of such additives to prevent alkali; metal agglomerations are
generally not necessary with the THOR™ Reformer.
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HLW & FD Control #

COGEMA, Inc.

Mr. Thomas L Wichmann

EIS Document Manager g
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108 et T
Idaho Falls, ldaho 83401-1563  .© A&\
£ Redwen )
APR 14 2y -
April 14, 2000
Dear Mr. Wichmann Vi 2

Subject: COGEMA, Inc. Comments on the *Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

COGEMA, Inc. is pleased to submit the attached comments on the December 1999
drag “Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)".

- | [“As summarized in the attachment, there is a cost-effective, mature, industrial
technology, which can be used to solidify the INEEL sodium bearing waste. This
TL.04 (4) technology was not consi i in the Draft EIS. COGEMA, Inc. encourages the
Department of E:riergy to permit use of this technology in the Final EIS and Record of

Decision (ROD).

If there are any questions or if additional information is needed, please contact me at
the number referenced below, or Arvid Jensen (208-524-04E6).
Sincerely yours, :

Rhonnie Smith
Executive Vice-President, Engineering and Technology

cc:
Arvid Jensen

MARYLANT 208143416 TEL, (301) 984-1585 TEL AE00
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Appendix C.6-73:
“C.6.2.10 HAW Denitration, Packaging and Cask Loading Facility (P9.J)

...... The denitrator would be a fluidized bed reactor. The evaporator bottoms, mixed with a
2.2M aluminum nitrate solution would be fed into the bed. Kerosene and oxygen would also be
fed into the reactor to maintain the reactor temperature of about 600 9C. The aluminum nitrate
reacts with the waste to form solid pellets (calcine).”

The Draft EIS provided a summary description of Project Number P9J, HAW Denitration,
Packaging and Cask Loading Facility (listed in Table C.6.1-1 and more fully described in section
C.6.2.10, page C.6-73).

The THOR™ steam reformer operates as an elutriating fluid bed. However, reference should be
made to use of electrical heating and auto-thermal steam reforming for maintaining fluid bed
operating temperatures of 450 to 700°C. The use of aluminum nitrate can be utilized in the
Reformer, however, the use of such additives to prevent alkali; metal agglomerations are
generally not necessary with the THOR™ Reformer.
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drag “Idaho High-level Waste and Facilities Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)".

- | [“As summarized in the attachment, there is a cost-effective, mature, industrial
technology, which can be used to solidify the INEEL sodium bearing waste. This
TL.04 (4) technology was not consi i in the Draft EIS. COGEMA, Inc. encourages the
Department of E:riergy to permit use of this technology in the Final EIS and Record of

Decision (ROD).

If there are any questions or if additional information is needed, please contact me at
the number referenced below, or Arvid Jensen (208-524-04E6).
Sincerely yours, :

Rhonnie Smith
Executive Vice-President, Engineering and Technology

cc:
Arvid Jensen
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- uoyvwIofuy MaN -

Si13 a4 ¥ MTH oyep|



1L820-s13/30d

¥Gl-d

Document 58, COGEMA, Inc. (Rhonnie Smith), ldaho Falls, ID
Page 2 of 13

Document 58, COGEMA, Inc. (Rhonnie Smith), ldaho Falls, ID
Page 3 of 13

1.0 COGEMA, INC. COMMENTS

The December 1999 draft /daho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) addresses methods for early processing of Sodium Bearing Waste (SBW).
COGEMA Inc. submits the following comments;

L.

=

There is a variant to the Draft EIS alternatives that can process the SBW into a glass waste matrix
using industrially available technology. This mature technology option, which was not considered
in the Draft EIS, can be accomplished at cost/schedule competitive to those already identified in
the Draft EIS.

COGEMA, Inc. encourages the DOE to permit use of this mature industrial technology for SBW
solidification, in the final EIS and ROD.

2.0 COMMENT BASIS AND JUSTIFICATION

2.1 System Description

2.1.1 Overall SBW Processing System  Figure 1 provides a general illustration of the proposed
system, which is composed of the following major processes, and/or subsystems, which are all based
on mature industrial technologies:

Off-gas Collection and Purification Processes: This off-gas subsystern will service all of the other
subsystems of the SBW processing system, and will provide particularly important support for
certain subsystems (e.g., denitration, vitrification, and canister filling)
Denitration Process: Formic acid will be added to incoming SBW to destroy nitrogen compounds
(e.g., nitrates, etc.), prior to feeding SBW to the melter, for vitrification processing. Nitrogen gases
resulting from denitration process will be dealt with by the off-gas subsystem.

jon:  Mercury will be removed from the SBW, during the denitration
processing, and will be loaded into small containers, as a secondary waste product for later
disposition.
SBW Concentration Process to Feed Melter: SBW will be concentrated, mainly by removing
some of the water, and fed to the vitrification subsystem (melter), as a dilute slurry (i.e., liquid
containing some solids).
Glass Formers to Feed Melter: Most of the materials needed to form the glass (waste form)
matrix are pot present in SBW, and will be formulated and added as a dry feed to the melter, in the
form of a crushed glass (frit).
Vitrification Processing: This is a combination of thermal and chemical processing that occurs
within the melter. The melter, which is the key component of this subsystem, is a metal enclosure
designed and fabricated to provide essential processing conditions. The melter has an internal
heating system, a system to mechanically stir the incoming feed and glass melt, an external cooling
system, and is linked to the off-gas system. The proposed vitrification subsystem uses a unique
melter that has been developed by the French nuclear program over the past two decades and
industrially applied during the last decade. It offers very substantial technical, cost and schedule
advantages over melter designs that heat the melter by electrodes submerged in the glass (e.g.,
those currently operated by the U.S. DOE).

o Canister Filling Process: Glass waste form material that has completed processing in the melter is
drained into thin-walled metal canisters. This process uses a French developed and industrially
applied drain valve mechanism located in the bottom of the melter. The metal canisters will be, of
a design, common in-type to canisters already being used by the U.S. DOE. Empty canisters will
be fed into a carousel racking system, to support the high production rate of glass waste form.

o Canister Sealing Process: After being loaded with the molten glass waste form and allowed to
cool, the canisters will be fully sealed by welding.

o Canister Decontamination Process: The canister exterior will be decontaminated to meet the
requirements for lag storage, on-site interim storage and off-site transportation, for final disposal.

» Lag Storage Process: The overall processing system will include a handling system to provide
temporary storage for a limited number of completed canisters (loaded with waste form), prior to
their acceptance by DOE, in preparation for final disposition.

e Load-out Process: Canisters, from lag-storage, will be processed for transportation, in support of
DOE preparations for final disposition.

The overall system will thus have the following general processing flow: 1) feed preparation will
include processing SBW (i.e., denitration to destroy nitrogen compounds, remove some water to
concentrate SBW) and providing glass forming materials in a dry frit feed to the melter), 2) perform
vitrification processing in the melter, 3) drain resultant (molten) glass waste from melter into metal
canisters, 4) after glass cools to a solid, seal canisters by welding, 4) decontaminate exterior of sealed
canisters and 5) place canisters into lag-storage in production facility, in preparation for further
disposition by DOE. The canisters of glass waste form (j.e., primary SBW disposal product) will be
produced to comply with acceptance criteria for disposal in the DOE WIPP repository, in New Mexico
(NM).

The supporting history of development and industrial application (French and licensees), in using
combinations of these technologies to process nuclear wastes, will enable a highly integrated, highly
automated and remotely operated system to be designed and implemented.

2.1.2 Vitrification Subsystem Because of the importance of the vitrification subsystem, further
description is provided for this subsystem. Figure 2 illustrates the basic features and general
configuration of this subsystem. The melter vessel is a metal shell that is specially designed and
fabricated to enable direct high frequency induction technology to be used to heat the feed and glass
melt mixture, during the in-melter processing to create the glass waste form. The molten glass is
purposely separated from the vessel wall by a layer of non-molten (cold) glass, which is created and
maintained by selectively cooling the melter vessel wall, This allows high temperature operation and
limits contamination of the subsystem equipment (i.e., melter vessel, etc.). This technology allows the
melter to be small in size and have a very long, if not unlimited, service lifetime. During melter
processing, the glass melt is also mechanically stirred, to enable high production throughput, by
shortening the glass residence time in the melter and improving product quality by creating a more
uniform temperature distribution and by limiting settling of any insolubles. When processing in the
melter is complete, the glass waste form is poured into canisters, via a valve mechanism in the bottom
of the melter vessel.

This vitrification subsystem is capable of melter operation over a broad range of temperature, because
of the high thermal power release produced by direct induction in the glass. Using this combination of
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technologies (i.e., induction heating, cold glass layer protection and mechanical stirring), this
vitrification subsystem is capable of processing, at high production rates, a wide range of feed types,
and a wide range of glass compositions, as well as, those for glass-ceramic, or ceramic waste forms.
The unique design of the vitrification subsystem, particularly the melter, allows it to be small in size
(e.g., 1.4m in diameter for the proposed system) and weight, high in throughput, low in maintenance
and amenable to change-out, if needed. These are major advantages over designs for Joule heated
melters that use electrodes submerged in the glass melt (e.g. those currently in use by the U.S. DOE).
These design features combine to provide substantial benefits to costs (capital installation and
operations) and to schedule (design, startup and production).

2.2 Major Advantages of Proposed Variant to Early Vitrification Option for SBW Disposition
2.2.1 Maturity of Technology
Overall SBW Processing System

As evident by the preceding description of the system’s subparts, this (SBW) processing system will
use mature industrial technology for each stage of the processing, and will be modular in design and
installation. Each part of the proposed SBW processing system [i.e., feed preparation, vitrification
(melter, etc.), canister filling, sealing and decontamination, and off-gas collection and purification] will
all use processes based on industrially mature technologies supported by extensive development testing
and industrial production experience. Consequently, there in a high confidence that the proposed
system offers a combination of performance advantages that are superior to the other options being
considered in the EIS.

Vitrifiation Sut

The following discussion provides a more detailed overview of technological maturity, regarding the
vitrification subsystem. Refer to Figure | for illustration of the overall system, Figure 2 for illustration
of the vitrification subsystem, and Figure 3 for a cross-sectional illustration of the melter, as needed,
during the following discussion.

The key portion of the proposed processing system is the vitrification subsystem, and within that
subsystem, it is the melter, and its special combination of capabilities, that is most important. The
melter design is based on extensive technological development in France and industrial application in
France, as well as, several other countries. Since the 1980’s, the French Atomic Energy Commission
(CEA) and COGEMA have teamed to develop and apply the technology associated with using an
induction heated cold crucible melter to prepare glass or glass-ceramic waste forms for immobilizing
nuclear wastes. The first-generation of this technology is referred to as the Cold Crucible Melter
(CCM) technology, with over 5000 hours of operation, which has qualified the system and its subparts.
Development has matured to where this is industrially applied technology. In the last several years,
this technology has been provided to domestic and international customers for nuclear (e.g., La Hague,
France, Italy and South Korea) and non-nuclear applications (Ferro-France, etc.). The installation at
La Hague (France) will go into production in 2003, to vitrify concentrated solutions of very corrosive
wastes, and the process is currently being qualified on a full-scale pilot system. The second-generation

Document 58, COGEMA, Inc. (Rhonnie Smith), Idaho Falls, ID
Page 5 of 13

is called the Advanced Cold Crucible Melter (ACCM) technology, and in design it primarily differs
from the CCM technology in regards to melter configuration (shape) and sizing, but is capable of
higher throughput. Production versions of the ACCM technology are already being applied within the
French nuclear program, and development testing on other versions continues. The advantages offered
by the ACCM technology will be discussed later in this section. Other than the melter vessel, the basic
support systems for these two generations of melter technology are essentially common, at least in-
type, (e.g., power system, temperature monitoring system, mechanical stirring system, melter control
system, etc.), which are tailored to specific system designs.

The melter vessel is fitted with the induction heating capability, cooling system, mechanical stirring of’
the melt, glass pouring valve and associated control systems. The metallic vessel design has been
tailored to optimize use of electrical induction heating technology, in processing feed materials into a
suitable glass waste form. Both of these systems (CCM or ACCM) can be set up to process solid feed,
liquid-slurry feed or liquid feed. The proposed system for processing the SBW would use a
concentrated (SBW) liquid, with some small fraction of solids in it, along with a solid glass frit feed, as
the feed for the melter processing. In the melter, the feed and resultant glass mixture is heated, using
this direct high frequency induction technology, and processed into a glass waste form. At startup, a
brief preheating step must be performed, to enable such Joule heating to begin. The melter vessel
(wall) is designed and fabricated to enable some of the energy deposition, from the power system, to
occur in the feed and molten glass mixture (i.., within the interior zone of the melter vessel). The
melter vessel and power system are configured and sized to provide the needed processing temperature
and throughput capabilities.

An essential design feature, in both the CCM and ACCM technology, is that the melter vessel is
purposely cooled, to create a skull-like layer of solidified glass adjacent the inner-wall surface of the
melter vessel. This layer acts as a refractory and protects the melter crucible from corrosion and
mechanical wear attack, by the constituents in the molten waste form. Because the skull-layer is
composed of basically the same materials as the molten waste form, it can provide such protection
without contaminating the molten waste form. Constituents released into the glass melt, from
refractory bricks or castables, is a relatively common problem that occurs with most other waste-glass
melter designs, particularly as their production-life progresses.

The combined effectiveness achieved by the cooling system (skull layer) and the induction heating
technology results in both the CCM and ACCM designs having higher ranges of operating temperature
capability than other types of joule heated melters, used in preparing waste glasses. These latter melter
designs typically use plate or rod electrodes submerged in the glass, and several of these melters are
currently being used at U.S. DOE sites. As a further consequence, both the CCM and ACCM
technology is capable of processing a wider range of feed compositions into suitable waste form
product. For example, the French program is applying such technology to prepare not only glass waste
forms, but also to develop production capability for glass-ceramic waste forms, and even high
temperature crystalline ceramic waste forms. Perfecting the CCM design regarding the skull layer of
cold glass protecting the melter vessel and improving fabrication of the melter vessel have combined to
result in major increases in melter vessel lifetimes, so the need for change-outs has been markedly
reduced. The ACCM design essentially eliminates the need for change-outs. The small size, low
weight and cold glass layer, which helps lessen contamination of the melter vessel, are all important
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features of the French melter design that also significantly reduce the cost and complexity of their
eventual disposal.

Developing the ability to mechanically stir the waste form melt region, which is used in both the CCM
and ACCM technology, resulted in significantly increasing waste form production rates, and
improving both temperature and composition uniformity within the melt zone. The increased
production rate is achieved by reducing the time to process feed into a molten glass condition and by
reducing the time to complete the glass making process. The high production rate capability (e.g., 100
kg/hr of glass using liquid feed and 400 kg/hr of glass using solid feed) of the proposed SBW
processing system would provide important benefits regarding cost and schedule, for performing this
task. The cost and schedule advantages will be discussed in more detail in Section 2.2 and 2.2.3,
respectively, The improved composition uniformity includes the important ability to keep certain
insoluble constituents such as noble metals particles, inorganic crystals, etc., in suspension within the
glass-melt. The settling of such material into the bottom region of other types of melter designs has
been an on-going development problem in such systems, both in the U.S. and in elsewhere. The SBW
is not expected to present any significant challenges in regards to such undissolved solids within the
glass waste form. The fact that finished glass exits both the CCM and ACCM systems by a bottom
drain valve also helps ensure that any tendency for material to settle towards the bottom of the melter
vessel will not result in accumulations that could become a problem. The combination of technologies
used in the French (CCM and ACCM) melter designs has enabled high production throughput to be
achieved with melter vessels that are relative small in size and low in weight, which facilitates
maintenance and change-outs, as needed. These capabilities have the further benefit of requiring less
space to install such components into existing hot-cell facilities or new facilities. It also enables the
system to be serviced using lower capacity and thus less costly equipment (e.g. service crane, etc.).

The proposed design for processing the SBW calls for using the ACCM technology. The primary
advantages of using the ACCM technology, in this application, are as follows:
* All of the CCM advantages over other waste form processing melters
* Broader range of processing temperatures
* Higher production throughput than other types of Joule heated melters
* Smaller size and lower weight of components
* Long service lifetimes
= Easier to maintain and change-out, if needed
+ Higher throughputs than the CCM technology (e.g., more than 100 kg/hr with liquid feed)

2.2.2 Cost The proposed system will use processes that are widely recognized as being technical
mature and for which there is extensive industrial experience in applying them to processing nuclear
materials. In particular, the small size and weight, high throughput capacity, long service lifetime and
ease of maintenance of the ACCM technology enables the design of the proposed system to offer very
substantial cost advantages (i.e., capital and operational). One of the most significant cost advantages
is that the system could very likely be installed in an existing facility. The French program
(COGEMA) has recent experience with retrofitting vitrification technology systems (i.e., CCM) into
existing nuclear facilities in other countries, and the cost advantages are significant.

The proposed system for processing SBW, is believed to be a variant option that offers significant cost
advantages over the options portrayed in the (12/1999) draft EIS, regarding the early vitrification
alternative.

This vitrification facility could be effectively attached to the existing New Waste Calcine Facility
(NWCF), as an extension, taking benefit from the already existing installations for utilities, personnel
support and waste feed supply. The estimated cost for design, construction and startup, of this
extension, is 200M dollars; Figure 4 illustrates the estimated funding profile for this work. Based on
French experience it is estimated that it will take approximately 20M dollars per year to operate the
proposed system, during production.

2.2.3 Schedule Figure 5 illustrates the estimated schedule for the processing SBW with the
proposed system. As this schedule illustrates, if the design of the proposed system is initiated before
the end of year 2000, the processing could be completed in time to meet the State Agreement
(Idaho:DOE) date of 2012, for SBW.

2.2.4 Waste Products Cogema, Inc. estimates the proposed SBW processing system will produce
approximately 360 cubic meters of the primary disposal product (i.e., canistered glass waste form).
The waste form will be a borosilicate glass. The canister will be made of stainless steel and designed
as a thin-walled closed right-circular cylinder, which will be fabricated with one end closed and the
other left open for loading in the waste form and then sealing. These decisions, regarding the proposed
primary waste form and canister, are extensively supported by over two decades of U.S., European and
Asian experience regarding nuclear and hazardous waste disposition. Such experience includes
evaluating candidate waste forms, selecting preferred waste forms, continued process and product
development, and selection of glass, and especially borosilicate glass, as a preferred waste form.
During filling with molten waste form, the canister will be positioned upright, with the open end at the
top, when being filled with molten (glass) waste form. After cooling, each loaded canister will be fully
sealed, by welding, and then externally decontaminated, in preparation for lag-storage and then follow-
on disposition by DOE (i.e., on-site interim storage and/or final disposal). The primary waste disposal
product, as well as any secondary product, will be produced so as to comply with acceptance criteria
for disposal of remotely handled — transuranic waste (RH-TRU) in the DOE WIPP facility, located in
New Mexico.

3.0 SUMMARY

The proposed system, for processing SBW, offers several major advantages compared to option
candidates evaluated in the 12/1999 draft EIS, for the Non-Separations alternative.

The proposed system will use a set of industrially mature processes whose combination offers a high
confidence for achieving the customer’s technical, cost and schedule goal. The unique set of
technologies used in the vitrification subsystem will enable this subsystem to be small in size and
weight, have a broad range of capability for processing feed into glass, and will have high production
throughput and operational reliability. The overall system will be modular, highly integrated and
automated and remotely operated. The modular design and size and weight advantages of key
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components would enable it to be installed in an existing facility, providing significant cost and
schedule advantages. The industrially mature nature of the processes, high production throughput,
modest sizing, low maintenance and servicing change-out capability will provide significant cost
advantages (i.e., capital and operational). The installation and operational advantages of the system
could enable the State Agreement date of 2012 to be met. The waste disposal products will comply
with acceptance criteria for disposal as RH-TRU in the DOE WIPP facility, in NM.

It is for these reasons that COGEMA, Inc. encourages the DOE to permit use of this mature industrial
technology for SBW solidification, in the final EIS and ROD.
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System Schematic

Block Diagram

FIGURE 2 VITRIFICATION SUBSYSTEM

Waste to be vitrified

ICanister Filling

Figure 3 - Advanced Cold Crucible Melter (ACCM)
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MILLIONS OF DOLLARS
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Control # -5
HLW EIS Web C t
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sant: Friday, April 14, 2000 11:27 AM
To: ‘web(@jason.com
Cec: web_archive@jason.com i —_*"—-ﬂ..‘\
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment ¥ & ™,
Recewved
Name: Bob Creed APR 14 2000
Affiliation:
Address1: 5617 Inverness Ct.
Address2:
City, State Zip: Idaho Falls, IF 83481
Telephone: 208-524-0240
Date Entered: {ts "2000-04-14 11:26:387 i
Comment:
Comments of the usa ol "Esﬂmaled 100-year peak flows and flow volumes in the Big Lost River and Birch Creek at the
|daho MNational Ei Lab ¥, U.S. ical Survey, WRI 86-4163 for flood hazard delineation in the HLW
EIS.

Ehe USGS report cited in lhe HLWDEIS [Estlmahad 100-year peak flows and flow volumes in the Big Lost River and Birch
41

WL vear flow at the INEEL. The combined probability o[ all the assumptions used to obtain this flow frequency estimate results

W -z
(s)

£4-3
Vil
(s

594

reek at the ldaho i ing Lab ¥, US. gical Survey, WRI 96-4163) does not represent the 100

decisions on such an extremely conservative flood hazard assessment){The detailed comments below rigorously
demonstrate the internal |ru:on5|5tﬁ11:|es of the repart and strongly sugges| that it should be revised to address these
intermnal i istencies, ies, and lack of rigor in g the 100 year flow for the
INEEL. Although it could be argued that the report ref & sard procedures” for the ¢ ion of a 100 year
fiow, these procedures clearly do not apply to the Big Lost River below th
& Mackay dam and the procedures are generally applied in a manner designed to produce the largest possible flow,
independent of what the real frequency of that flow may be. potential impact of such extremely conservative flood
hazard assessments could include decreasing resources for the mlugaﬂnn of real risks. The falhunal risk based allocation
. The

in a frequency of the calculated fiow which is much less than 1/100. ﬁDE should not base programmatically critical

¢ of resources requires that flood hazard ts be as h, and peer reviewed as p

comments below indicate that the USGS report meets none of these requrreman@
Detailed Comments

. 5- "Most surface-water inflow to Mackay Reservoir is the result of melting snowpacks.” Such a record may not be
omogeneous and require special trealment (see Bulletin 178 for example). The text should also note that the design

\ﬂ[lqlif-‘- discharge of Mackay dam is 3,250 CFS and historical releases from the dam for the floods :i!e_?_.[

LS
=

XY

VIl The

(O]

Eg 7- “Current estimates of flood frequency distributions far ungaged streams in Idaho are based on analyses done in

1977 and do not incorporate more recent peak-flow data or newly "Because of the

. @mount and nature of additional data, current computed flood frequsncy values are likely to be subslanm:llly duﬂ’emﬁt from

those used by Kjelstrom and Moffatt (1981) to develop their equations.” C, Berenbrock.

What is the effect of new data on the 1981 regional regression estimates?

How does the rain an snow effect affect homogeneity? What are the indirect methods used for the Arco 1965 flow? What
are the uncertainties? How were they incorporated? How was this oullier used? Why is it legitimate to compare and
irldud_flme indirect with gage meast 7 Where is the documentation to support this imporiant flow
value’

I:g 8- “The estimates are less reliable where the natural peak flows have been significantly altered because of storage

and diversion strucfures.” Exactly what are the bounds on reliability for the reach downstream of the diversion dam?
gency Advisary C ittee on Water Data Bulletin 17B (1982) states, "The procedures do not cover
waltersheds where flood flows are appreciably altered by reservoir regulation or where the possibility of unusual events,
such as dam failures, must be considered.” ; Summary, pg. 2-3. The Mackay dam is classified as a “high hazard™ dam by
the State of Idaho and clearly regulates Big Lost River flow.

Clearly, the log-Pearson |1l procedure should not be applied to the watershed below the Mackay dam. If the IACWD 178
were to be followed, it also recommends tests and procedures for rain on snow non-homogeneity, zero flow years, and
cutliers, such as the 1965 Arco dala. Mone of these issues is explicitly addressed in this report with respect to the

1

i " IAWCD d ]

Pg. 8- Why is it appropriate to add the Howell Ranch data in downstream of Mackay dam given that the slope and
evation of the Howell Ranch area is significantly different from the rest of the basin?

There is a mathematical problem with the that- “Flood-fr analysis resulted in a 100-year peak flow of
‘.m o 4,880 ft3/5S at the Howell Ranch gaging stahon and nompa.rad favurably with the highest recorded peak flow of 4,420 fil3/S
%) anMayiﬁmB? There is no ind for q ,n[lheMayZEiﬁuw It could have beena 5 or

5,000 year flow. Thus, the assertion that the 100 year ﬂaw Js good because it “compares favorably” is mathematically
invalid. At best, it rslnes on consensus and no real independent evidence.

There is an internal consistency problem related to actual and computed flow estimates for Howell Ranch and Arco. The
100 yr flow is 10% higher for Howell Ranch (which is apparently acceptable because of historic and consensus data) and
280% higher for Arco (which is acceptable in the report but inconsistent with historic and consensus data). Gage data
indicates that flows above the Mackay dam, below the Mackay dam and at Arco are less than Howell Ranch ,

‘What was the release rate assumed for Mackay dam? What was the release rate during the 1967 floods? The
assumption that the dam was full is a deterministic worst case assumption that that should be evaluated probabilistically to
determine the true 1% (1/100) chance per year flow. If the dam has been full once since 1917, the annual probability is
1/83 and the computed 100 year flow is now a 1/8300 flow with a 8,300 year return period,

E@ 10- Why was a i ion used to what could easily be abtained from field data? Topographic
maps indicate that the area of infiltration i'ot the Chilly sinks is much larger than what is computed using the Dawdy
A-e equation. What is the standard error for this eguation?
YILL |nfiltration was adjusted according to rock type but the rocks are i ized as “carb There are
15) few ur na carbenaceous rocks in the Big Lost River Valley or adjacent muuntalns This type of inaccuracy in bas]:
d y leads to questi ing the quality of internal review and the validity of the infiliration rate adjustments.
Where are the detailed maps supporting assertions regarding rock typ@

Eg. 11- If the width ran from 200 ft to more than 1,000 ft; how can 350 ft be "representative™? In what sense is the
59-9 term “conservative” used?
i (5
Pg. 12- What was Mackay dam releasing during the "full or nearly full” conditions? What does “full or nearly full® mean
with respect to quantitative reservoir capacity and dam discharge? What are Lha Wmh:ned probabilities for the 6

410 zssumpllnns tper A.NSI 2.8)7 What are the bounds on the inputs ibed as " le"? There is
vul.C inad of the simulation Inputs to assess their accuracy and |mpacls on lhe assumptions. Likewise, none
15} of the flow versus frequency curves are presented for critical 1. Mo evid, is provided showing that the gauge

stations are responding only to a simultaneous regional rainfall event. A separate event could have occurred in the
Antelope watershed nrr)wdmg a peak independent of the Howell Ranch event. This scenario is more consistent with local
dogy. Mo h graphs are p d to support the assertions regarding the timing of peak arrivals. No evidence
is prcw:ded on the timing of these psaks with respect to the Big Lost River p
eaks. The longest computed travel time was & hours from Howell Ranch to Arco. How does this compare with real data?
The 1965 flow peak took 7 days to reach Arco from Howell Ranch and was reduced by 28%. This observation, the lack of
graphical data, and the many assumplions involved in computing the peaks call into question the assumption that- “peak
flows are not significantly attenuated, travel times are relatively fast, and sub-ﬁasm peaks oceur within a rsla!way short
peried of time; thus the assumption that subbasin peaks occurred si ble.” What is the
probability? Where do the subbasin peaks occur? The combined probability of aII Ihesa assumptions actually cccurring is
far less than 1% per year.
The assumption that reservoir effects are minimized by taking an estimated 100 year flow from Howell Ranch and applying
it o Arco is extremely conservative and inconsistent with the differences of elevati pography and hydrology of the 2
regions.
Mo evidence is provided that the effects of reservolr regulation are variable and indeterminate. The record seems to
indicate that the design discharge of 3,250 CFS has never been exceeded. No attempt was made to systematically

evaluate the effecis of reservoir stnrage This subject is covered in most engineering hy Faor
the record shows that the ins & dally of 32,500 acre-feet of waler during June (maximum capacity=
38,500 acre-feet), Given the available reservoir data, Itis to expect that this data would be presented and

rigorously characterized in the report before it was asserted that reservoir effects were variable and indeterminate,
Flows as much as 2,000 CFS smaller than the Howell Ranch peak have been recorded entering Mackay reservair the
same day, If the intent is to remove the effect of Mackay reserveir, why not optimize the data available for the gage just
upstream of Mackay Reservoir and input it just downstream of the reservoir?

Similar losses downsiream of Mackay occur due to infiltration, even after removing the effects of irn'galioa

Pg. 13- The assumption that Box Canyon infiltration is balanced by runoff may be valid but inadequate data is presented

591 o justify this assumption. For example, Bennett (1986) found that 30% infiltration occurred in the Arco to Diversion dam
VL reach and the basin area is only 60 square miles. What is the probability that there would be adequate rainfall {sbout &
(8) times the average) to offset infiltration and that it would ocour &t the same time the peak is in Box Canyon? How would

infiltration effect the attenuation model? This (as well as other) assumplions seem to require that the *100 year rainfall 7"
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oceur simultanecusly across the entire Big Lost River d. This is not i with the
of the reglen and again calls into question the valldlryof the fion that th itions that have

a 1% chance per year of occurring. The data that is presented in the report shows a decre'ase of 12% between Arco and
the INEEL diversion dam.

An internal consistency problem presents itself with respect to the 2 hour hydrograph for Box Canyon. If the peak can go
at least 50 miles from Howedl Ranch to Arco in B hours (as asserted In the text); why can't it go the 7.5 miles in Box
Canyon In 2 hours? The resulting attenuation of 170 CFS would seem to be legitimate and required given data presented

earlier.
g? 15- The channel width di ion here indi a serious | If the Dowdy equation is used here, a
annel width of 144 ft. Is indicated but a bankful! width of only 38 ft. was measured. The Dowdy equation has a large

Lo e uncertainty associated with it that mus? be quanﬂlaﬂ\mly addressed. A more serious inconsistency is the selective
\ﬂﬂﬂ application of the bankiful cited as “| g, 19807, A similar estimate of “bankful® flow at the INEEL
would lead to typical estimates of 2500 CFS for the 100 ysar flow. Why wasn't this important data peint considered?

Pg. 16- “These assumptions would produce the largest possible flow-volume estimates for this method.” The largest
i possuble flow is by delinman not a 100 year event. Also note that Bulletin 178 is not intended for the determination of flow
y of & 100 year flow and a 60 day duration and a simultaneous arrival of subbasin peaks
“‘(M" at Arco and the Hawell Ranch peak arriving at Arco unatienuated and arriving at the INEEL diversicn dam unattenuated is
) clearly much less than 1/100)
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To: web@jason.com
Ce: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Tom Cliver

Affiliation: Studsvik, Inc.

Address1: 111 Stonemark Lane

Address2: Suite 115

City, State Zip: Columbai, SC 29210

Telephone: 803-731-8220

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-14 06:45:19}
omment:

Studsvik,inc. has recently commercialized on a large scale its patented pyrolysis/steam reforming fluid bed technology for

the processing of nuclear wastes generated by the nuclear power stations at its processing facility in Erwin, TN. This

tachnology is also directly applicable to the processing of a Iargs quantity of the mixed wastes presently within the DOE

inciuding the SBW at INEEL. Under sep cover, Studsvil on the draft EIS that requests that

steam reforming, an altemative o incineration, be considered | m the final EIS. This was not full deployed when

the technical evaluations for the EIS were performed. however it s now a fully proven, fully deployed technology that offers

significant advantages over present processing methods and those discussed in the draft EIS.
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tachnology is also directly applicable to the processing of a Iargs quantity of the mixed wastes presently within the DOE

inciuding the SBW at INEEL. Under sep cover, Studsvil on the draft EIS that requests that

steam reforming, an altemative o incineration, be considered | m the final EIS. This was not full deployed when

the technical evaluations for the EIS were performed. however it s now a fully proven, fully deployed technology that offers

significant advantages over present processing methods and those discussed in the draft EIS.

po-1 WLo-4E)
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April 12, 2000
Aiken, South Carolina

T.L. Wict D M
U.S. Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563
Attention: Idaho HLW&FD EIS

Subject: Comments on DOE/EIS-0287D

I read with great interest the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft
bl-1 Envire I Impact § (DOE/EIS-0287D). EIj:e document is very readable,
A [g) well laid out and its production values are far above any other EIS (DOE or otherwise)

that T have seen. The graphics displaying the alternatives are particularly uscf@

E\’hiie I applaud the style of the document, I was somewhat distressed about its content. [
was particularly concerned with inconsistencies and inappropriate use of risk factors with
regards to the hazards of radiation.

bl-2 Rather than centralize discussions regarding what radiation is, how the human health
V. G(z) effects are calculated, and what they mean, this key information has been inconsistently
repeated at various places throughout the documc@@_efcrenccs are made to risk factors
from two different organizations, one of which has no validity by itself in this country.
bl-3 The limitations on those risk factors have been ignored and risk factors have been applied
i 4\[ iy tovalues for which they are invalid and yield ridiculous resulfs]
Ewhilc the main purpose of the d is to compare al ive actions, the i
lol- & of incorrect and inappropriate information raises credibility issues with other analyses in
Iy _i\(l.} the document that have been performed pmper@ﬁhe document also is an official
publication of the Government of the United States and lends a certain cachet of approval
-5 to the invalid methods used in its preparation]

i & 6)

I therefore offer the following and rex dations for the impi of
the document:

lel- e
A

wl-1
VA

V';I:E( )

LI-@4
vl A )

pl-1o
Vul-&(2)

lel-1

eI

Comment 1:@5!( factors for radiation are referenced as coming from both the
International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) and the National Council
on Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP). While the numerical values are
identical, the source of the reference is important. ICRP recommendations are multi-
national and are supposed to be reviewed by national radiation protection organizations
for adoption or revision by individual countries. This function is performed in the United
States by the NCRP, which does not always adopt ICRP recommendations in full.
Therefore, it is inappropriate to reference ICRP risk factors for radiation,

Recommendation 1: References within the document to ICRP risk factors for radiation

should be changed to NCRE

C 2: Ene Di ion of the Health Effects of Ionizing Radiation on pages 5-54
and 5-55 contains over-simplified , inaccurate, and incomplete information.

The text box includes a lengthy discussion about the calculation of collective dose and
how extremely small doses to large numbers of people are equivalent to larger doses to
smaller groups of people. This particular topic is the subject of much discussion within
the radiation protection field and the source of some controversy. The NRCP even
acknowledges this in publication 116, Section 2.2, stating that currently available
observations in population samples do not exclude zero effects at very low doses. Yet,
this discussion, as well as that in the Executive Summary make no mention of the
uncertainties involved in the use of the risk Facto@]

The text box incorrectly states that the risk factors it uses are for doses of less than 20
rem, The key factor is not the dose, but the dose rare. The NCRP recommendations
regarding the risk factors are for dose rates of less than 10 rem/hour. Most accident
analyses are for a default time of 2 hours, hence the 20 rem short-term dose. However,
this is an example of oversimplification to the point that the meaning is compmmi@

Ehcrc is much talk in this section regarding the calculation of small numbers of Latent

Cancer Fatalities (LCF), yet very little information is provided to provide the public a
useful reference. The document does mention that an average member of the public will
receive 360 mrem/year of radiation exposure, yet no mention is made of the number of
normal cancers in the local population. As much is made of the connection of the small
radiation exposure values calculated in the report to latent cancer fatalities, the
background value of "natural” cancer should be listed to provide a basis from which to
evaluate the proposed consequences.

Recommendation 2: |The Discussion of the Health Effects of lonizing Radiation should
be revised to add information regarding the limitations and uncertaintics of the radiation
risk factors, to correct the dose rate limitation, and to include baseline cancer risk data.
In addition, in other portions of the document where descriptions of this type are
duplicated, a reference should be added back to this semioﬂ
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Comment 3: | Throughout the document, radiation risk factors for calculating LCF are
used inappropriately in calculating LCF probabilities to individuals.

While this EIS was clearly prepared using the DOE Recommendations for the preparation
of Envir | Impact S ts, those rece {ations regarding human health
effects contain inconsistent and scientifically inaccurate guidance. NCRP risk factors for
radiation are for populations, not individuals and only apply at radiation levels expected
in routine operations. It is clear from the NCRP reports that the risk factors are only
wvalid for the range of radiation exposures where stocastic risks (cancer) dominate. It is
clearly inappropriate to calculate the number of fatal cancers that may develop when the
population is exposed to radiation levels that will induce deterministic effects (non-
cancerous direct effects). While the DOE recommendations call for the presentation of
probabilities of cancer-induction, the NCRP risk factors are only for populations.

As an example of this lunacy of blindly calculating individual LCF probabilities; Table
5.2-38, analysis BDBOS, exposes a non-involved worker to 4600 rem of dose and
calculates that their probability of a fatal cancer is greater than 100% (Specifically, 1.8).
This at a dose level that would kill the worker from acute radiation effects long before
they could live long enough to develop cancer. They should be so lucky as to live long
enough to die from cancer.

The effects of radiation on the human body and estimating the risk of radiation is
complex and requires numerous assumptions. There are also limits that must be placed
on the validity of the analysis for it to remain scientifically accurate. Calculation of LCFs
for doses well above routine radiation protection levels is clearly an example of the use of
scientific values outside their valid range.

Recommendation 3: The calculated probabilities of Latent Cancer Fatalities to
individuals (Maximally Exposed Individual and Noninvolved worker) presented in the
document should be removed in ﬁl@

Comment 4: Ehe Facility Accident Appendix introduces the concept of Integrated
Involved Worker Risk, combining the risk from non-radiological occupational accidents,
the risk associated with occupational radiation exposure, and the normalized risk from
accidental exposure to much higher levels of radiation. This combination of three
extremely different types of risk is both novel and inappropriate.

Industrial fatalities are easy to understand. There is an accident and someone dies.
Generally, something large and heavy falls on them or they fall and they die. There are
many variations of industrial fatalities, but they all have one thing in common; they are
immediate and final. You don't wait 20 years and then maybe develop a fatal disease;
you just die.

bl
A1)

Occupational radiation exposures are chronic in nature and the uncertainty associated
with the risk is high. Occupational dose limits are set to keep the risk of developing a
fatal eancer low, but high occupational doses within established occupational limits will
not guarantee a fatal cancer.

Accident radiation doses to involved workers will vary in effect, but share more in
common with industrial fatalities than with long-term occupational exposures. At the
upper end of the possible radiation doses, the worker dies. At lesser but still high doses,
the worker may be seriously ill for a long period of time. At accident doses in the range
of occupational exposures, there will be no discernable effect on the worker and they may
or may not contract a fatal cancer later in life. In its use of accident consequences for the
Integrated Involved Worker Dose, the accident conseq are normalized by the
probability of the accident. While this method is useful for comparing between
alternatives and to ensure that contributors to risk have been identified, its use in
combination with industrial fatality rates and occupational radiation exposure risks is

inappropriate.

Combining three different risk types of three different mechanisms is much like
combining apples, oranges, and filberts. You can do the math, but it really doesn’t mean
anything, The calculation and use of the Integrated Involved Worker Risk is technically
invalid, misleading, and detracts from useful discussions regarding the relative risk of
alternatives.

Recommendation 4: The discussion and calculation of Integrated Involved Worker Risk
should be removed from the document in tom}]

much material that is not presented in

C t 5: E‘l‘ E ive § Y
the main document.

A summary is supposed to summarize information from the report it is based upon.
H er, for this de the E ive S y appears to be a convenient place to
put all sorts of new information. Normally, a member of the public having a question
raised from material in the Executive Summary would refer to the appropriate section of
the main report or a supporting appendix to find a more detailed description. However,
that is not possible in this document as many of the figures and their supporting

information on results are only presented in the summary and not in the main report.

The Executive Summary also suffers from the same problems listed above in Comments
1-4. Due to the size of this particular de t, the Executive S y may be the only
thing that people actually read, making it even more important for the summary to
accurately reflect the analysis of the main report. This includes the listing of the
limitations and uncertainties of the analysis, more so than the extremely brief discussion
in Section 4 of the summary.
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Recommendation 5: The Executive Summary should be rewritten to actually
summarize the report it is based upoﬂ
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This is a fine document in terms of readability and presentation. Iam sure it will seta
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new dard for DOE Envirc 1 Impact St once its technical flaws are
comected FORT HALL INDIAN RESERVATION FORT HALL BUSINESS COUNCIL
] PHOME (208) 238-3700 P.0. BOX 306
(208) 785-2080 FORT HALL, IDAHO 83203
FAX # (208) 237-0797
Sincerely,

Jim Willison, Certified Health Physicist

April 19, 2000

T.L. Wicl Dy t M
U.8. Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

ATTN: Idaho HLW & FD EIS
Dear Mr. Wichmann:

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have reviewed the draft EIS for High-Level Waste and Facilities
(2-1 Disposition dated December 1999, @e have some technical questions and cc on this
VII.EX) matter which are attached to this letter. We would like to have these questions and comments
addressed at a meeting with the Fort Hall Business Council as the governing body of the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and appropriate staff at a time to be set] In addition to the technical
comments and questions we do have policy related comments and concerns as well. T will
address these concerns in this letter.

The members of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (Tribes) had made their permanent home on the
Fort Hall Indian Reservation located in southeastern Idaho pursuant to the 1868 Fort Bridger
Treaty 15 Stat, 673. The membership of the Tribes includes almost 4000 members, many of
whom live on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and in the surrounding communities. There are
two major interstates (I-15 and I-86) that go through the Fort Hall Indian Reservation. In
addition, the Blackfoot River and Snake River make up the borders of the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation. In addition certain Bands of the Shoshone and Bannock people have lived in this
area since time immemorial. The INEEL site is included in the traditional and aboriginal areas
frequented by the Shoshone and Bannock people. The Fort Bridger Treaty in Article 4
contemplates that tribal members will be allowed to continue their hunting, fishing and gathering
activities off of the Reservation, including that area in and around the 1NEEL.']_T_3_5:causc of the
-z location of INEEL less than fifty miles from the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, the Shoshone-
VILE(3) Bannock Tribes are greatly concemed about the activities which occur on that site including the
issues involving the high level waste and disposition of such waste which is the subject of the
EIS. The Tribes are concerned that the air, land and water may be affected by the activities
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T.L. Wicl Dy t M
U.8. Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

ATTN: Idaho HLW & FD EIS
Dear Mr. Wichmann:

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have reviewed the draft EIS for High-Level Waste and Facilities
(2-1 Disposition dated December 1999, @e have some technical questions and cc on this
VII.EX) matter which are attached to this letter. We would like to have these questions and comments
addressed at a meeting with the Fort Hall Business Council as the governing body of the
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and appropriate staff at a time to be set] In addition to the technical
comments and questions we do have policy related comments and concerns as well. T will
address these concerns in this letter.

The members of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (Tribes) had made their permanent home on the
Fort Hall Indian Reservation located in southeastern Idaho pursuant to the 1868 Fort Bridger
Treaty 15 Stat, 673. The membership of the Tribes includes almost 4000 members, many of
whom live on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and in the surrounding communities. There are
two major interstates (I-15 and I-86) that go through the Fort Hall Indian Reservation. In
addition, the Blackfoot River and Snake River make up the borders of the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation. In addition certain Bands of the Shoshone and Bannock people have lived in this
area since time immemorial. The INEEL site is included in the traditional and aboriginal areas
frequented by the Shoshone and Bannock people. The Fort Bridger Treaty in Article 4
contemplates that tribal members will be allowed to continue their hunting, fishing and gathering
activities off of the Reservation, including that area in and around the 1NEEL.']_T_3_5:causc of the
-z location of INEEL less than fifty miles from the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, the Shoshone-
VILE(3) Bannock Tribes are greatly concemed about the activities which occur on that site including the
issues involving the high level waste and disposition of such waste which is the subject of the
EIS. The Tribes are concerned that the air, land and water may be affected by the activities
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occurring at the INEEL. This is the permanent homeland of the Shoshone and Bannock people.
If this areas becomes contaminated, companies, towns and non-Indians can move from this area,
This is not so for the Shoshone and Bannock people. They have lived in this area for hundred of
years and will continue to live in this arca long after the INEEL is shut down and operations have
ceased. The Tribes are concerned about the legacy such activity leaves for the future generations
of the Shoshone and Bannock people and the resources of the area and the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation.]

¥1-3 E light of the concerns of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and the trust responsibility of the U.S.
Department of Energy to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, it is imperative that the EIS address the
\I1LE(2) special needs of the Tribes. While DOE staff has met with tribal staff on this matter, there has
not been any official Itation t the Secretary of Energy and the Fort Hall Business
Council to assure complete discussion and resolution of issues with regard to this matter. This
should occur as soon as possible. The tribal lands and resources which are trust assets held by
lheﬂnited States may potentially be affected by the actions which are the subject matter of the
EIS.

(24 En order to provide for proper consultation on this matter, it may be necessary for the Department
of Energy to fund an additional position for the Tribes to work on this matter along with
VILE®D) sufficient funds to allow the Tribes the ability to hire the expertise needed for them to properly
participate in the EIS process and the follow up impl ion. This is something that can be
discussed further in a consultation or perhaps in discussions about the Agreement in Pr]ncip-lg

y1-5 EL is our understanding that while DOE has made the State of Idaho a cooperating agency in this
VILE (l) EIS, they have not done so for the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. In light of that, the Department of
Energy should assure that any other federal 1es with trust ibilities to the Tribes, such
as the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs and U.8. Department of Health
and Welfare, Indian Health Services are also involved in the EIS process at the INEEL. It may
be appropriate to establish a Memorandum of Understanding of some sort between the federal
agencies to ensure that the land, resources and people of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation are

protected in the E[j.S]
2-% | Asthere is no preferred alternative set forth in the EIS, it is difficult to ascertain which
Vil.#(5) ltematives DOE is seriously considering)[The DOE could have assisted stakeholders, including
the Tribes, considerably by describing in detail, those alternatives which yield the best chance fo
(27 the final waste form to be accepted at the federal repositories. The DOE has a responsibility to

01.F.248) indicate which alternative treatment method would meet the RCRA de-listing requirements at
Yucca Mountain and W’IPE Ejmilarly the DOE should have detailed in the final EIS documents

b2-8 the capacity limits at boththe WIPP and Yucca Mountain sites, and which alternative(s) provide
i\ ,E(l) for greater assurance that the treated waste would receive highest priority for acceptance at these
rcposilnric-_E]

Wichmann EIS Comments
April 19, 2000
Page 3

(»2-9 E‘he Tribes are very concerned about several of the proposed alternatives because of their
II.B(0Y)  inherent adverse risks to Tribal populations and natural . The Tribes adamantly oppose
the No Action Alternative, which stipulates the storage, for an indefinite period of time, of High-
o Level Waste at the l'N'EEg or similar reasons, the Tribes oppose the Continued Operations
1L Alternative, because of significant uncertainties associated with the operation of the calciner, and
. the inability under this option, to make HLW, road-ready for shipments by the year 2035]

E}lere appears to be a significant risk in future use of the calciner, even after upgrading, that the
(21 calcine product would not meet the waste acceptance criteria at the High-Level Waste
nFL@ Repository, The EIS document reports that calcine products would not be acceptable at Yucca
Mountain, for example, because they contain RCRA was@'[herefnre,lince RCRA-bearing
211 waste would have to be further treated before it would meet the waste acceptance criteria, and
111.LA#) because of the uncertainties of successfully permitting the calciner pursuant to RCRA and Air
Quality requirements, the Tribes oppose all calciner-based alternatives in the EIS.

1% [:l_:"ht, Tribes are very concerned about the apparent change in the definition of High-Level Waste,
V(@) by DOE, associated with this draft EIS. In the description of the Transuranic Separation Option,
the HLW is separated into TRU and LLW. This proposed change in classification is in
contradiction to DOE's own definition of HLW. With the information available at this time, the
Tribes oppose plans which would include permanent storage of Low-Level Class C waste at the
INEEL]

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have more detailed comments attached in support of our position.

214 Ehe Tribes wish to thank the DOE for their presentations at Fort Hall regarding this important
1%L EIS, and appreciate the opportunity to submit these written commenfs]

Sincerely yours,

Claudeo Broncho, Viee Chairman
Fort Hall Indian Reservation

attachments

ce: Fort Hall Business Council (7)
Bill Richardson, Secretary of DOE
Bob Pence, DOE- Tribal Coordinator
Ann Dold, Manager, Idaho INEEL Oversight Office
Candy Jackson, Tribal Attorney
Robert Bobo, Tribal DOE Manager
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SHOSHONE-BANNOCK TRIBES AIR QUALITY
DEPARTMENT’s High Level Waste — EIS Comments

E" Action Alternative - This alternative presents a higher level of risk to Snake River
Plain Aquifer with storage of liquid waste. Also no treatment would occur to enable
High-Level Waste (HLW) to be shipped out. The Tribes vehemently oppose the No
Action Alternative, or any alternative which calls for indefinitely storing HLW at I'NEEQ

Eecause of the inability to make HLW ready for shipment out of Idaho by 2035, and

because of significant uncertainties associated with the operation of the calciner,
including emissions violations, permitting issues, the Tribes oppose the Contined
Operations A Ifeman'va

Ehc Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste Alternative, in its treatment of Mixed waste, may yield a

waste that cannot be accepted at the HLW repository - a demonstration to EPA would
have to be done that ensures that it meets the standards of acceptance by EPA, This adds
an additional uncertainty to this method. (See 8 Y pe.S-19), pared to
vitrification treatment which has already been approved by EPA as a method to de-list
RCRA wastes.(pg. 6-3@@01& that Yuecca Mountain does not plan on accepting RCRA
waste, so all waste must be tested through treatability tests, on arrival at repository. Not
only EPA, but the State has authority over waste acceptance, and States may have more
stringent requirements, adding to the uncertainty of which treatment method has the best
chance to meet the standard. It can be very difficult to get the waste sticker off. In terms
of successfully getting the HLW out of Idaho, the most important question to DOE ma‘v_‘l
be: Which alternative has the best chance to meet the de-listing or RCRA requi 57|

E}‘ppase all Calciner-based Alternatives - There appears to be a significant risk in future
use of the calciner, even after upgrading, that the calcine product would not meet the
waste acceptance criteria at the High-Level Waste Repository, The EIS d reports
that calcine products would not be ble at Yucca M in, for ple, because

they contain RCRA waste. Therefore, since RCRA-bearing waste would have to be

further treated before it would meet the waste acceptance criteria, and because of the
uncertainties of fully permitting the calciner pursuant to RCRA and Air Quality
requirements, the Tribes oppose all calciner-based alternatives in the EIS.

E‘he Transuranic Separations Alternative has advantages in that all the High-level waste
goes away, is converted to either Transuranic waste which could go to WIPP, or Low-
level waste for on-site or off-site landfill. (However, WIPP cannot receive all of DOE's
inventory of TRU waste, so there is a risk that TRU waste generated by this treatment
method will ultimately remain at INEBLBE_‘!OW can DOE justify the disposal of HLW by
reclassifying and managing it as LLW? Since the HLW fission compounds, including
Cesium-137, and Strontium-90, cannot to our knowledge, be destroyed in the treatment
process, the Tribes oppose the disposal of this highly radicactive material as Low-Level
waste, especially in sub-surface burial over the Snake River Plain Aquiféﬂ

IEX Eowever, if DOE intends on storing at INEEL what would have been defined as High-
Level Waste, but which 1s now defined as Low-Level - Class C (containing short-lived
fission Cesium-137, and Strontium-90) the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes oppose the new
classification. Through this classification process High-Level Waste may end up being
permanently stored at T?\EE—QE general, the DOE fails to adequately describe the

L2-23 classification system, on-site and off-site storage plans, for the various sub-classifications

iy Ul of “Low-level waste™. E{&) the information available at this time, the Tribes oppose
g2 plans which would include the permanent storage of Low-Level Class C waste at the
w30 IEEL]
* E‘he EIS dc do not adequately investigate the capacity problems at the WIPP
facility, in relation to the EIS alternatives that yield TRU waste (such as the Transuranic

L’?'_QE: () Separations Option). The question needs to be answered: How much TRU waste
w. generated by INEEL in the future, will be accepted at WIPP? The DOE should have
more adequately described the specific alternatives that creates additional TRU waste,
which is unlikely to be accepted at WIPP, either b of capacity problems or t
the waste would not meet the waste acceplance cr':tcrr_a_.} (The EIS documents fail to
adequately describe which alternatives would best result in the successful removal of
lb2-2% HLW to federal repositories. The EIS should have more adequately addressed the
W.F. 2 (1) capacity issue at Yucca Mountain, and waste accep criteria of each of the
+ alternatives. For example, unless there is a significant change in the way that DOE
221 caleulates the meEri:? tonnage of High-Level Waste, Yucca Mtn. has a capacity to receive
w2t only half of DOE’s inventory ofIIL\‘a

The Tribes reserve the right to change their position on any of these proposed alternatives upon
receipt of new or more detailed information.
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COMMENTS ON HIGH-LEVEL WASTE EIS
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
2-28 - What is the status of negotiations with the State regarding a plan and schedule

vIL.2(k) Tor l:eatmenl for calcined waste?

»2-29 E S-7, bottom left column - It is unclear if the deadline of October 1, 2001, refers to the time
Wil D) when a public announcement must be made regarding DOE's intention to upgrade the calciner,
or if the deadline is October 2, 2000)

220 [Apg S-7, top right column, 2nd para. - what “activities envisioned in the Idaho Settlement
vil.oy) Aereement/Consent Order might need to be changedﬂ

221 r 5-10, : rations alternative -_Th:_ transuranic separations option “does not result in a
NE) W facunn"(ifowever. t_he chan' :nlifu-z S-18, pg. 549, sho_ws maf there is a HLW faction
in the transuranic separations option. jRegardless of what DOE calls it, all the waste currently
p2-32 stored in high-level waste tanks and calcine-bin sets should be processed and removed from the
Vi.D(ls) INEEL]

b2-3% . S5-10, minimum INEEL processing - /[f DOE transports calcine to Hanford for treatment,
I.E{ls} “why go to the expense and health risks to workers and public to ship it back to INEEL?

pg. 5-21, sect. 5.2 - Why would DOE handicap itself by calculating MTHM equivalency in

W in such a way that the proposed repository could only accept 50% ofHLW whereas there
are two other methods for calculating MTHM equivalency that would put DOE within the
current allocation of DOE HLW for the repository” What possible advantage would the former
calculation hold over the latlerﬂ

o224
w2 ()

p2-35 Mﬁgh_t column - To calcine SBW, store it in the bin sets, then retrieve the calcine and
|11.D.2(1) Process it seems, at the best, highly inefﬁcie@

[62-3b pe.S-36, right column - Has the form in which the calcine would be pged been

Vil #(2) erminedﬂEEy idea on the configuration of shipping contai E] f this al ive was
u,-lvaT”( ) picked, would another environmental assessment or ELS be performed?] .2.38 wy.p )
Vil {1
[ng S-49, left column - The second paragraph states that "Construction activities produce
1.39 relatively little radioactive and hazardous waste”, but goes on to say that the construction

V(D) impacts for the Full Separations Option would produce over 2000 cubic meters of hazardous,
low-level and mixed waste. That value does not seem like an insignificant amount, Second,
why is radicactive waste counted as construction-related waste? How is radioactive waste
generated during the construction process?

w1-40 Epg. S8-55, left column - 2400 recordable injuries and 290 lost workdays!? That seems
WA () excessively high. Please explain how these data were derived

(52-4H Epg, S-55, left column, [ong-term impacts - In determining the maximum individual dose,
IL&{T) “where is the hypothetical well drilled in relation to the tank farm. What is the proximity of one
to the other?

(242 E S-56, right column - Please explain how the concentration of plutonium can go from a
yill,cl6) current value of 0.1 picocurie per liter to 36 picocuries per liter in the year 3585,

[pg. 5-57, left column - The design life of storage tanks is either “500 years” or “well in excess

b2-43 of 500 years”. The former value is "assumed”- and the latter value is “estimated”. So which is
I1.M2) which? What is the basis for your assumptions and estimates? Please be more precis;:{
124 l:_gp, S-58, right column - The inventory of existing waste stored at INEEL fails to include

v {1
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HLW EIS Web Comments

Tanfral =
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2000 4:25 PM
To: webi@jason.com
Ce: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

MName: John Tanner

Affiliation:

Address1: 2175 Tasman Av.

Address2:

City, State Zip: Idaho Falls, ID 83404

Telephone: 208-529-5805

Date Entered: {ts "2000-04-18 16:25:28'}

Comment: '
[Teppreciate having had the comment period extended"] ﬁ?& [L)

Ev.hy has DOE not given serfous consideration to other methods of calcining the sadium bearing waste, such as use of

sugar to reduce the nitrate? | sense that we are going to lose the Calciner because of failure to develop an intelligent

methad of employing It) LZ-2

" e . - . writr] 63-3

[:!:agrae with the MNational Research Council that processing of existing calcine should have a low pnomﬂ &%5.30)
The DOE has biased the selection of methods by arbitrarily defining a metric ton of heavy metal as equal to two
canisters”, This definition has no relation to the real limit in disposal density Inside a repository, which is heat load, Le.
radioactivity, The result is to bias the economic analysis against high volume waste forms wn_lcn might ctherwise be
jesirable. One ple is grouting of calcine, in case it is some day decided to treat the calcan@ b3tk

nL.Fzu)

Document 64, Margaret Macdonald Steward, Ketchum, ID
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WU & FD A
TDAHO HIGH-LEVEL WASTE & FACILITIES DISPOSITION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT
PUBLIC COMMENT
APRILI19, 2000

Contral &

Thomas Wick D Manag;
US DOE, Tdaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

Attention: Public Comment: Idaho HLW & FD DEIS

PUBLIC COMMENT FROM: MARGARET MACDONALD STEWART
PO BOX 2404
KETCHUM, 1D 83340

Having lived for nearly 30 years in Blaine County, ldaho,|I am, and have been for
decades, very concerned by activities at the Idaho Nati ngineering and
Environmental Laboratory. With alarming frequency, these activities, particularly those
dealing with radioactive waste treatment and storage, are rarely based with protection of
human health and the environment as the primary concern.]

Efwe are to ever get the mess of nuclear waste and ination at the g 's
nuclear weapons and storage facilities under some sort of reasonable control, we must
begin to deal with the mess in a logical and rational manner, This must be done with a
concerted effort by the Department of Energy to fully engage - and listen to - its most
important business partner — the public. Had this business partner been involved from the
get-go, this nation would not be in the eritical situation we find ourselves in today.
People who live and work in the shadow of nuclear facilities have an uncanny ability to
know what is' going right, and what is going terribly wrong. They know when they are
being lied to and they know how to best rectify a project that is terribly misguided,
Enough said. Don’t forget to listen to us. We have a voice and we will use it en mass to
get this situation reversed to start protecting us and the world we depend on for survivaI.}

| The Idaho HLW & FD DEIS is a complicated mass of options in how to deal with
TNEEL’s deadly high-level waste problem. There is really no good option currently
available to correct the damage that has been done by this waste and by the future
damage it will cause. Each option presented has its own pritfbl@ owever, it is clear that
with any reasonable thought going into the possible processes, TREATMENT (.15
METHOD CHOSEN MUST HAVE AS ITS # | GUIDELINE PROTECTION OF 1 A(S)
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT. Eything less, is completely '

unacceptable] 4y
[l.A(s) "
Eo base a treatment program on an iin target - & non permanent geologic
repository — is sheer idiocy. We have waste. We have no where to dispose of it other
than the site where it is right now. We must be realistic and not dwell on an over-the-
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From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
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Ce: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

MName: John Tanner

Affiliation:

Address1: 2175 Tasman Av.

Address2:

City, State Zip: Idaho Falls, ID 83404

Telephone: 208-529-5805

Date Entered: {ts "2000-04-18 16:25:28'}

Comment: '
[Teppreciate having had the comment period extended"] ﬁ?& [L)

Ev.hy has DOE not given serfous consideration to other methods of calcining the sadium bearing waste, such as use of

sugar to reduce the nitrate? | sense that we are going to lose the Calciner because of failure to develop an intelligent

methad of employing It) LZ-2

" e . - . writr] 63-3

[:!:agrae with the MNational Research Council that processing of existing calcine should have a low pnomﬂ &%5.30)
The DOE has biased the selection of methods by arbitrarily defining a metric ton of heavy metal as equal to two
canisters”, This definition has no relation to the real limit in disposal density Inside a repository, which is heat load, Le.
radioactivity, The result is to bias the economic analysis against high volume waste forms wn_lcn might ctherwise be
jesirable. One ple is grouting of calcine, in case it is some day decided to treat the calcan@ b3tk
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TDAHO HIGH-LEVEL WASTE & FACILITIES DISPOSITION
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT
PUBLIC COMMENT
APRILI19, 2000

Contral &

Thomas Wick D Manag;
US DOE, Tdaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

Attention: Public Comment: Idaho HLW & FD DEIS

PUBLIC COMMENT FROM: MARGARET MACDONALD STEWART
PO BOX 2404
KETCHUM, 1D 83340

Having lived for nearly 30 years in Blaine County, ldaho,|I am, and have been for
decades, very concerned by activities at the Idaho Nati ngineering and
Environmental Laboratory. With alarming frequency, these activities, particularly those
dealing with radioactive waste treatment and storage, are rarely based with protection of
human health and the environment as the primary concern.]

Efwe are to ever get the mess of nuclear waste and ination at the g 's
nuclear weapons and storage facilities under some sort of reasonable control, we must
begin to deal with the mess in a logical and rational manner, This must be done with a
concerted effort by the Department of Energy to fully engage - and listen to - its most
important business partner — the public. Had this business partner been involved from the
get-go, this nation would not be in the eritical situation we find ourselves in today.
People who live and work in the shadow of nuclear facilities have an uncanny ability to
know what is' going right, and what is going terribly wrong. They know when they are
being lied to and they know how to best rectify a project that is terribly misguided,
Enough said. Don’t forget to listen to us. We have a voice and we will use it en mass to
get this situation reversed to start protecting us and the world we depend on for survivaI.}

| The Idaho HLW & FD DEIS is a complicated mass of options in how to deal with
TNEEL’s deadly high-level waste problem. There is really no good option currently
available to correct the damage that has been done by this waste and by the future
damage it will cause. Each option presented has its own pritfbl@ owever, it is clear that
with any reasonable thought going into the possible processes, TREATMENT (.15
METHOD CHOSEN MUST HAVE AS ITS # | GUIDELINE PROTECTION OF 1 A(S)
HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT. Eything less, is completely '

unacceptable] 4y
[l.A(s) "
Eo base a treatment program on an iin target - & non permanent geologic
repository — is sheer idiocy. We have waste. We have no where to dispose of it other
than the site where it is right now. We must be realistic and not dwell on an over-the-
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Document 64, Margaret Macdonald Steward, Ketchum, ID
Page 2 of 2

Wb rainbow destination for nuclear meEhe AEC and DOE have been denial for decades
W1 (1) about the entire picture of nuclear weapons production. It is time to face the music that
what we have now we will always have and we must care for it where it is now as safely

as possiblg
-1 E\‘o “separation technologies” should be considered. Separation of existing waste creates
01.D.2(1) more waste streams to ge, separation prod greater vol of waste than non-
separation; and separation technologies have not been proven safe or effective] [This is (4-Il 103 ()
not the time or place for anwimeﬂtati@ Eﬂkine and liquid wastes should be treated
W4-2 independendy.
LAOY
§.a Treatment must address all forms of i ~ soil, ground % and

VILE( ) facilities, and the high-level wasic.]

]:1;10 treatment of high-level waste should be chosen just to comply with the Settlement

lp4-0 Agreement of 1995, The timelines in the Seltlement Agreement were unrealistic from the
VILD(Y)  beginning and compliance with words on paper rather than protection of people and their
earth is an obscene ﬂmushg
-2 Efi—ivtn the list of high-level waste treatment options, I would have to vote for the option

Mpz.el) of least offensiveness - Early Vitrification. Tt appears to be the treatment most readily do-
able with the least amount of further harm done to people and the Ianﬁ_][ifo matter what,
it must be scrutinized carefully, every step of the way, with full public involvement, and

(13 the contractor must be thoroughly investigated for past and present safety and ethical
1.0 work practices — with that information made available to the publ@

Thank you,

M Hacoorstl ST >
Margaret Macdonald Stewart
PO Box 2404
Ketchum, [D 83340

Document 65, Snake River Alliance, Boise, ID
Page 1 of 2

HIW&FD s pROJECT -(ARJPE
Snake River Alhance e Lg&

O Bax 1737 - Bolse ID 83701 - 208/344-9167 + Fax 208{344-0305 « Email: sm@smhriwmiﬂawf‘mg .

O Box goge - Ketchum 1D 83340 - 208/726-7271 « Fax 208/726-1531 + Email: m:rr:m.r:@{mifn—wml’ﬁm«.wg

O 310 £, Center - Pocatello 1D 83201 « 208/234-4782 + Fax 232-go22 « Email: net
www.snakeriveralliance.org

Comments on the
Tdaho high-level waste and facilities disposition draft environmental impact statement

Snake River Alliance
April 19, 2000
he following and questions are submitted on behalf of the 1,300 dues-paying members of the
Snake River Alliance, an Idaho-based grassroots group that has monitored activitics at the Idaho National
Engineering and Envi ] Lat y since 1979,
W5-1  [We would like to thank the Deg of Energy for extending the public period. n the your

14.C{2) own words this document details “the largest, most expensive, and
management project at INEEL," and therefore the additional time was Ilelpfq[.]

s-2 E‘he Alliance concurs with the Department's intent, as analyzed in all alternatives except "no action”, o
WLE(]) solidify the remaining liquid waste and eventually place the caleine in a less dispersible form. However,
given that there is no repository in existence to receive this waste, any assumption of such a repository
(£5-3 should be dropped from the final EfS[Presently, the DEIS is too influenced by the assumption of a near-
1llLF.|2) term High-level waste repository, and by the 1995 settlement agreement, and not encugh by a
fundamental need to better isolate the wastc from the environment where it resides]Overall, there is too
l-m’ © little concern for environmental protection in this DELS,
the DEIS's limited scope makes it nearly useless as an analytical tool in terms of making the decisions it
5 aims to make, Probably the twe most imp inbles in analyzing these al ives are: (1) the
VILAY)  question of technical risk associated with an alternative (in other words, Will it work?); and (2) the costs
of the al ive. Both of these considerations are outside the scope of the DEIS, Without cost or
technical viability analysis, the ROD will be baseless]Rlso, the EIS scopes out considering that Yucea
5-b Min will not accommeodate INEEL waste (because of RCRA issues), Therefore, this EIS is analyzing
AR alternatives to come to the following conclusion: If INEEL were not bound by the realities of the current
repository situation; if INEEL were not bound by the scientific realities of the physical world; and, if
TNEEL had all the money in the world, this is the option we would choos-cj

Separations options
65.1 [@_lwly the "separations" alternatives analyzed in the DEIS are not in the best interest of environmental
W -D3{3,I protection, and are instead driven by the current repository situation and a burning need to fulfill the terms
of the settlement lgmememcu alternatives, Planning Basis, Transuranics Separations and Full
Separations, if they were to work, and that is a big if, might reduce the "High-level” waste volume, but in
L5-8 the process, the overall volume of waste would increase. In the real world this would not decrease the
w2 overall darnger of the waste. In fact, if you were to decide to leave the "low-level” waste grout fraction in
the tanks, you would after spending billions of dollars, be leaving the hottest fraction and greatsst near-
term threat behind. Tt should also be noted that the "Hanford Tank Waste Task Foree" recently
recommended that the DOE forgo pursuit of this technology because of the tremendous cost and technical
inty]In additi e Ti ics S i | ive involves a greater risk of a criticality
accident 4 admitted in the document]

4
.n.a0)
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Document 65, Snake River Alliance, Boise, ID Document 66, U.S. EPA-Region 10 (Christian F. Gebhardt), Seattle, WA
Page 2 of 2 Page 1 of 1

Defining High-level waste
5-10 Ext's please continue to be consistent on the definition of high-level waste and not furthcr_oonﬁ:se the

V/(q) public. The Office of Environmental Management defines high-level waste (HLW) as "highly radioactive

material containing fission products, traces of uranium and plutonium, and other ic el

that result from chemical processing of spent nuclear fuel.” The sodium bearing waste while not as

radioactive as most batches of HLW, absolutely meets the basic criteria of the definition in that it resulted

from chemical processing of spent fucl and contains fission products, as well as Therefore,

the DOE's contention that this waste is not hlw is out of line

Conflicting Flood Plain studies
PRl [I_be U.S. Geological Survey estimates the INTEC lies within the 100-year flood plain while the U.S,
Nl 4(5} Bureau of Reclamation estimates 500 years. Because we are dealing with some of the dangerous material
known to man, we recommend that the DOE assume the more conservative USGS estimate.]

The Calciner
b5-12 Ee request that the DOE inform the public about its decision regarding pursuit of permitting the caleiner
WILNG) under the new MAC guidelines as soon as this decision is made, and not wait until the NEPA process is
e coneluded, The calciner is integral to many of the alternatives in the DEIS and also the 1995 settlement
weemeﬁ.]

lolo |
.ew)

T UNITEDSTATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
] 1 REGION 10

£ ;
ng 1200 Averwe EIS PROJECT -(ARJPF

HLW & FD  cControl # DC-lpfy

AR 1 4 209
Reply To
Attn Of: ECO-088

T.L. Wichmann, Document Manager :‘( REEﬁ‘JEﬂ 50
U.S. Department of Energy 2
Idaho Operations Office APR 19 2000

850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, ID 83401-1563

Dear Mr. Wichmann:

Thank you for sending EPA multiple copies of the Idaho
High-Level Waste & Facilities Disposition EIS. We requested
multiple copies to better sclicit comments from reviewers in our
various programs here at EPA. We have finished reviewing the
document and are returning two sets of the EIS. We hope that you
can redistribute the copies we are returning.

[I:n the future, please send us two copies of the EIS unless
we regquest additional copies. Ehank ou for giving us the
opportunity to review this draft EIS|] bb-2 1;(.;\(1)

Sincerely,
(145 Fr

Christian F. Gebhardt
Interim Records Manager,
Geographic Implementation Unit

€ priniodon Rocycled Paper

g xipuaddy
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HLW & FD ki3 ]
Contral 7 =
Mame: Steve Hopkins
Affiliation: Snake River Alliance
Address1: PO Box 1731
Address2:
City, State Zip: Boise, |D 83702
Telephone: 208/344-9161
Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 19:38:26')
Comment:
Comments on the
Idaho high-level waste and facilities disposition draft environmental impact
statement
Snake River Alliance
April 19, 2000
The following comments and questions are submitted on behalf of the 1,300
dues-paying members of the Snake River Alliance, an Idaho-based grassroots
group that has monitored activities at the Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory since 1879.
1-1 ENe would like to thank the Department of Energy for extending the public

Iv.¢(z) Gomment period. In the your own words this document details “the largest, most
expensive, and technically complex environmental management project at
INEEL," and therefore the additional time was helpful

L1-2 iL_jhe Alliance concurs with the Department's intent, as analyzed in all alternatives
W (1] “except "no action”, to solidify the remaining liquid waste and eventually place the
calcine in a less dispersible form. However, given that there is no repository in
existence to receive this waste, any assumption of such a repository should be
1% dropped from the final EIQ Presently, the DEIS is too influenced by the
WEAD assumption of a near-term High-level waste repository, and by the 1995
""" 7 settlement agreement, and not enough by a fundamental need to better isolate
the waste from the environment where it resides){Overall, there is too little
‘91"1'“ p.A(7) concem for environmental protection in this DEIS |
Ehe DEIS's limited scope makes it nearly useless as an analytical tool in terms of
LT1-2 making the decisions it aims to make. Probably the two most important variables
\lll.l’*‘*(‘n in analyzing these alternatives are: (1) the question of technical risk associated
with an alternative (in other words, Will it work?); and (2) the costs of the
alternative. Both of these considerations are outside the scope of the DEIS.
6Tk Without cost or technical viability analysis, the ROD will be baseless JAlso, the
vl () EIS scopes out considering that Yucca Mtn will not accommeodate INEEL waste
(because of RCRA issues). Therefore, this EIS is analyzing alternatives to come
to the following conclusion: If INEEL were not bound by the realities of the

current repository situation; if INEEL were not bound by the scientific realities of
the physical world; and, if INEEL had all the money in the world, this is the option
we would choos&)

Separations options
7-T [Clearly the "separations" alternatives analyzed in the DEIS are not in the best
Wi..2(3) interest of environmental protection, and are instead driven by the current
repository situation and a burning need to fulfill the terms of the settlement
agraeme@ ese alternatives, Planning Basis, Transuranics Separations and
Full Separations, if they were to work, and that is a big if, might reduce the "High-
level" waste volume, but in the process, the overall volume of waste would
V-8 increase. In the real world this would not decrease the overall danger of the
3() waste. In fact, if you were to decide to leave the "low-level" waste grout fraction
n.w- in the tanks, you would after spending billions of dollars, be leaving the hottest
fraction and greatest near-term threat behind. It should also be noted that the
"Hanford Tank Waste Task Force" recently recommended that the DOE forgo
pursuit of this technology because of the tremendous cost and technical
uncertainty]In addition, the Transuranics Separations alternative involves a gre
[91"7 - 3@ ater risk of a criticality accident as admitted in the documen'g]
1.0
Defining High-level waste
Eat's please continue to be consistent on the definition of high-level waste and
LT-10 not further confuse the public. The Office of Environmental Management defines
v high-level waste (HLW) as *highly radioactive material containing fission
products, traces of uranium and plutonium, and cther transuranic elements, that
result from chemical processing of spent nuclear fuel." The sodium bearing
waste while not as radioactive as most batches of HLW, absolutely meets the
basic criteria of the definition in that it resulted from chemical processing of spent
fuel and contains fission products, as well as transuranics. Therefore, the DOE's
contention that this waste is not hiw is out of Iin'sj

Conflicting Flood Plain studies
LN The U.S. Geological Survey estimates the INTEC lies within the 100-year flood
5) plain while the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation estimates 500 years. Because we
vl e are dealing with some of the dangerous material known to man, we recommend
that the DOE assume the more conservative USGS estimata

The Calciner
-1z [:'!\Fe request that the DOE inform the public about its decision regarding pursuit of
permitting the calciner under the new MAC guidelines as soon as this decision is
Vil. P«('B) made, and not wait until the NEPA process is concluded. The calciner is integral
to many of the alternatives in the DEIS and also the 1995 settlement agreemen_ﬂ
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HLW & FD  EIS PROJECT - ARVPF

Contral # i: !C'ég

Mame: chuck Broscious

Affiliation: Environmental Defense Institute
Address1: Box 220

Address2:

City, State Zip: Troy, id 83871

Telephone: 208-835-6152

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 16:40:55'}
Comment:

Comments

on

Idaho Mational Engineering and Environmental Laboratory
Draft

High-Level Waste Environmental Impact Statement

Submitted on Behalf of the
Environmental Defense Institute
Post Office Box 220

Troy, Idaho 83871

by

Chuck Broscious

April 18, 2000

SUMMARY

The Problem

-1 1.Ehe liquid high-level waste has been in INEEL underground tanks for over 50
WLA()  years, 20 years beyond the tank's design life] This liquid waste has acids and
solvents strong enough to dissolve reactor fuel rods. Highly enriched uranium
and other isotopes were chemically separated from the dissolved fuel rods for the
nuclear weapons program, and the leftover liquid “raffinate” was sent to the
underground tanks. |DOE claims the tanks have not leaked (tho the service
%'ﬁ" A(l'} lines have had major leaks), however, any alternative for treatment will take an
i additional 15 -20 years, making the leak issue extremely problematic| Further
treatment delay could prove disastrous. We can see an example of this at
Hanford's leaking tank farm.

L3-3 W .A(D2,Ehe tanks and their concrete vaults were not built to meet current structural
standards or seismic resistance standards. A minor earthquake or other stressful
event could compromise the weakened tanks] [A burst tank would spell disaster

Le- i (1) for the Snake River Aquifer and all water users of the Snake River downstream
to the Columbia and the Pacific Oceajn__,_[ The State of Idaho's justified concern
over preventing further contamination of the aquifer through appropriate

4 treatment of all high-level waste and requiring disposal in an out-of-state geologic
e (8 repository of all high-level waste deserves our full support.

@:B.Eiven the uncertainty of geologic repositories for TRU and high-level waste

L&-& .E coming on line, and the reality of restricted space in those proposed repositories
if they do come on line, and the commercial waste from nuclear power reactors
have priority and will fill up available repository space; means INEEL is looking at
long-term storage of high-level waste onAsilGj

4.@0!5 must not be allowed to reclassify formerly high-level waste as a means of
Le-8 ) avoiding regulatory disposal requirements. The States of Idaho, Washington,
v V}ﬂ) and Oregon's position opposing reclassification is the right O@IEIS @F-3]

210 5.??19 Calciner must be immediately shutdown because it does not meet current
w.e(3) RCRA permitting requirements or new EPA MACT standafd?_,[ DOE for many
years has been unable to sample for all contaminates of concemn in the stack
emissions to determine if it meets current standards. [EIS@2-2]

L8-11 6.\DOE failed to meet its legal requirements to offer alternatives in the EIS that
WA()  meetall applicable and relevant regulations.

The Solution

8- i3 LEnly treatment options that offer a long-term stable waste form that can be
m.E()  safely stored on site without further risk to the environment should be considered.
s EDI supports the State of Idaho’s principled position that the following HLW EIS
Vil () alternatives are not acceptable:

g xipuaddy
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. options that leave any waste (including tank heels) in the INTEC [formerly

Idaho Chemical Processing Plant] Tank Farm beyond the year 201:2] and
L3-15 »  [options that result in treated waste from the INTEC Tank Farm not being

vile)  ready fo be moved out of Idaho by 2035 )and

. [alternatives that propose to dispose of low-level waste fractions separated

be-le w.0.3(1) from high-level waste at INTEC, or anywhere else at INEEL)and
DOE attempts to manage the sodium-bearing high-level waste as anything
Ge-I7 Vf“) but high-level waste.]
hematwes that allow continued operation of the Calciner in violation of

L’%'\E cls) HCF{A permitting requirements and Clean Air Act requnemenfsi]

L3149 2.1G Emutmg was tried at Hanford and it failed mlserabm The State regulators in
w.=24{5) Oregon and Washington forced DOE to go to a full vitrification process for the
L@-20 liquid high-level waste. |DOE insisted on a separations process to fraction out the

8-
1.0.3(1) TRU from the non-TRUJ however the regulators required vitrification of both
waste streams because|there is no regulatory treatment distinction between the

b -2 two, and they are both high-level wastes some of which will have to be stored at
e ©20) Hanford indefinitely.)
La-z2 v
bo-2% 3.|No known treatment options are without risk to workers and the pub[i_cj

up.;p1 () Discussions with Oregon and Washington regulators are clear that Hanford's
vitrification plant will pricritize on-site waste first for processing which will take
wp2s L () through the year 2038. E[anford s treatment is not a viable option for INEEL
waste because of this time delay and regulators resistance to importing HLW
from INEEL given the site's inability to deal with onsite wasfe.) Additionally, DOE
cannot ship liquid high-level waste, and DOE cannot put HLLW into non-
compliant RCRA tanks at Hanford.

B-27 4,Eitriﬁcation does not offer the lowest estimated environmental releases,
i ».2.c(i) however it does offer the best stable waste form for all the high-level wastE]The
State's Settlement Agreement has numerous legitimate stipulations, which are
pa-29 restated in the EIS Forward. ]ihrough a process of elimination, portions of the
w.m2..(1) “early vitrification” is the only alternative that meets all the Settlement Agreement
stipulations, and is supported by EDI in principal assuming a complete separate
-3l NEPA and RCRA permitting proceg's_]@acceptable and illegal parts of “early
W.E3(:) Vvitrification” are sending the sodium bearing waste to WIPP.] This part is illegal
because it remains HLW that New Mexico will not allow in WIPP, WIPP has a
very limited capacity for remote handled waste. Ewven if DOE is able to over ride
the State of New Mexico's justlfled legal objachons to accepting HLW. |t r___g remote
b%-32 handled waste can only go in the sidewalls in limited locations, and there are
e 3(1) ample hot TRU from many other sites vying for these spotj

5.Vitrification is a process of mixing ground glass with liquid or calcined high-level
waste in a electrically heated melter then pouring the mixed liquid into stainless
steel canisters. The glass is the most stable in terms of leach resistant

characteristics. A vitrification plant is currently operating at the DOE's Savannah

River Site.
Caveals
Le-24 1 EOE must gradually scale up through piolet scale demonstration project to first
vil.a(z) prove proof-of-process of unproven technologies and emission control removal
efficiencies]
oB-35 2[DOE must develop robust project management and strategic oversight of

1X.P(B) conlractors to avoid another Pit-9 fiasco |
% ‘a‘i «@slo EOE must abandon its disastrous experiment with privatization of treatment
L8- 38 faCIh'llF.'g The recent announcement that the BNFL vitrification plant planned for
1y.o(6) Hanford doubled in price from $3.6 to 13 billion is an example where cost savings
turned into massive cost over runs.

L2-24 V(“)Eectassifying High-Level Waste to Mixed Transuranic is Illeg;’ll

On July 28, 1998, the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) filed a
legal petition with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (MRC) "to assume and
exercise immediate licensing authority over all high-level radioactive waste
(HLW}) that is stored in the 51 underground tanks located on the DOE Savannah
River Site (SRS). The SRS Tanks are being decommissioned under DOE's
High-Level Waste Storage Closure Program.”

Even the most casual reader of this petition will recognize the similarities

Lo-4l VUZ) between|DOE's actions at SRS and those intended at INEEL with respect to the
+ slight of hand and arguably illegal delisting of Idaho Chemical Processing Plant
84z (ICPP) high-level tank farm waste.] DOE has delayed the release of the Draft
s el NEEL High-level Waste Environmental Impact Statement until the Spring of
1999. Until that draft is released it remains uncertain how DOE proposes
disposition of this HLW. DOE's actions at SRS pose a serious threat because
the lessons learned at Hanford are not translated to other sites. This letter is an
attempt to demonstrate our collective solidarity on this issue of HLW definition
and NRC jurisdiction. We will not wait until the draft EIS is released to comment.
The momentum of the “decide, announce, and defend” decision making requires
early intervention.
wi.el)  In October of 1996|DOE released a document called “Regulatory Analysis
and Proposed Path Forward for the INEEL High-level Waste Program.” This plan
lays out in detail what the Department’s intentions are for high-level waste
disposition. From an environmental advocate's perspective, this plan is a
shocking rerun of the terminated Hanford tank waste grouting prograrﬂ This
canceled program involved mixing Hanford's high-level liquid wastes in their tank
farm with cement (grout) and dumping it back into the ground. The March 1998
summary of the HLW EIS scooping only reinforced the 1996 HLW program
bﬁ i \;(q) document. End again, the INEEL HLW Draft EIS perpetuates these illegal HLW
management options.

“,qs vil.e (1)

L8-43
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L3-4e V{q) EOE seems to have over looked what is clear language in the NRC rules
and regulations listed in 10 CFR that define the INEEL talk waste as HLW and to
require an NRC licence as a HLW geologic repository comparable to the
proposed Yucca Mt. HLW geologic repository.| DOE is proceeding with firm
statements that the LAW is Low-Level Waste under DOE agreement with NRC,
where NRC cited three requirements the waste must meet following the
performance of a detailed performance assessment in order to be treated

48 \/{@ equivalent to LLW. E):OE only has authority to license disposal of LLW but not
HL‘JB NRC has authority to licence both. NRC regulatory oversight and
licensure is required since the waste is still HLW.

49 V{Ii) [EOE wants to reclassify tank heels and remaining liquids as “residual”

waste and consider it also as “incidental waste.” DOE fails to recognize that
“incidental waste” is not a separate waste class, bu is a subpart of HLW.| This

L3-5! "{'9 @OE attempt to reclassify HLW extends to a) leaked tank waste, b) previously
intentionally disposed HLW, and ¢) HLW in ancillary piping, ventilation and
equipment in the same w@ The hazard posed by each of these categories of
waste is enormous. DOE must treat this waste as HLW and obtain NRC
licensure, and apply NRC standards to the waste disposal citing, and handling.

DOE is floating the idea that leaked waste can be handled and regulated

under the CERCLA and RCRA and avoid the HLW/LLW licensure issues entirely.

Superfund, and State Hazardous Waste Management statutes require the
compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS)
that cannot be waived. The substantive portion of ARARS's must be met. Only
the procedural and working parts of these ARARS's can be waived. EPA may
waive all of an ARARS based on any of nine criteria, however, these waivers are
difficult to invoke and can lead to later challenges. [The National Environmental
Le-53 Policy Act (NEPA) and the state equivalent law (SEPA) must also be complied
V“-“'@) wﬁﬂ DOE continues to apply only one of these laws as a means to exclude the
rest.
NEPA, SEPA, CERCLA, and RCRA require very similar information. The
process to implement NEPA is governed by regulations from the presidents
Council on Environmental quality. It is not difficult to meld these three processes

into one continuous and integrated process. They are very similar in many ways.

There are major philosophical differences in implementation of CERCLA and
NEPA in the way the public is involved and in the ability of stakeholders,
responsible parties and others to sue. However, the actual working processes
are very similar. NEPA does a better job of requiring a long term look and of
requiring examination of reasonable alternatives. CERCLA and RCRA require a
much more detailed gathering of data. NEPA and SEPA require good public
involvement and stewardship of resources, and CERCLA and RCRA have a
more structured public involvement that is aimed at having the public review final
documents. It is not hard to combine these.

There are three main categories of radioactive waste, high-level,
transuranic, and low-level. Under each of these main waste categories there are
numerous subgroups. Different federal regulations apply to the disposal of
different waste categories. Because of this regulatory framework, considerable

emphasis is given to properly assigning the right category or class to a given
waste. Unfortunately, the regulations are not as explicit in defining waste
categories as one would hope.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission defines high-level waste by the
process that created it as opposed to specific characteristics. High-level is, (1)
irradiated reactor fuel, (2) the waste generated by the processing of irradiated
reactor fuel, (3) the solids into which the liquid wastes were converted.

Another wild card in this process is the regulation on the characteristics of
treated wastes. Each high-level repository must have what are called waste
acceptance criteria. This means all waste shipped to that repository must meet
certain standards to ensure the contamination will not migrate and compromise
the dump. Since DOE does not have a high-level dump yet there are no waste
acceptance criteria, The Yucca Mt. Nevada site is still under evaluation.
Currently, the collective wisdom is that waste vitrified into a glass form will meet
any repository criteria, because the Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) are met for
RCRA listed hazardous wastes.

Lp-5+ ULF.2(2) [Despite the uncertainty of not having high-level waste acceptance criteria
DOE must move forward in  selecting treatment technologies and start building
the p!an@Coun ordered compliance agreements with enforceable deadlines are
the current drivers. Had DOE followed through with its 1977 Environmental
Impact Statement commitments to vitrify the high-level wastes into a glass form,
the Department would not be in its current bind. DOE's Record of Decision on its
1995 INEEL Environmental |mpact Statement states that: “The technology
selected [for high-level waste] is radionuclide partitioning for radioactive liquid
and calcine waste treatment, grout for immobilizing the resulting low activity
waste stream, and glass (vitrification) for immobilizing the resulting high-activity
waste stream.”

A similar high-level waste treatment program at the Hanford Nuclear
Reservation in Washington State generated so much public opposition that DOE
was forced to cancel the project. The question of waste classification played a
crucial role in ending the Hanford grouting program. DOE tried in 1990 to delist
much of its high-level liquid waste saying it was not really high-level and
therefore could be mixed with cement (grout) and dumped back into the ground.
The Oregon and Washington State regulator's position is that the tank farm
waste is high-level and therefor regardless what DOE's separations treatment, it
must be managed and disposed as high-level wastes.

La-ss V%)  [DOE is trying to pull the same high-level low-level nonsense at INEEL
apparently thinking Idahoans are not aware of the Hanford escapar?@ The
radionuclide partitioning technology is a process of separating out the transuranic
elements (heavier than uranium) from the rest of the waste and calling it “high-
activity.” This “high-activity” waste would then be vitrified (made into glass) and
eventually shipped to a geologic repository. The “low-activity” (LAW) waste
(everything else) would be mixed with cement and dumped back into the high-
level tanks at the ICPP or into the ground at the INEEL Radioactive Waste
Management Complex. The driver to this treatment approach is money. The
separations approach is cheaper because the volume shipped to a geologic
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repository is small and the volume dumped back into the ground is large. The
Department also thinks that it can ship the small volume of high activity waste to
another site to be vitrified, thereby avoiding building a plant at INEEL. Since
DOE is buildi

ng a vitrification plant at Hanford, the Department likely will ship INEEL’s high-
level waste there for treatment and avoid spending the $3 billion on vitrification
plant in Idaho.

Another driver is waste repository capacity. Even if DOE can open Yucca
Mt., its design capacity is not sufficient to hold the accumulated volume of
commercial power reactor waste plus the military high-level waste. |INEEL's
radioactive waste is considered military because it was generated in support of
the nuclear weapons programs. DOE now acknowledges that “.. no [INEEL] HLW
will be sent to the first repository by 2035. The second repository will take 30
years to license and open.’]

Because of this waste constipation, DOE is looking for every excuse to
reduce the volume of high-level waste requiring repository space. To complicate
the problem furthar,E)_OE is not looking for another repository site that will be
needed even if Yucca Mt. opens

The show stopper of the Hanford grouting program occurred when the
States of Washington and Oregon, and the Yakima Indian Nation filed a
petition with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for a rule making on the
classification of the Hanford tank wastes. DOE backed down when the grouting
(mixing with Portland cement) the “low-activity” waste did not meet the disposal
requirements for high-level waste in the NRC regulations. The NRC did
subsequently release a vaguely worded discussion paper in an attempt to
answer the Petitioners request.

Hanford now is planning to vitrify both the high and low activity parts of its
high-level wastes. The low-activity parts are to be stored on-site in a retrievable
form. Thomas Tebbs with the Washington Department of Ecology believes this is
a step in the right direction; but that it is a waste of resources to separate the
high and low wastes; best just vitrify the whole volume together in one operation.

ﬁhe bottom line for the regulators is that both “high” and “low activity” waste is

high-level by definition and must be managed in compliance with the statutes and
regulationd

DOE's cleanup shortcuts at INEEL make it clear that the culture within the
Department has not changed. Shortcuts taken over the last four decades are the
reason we now see cleanup cost pushing $29 billion to partially remediate the
site under Superfund. Every year, every decade that passes, the costs only
escalate. The worst part of delaying environmental restoration is the pollution
migrates away from the source every day. The further contaminates migrate the
more unlikely any corrective action can be taken.

DOE'’s INEEL high-level waste (HLW) planning document perpetuates this
shell game by stating: “The sodium-bearing and other mixed liquid wastes stored
in the ICPP Tank Farm should not be classified and managed as HLW." Ehis
sodium-bearing waste constitutes about 3/4 of the total liquid high-level volume
(~ 1.9 million gallons) in the ICPP tank fanﬂ@e Environmental Defense

ea-6iv (D

8 '.{f.?,'c. &
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Institute's review of the ICPF's former operator, Phillips Petroleum Co., quarterly
reports show clearly the chemicals used to dissclve the reactor fuel rods were
sodium nitrate and sodium hydroxide. Wastes generated in the fuel dissolution
process went to the tank farm. There is no question that this waste meets the
definition of high-level waste.

INEEL is unique from Hanford and other DOE sites because it used a
calcining treatment process that converts most of the high-level liquid waste into
a granular form stored in seven large underground silos at the ICPP. @!e
Calciner is a incinerator that burns off the liquid portion and mixes the residual
ash with granular calcine material so it can be pneumatically easily hand]é@
Unfortunately, the sodium-bearing waste is not readily calcined unless it is diluted
with aluminum nitrate. |DOE put off calcining the sodium-bearing waste until it
was faced with court ordered deadlines]

'[_'—‘[he sodium-bearing waste volume in the ICPP tank farm is about
1,648,400 gailon@ DOFE'’s recent attempt to reclassify or delist this high-level
waste is illegal because it meets the Nuclear Regulatory Commission definition
that includes the waste generated by reprocessing spent reactor fuel and the
concentrated wastes from subsequent extraction cycles, or equivalent.

Between 1954 and 1963 the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP)
dissolved two day cooled Materials Test Reactor (MTR) fuel. This fuel
reprocessing program was known collectively as the Rala runs. INEEL's
equivalent to Hanford's Green Runs. Over this period, more than 113 separate
process campaigns were run for the separation of barium-140 delivered to the
Qak Ridge National Laboratory and Los Alamos for military programs. The Rala
campaigns used unique chemical separation processes from other ICPP nitric,
sulfuric, or hydrofluoric acid uranium extraction campaigns. “This [Rala] process
involved the dissolution of MTR assemblies in a sodium hydroxide-sodium nitrate
solution leaving a precipitate of sodium diuranate and fission products.” Early
Atomic Energy Commission documents leave no doubt that the sodium-bearing
high-level waste in the ICPP tank farm is the result of spent nuclear fuel
reprocessing and therefore appropriately designated as high-level. Admittedly, a
certain amount of the sodium-
bearing waste is from decontamination flushes. However, it is still a product of
irradiated reactor fuel reprocessing containing all the characteristics of HLW.
DOE's own characterization of the sodium-bearing waste acknowledges that it
exceeds the low-level Class C definition because of its high alpha emitter
constituents. Uranium and plutonium are alpha emitters. Even if a person
accepted this > Class C category, near surface disposal would be prohibited by
NRC regulations.

Even more troubling is DOE's attempt to use “cementitous [grouting]
solidification for treatment” of this high-level waste. The discredited Hanford
experience where hundreds of millions of dollars were wasted on a high-level
waste grouting program appears to be conveniently forgotten at DOE Idaho
Operations Office. Internal DOE Hanford contractor reports revealed that the
physical integrity of the grout would not last long. When radionuclides decay,
they give off heat and radiation.
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“Under the expected disposal conditions...the grout will remain at elevated
temperatures for many years. The high temperatures expected during the first
few decades after disposal will increase the driving force for water vapor
transport away from the grout; the loss of water may result in cracking ... as the
grout cools... (it) may draw moisture back into the grout mass. The uptake of
moisture may have detrimental impacts on the behavior of the grout.”

Edditiona!ly. DOE's attempt to reclassify the sodium-bearing waste may
be a violation of the State Agreement with DOE that orders the Department to
calcine all the waste in the ICPP tank fa@The order states that: “DOE shall
commence calcination of sodium-bearing liquid high-level wastes by June 1,
2001. DOE shall complete calcination of sodium-bearing liquid high-level wastes
by December 31, 2012." Even if DOE fulfills its commitment to calcine the
sodium-bearing wastes the issue remains about the classification of the
partitioned “low-activity” part that DOE wants to mix with concrete and dump
back into the old waste tanks. All the calcine (~3,800 cubic meters) is slated for
the same chemical separations process to divide the “high-activity” from the “low-
activity” parts.

Another very troubling part of DOE's plan is to leave the high-level tank
farm sediments (heels) in the tanks. “The ICPP Tank Farm heels will not be
removed and the Tank Farm will be closed under RCRA [Resource Conservation
Recovery Act].” “The closed Tank Farm would probably meet the subtitle D
landfill standards for industrial waste.” Subtitle D is a municipal garbage dump
classification. It is obvious to the most pedestrian observer that garbage and
radioactive waste are different. [Ectually, the ICPP would not even qualify as a
Subtitle D dump because it lies in a flood pla@ DOE's plan literally translates
into ICPP becoming a permanent high-level waste dump site in clear violation to
the applicable statutes.

The tank heels can be removed by conventional dredging technics or use
the Hanford Tank Sluicer Mechanism. DOE believes: *However, it is not practical
to remove all of the heels from the INEEL tanks, decontaminate the equipment,
and remove all surrounding soils due to technological, economic, and health and
safety factors involved.”

oty [The Environmental Defense Institute (EDI) believes that the best approach
is to vitrify the whole volume of the sodium-bearing liquid, all tank heels, and the
calcine high-level wastes without any partitioning or separation of “high-activity
and low-activity” waste—_s]The State of Idaho must fully review the failed Hanford
grout program before committing to a similar project at INEEL.
Another reason the Environmental Defense Institute disagrees with DOE's
separating the high activity and low activity parts is the chemistry. | Part of the
problem is the complexity of the chemistry involved in separating or partitioning
radionuclides from each other in this high-level witch's brew. INEEL scientists
recently completed the first stage of a multi-year project called Efficient
Separations and Processing Program that preprocesses high-level waste and is
funded at a half million per year through DOE's Office of Science and
Technology. This project reportedly “separates highly radioactive elements from
waste, reducing the volume of high-activity waste that must be disposed of ata
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repository.” This separations/ partitioning process is also called Transuranic
Extraction (TRUEX). Despite the proliferation implications of this program, the
grouted residual from this solvent extraction process is destined for low-level
burial; or the preferred option is dumping it on top of the waste tank heels. A
Science Program Symposium in Richland Washington on June 26, 1996
sponsored by DOE showed that the Department is still struggling with the basic
science of chemical separation and the applied technology is still in the
hypothetical stage. This means that millions of additional R&D dollars will be
required to actualize the technology.

The INEEL Pit 9 waste treatment plant could not get the chemical
separations/ partitioning to work. The Pit-9 reburial of the residuals of chemical
separations approach does not enjoy public acceptance for many reasons. First,
the classification of low-level waste has no connection with environmental, health
and safety hazards. It is merely a catchall category for all waste not classified as
high-level or transuranic. Secondly, the public demands that the entire volume of
the waste be processed directly into a stable vitrified form so that the inevitable
interim on-site storage does not continue the migration of contaminates into the
environment. Remember, DOE thinks maybe a second repository will be
available in forty years. The Final Report from the Hanford Tank Waste Task
Force got it right by recommending:

“The high cost and uncertainty of high-tech pretreatment and R&D
threatens funding for higher performance low-level waste form, vitrification, and
cleanup.” “Put wastes in an environmentally safe form, using retrievable waste
forms when potential hazards from the waste may require future retrieval and
when retrievability does not cause inordinate delays in getting on with cleanup.”
“Let the ultimate best form for the waste drive decisions, not the size nor timing of
a national repository.” “Accept the fact that interim storage, at least, of the waste
in an environmentally-safe form will occur for some time at Hanford. Select a
waste form that will ensure safe interim storage of this waste.”

The repeated mantra “get on with cleanup” in the Hanford Waste Tank
Task Force is repeated in public interest group reports. DOE is wasting precious
resources by refusing to recognize the public’s demand for real solutions to the
radioactive waste problem.] DOE must “get on with cleanup” and apply research
and development (R&D) to technologies that will put all radioactive waste into a
stable vitrified form for on-site storage for the near-term because there are no
guarantees on any repositories coming on line smBAdditionally, the DOE is
remiss in not investing in the essential R&D on emissions control that will be key
to health and safety issues in all waste processing.

As the NRDC's petition shows, DOE's creative approach to its HLW
problem is to generate new waste categories such as “low activity and incidental”
that have no basis in the statutes or supporting regulations. [ELW remains HLW
even if it is leaked waste, intentionally disposed waste, waste in ancillary
equipment and ventilation headers, pipelines, transfer lines, et'c_::._]ﬁ_he HLW
regulations extend to vitrified low activity waste (LAWY}, the salt grout, and related
vitrification plants and facilities when these plants are used in supportof a
geologic disposal area under NRC definition?] DOE simply cannot avoid its legal
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617 V(1) obligation to permit its HLW disposition program under the NRC and follow the
established waste deﬁnilion;:l Again, as the NRDC Petition shows, even if DOE
gets an informal approval from the NRC, the Commission is not supported by the
statutes or its own regulations.

o786 p2.¢ (1) [\fitrification processing cannot be avoided in stabilizing and preparing the

*5-19 waste to meet future repository acceptance criter@ To ensure that the nuclear
wep2.e(d legacy mortgage is paid, the Department must make its case to Congress for
specific funding for INEEL Waste Immobilization Vitrification Plant. |Idaho State
and Environmental Protection Agency regulators must aggressively challenge
tp-8iv(@) DOE's attempt to reclassify formerly high-level waste as low-level and learn from
the Hanford debacle.]
EOE'S attempt to remediate the tank farm contaminated soils under
b&-82 VIl.B(2) CERGLA does not absolve the Department from meeting NRC HLW disposal
requirements because of the ARARS’s.| Attached please find a copy of EDI's
Draft Comments on the Draft ICPP Cleanup Plan. A subsequent briefing with the
regulators and DOE verbally acknowledged major changes to the preferred
alternative. Until a revised draft or the Proposed Plan is released, it is uncertain
whether the discussed changes will survive.

AMWTP and the INEEL HLW EIS

1. Under the NEPA, the DOE is required to present its alternatives for High Level
Waste (HLW) management before selection of an alternative and to compare the
environmental impacts of each of the alternatives under examination.

2. DOE committed resources and time, etc. to contract with BNFL for the
construction and operation of the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project(the
Plutonium Incinerator). Therefore, AMWTP is an actual, real alternative as a
means to managing alpha-contaminated and transuranic wastes from INEEL or
other DOE sites. (Sec. 3.3.7 at p. 3-61)

L%-83 KI(5) S.Eowever, DOE does not consider AMWTP as a real alternative, but rather,
puts the "TREATMENT OF MIXED TRANSURANIC WASTE/SBW AT THE
ADVANCED MIXED WASTE TREATMENT PROJECT" under section 3.3 (p. 3-
61) which is the section entitled "Alternatives Eliminated From Detailed Analysis:.j

4\Then DOE proceeds to omit the AMWTP from its analysis in Comparison of
impacts with respect to the various other alternatives it has chosen to identify (No
Action Alternative, Continued Current Operations Alternative, Separations
Alternative, Non-Separations Alternative and the Minimum INEEL Processing
Alternative). (Sec.3.4, p. 3-63).

5.|Conclusion: EIS fails to identify AMWTP as an alternative and to compare the
8L %1 (5)  environmental , etc. effects of this alternative with its other chosen alternatives,
thus violating the NEFA)
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NWCF and the INEEL HLW EIS

For four decades the Department of Energy and its predecessor agencies
operated two high-level liquid radioactive waste incineration plants at the ldaho
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory.

On February 7th, DOE Officials met with members of Keep Yellowstone
Nuclear Free to discuss the DOE’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
High-Level Waste. Mr. Case informed the group that DOE will very soon startup
and operate the New Waste Calcine Facility (NWCF) or "Calciner” through June
of this year. The Idaho INEEL Oversight Program informed us that the Calciner
will restart on March 8, 2000. According to the Draft EIS, the rationale for doing
this is:

“ DOE studied alternative methods for calcining waste. Two technologies
emerged as viable candidates: (1) high temperature calcination and (2) sugar-
additive calcination. Based on results of the pilot plant studies, DOE determined
high temperature calcination to be the viable technological solution. High
temperature calcination will be demonstrated during Calciner operation
throughout June 2000." [1-18]

The High-level Waste EIS also says "Since 1995 new regulatory
considerations have necessitated another review of treatment options. Some of
these considerations include technical constraints, which have hindered DOE s
efforts to sample off gas emissions from the New Waste Calcine Facility
Calciner,..." [page 2-2 & 2-3]

ELis our opinion that the risks of restarting the Calciner, in order fo
determine a technological proof of concept, are unacceptably high for the
residents, workers and the environment. EPA and the State of Idaho should not
allow this restart to procee@ E);OE is simply taking advantage of a regulatory
loophole to perform risky experiments that they won't be able to do after Junﬂ

The Relevance of the High-Level Radioactive Waste Incinerator at INEEL

The operation of the high-level waste calcine facility has significant
relevance to the decision to grant environmental permits to proposed Advanced
Mixed Waste Treatment Project (AMWTP) because both facilities involve the
incineration of very dangerous radioactive substances. According to a recent
discussion we had with officials at the Region X Office of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), we learned that since 1982, the INEEL Calciner
incinerator operated on an interim status, under a 1992 “Consent Order” later
amended in 1994 and 1998. Eﬁe Department of Energy was not held to the
requirements under Part B of a RCRA permit. DOE only had to meet vague
requirements for the past eighteen years under a regulatory regime that is best
described as “hands off.” Thus, one of the most dangerous hazardous waste
incineration facilities in the country was allowed to operate between 1982 and
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1990 with ad hoc RCRA regulatory requirements that were not tied to quantifiable
performance standards normally re
quired for hazardous waste incinerators.

We find this situation highly disturbing. The incineration of high-level
radioactive wastes is an ultra hazardous activity under federal law. Its risks to
human health and the environment cannot even be remotely compared to the
incineration of municipal wastes, which were subject to more stringent regulatory
requirements over the past 18 years.

By virtue of having an “interim status” under a “Consent Order” with the
EPA and the State of Idaho from 1982 to 2000, the clear implication is that this
facility was not able to meet legal permitting requirements and would not have
been allowed to opera‘te.[fhis leads us to believe that the failure to impose Part B
RCRA permitting requirements on the high-level radioactive waste incinerator at
INEEL, created unacceptable risks to workers and the publ@']’his concerm is
underscored in the Appendices to our comments, which document continuing
and serious operating problems which led to exc ive rel and excessiv
worker exposures, as well as DOE Headquarter oversight findings of serious
deficiencies, and repeated concerns by the Defense Nuclear Safety Board about
the failure of DOE and its contractors to address fundamental safety issues at
this facility.

Er'_he lax regulation and troubling operation of the high-level radioactive
waste incinerator or “Calciner” at INEEL deserve a focused independent review
involving the Environmental Protection Agency and outside experts not affiliated
with the DOE, before permits are granted for the Advanced Mixed Waste
Treatment Project)

High-level Radioactive Waste Incineration at INEEL

Since the early 1960's the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory operated high-level radioactive facilities for the purpose of converting
these wastes to a solid and a more stable form for storage. The process
involved a technology known as calcination. Calcination of high-level liquid
radioactive wastes involve the use of fluidized-bed and combustion of kerosene
to dry the liquified nitric acid high-level wastes.

The liquid high-level waste was generated from the chemical separation of
highly enriched uranium and other materials from “high-burn-up” spent naval
reactor fuel at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant. These nitric acid wastes
contain large concentrations of transuranic and fission products and were stored
in stainless steel tanks. The wastes were then drawn from the Tank Farm and
sprayed into a vessel containing an air-fluidized bed of granular calcine solids.
The bed is heated by combustion of a mixture of kerosene and oxygen. All the
liquid evaporates, while the radicactive fission products adhere to the granular
calcine bed material in the vessel.

The Calciner involves several systems including a Denitration Plant which
reduces the nitric acid content of the wastes, a High-level Liquid Waste
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Evaporator to further reduce the liquids, and a fluidized bed incinerator that burn
off the liquid leaving behind a granular mixture. In effect calcination is a
technology to bake away the liquids from the waste. In doing so, this process
involves the processing, handling of extremely dangerous radioactive wastes —
which in minuscule quantities can be lethal. The high-level wastes come from the
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP) which extracted plutonium and highly
enriched uranium from spent naval reactor fuel shipped to the Idaho site. The
highly enriched uranium was used in the nuclear weapons program.

A high-level waste Calciner, if not adequately controlled can be a major aerosol
emitter of extremely dangerous radioactive wastes. [E:Sy virtue of the extremely
concentrated radioactivity in the wastes, the Calciner is even more dangerous
than the proposed plutonium incineralm:} INEEL has been calcining high-level
wastes since 1963. According to DOE "old timers,” we've been told that the early
Waste Calcine Facility released significant amounts of radioactivity to the air.

The current Mew Waste Calcine Facility was brought on line in 1982 and
ran four “campaigns,” the most recent being between May 1997 and May 1999,
DOE wants to restart the Calciner and run it through June of 2000, because the
Department claims emission and waste characteristic data is needed to support a
RCRA permit application which DOE must submit to the State of Idaho in order to
continue running the Calciner. |If such a permit has not been applied for by June
1, 2000, the State ordered DOE to cease Calciner operations until such a
permit is grante@‘{]‘ﬂﬁwse remaining 1.4 million gallons of high-level liquid sodium
bearing waste that DOE is considering calcining have sufficiently different
characteristics so that previous emission data is not applicab[_é] In addition to the
RCRA permit, EPA has new air quality standards for hazardous waste
combustion units. These standards must be met to allow continued operation of
the Calciner after 2002. DOE is required to formerly announce by June 1, 2000
its in
tent to upgrade the Calciner so compliance will be met by the year 2002
deadline. Physical upgrades to the Calciner and collection of additional data
would be required in order to comply with these new standards at considerable
expense. According the High-Level Waste EIS:

Calcining of sodium bearing waste may involve the addition of aluminum nitrate
or other additives (approximately three volumes of aluminum nitrate per volume
of sodium bearing waste) to prevent the sodium and potassium nitrates in the
waste from clogging the calcine bed at the current operating temperature.
Operating of the Calciner at elevated temperature (600 degree versus 500
degrees Celsius) may reduce the need for these large amounts of inert additives,
increasing the sodium bearing waste processing rate and reducing the volume of
calcine produced. [3-10]

Problems with the Calciner

g xipuaddy

- uopVWAIOJUT MIN -



6.Ll-d

1L820-513/30d

Document 68, Environmental Defense Institute (Chuck Broscious), Troy, ID
Page 15 of 32

Document 68, Environmental Defense Institute (Chuck Broscious), Troy, ID
Page 16 of 32

The Calciner facility has a disturbing history of accidents equipment failures,
widespread environmental contamination and worker over exposures. The
Calciner is one of several operations within the 200 acre INTEC (formerly called
|Idaho Chemical Processing Plant) compound that share common safety and
emission control systems. For instance between 1991 and 1999:

. There were at least 18 incidents where equipment, and filter failures,
power outages, and poor conduct of operations resulted in excessive
atmospheric releases of radioactive aerosols. In some cases there was
widespread and severe contamination. |For example, in April 1992 employees
-1 were forced to remain indoors after an accidental release from the main stack
e () went beyond the plant boundary. Forty acres were contaminated and five to six
acres of land had to be decontaminated.]

18- 105 In 1991, an explosion at the INTEC caused worker over exposures, and
ww.@lb)  significant damage to the facility due to negligence by the contractor and the
DOE.

L . Bere were six fires at the Calciner and INTEC. Inspectors also found
b%;}m .C-:(L) several instances where fire and radiation alarms were shut off.

- . E’iere were at least 18 incidents where workers were overexposed to
l:&“ |l11 & radiatiof.]
. DOE safety oversight teams have reported a continuing decline in safety.
According to a September report by the DOE Headquarters Office of
Environment, Safety and Health,

“ Workplace safety at INEEL has deteriorated since 1994 . . . corrective
action plans found that deficiencies were not resolved and that lessons learned
from previous accidents were not being effectively applied. In environmental
management and controls, data indicate weak regulatory compliance and
inadequate, short-term, quick fix solutions . . . one fifth of all INEEL occurrences
in 1997 were related to radiation protection (personnel contamination) and
environmental management occurrences have increased by one third from 1994
to 1997."

. DOE's contractors have been repeatedly fined for environmental and
safety non-compliance. Since 1994 the State of Idaho issued four Notices of
Violation for Non Compliance resulting in more than $1 million in penalties.
During that time period there were 26 DOE enforcement actions.

. In the last five years, the Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board issued
nine reports on the Calciner and related high-level liquid waste evaporator. All
five reports challenge the Calciner’s readiness to restart operations. The June
2, 1997 report “commented on the failure of the DOE Idaho Operations Office to
identify inadequacies in the contractor's state of readiness before certifying

readiness for operations and commencement of the Operational Readiness
Review for the high-level liquid waste evaporator.” See Exhibits

L8-108 . The High-level Waste EIS says that “technical constraints, have hindered
VilLE (3) DOE's efforts to sample off-gas emissions from the New Waste Calcine Facility,”

v 50 there is uncertainty about what is going out the stack
bB40g . (1)

Discussion

DOE openly admits that the Calciner cannot meet the EPA's 1995 clean

air act standards which take effect, coincidentally at the end of June of this year.
It is highly unlikely that the Calciner will ever comply with the existing Clean Air
Act standards. According to a meeting that Chuck Broscious had with Brian
English of the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality on August 30, 1999,
English stated that DOE is not doing real time continuous monitoring of the
Calciner stack and is only taking periodic grab samples ( presumably when the
filters are not shut down from power failurss).Eccording to English, DOE is not

0 monitoring for particulate emissions which means substances such as plutonium

wﬁ‘m-@@ and nonvolatile beta/gamma emitters such as cesium-137 are not being

monitore@ Apparently the stack environment is so toxic and radioactive that
instruments rapidly fail.

La-1ll m-c (s E_?DOE is not performing adequate measurements of the preponderance of
contaminants by volume and toxicity then it is not complying with the current
Clean Air Act standards, as promulgated before 1993;]‘)&19 Calciner has been
operating since 1982 without a permit required by the Resource Conservation
Recovery Act (RCRA), and has functioned for the last ten years as an “interim
status” facility under a Consent Order granted by the State of Idaho and E@ A
modification to the Notice of Noncompliance Consent Order on April 19, 1999
stipulates that DOE must place the New Waste Calcining Facility Calcinerina
standby mode by June 1, 2000 unless the facility receives a hazardous waste
permit for continued operation. These agencies can hardly call themselves
regulators when they failed for 18 years to require that DOE get a full Part A and
Part B RCRA permit. The Part B involves trial burns that are extensively
monitored to determine if the emissions are within regulatory requirements. Ehe
b5 iLe(s) bottom line is DO

E has never wanted to spend the money required to upgrade the Calciner so it

could meet full RCRA permit requirement:_s:.]

b33 ML(3)

L6 -Vo Et the minimum, EPA should conduct a special review of the State of Idaho's
yul. BU:) Consent Order to determine if it is adequate with respect to minimal requirements
for measuring airborne pollutants at the Carcin@ The Calciner facility should not
be restarted unless this is done.
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HLW EIS Web Comments

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:57 PM
To: web@jason.com

Ce: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Erika and Kaitlin Foldyna and Lioyd
Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 S. 8th St

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, 1D 83702

Telephone: 2083319260

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 14:57:19%

Comment:
Dear Thomas L. wlcn?'-ann April 19, 2000
wg-1 3()

We have a very good idea for how we can prevent nuclear waste from leaking into the Snake River. We do not think you
should use the separation technique because it costs too much money and is unproven) Here is our idea: [Maybe you
(4-2 could turn it into glass and keep it in a steel case as far under the Earth as possible] We think this is important because
W24e have heard of what has happened in the past (Hiroshima an ernobyl) and do not want history to repeat itself in that
(!? form. We are concerned for our health and the health of others. |If you like our idea, please write bacg
va-2 e

Sincerely,

Kaitlin Lloyd (age 11) and Erika Foldyna (age 9)

HLW & FD  EIS PROJECT .N

ol # D€ 70
HLW EIS Web Comments N

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:48 PM
To: web(@jason.com

Cc: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Briana and Katherine Schueren and Reardon
Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 S. 8th 5t
Address2:
City, State Zip: Boise, ID 83702
Telephone: 208.331.9260
Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 14:47:587
Comment:
Dear Mr. Whichmann, To-1 HLal)
is come to our attention that the nuclear waste you are producing and storing has recently, and still is, leaking into the
Snake River aquife_g That concerns my pariner Briana and | Katherine.

We live in Boise, Idaho, but we consume many foods, and drinking water which was grown and preduced in Eastern,
-2 Idaho. [We are concemed that waste and other buy-products are leaking into the food and water suply. We're writing to
\rui.(f you because we fear the risk of cancer and other sicknesses to the people of lda@ We suggest you find a much more
i
) stable and secure way to store your waste.’ I10-3 NLE {!)
Thank Youl
Sincerely,

Katherine Readon and Briana Schueren
Foothills School of Arts and Sciences

E.S. Please rsp@ To-4 X ,(‘.(I)

g xipuaddy
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HLW EIS Web Comments

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:57 PM
To: web@jason.com

Ce: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Erika and Kaitlin Foldyna and Lioyd
Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 S. 8th St

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, 1D 83702

Telephone: 2083319260

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 14:57:19%

Comment:
Dear Thomas L. wlcn?'-ann April 19, 2000
wg-1 3()

We have a very good idea for how we can prevent nuclear waste from leaking into the Snake River. We do not think you
should use the separation technique because it costs too much money and is unproven) Here is our idea: [Maybe you
(4-2 could turn it into glass and keep it in a steel case as far under the Earth as possible] We think this is important because
W24e have heard of what has happened in the past (Hiroshima an ernobyl) and do not want history to repeat itself in that
(!? form. We are concerned for our health and the health of others. |If you like our idea, please write bacg
va-2 e

Sincerely,

Kaitlin Lloyd (age 11) and Erika Foldyna (age 9)
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From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:48 PM
To: web(@jason.com

Cc: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Briana and Katherine Schueren and Reardon
Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 S. 8th 5t
Address2:
City, State Zip: Boise, ID 83702
Telephone: 208.331.9260
Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 14:47:587
Comment:
Dear Mr. Whichmann, To-1 HLal)
is come to our attention that the nuclear waste you are producing and storing has recently, and still is, leaking into the
Snake River aquife_g That concerns my pariner Briana and | Katherine.

We live in Boise, Idaho, but we consume many foods, and drinking water which was grown and preduced in Eastern,
-2 Idaho. [We are concemed that waste and other buy-products are leaking into the food and water suply. We're writing to
\rui.(f you because we fear the risk of cancer and other sicknesses to the people of lda@ We suggest you find a much more
i
) stable and secure way to store your waste.’ I10-3 NLE {!)
Thank Youl
Sincerely,

Katherine Readon and Briana Schueren
Foothills School of Arts and Sciences

E.S. Please rsp@ To-4 X ,(‘.(I)

g xipuaddy
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Zontral 2 _DC-T7/
HLW EIS Web C t: N N
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:43 PM
To: web@jason.com
Cec: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment
Mame: Ashina and Alexandra Sipiora and Asbury
Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 S, 8th Street
Address2: 3065 e. Bon View or 1025 w. El Pelar
City, State Zip: Boise, ID 83702
Telephone: 331-9260
Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 14:42:43}
Comment:
Dear Thomas, April 19,2000
-1 Vll-“%}:r names are Ashina and Alexandra. This was a school project; we're both in fifth grade and our ages are ten

nd ale\mn.@e‘m writing to you about toxic waste. We think it was a great idea to ask for other opinions on the aubjec—_t_.]
71-2 \We could store it junder ground] in The Great Salt Lake Desert in Utah. Or there’s a space in Coahuila. That is in
Il.A between Las Delicias and Laguna De La Lecha. In all the places dig a hole and pour cement in it, then pump it in lha-tJ
12) [We would like to hear back from you. And we're sure our teacher would like fo read the respose IoSJ

n-z  w.ely

Sincerely,
Ashina and Alexandra

EIS PROJECT -(ARVPF

HLW & FD -7z
HLW EIS Web Comments = e
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:36 PM
To: web@jason.com
Ce: web_archive@jascn.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

MName: Matt Dubman

Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 2035 Silvercreek Lane

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, 1D 83706

Telephone: 368-0093

Date Entered: {ts "2000-04-19 14:36:00'}

Comment:

Dear Thomas L. Wichmann, 4119100

72-1  W.p2.c(1
E\fa think that you should stabilize the nuclear waste and use the sirategy of tuming the waste into glass, also known as
witrification, because the separation techniques cost much money and are not yet proven to work | Alsolif there are leaks
into the Snake River aguifer, it will greatly affect or kill the people, animals, and plants native to fhe Snake River
emsysla'ﬁ] This is what we believe about your decision on how to stabilize nuclear waste.

T2-2  NLA(D)
Sincerely,

Andrew Storms
Matt Dubman
Zach Lyons

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -
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From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:43 PM
To: web@jason.com
Cec: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment
Mame: Ashina and Alexandra Sipiora and Asbury
Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 S, 8th Street
Address2: 3065 e. Bon View or 1025 w. El Pelar
City, State Zip: Boise, ID 83702
Telephone: 331-9260
Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 14:42:43}
Comment:
Dear Thomas, April 19,2000
-1 Vll-“%}:r names are Ashina and Alexandra. This was a school project; we're both in fifth grade and our ages are ten

nd ale\mn.@e‘m writing to you about toxic waste. We think it was a great idea to ask for other opinions on the aubjec—_t_.]
71-2 \We could store it junder ground] in The Great Salt Lake Desert in Utah. Or there’s a space in Coahuila. That is in
Il.A between Las Delicias and Laguna De La Lecha. In all the places dig a hole and pour cement in it, then pump it in lha-tJ
12) [We would like to hear back from you. And we're sure our teacher would like fo read the respose IoSJ

n-z  w.ely

Sincerely,
Ashina and Alexandra

EIS PROJECT -(ARVPF

HLW & FD -7z
HLW EIS Web Comments = e
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:36 PM
To: web@jason.com
Ce: web_archive@jascn.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

MName: Matt Dubman

Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 2035 Silvercreek Lane

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, 1D 83706

Telephone: 368-0093

Date Entered: {ts "2000-04-19 14:36:00'}

Comment:

Dear Thomas L. Wichmann, 4119100

72-1  W.p2.c(1
E\fa think that you should stabilize the nuclear waste and use the sirategy of tuming the waste into glass, also known as
witrification, because the separation techniques cost much money and are not yet proven to work | Alsolif there are leaks
into the Snake River aguifer, it will greatly affect or kill the people, animals, and plants native to fhe Snake River
emsysla'ﬁ] This is what we believe about your decision on how to stabilize nuclear waste.

T2-2  NLA(D)
Sincerely,

Andrew Storms
Matt Dubman
Zach Lyons
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mwarp  EIS PROJECT () e
Contrel # _[2C-73

Mame: Rebecca Ballenger

Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 1503 N. 25th St

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, ID 83702

Telephone: 331-8644

Date Entered: {ls '2000-04-19 14:19:127}
Comment:

Apr. 19'00

Dear Mr. Wichmann,

My name is Rebecca (Becca) Ballenger and | am 10 years old. My class and | are studying ldaho Rivers
and we've been talking about nuclear waste. | am now realizing how dangerous the waste is, | have a few ideas on how
we can keep ourselves and other citizens healthy and safe.

| think we should make the waste into glass (vitrification) and keep it all in a huge lead conlainer out in the
open where no water is, to ensure our health, 13- 111-D.'2-C—(IJ

Rebecca Ballenger

HLW EIS Web Cc t -
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:19 PM

To: web@jason.com

Ce: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

EIS PROJECT (AR} PF

HLW & FD
Contral # _ [ - 74

HLW EIS Web Comments L
Fram: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 3:06 PM
To: web@jason.com
Ce: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Ashten Goodenough

Affiliation: Foothills School O f Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 S. 8th St

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, 1D 83702

Telephone: (208) 331-9260

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-13 15:06:03%
Comment:

Dear Thomas W,

My name is Ashten, most people call me Ashtie. | am 11 years old and love the ocean. | want to be a marine biologist
when | grow up. | live in Boise, Idaho but | want to live in New Port Oregon.
R R TN 0|

| am writing you about my ideas on nuclear waste in the mrld[liﬂ_aho is having the problem of the waste leaking into our
aguifer, This is a problem because nuclear waste causes cancer and other sicknesses. Right now we are injecting the
waste into the groundj think we should launch it into space. In space it could go into a black hale.

Now you're probably thinking it might land on another planet. Well if we take the time to shoot it In the right direction and
see how the planets rotate it won't land, hit or destroy another planet. Therefare it will not harm anything. I'm not the best at
space work but | think this mighkworﬂ -2 WA [?.)

Sincerely Ashten.

g xipuaddy
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Contrel # _[2C-73

Mame: Rebecca Ballenger

Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 1503 N. 25th St

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, ID 83702

Telephone: 331-8644

Date Entered: {ls '2000-04-19 14:19:127}
Comment:

Apr. 19'00

Dear Mr. Wichmann,

My name is Rebecca (Becca) Ballenger and | am 10 years old. My class and | are studying ldaho Rivers
and we've been talking about nuclear waste. | am now realizing how dangerous the waste is, | have a few ideas on how
we can keep ourselves and other citizens healthy and safe.

| think we should make the waste into glass (vitrification) and keep it all in a huge lead conlainer out in the
open where no water is, to ensure our health, 13- 111-D.'2-C—(IJ

Rebecca Ballenger

HLW EIS Web Cc t -
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:19 PM

To: web@jason.com

Ce: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

EIS PROJECT (AR} PF

HLW & FD
Contral # _ [ - 74

HLW EIS Web Comments L
Fram: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 3:06 PM
To: web@jason.com
Ce: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Ashten Goodenough

Affiliation: Foothills School O f Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 S. 8th St

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, 1D 83702

Telephone: (208) 331-9260

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-13 15:06:03%
Comment:

Dear Thomas W,

My name is Ashten, most people call me Ashtie. | am 11 years old and love the ocean. | want to be a marine biologist
when | grow up. | live in Boise, Idaho but | want to live in New Port Oregon.
R R TN 0|

| am writing you about my ideas on nuclear waste in the mrld[liﬂ_aho is having the problem of the waste leaking into our
aguifer, This is a problem because nuclear waste causes cancer and other sicknesses. Right now we are injecting the
waste into the groundj think we should launch it into space. In space it could go into a black hale.

Now you're probably thinking it might land on another planet. Well if we take the time to shoot it In the right direction and
see how the planets rotate it won't land, hit or destroy another planet. Therefare it will not harm anything. I'm not the best at
space work but | think this mighkworﬂ -2 WA [?.)

Sincerely Ashten.

g xipuaddy
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EIS PROJECT -(ARJPF

HLW & FD Control # JZLC..-_‘(_E
HLW EIS Web Comments

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 3:03 PM
To: web@jason.com

Cc: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Kevin Ward

Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 1900 N 29th street

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, |D 83702

Telephone: 385-0746

Date Entered: {ts ‘2000-04-19 15:03:11%}
Comment:

Apr. 1900

Dear Thomas L. Wichmann,

T&-1 LA (1) | know that you and your colleagues have a very imporiant, frustrating job and that you get a lot of these letters but |
am concemned. || wish to state a few of my points why | am concermed. One is that the waste can leak out of the metal
containers it is stored in. In doing so it could very possibly leak into the Snake River aquifer and then it could go from there
into the Snake River itself. That would not only would affect me, but it could affect all of !dahﬂand@nher we don't know
the timespan of this (I know that this may never happen or it could happen in 7 years), but | don't want it to affect the
generation of the future. You may not be thinking so far ahead but | am and think that | want everbody to have a long-lived

ite] 15-2  yan.g(i)
q5-2  w-p.z.elt)
To stabilize the waste, | think that you should turn it into glass. | know that this a very expensive process but | know, and

pe you know, that you can't put a price on ﬁf@ Thank you for your time and for taking my letter into consideration.
Please write t:at:@I 5.4 e

From,
Kevin Ward - age 11

Tb-1
vit.ALR)

T6-2
¥ (1)

Tb-3
F.2()

U5
X(4)

Mame: Dean Taylor

Affiliation: Idaho Falls resident

Address1: 3110 Hartert

Address2:

City, State Zip: ldaho Falls, ID 83404

Telephone: (208)523-8519

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 22:18:44'}

Comment:

1) [The information used in making the assessments in the EIS is based on
fragmentary data, at best, and on non-existent data (GUESSES!) at worst. |
have little faith in any decision based on these data]|The potential costs of
implementing some of these options are measured in Billions of dollars. Why
doesn't DOE fund work to provide GOOD data for ALL the options under
consideration so that an INTELLIGENT choice can be made? The direct
cementation option, for example, appears to have had little or no funding support
to provide reasonable data on which to assess its meriﬂs]

2) Eﬂr. Wichmann claimed in one of the public meetings that DOE has 170,000
MTHM of HLW to dispose of, while the current allocation for such waste at Yucca
Mtn is for only 4,400 MTHM. These numbers suggest that the only way to "fit*
the INEEL's HLW into the Yucca Mtn repository is to separate the high-activity
portion and send only that to YM, leaving the low-activity portion to be disposed
of elsewhere. Mr. Wichmann's numbers, however, don't agree with those
published in the Sandia Report, "Performance Assessment of the Direct Disposal
in Unsaturated Tuff of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Waste Owned by U.S.
Department of Energy” (SANDS4-2563/1, 1995). This report indicates that the
term MTHM (Metric Tons Heavy Metal) applies to the parent fissionable fuel
mass from which the waste was derived, not the actual mass of the final waste
form. The report further indicates there is a total of only 12,060 MTHM waste in
the DOE complex, only 320 MTHM of which is at the INEEL. Based on this data,
the INEEL's

waste would use roughly 7.3% of the 4,400 MTHM allocation, regardless of
whether it is separated into high- and low-activity portions or not.

S)Ef_the INEEL's HLW is NOT separated into high- and low-activity fractions, the
final waste form will consume more space at the repository and thus incur a
higher disposal cost. However, when comparing these costs for the various
candidate options, only INCREMENTAL costs BEYOND "sunk" costs associated
with development of the repository, should be considered. The latter costs must
be paid REGARDLESS of which treatment option is selected. Only those costs
incurred as a DIRECT consequence of choosing a specific option should be
considered when comparing all options if TOTAL cost to the taxpayers is to be
minimized.

To put it more simply, the TOTAL cost to the taxpayers for treatment and
disposal of DOE's HLW will be the sum of three cost items: (a) the research

EIS PROJECT - (ARJPF
Control # ]2 = Z‘g
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EIS PROJECT -(ARJPF

HLW & FD Control # JZLC..-_‘(_E
HLW EIS Web Comments

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 3:03 PM
To: web@jason.com

Cc: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Mame: Kevin Ward

Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 1900 N 29th street

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, |D 83702

Telephone: 385-0746

Date Entered: {ts ‘2000-04-19 15:03:11%}
Comment:

Apr. 1900

Dear Thomas L. Wichmann,

T&-1 LA (1) | know that you and your colleagues have a very imporiant, frustrating job and that you get a lot of these letters but |
am concemned. || wish to state a few of my points why | am concermed. One is that the waste can leak out of the metal
containers it is stored in. In doing so it could very possibly leak into the Snake River aquifer and then it could go from there
into the Snake River itself. That would not only would affect me, but it could affect all of !dahﬂand@nher we don't know
the timespan of this (I know that this may never happen or it could happen in 7 years), but | don't want it to affect the
generation of the future. You may not be thinking so far ahead but | am and think that | want everbody to have a long-lived

ite] 15-2  yan.g(i)
q5-2  w-p.z.elt)
To stabilize the waste, | think that you should turn it into glass. | know that this a very expensive process but | know, and

pe you know, that you can't put a price on ﬁf@ Thank you for your time and for taking my letter into consideration.
Please write t:at:@I 5.4 e

From,
Kevin Ward - age 11

Tb-1
vit.ALR)

T6-2
¥ (1)

Tb-3
F.2()

U5
X(4)

Mame: Dean Taylor

Affiliation: Idaho Falls resident

Address1: 3110 Hartert

Address2:

City, State Zip: ldaho Falls, ID 83404

Telephone: (208)523-8519

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 22:18:44'}

Comment:

1) [The information used in making the assessments in the EIS is based on
fragmentary data, at best, and on non-existent data (GUESSES!) at worst. |
have little faith in any decision based on these data]|The potential costs of
implementing some of these options are measured in Billions of dollars. Why
doesn't DOE fund work to provide GOOD data for ALL the options under
consideration so that an INTELLIGENT choice can be made? The direct
cementation option, for example, appears to have had little or no funding support
to provide reasonable data on which to assess its meriﬂs]

2) Eﬂr. Wichmann claimed in one of the public meetings that DOE has 170,000
MTHM of HLW to dispose of, while the current allocation for such waste at Yucca
Mtn is for only 4,400 MTHM. These numbers suggest that the only way to "fit*
the INEEL's HLW into the Yucca Mtn repository is to separate the high-activity
portion and send only that to YM, leaving the low-activity portion to be disposed
of elsewhere. Mr. Wichmann's numbers, however, don't agree with those
published in the Sandia Report, "Performance Assessment of the Direct Disposal
in Unsaturated Tuff of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Waste Owned by U.S.
Department of Energy” (SANDS4-2563/1, 1995). This report indicates that the
term MTHM (Metric Tons Heavy Metal) applies to the parent fissionable fuel
mass from which the waste was derived, not the actual mass of the final waste
form. The report further indicates there is a total of only 12,060 MTHM waste in
the DOE complex, only 320 MTHM of which is at the INEEL. Based on this data,
the INEEL's

waste would use roughly 7.3% of the 4,400 MTHM allocation, regardless of
whether it is separated into high- and low-activity portions or not.

S)Ef_the INEEL's HLW is NOT separated into high- and low-activity fractions, the
final waste form will consume more space at the repository and thus incur a
higher disposal cost. However, when comparing these costs for the various
candidate options, only INCREMENTAL costs BEYOND "sunk" costs associated
with development of the repository, should be considered. The latter costs must
be paid REGARDLESS of which treatment option is selected. Only those costs
incurred as a DIRECT consequence of choosing a specific option should be
considered when comparing all options if TOTAL cost to the taxpayers is to be
minimized.

To put it more simply, the TOTAL cost to the taxpayers for treatment and
disposal of DOE's HLW will be the sum of three cost items: (a) the research

EIS PROJECT - (ARJPF
Control # ]2 = Z‘g
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Document 76, Dean Taylor, ldaho Falls, ID
Page 2 of 2

Document 77, Foothills School of Arts and Sciences (Chelaea A. Porter & Edie J. Spear),
Boise, ID, Page 1 of 1

costs for development of the site at Yucca Mtn, plus (b) the cost of treating the
waste prior to disposal, plus (c) the INCREMENTAL cost at the repository to
physically "make room" for the waste. Cost item (a) does not depend on the
choice of a treatment option. Cost item (b) is probably MUCH higher for the
separations options than for non-separations (probably billions of dollars higher).
Cost item (c) will be somewhat higher for non-separations options than for
separations options. However, the difference will not be nearly as high as
claimed by those who justify separations on the basis of cost. The reason is that
when one considers only INCREMENTAL costs in the comparisons, the disposal
cost will be only a small fraction of the $500,000 per cubic meter figure that has
been used.

In summary, | believe that the TOTAL cost to the taxpayers will be much, much
higher if any separations option is selectecﬂ

EIS PROJECT (ARPF

W &FD
ntral # _)’..__.'-

HLW EIS Web Cc t o =TT
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2000 3:02 PM
To: web(@jason.com
Cc: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Chelsea and Edie Porter and Spear
Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 2222 5. Swallowtail

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, 1D 83702

Telephone: 1-208 331-9260

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 15:01:42'}

Comment:
Dear Mr. Wichmann 171 I.lI,D,'.(I)
t‘his waste is harming a lot of people so STOP! We don't like the fact that you are puting things that are hazardous to

our health into the Snake River! It is not safe people can get canser! Our main point is just stop!

Sincerely

Chelsea A, Porter

and
Edie |. Spear

g xipuaddy
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Document 76, Dean Taylor, ldaho Falls, ID
Page 2 of 2

Document 77, Foothills School of Arts and Sciences (Chelaea A. Porter & Edie J. Spear),
Boise, ID, Page 1 of 1

costs for development of the site at Yucca Mtn, plus (b) the cost of treating the
waste prior to disposal, plus (c) the INCREMENTAL cost at the repository to
physically "make room" for the waste. Cost item (a) does not depend on the
choice of a treatment option. Cost item (b) is probably MUCH higher for the
separations options than for non-separations (probably billions of dollars higher).
Cost item (c) will be somewhat higher for non-separations options than for
separations options. However, the difference will not be nearly as high as
claimed by those who justify separations on the basis of cost. The reason is that
when one considers only INCREMENTAL costs in the comparisons, the disposal
cost will be only a small fraction of the $500,000 per cubic meter figure that has
been used.

In summary, | believe that the TOTAL cost to the taxpayers will be much, much
higher if any separations option is selectecﬂ

EIS PROJECT (ARPF

W &FD
ntral # _)’..__.'-

HLW EIS Web Cc t o =TT
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2000 3:02 PM
To: web(@jason.com
Cc: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Chelsea and Edie Porter and Spear
Affiliation: Foothills School of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 2222 5. Swallowtail

Address2:

City, State Zip: Boise, 1D 83702

Telephone: 1-208 331-9260

Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 15:01:42'}

Comment:
Dear Mr. Wichmann 171 I.lI,D,'.(I)
t‘his waste is harming a lot of people so STOP! We don't like the fact that you are puting things that are hazardous to

our health into the Snake River! It is not safe people can get canser! Our main point is just stop!

Sincerely

Chelsea A, Porter

and
Edie |. Spear

g xipuaddy
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Document 79, Vickie Hoke, Victor, ID
Page 1 of 1

EIS P| -

HLW & Fp S PROJECT - (AR)PF
HLW EIS Web Comment ) Control # _120.-78
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:17 PM
To: web@jason.com
Co: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Jake, Jeffrey and Logan Goicoechea, Baehr, and Madsen
Affiliation: Foothills Scheol of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 5. &th Street
Address2:
City, State Zip: Boise, ID 83702
Telephone: 331-89260
Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 14:16:52'}
Comment:
Dear Thomas Wichman,
78-1  w.Db.z.e ()

@e think that you should turn your excess nuclear waste into glass, We think this because if the waste was
burned, the smoke and radioactive dust would be spread around the area. After the waste is turned into glass, it will not be
as harmful as injecting it into the grour@We are concerned about this issue because it affects our future.

From,
Logan Madsen, Jake Goicoechea and Jeffrey Baehr

April 18, 2000

EIS PROJECT (AR)PF
HLW & FD Control # _K—_‘Zi

HLW EIS Web Comments

From: HLWFDEIS Web Sita

Sent: Monday, March 06, 2000 12:41 PM
To: web@jason.com

Ce: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: vickle Hoke

Affiliation: TeacherTeton Cty Schools
Address1: vshoke@srv.net

Address2: 30 N. Sweethome Dr.

City, State Zip: Victor, ID 83455
Telephone: 208 789-3057

Date Entered: {is '2000-03-06 12:40:51'}
Comment:

E?eﬂ strongly that the proposed incinerator has not been researched enough. These items are VERY subject to human
error and you have given the building over to a company with a less than shining reputation. | agree that something must
be done with the nuclear waste, but burning at all, let alone so close to a pristine area (as well as my home) seems
ridiculous. There are other options for removal and destruction of these wastes. Please, reconsider the incinerator idea.

Itis a BAD ideal| H4.-| Xﬂ;)
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EIS P| -

HLW & Fp S PROJECT - (AR)PF
HLW EIS Web Comment ) Control # _120.-78
From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2000 2:17 PM
To: web@jason.com
Co: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Jake, Jeffrey and Logan Goicoechea, Baehr, and Madsen
Affiliation: Foothills Scheol of Arts and Sciences
Address1: 618 5. &th Street
Address2:
City, State Zip: Boise, ID 83702
Telephone: 331-89260
Date Entered: {ts '2000-04-19 14:16:52'}
Comment:
Dear Thomas Wichman,
78-1  w.Db.z.e ()

@e think that you should turn your excess nuclear waste into glass, We think this because if the waste was
burned, the smoke and radioactive dust would be spread around the area. After the waste is turned into glass, it will not be
as harmful as injecting it into the grour@We are concerned about this issue because it affects our future.

From,
Logan Madsen, Jake Goicoechea and Jeffrey Baehr

April 18, 2000

EIS PROJECT (AR)PF
HLW & FD Control # _K—_‘Zi

HLW EIS Web Comments

From: HLWFDEIS Web Sita

Sent: Monday, March 06, 2000 12:41 PM
To: web@jason.com

Ce: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: vickle Hoke

Affiliation: TeacherTeton Cty Schools
Address1: vshoke@srv.net

Address2: 30 N. Sweethome Dr.

City, State Zip: Victor, ID 83455
Telephone: 208 789-3057

Date Entered: {is '2000-03-06 12:40:51'}
Comment:

E?eﬂ strongly that the proposed incinerator has not been researched enough. These items are VERY subject to human
error and you have given the building over to a company with a less than shining reputation. | agree that something must
be done with the nuclear waste, but burning at all, let alone so close to a pristine area (as well as my home) seems
ridiculous. There are other options for removal and destruction of these wastes. Please, reconsider the incinerator idea.

Itis a BAD ideal| H4.-| Xﬂ;)
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HWem EIS PROJECT -(ARYPE
Control # e -E0

| e
0 5L Wb‘fzmn
B rop e L T

§50 rfmwgpbraﬂ/ ms- i 45 JDqu.

From: MQ}%& (Db b 2 D

Fax # J-208~ 53¢ -)18Y

_f D
8 2 4/0}-—)_5" 73

Message:

ATIN* Dubde bt [DAHS HIW ¢ FD TS

Kopy Katz Eapy Center
tel. 307.733.0633 - fax 307.734.2499

Melissa Clark Rhodes <mrhodes@blissnet.com> on 04/20/2000 11:08:30 AM

Please respond to mrhodes@blissnet.com

To: cxb@inel.gov
i

Subject: Attention Cindy from M. Rhodes re failed fax

Thank you Cindy for your email! I was online and frustrated until late
last night because I have put a great deal of effort into my comments,
ineluding the reading of the EIS, and discussion with a number of
engineers.

Here is part 1 of 2: Melissa Clark Rhodes (307) 734-7665

- hilevel.doc

g xipuaddy
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Melissa Clark Rhodes <mrhodes@blissnet.com> on 04/20/2000 11:15:28 AM

Flease respond to mrhodes@blissnet.com

To: cxb@inel.gov
ce:

Subject: Attn Cindy, here is part 2 of my comment

This part is authored by a materials scientist, actually from the
INEEL. Sinece I'd gathered a small group of engineers, and had had

discussiens, I feel that this hydroceramic solution made alot of sense.

It appears to have been cne of the alternatives which had been
considered early on, and close to the Direct Cement cption. Thank you
for your trouble. Best regards, Melissa Rhodes PS: I'll be visiting
the INEEL again in May. 307-734-7665

- acidoc.doc

Document 80, Melissa Clark Rhodes, Jackson, WY
Page 4 of 19

go-1

LW &FD B FRwswr noe e
Ao b l \)
Au
April 19, 2000 ﬂwkﬁﬂf

Re: C garding INEEL's of its high-level waste treatment and
disposal problem. These comments are for the Record of Decision.

Control # _DC-E0

My name is Melissa Clark Rhodes. My address is Apt. 345 M. Blair Place, Jackson,
Wyoming, 83002,

I hold a Ph.D. in Geology, with a specialty in evolutionary theory and physiological
ecology of “living fossils”. 1 have taught university level introductory courses in Geology,
Environmental Science, Oceanography, and Geologic Resources and Hazards, as well as
Advanced Optical Mineralogy, Igneous and Metamorphic Petrology, Crystallography, and
Paleontology.

Since Chemical and MNuclear Engineering are not my areas of expertise, | am speaking here
as a concerned citizen.

Ehe DOE has very considerately provided us with information and time, and has included

™ .A{z} us in their decision-making process. For this, I am grateful, and [ appreciate the efforts of

Bo-2
w.p.30)

INEEL and DOE to make available to us the various options which will most likely be
involved in the final decision-making process regarding INEEL’s problems with the high
level waste treatment and disposal, as well as the level of environmental remediation
required after the INEEI has been 0109@

Concerns:
I'll begin by elimination of the most undesirable options (in my opinion):

Endesimh]e:

Separations technologies:

The main benefit of these protocols seems to be reduction of the volume of waste —
different fractions would be sent to the WIPP and the still hypothetical high-level waste
repository. I consider any of the separations alternatives to be unacceptable. Dissolving
the previously solidified calcine back into liquid form seems wasteful, since it nullifies all
the previous calcining performed in order to get the HLW into a more stable granular
form. Liquid HLW is a more hazardous and unstable entity, especially when it is sitting on
Southeast Idaho’s premier aquifer.

The separations technologies all involve a small incinerator, in order to treat the organic
solvents, which would be e d with radionuclides. Even the slightest whisper of
the word “incinerator” in the Jackson area would arouse more public oppesitio'tﬂ
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E,I'ndesirable:
203 Minimum INEEL processing solution:

nE(8) This option involves a lot of transportation and handling. There are also too many

+ uncertainties regarding Hanford's ability to deal with SBW/mixed TRU waste. The
chemistries required for vitrification at Hanford don’t match, INEEL's waste is more
acidic than has been provided for at the Hanford facility. There is too much risk in
transporting the waste back and forth. Transport presents a greater potential for
accidents, Additionally, it appears that this option still hasn't been worked out fully. Too
many uncertainties exist, and the pl to be I ]

LE@)

@ndesimble:
fo-4 The Hot Isostatic Pressed Waste option
W.C-(8)  Direct Cement Waste option (see postscript)

These alternatives both require the technology necessary to upgrade the calciner to
MACT. This could be costly and time-consuming. The INEEL might encounter
additional public opposition to the calciner, even after upgrades to MACT. Itis a form of
inc'merama

Eosl desirable:
86-5 Early Vitrification Option:

1.2 L(') This alternative does not require calcination of the remaining liquid SBW and mixed TRU

waste, Therefore, it would not require upgrading of the calciner to MACT, and would
eliminate public opposition to the operation of the calciner, The liquid mixed TRU/SBW
would be converted into a glass acceptable to the WIPP, already in operation.

The mixed HLW Calcine would be vitrified with another variety of glass frit, and safely
stored until a HLW repository could be located and confirmed. The vitrification of the
HLW would put it in a stable form, so that if the hypothetical HLW repository were not
found right away, it would be relatively safe parked right on the reservation,

Newly generated SBW etc. would be directly vitrified, and would skip the calcining step.

The newly generated waste, after vitrification, would most likely be accepted at the WIPP,

already in existence and operative,

This type of technology has been
this option is extremely expensive]
Remediation:

20-b E}r first choice would be the “Clean Closure” Alternative. However, upon reviewing the

worker mortality rates, I am doubtfiil as to whether “Clean Closure” is worth the
WA {') increased site worker mortality m‘e]

utilized in European countries, However,

Document 80, Melissa Clark Rhodes, Jackson, WY
Page 6 of 19

1 am undecided as to which choices are the most desirable for closure. The “Nuke

Reservation” is right in the middle of a low gradient flood plain, and over Southeast

Idaho’s premier aquifer, which is already experiencing some mnl.a.mination.E'l’lc integrity
go-1 of the aquifer must not be breached ]

['F_he main problem is the leftover contaminants’ location. The contamination is parked
squarely in the path of any flood or alteration of flow pattern of the Big Lost River.

20-% Paleogeography of the Big Lost River clearly shows alterations in its meander patterns.
Vill.e (8} Since the Arco Desert plain has a very low gradient, the river will be susceptible to large
variations in its meander patterns, dependent upon short or long-term climatic variations.
1t will also be especially inclined to flooding, especially during the current short-term(7)
climate changes. The contaminants could possibly end up in the middle of a newly formed
river meander charmc_lﬂ

fo-a Eeﬂ:hniques involving more remote-handling protocols should be strenuously investigated,
VIl & (%) 5o that worker safety could be increased,) I feel thatfit is essential for the underground
@o-10 contaminated structures such as the tanks, vaults and piping to be mmov@

WA (2) Respectfully yours,
Melissa Clark Rhodes, Ph.D. Geology

PostScript:

It has been brought to my attention thar.Etriﬁcation may be prohibitively expensive. It

20-1 could cost more than $1,000,000.00 per cubic meter of glass produced. Thus, as an

Wb 2. bldalternative, a version of Hydroceramic Solidification might be preferable, even though it

most likely would involve calcination of remaining i':ql:i&_s-_.l
The hydroceramics as described in the following paper by Darryl D. Siemer, “WHY
HYDROCERAMIC SOLIDIFICATION MAKES MORE SENSE THAN
VITRIFICATION FOR INEEL HIGH LEVEL WASTE", submitted to the journal
“Nuclear Technology”, match leachability test results in comparison to glasses, and are
cheaper. However, the main problem appears to be volume reduction. It appears to have
been one of the alternatives analyzed and rejected by the DOE. Perhaps volume reduction
is not as important as a speedy and cost effective solution for the INEEL's HLW. See
the following paper:

g xipuaddy

- UuoyvWIOfuy Mo\ -



Lel-a

1L820-513/30d

Document 80, Melissa Clark Rhodes, Jackson, WY
Page 7 of 19

WHY HYDROCERAMIC SOLIDIFICATION BAKES MORE SENSE THAN VITRIFICATION FOR
INEEL WIGH LEVER WASTE

Darryl D. Siemer, 12 N 3167 E, Idsho Falls, ID 83402
(evenings/weekends) (208) 52#3479 deigmerEisrviney
(davs) (208) 5334080 mumm

(Note: this paper does not necessarily reflect the views of the sgthor's employer nor does it discuss research
funded, encouraged, or otherwise “owned"” by that-employer)

ABSTRACT

“Hydroceramics” (HC) are geopolymeric' wnm dmpﬁl o mmh ﬂm !I.ewil test pe'ﬁ:rmm of
radwaste-type glasses. They are made by of d waste, calcined clay, NaOH,
plus water. This paper characterizes them m&wldm mw to solidification would be
preferable to vitrification for Idaho National Engineering aad 1 Lab v (INEEL)
reprocessing waste,

INTRODUCTION

in 1970, [dahospdmmiladwﬂdp mwnﬂrﬁlw)gmmwmrm
G ‘woiild Be prepared for disposal (made
'rwdready"}m maﬁm nﬂicml"HLWwW ﬁ:lthl.bilﬁmofmdeﬂmsmbem
spent on mwm;mmwwmmm \.\mm
been prepared for disposal, mdwdw:eﬁmmm&mgmmwzmsm Inl
4 ial™ National h Council
Mﬁm:?mlm&mmﬁm‘ Cherimullm[‘x)ﬂ
biinders both mlfmdmmhmmmymmhlﬂ‘ fbrred when it

| problems. ‘This paper i ", vitrification, and explains why a
cementitious technelogy ought to be used instead,

VITRIFICATION'S DRAWBACKS

A paper scheduled for publication in “NUCLEAR TECANJLOGY" documents that the cast of rendering
DOE HLW mnd-mdy m vitrification will be well over 1million- (probably $2-4 millien) for every cubic
meter of glass prody DOE’s are urlilealy-to sshieve >100% volumetric loading of
its ~60,000 m’ " of high- -solids reprocessing waste (~4000 m’ of INEEL calcines, ~14,000 m® of SRS sludge,
and 46,000 m’ of Hanford sludge), memww&nﬂhﬂwﬂm constitutes & barrier to
progress and that other tech should be d. Ancther controversial NRC report reached the
same conclusion over two decades earlier®.

Let's critig) of the ployed by vitrification’s champions,

One of these is, “vitrification is better because 3 glass malteg.can ashiave greater volumetric waste loading
than can low temperature solidification technologies”, This arament in mlﬂndmg, lrr:lwt. and
harmful. It is misleading because it presumes both that shernaty must be i i
without approprlmmprﬂmmmlmd.uﬂllww lhnmlyaﬁ'mm of the waste

“counts™, Raw reprocessing waste consists primarily of vajatile materials such as water, mineral acids,
nitrate/nitrite ions and, in some cases, ammu vduoh m lnﬂuﬁ “Hsted wastes", solvents, extrectants,
and chelating agents. Calcination (or inci iom) ™ fs mﬁwe]t-eﬂlbhshedwaym
eliminate those fractions while producing inorganic sshes whieh esn be i to equally 1 |
monoliths by other means, While glass memﬂ can be (and sometimes are) used as "dﬂoLmesrs" it is
much more efficient to do that unit op with imized for that purpose.

Today's obsession with volume is irrelevant because the-presumaption that the ultimate cost of managing
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HLW will be proportional mm%mw& invalid. First of all,
“history tells us that the cost of any DOE project will be Mﬂwmilmﬂymprdum

anything. For example, the cost of making one canister (~T'm®) of sy sort of “rock™ will be >90% that of
mkmg:tnm:m[ﬂbm‘)ufrtmlﬁ:hmm Alh-thousmuywiammdu
DOE EM project’s overall cost (includi design,

construction, pmunndmmn.mlng.m R-. m)knmnllyhdspmdmtefum
amount of product created or service I costs,

d.ﬂleluulmoqu)mhgdmhmmmm.wwlmrbepmpm(unllto
their geometric volumes. Why 7 1) Formal of
h\ﬁdMMthWﬂWlmmﬂwmmlmmo{
their volumes’, 2) today's official hypothetical HLW site, Yocea M in (YM), is physicall
wm(mmmlm.mmdmwm)mwmywd
material(s) that DOE might choose to make from fts repefic@isiy Waltes, 3) YM's “size” is defined in units
nhmmhmmtﬁmﬁmlﬂduwhwmmaf Mln 70,000 “metric tons of
heavy metal”™), not geometric volume'®, 4) the drilling/barin at YM has
nlrcady been paid for, and, of course, 5) mm(ﬂhmmmwm“oﬁmm
whether or not any real waste is ever Imi-di‘hn Mﬁudmmﬁmlawh:u intended
purpese will add only a relati small i masy/volume,

The “volume obsession™ ummmnmw“mmm;m-m
wmdmmdngxnin“wlmgm This is probiem becsuse it is chemically toxic,

situated in places poorty suited to become permanent grological
rmm'MhummmWMMM not because of its physical size. In
practice, the teck d to affect voh jon serve to decense the physical size of
“high level” fractions that “must be vitrified” for offsite disposal by increasing thosc of “low level”
fractions to be left on site, These lowslevel Braations the bulk of the original waste's
toxic/corrosive components and, due to the St that chemicals gre sdded to affect separation processes, are
generally larger (often much larger) in terms of total mass, yolids content, and volume than the waste was
before it was “volume reduced”. the vitrification of the “high™ stuff in
DOE’s reprocessing waste more affordable range the 7 mulludia-\mhmgmdon:u
WVDP & SRS to the elaborate “full separation® schexie been ck d by INEEL

Another of history's lessona is that the volu duction.of cdlting rep g waste is ive only to
mmwummt&mpwwmmmmwmmmnm
fcilities that would be lish ft — Aive both to i

uﬁpwplawhphnppmmhunurmmhmm Dot derive their incomes from it'%. The only
volume reduction operation that really makes much senss fof this type of waate is “devolatilization™.

Another rationale proffered for vitrification consists of & poor analogy; Le., “because France and Great
Britain vitrify high-level reprocessing wasts, it must be *best® fr US HLW too™. This argament is invalid
because about the only characteristic that thess wastes share-are their labels. European HLW consists of
relatively young, first-cycle, PUREX-type raffinats gecficiadEby-a process that dissolves mechanically-
declad commercial reactor fuel rods in nitric acid. The adh by the calciners used to prepare
European HLW for vitrification typically contains 20-60 ‘products. On the other hand, DOE
HLW is much older (typically >30 years out-of resctor) primarily (>99%) of nen-radicactive
materials derived from fuel cladding plmadﬂmwmm Cmsequmny DOE
HLWSs are two orders of less their P
namesakes, MWWWMMMMU!EWhmmmuuMaUS
mssmallﬂ'upahknfm]ﬂ&hgmmmmmaf‘ﬂmﬂ'mhﬂl)@mlugemdsb[om
sccommodate 8 much wider range of ks than its s T (“bad stuff’ = the sum of
RCRA metals +fission products + TRU).

Ammﬁu@n&ﬂhwh«ofﬂnmﬁrﬁkmh“hlmﬁndmbbmmw‘
G 3

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -
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w’iﬂl_IW, ages m'ﬂllﬂmd lumina & high perfesfiagis of alkalios and boron) are apt to be fubl " of rady (this “sasy stoff® comtits.of multivalent cations - all TRU elements™,

B ble. F “'hu&&nunf-uﬂ-hnmhmmrmofghm momqmofﬂmon -oduct elements, and most RCRA metals®), much cements do not chemically fix the
hasizadt rapos i somo of DOE"L iwhsts menagement experts are suggesting Mmm&.mmuhmmmammnmmﬁm,u

g xipuaddy

g6l-d

under h
that the YM posi mmh l -'mmwld‘hmm«:«%ﬂmhfamﬁll-
Mofmmmﬂ{mnmmmmmm

]dnm:nunwmplymmwdwmwmﬁmmmddmly‘ml“
"Pq-l‘urmm-mnum"bothﬂwmal thm&omcluﬁdlhnihhmwmem
to be buried at a suitable ‘d isties of the waste forms would have negligible effect
upon overall system performancel® 17, [waww"nwnmy‘

Let's ine a more Pch?hm“hwwmewsm:ﬂmmia
Gmnarmm'smmwm\m“!m

In 1982, the British government directed its prime nuclearcontrastor, British Nuclear Fuels, Limited (BNFL),
mmmmmﬂsmmmum@hwm) Tt mandated that the
new facility must not cnly be able to immediately process all newly-p - wastes o
Mam“h%mnﬁk“ﬂ“*%dwm
P ing waste p y B d. Uniks the gitoption In the USA, the British government did not
ma_ww-mymm“hmmmm

Since then BNFL has become a prominent player ln the UB mdva ol Yetplace - in effect
mmmmummmmmmmdmhmum While this situation is
galling to some US nuclear professionals, US tpayen are being melatively well-served because, unlike the
situation with many of USDOE's contractors, BINFL what it promises to do on time
and on budget.  Of course, this does not mesn that it is in the bet toterests of US taxpayers for USDOE 10
promise BNFL several million dollars for every glass “log™-t might produce fam US HLW® — those taxpayers
would be much better served if it were allowed to apply & upigted-version of the sme technology used for
British radwaste,

There are two reasons why INEEL would be the logical plpts-for DOE to initiate such a policy change.
Flrst.unhkn the situation cMM;ﬁMMhﬂmwaﬁWmM

HLW managomeqt spheme, Second, INEEL's fuel reprocessing
facility, thn“ldahoChmimlPrm&nsHm\"(!@l‘.

onymed “INTEC™) >90% of

its raw liquid waste rather than converting it to @ mixtuwe of water soluble salts and sludge via

neutralization, This plus the fact that thoss calcines g 40 watts/m’ of radivactive heat make lts

HLW well suited for cementitious solidification.

THE HYDROCERAMIC ALTERNATIVE

There are three reasons why conventional “grouts” (inclodiqy thee mnployed by BNFL) don’t perform as
well as do glasses on radwaste-type leach tests, The-fiest firthat grouting is applied to the intrinsically
soluble fraction of waste (liquids and uncaloined sshts) whilervitrification is rescrved for “volume reduced”
fractions from which readily soluble materials have already been leached. While the pH buffering provided
by conventional calcium silicate-based cements rendecs them-cepable-of immobilizing the Intrl:umco.i.‘ly

mmuunpmwmmlmm(m.nmm m)mmwmmmur
cementitions solidification, i.e., that it would be relitively. easy/chesp to make waste forms with low

gmmcmﬂmmuhnwmdu&whn-(h”MWM}mdmlhrmﬁchmpia
then their post durabllity vie in-siln grosting fgrout “backfiil” would destabilize
glass waste forms). T.hkd,bwmﬁ. aro Intfinsieally porods, the actusl surface area exposed to the
leachant during these tests is much greater than s the ansewith squal-sized chunks of glass.

Tyd: B3 pliminate this performancs gap Mhcssse their binder phases conaist of mincrgls

mnmﬂmﬂ)mﬂ.dm salts as well as the “casy swuff”.

wﬁuiuhmolewlelmw whﬂhmmdman&mgﬂ!u

rinlto-making b of Hanford’s “Cl

Prma“" vin Osk Ridge National Laboratory’s Mwmhlc “Fixed Undw Elevated

| Temperature and Pressure™ (FUETAF)
|ofudwgh—lhm.mofm calcined waste,

Jawmmimmwumimwmmwmmmmm serves

and

ahmmmdhmmdﬂlmmm hydroxide, shafinite, foorids, i
ljusted to app dalit ;,..,rdud'm-rx-»& 8L, are bra, oxn, & d<0.25a. The
hysical ch istics strength, #a., etc,) of the finished concretes are

m;hwmmdmmumduimm“mm

LEACH TESTS

\

In order to have a ble chanee of ing vitrificafion’s lock on US HLW solidiflcation. sn
alternative must nmmlyhnmplw.w and safer 1t must also produce products that
satisfy perfo criteria for glassen. HC concretes ought to possess
the following charscteristics: l)mm of DOE’s HLW QC benchmark,
‘“Environmental Assczsment” (EA) glaas -day “Product Consistency Test™; 2)
n«mdmdMyMCCImmm lg ’hduuﬁo&mdimmnmﬂmm
INEEL calci 3) satisfy “uni &itecis for RCRA metals via TCLP; and ,
4) accommodate waste loadings 2= 23%. hm}ghﬂémmdl\ddmimim:
ANS/ANSI-16.1 lesch indices much higher than the uthelsiveis Sciptence criteria” (6.0) for radwaste
grouts and have similar physical strengths (>500 psi pompfingiv).

Figure | comparca 28-day MCC-1 leach tost fibrfymsnce QF atyploal HC with those of several radwaste-
type glasses and a hot-isostatically-pressod caramic opramic, “ANEW G™, The HC contsined 42 wt % of o

INEEL “zi type” pilot-plart duldineg calcimedsclay pozzolan produced by the
ASHGROVE Cement Co, (“Troy <lay™), vermiculite, 8 soall smount of sodium sulfide,
plus household lye (sodium hydroxids). tast exposes & anotith of known composition and geometric
whmwndd&wly!mv&m(w%awwﬂ?ﬂﬂ'ﬁﬁmﬂdmhmammm
The fracticns of the material’s components found in the-lowshwte-are then sed to derive normalized leach
rates in milsofgrludmi.f&ny

Figure 1: Comparison of HCa with glunses on-the MCC-1 Test

Tabla [ fists detailed results of an ANS/ANSI 76.1 feakh tesfFhesame specimen. This protocal
measures the mobility [i.e. bulk diffusion constants, D, inriria 5f cm®/s: “Teach index” -u‘.lmunyn)] of
that discourage saturation

individual of & monolith i d in water ynoer
(the leach water is periodically changed). Nmmﬂnmmuuwmmmmurw
radwaste (sodium and nitrate) evinced diffustyities ~four prdersof lower (better) then the usual

waste scceptance eriterion for grouts (10 cm®/sec) and that hose of “pasy* (Zr, St) compenents were

- uopVWAIOJUT MIN -
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several orders of magnitude lower yet. The substntiil $hiEhTniftan diffusivity between the first and later
leach intervals indicates that ~90% of it had beer“microsngapsnbited™ within sodalite/cancrinite cages -
the remainder leached as it would from conventional grout.

Table I: ANS/ANSI 16.1 Leach Test Perfornmance

Today's most popular HLW leach test is the “prodiict sonkfstinay tast™ (PCT)” because it is relatively simple
and quick to do. Since it involves a week-long sample material to a relatively
small amount (10 x as much) of hot (30°C) water, ft Wﬂmu{hemml‘sm wlubl]llg
under conditions apt to cause saturation. Table 1 @eiparss Sl “representative” radwaste-type glasses’

with several HCs with respect to dissolution of'thelr most s@intils commpn component, sodium, For “casy”
components such as *Sr, the HC's would have outperformpt the pinsses by a grester margin.

Table II: Comparison of HCs with glasses.on thePCT test

Most of the attention now being paid to INEEL'S reproo@stpirimstasts focused upon the <10% which had
not yet been calcined by the time (1991) ICPP/INTEC logt s tPpripensing mission — and which still hasn't
been, Bmuumu“sod{umbm‘ingwm"(m} acdtigher prog of th Ily-stable alkali
nitrates (which melt but don't di ctical calch ) than did the other liquid
waste streams, it cannot be WMMMMMMNIMIWI(&&,
sugar) is first dissolved in it™* - an option thet DOE-ID bafirgjectsd, Table III gives the results of a TCLP
(EPA Method 1311, SWP 846) leach test applied to an HC mag with s sugar-calcined SBW simulant that
had been doped with unrealistically high levels of sveral’RERA metals. The simulant was calcined a5
follows: After 38 grams of sucrose per mole of nitraty hyd bexp dissolved tn the liquid, it was then slowly
added to a stainless steel beaker situated on & muodmum-femperstars Iotplate, Then that beaker was placed
into s muffle furnace preheated to NWCF's nonmat-opersting, tetnperature (500°C) to burn out residual
elemental carbon. The HC formulation consisted of 30 wt % Of this calcine, ~1% sodium sulfide, a small
amuunlofthdmwmmmemhhﬂmMmmtna 12
mix of sodium al plus sodium ), phus saffiglegt water to make & “stiff” modeling cluy-like
dough, Thmmmllodmmnmwmmm)mmm:mﬁrm
hours at ~200°C. Table Il lists regulatory limits along with the contentrations of “characteristic™ metals
in both the calcine and the TCLP leachate.

TABLE ITI: TCLP Results: Sugar-cakined “soffim basring waste” specimen

HYDROCERAMIC: vs “REGULAR™ GEOPOLYMERIC CONCRETES

Hydroceramics are geopolymeric' etes designed o mirfimfse solubllity of the “wpgregate”. In order to
achieve the quick-set characteristics needed for commercisl geopolymeric cements are
usually activated with alkali polysilicate(s), nof with alkill moxuum and often contain substantial
prope ions of CSH-formi {¢-g., gramulntedd biExCrngon slag) too™, Table 4 compares PCT
cach performance of three Wiymmd‘ congretes {sameformulation, different curing conditions)
activn:ed with sodium silicate and a similar one, The wasto
simulant represents the soluble fraction of thé WMW present in tank #44 at
DOE’s SRS site [~11.5 M sodium hydroxide, 1.5 M spdiuntniirsts, 1.13 M sodium nitrate, 0.4 M sodium
aluminate, 0.2 M sodium carbonate, plus a trace of cesipny clilovide] A 10:1 mix of “Troy clay” plus
powdered vermiculite was used for all of them. 1.1 of & 37 NaOH was added to the
“hydroceramic™ formulation (10 grams of the clay mix pins § geamn of the rhm:lxm). The ‘gonpulymmc"
formulation (11 grams of the clay mix plus 5.06 grams ofth 2.5 grams
of liquid sodium silicate (“water glass®, -38% salfds, SiDy:ReiD wi. ratlo nf':ix.? ) 8 Wlule the physical
of all of the ete o be fentichl, The léach results indicate that polysilicate

does not reform clay into salt-fixing minerals s affectively fis w Because of their
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excellent dursbilities and chemical compatibility with HCh the best use for conventional geopolymeric
cements in this context would be as construction and/or U materials.

TABLE IV: PCT leachabllity of geopolymeric vs hydroceramic concretes

These leach tests indicate both that the chemical durshility o HCy b equivalent to that of vitrified materials
and that the leaching of individua] constituents ls totdeterdfinged by congruent matrix dissolution. Single-
phmm!hmmhhwehu‘“}%"dnﬂﬁmhw&yﬁmuhmmﬂm-
normalized rate — HCs do not.  Like m 3

interlocked crystalline minerals m Ihemnd.

the process used 1o male them, mm{~l&ﬂ%)-&hﬂ‘m<~:$m’fg)ﬁmauamm
lmemaeufmmmnllmﬂunmdmﬁwm mmmme:m
on leach tests because their lower intrinsic solubility o dhe their grestec surfece sreas. Because
Madauﬁmmsm&mmmirmﬂmmwhwﬁummmdmm
~65 W% C20), HC's gencrally the-Jeachability of “casy stuff* too (..,
*Sr). This may also explain why the MCC-1 Mmmmhﬁulnzmdmm
lower than it was from the criginal FUETAP formy

SUITABILITY AS A DISPOSAL FORM

The US federal g *s decision to confbund (isposgl 4 1 ovm waste with thet produced by the
commercial nuclutpm-mdmmum enother reaboay why it bas fhiled to honor its promises to
people living near Inmﬁdm Dlnle»m that DOE"s civilian waste

ibilities not i W NFRL IR ihy federal government chose
wmmw-m;mm*«mmmﬁwsw HLW repository modeling
exercise (YM), This plus its ion that alf dueed HLW is to be sent there plus the fact

MmmmimmmmwwM(YMua
hetcrogencous assemblage of different types of brittls rock: situeted in-n seismically sctive region) will
memMamemwmmmw[mIMmof
this repository oo — which is why linking thess two probl total paralysis. The most
reasonable place for the federal g 10 site a ," y dedieated to its cold defense-type
muﬂuwﬂwm:}pummwm The NTS makes good sense
because, a) it's already “federal land” (no dthdrawalpequired)sb) it reccives less precipi than

do other DOE sites, ¢) lswmm'-mwmm"g‘nmmm r.hsobjun af over
minymmhdimumﬁluyrdwm o]ihuak«dybemmedmmuy
“crapped up” by ~950 nuclear “events”, and; finally, l‘w of a prectical rep

(—mofm dupmnlcoi]&thnmnl‘wm'llud?uﬁ' ively
tested'™'?, However, it is not
waste road-ready - regardlicss of exactly where in the

cventually go,
HC wade fofms would probably prove uur‘mrﬁqaﬁg‘.ul{/\)

~similarity to surrounding soilVrocks would provide less W&em force for sltcration.
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Thoumlmu’rhuww l-'UBTAP mﬂ“h%miﬂlw a.lphmhy
p!wl.nglhllmlytlu hemically watet in SErves as & p | source of radiolyti
in HC would also be baked out before the canisters were

sealed. (ﬁlm:&mwm%mumwmmwmmm
through tiny filters.] Due (o local stakeholder .insistenca tiat DOE-ID pay some attention to HLW
management scenarios which would render all of the wasle foad-reedy (mot just “volume-reduced”
several paper-engi u.vmdhmthmhmmmmm

since 1996™1, However, because no funding sme sllocated for laboratory or pilot plant
studmhprm main lisbility is “immaturity” — the samve handicsp that demoted FUETAP to “runner
up” status in a independent review of itBEELNmty)w:qa" Whileit is

tochoslogies
reasonable to assume that an HC process could be impl d in a ward fashion, some

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -
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1) [INEEL has not yet officially committed torvirrtfication.
) Because INEEL calcines do not contain exvessive concentrations of soluble salts, it would be
poasible to satisfy the “sodalite formulation”™ gale-ofithum® with high waste loadings.
3) Sinee two of the three elements making up HE binder phases (Na & Al) are high-percentage
i of INEEL calch there1s no need to separate them (or anything else) prier o
solidification, This means that everything-woald be-prepared for offsite dispasal — the
promise made to INEEL stakeholders., {Anrinwwlomﬁmhmmmw practiced at
WVDP and SRS is to transfer thase elements-to “low level” fractions. }
. 4) Straightforward changes to the existing caleinption facility would permit it to efficiently
.7 MMmermamquuﬁdmm"’ lilbkdmnumhhajnﬂu'llhubmslm
mmeﬂmthcxmiugeu!mna’ The latter would consolidate all INEEL reprocessing
wastes into a single, relati Tood ideally suited for HC solidification.
5) It would mmawmwwmmm For example, INEEL must
find some way to dispose of ~1000 metdc ton-ofiradloactive NaOH d by reacting
metallic sodium reactor coolant with waiter. Sinee this just happens to be the amount of
“activator™ required to turn ICPP/INTEC's calsinga into HC-type concrete, coprocessing them
would solve both problems. If the changestortha existing calcination facility alluded to
above were to be implemented, virtually any sertof Hauid or particulate waste (e.g.,
confaminated soils) could also be acopmmodated.
6) It is probable that a formal ﬂ:ﬂll-m implement an HC-type solidiflcation process would
satisfy INEEL stakeholders
7) Finally, if a future generation of US m-‘ M- hto ba buh politically expedient and

ffordable, HC-type monoliths ed into “vitrified"”
monoliths without remaving them from their ariginal ﬂlnm""’r
Two months ago, DOE released a five-volume Draft Env 1 ]mpot & fDE]S} describing
proposed management scenarios for INEEL HLWY, Ut infh " has rendered

this document nsebsaasamo]ﬁxd.mm»-mlﬁﬂ], deb,—ih.tnﬂlm were told to assume &
“disposal fee” of $850,000/m’ for any “high level” wnste flrmms prodnoed — which, of course, constitutes
an overwhelming bias for sch which invoke “vohume chdtition”™ of already-calcined waste, Let's
look at numbers: if INEEL's 320 MTHM's worth waste (which represents 0.46% of
YM’s “capacity”) were to be converted to 13,000 m” of HCAyp® coriczets via the “Direct Cement Waste
Optwn" DOEwwId.chlrgeUswﬂlhﬂlutftrmmmummwbe&mlwd
(which wuldrequlruahﬂﬂ?.ﬂﬂ,ﬂw.wﬂ’gtm of aitrly aid), chemicall 1, and dto
470 m’ of high-level glass and 30,000 m’ dmm«mmmmmwﬂr DOE
would charge them only ~$400 million for the same service.

The National Research Council released its review™ of INEEL's- HLW mansgement program one month
before the DEIS was issued, While the NRC report again clallanges the valldity of many of DOE's

joms, it ludes that, under the presant siroumstances, it would be “best” to abrogate
lh:laiutpm-seumlnIdnho‘Le,tomulemdwmmngliqmdmmd!ojmldmommg
calcines decay away in the binsets for a few hundred more yeurs.

[n this writer's opinion, that’s precisely the conclusion that DOE kmd been hoping for, It is also
unnecessarily defeatist because if DOE were willing to esehefy some of its “symptoms™, it could keep
those promises. “Sugar calcination™ of SBW was Natlonal Laboratory in the late
1950s and tested in [NEEL pilot plants 35 years ago” and, sgain, In a lsb-scale system, 4 years ago. The
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important questions need to be answered before & redl Aty a dewlgned. For example, “would a fow same mm_lnvapiMphmmd.&Mh&ﬂymmdedbyﬂmmmm
month's worth of curing at the ambient-pressure m at INEEL (m gauge pressura) in 1995%, BNFL P sugar £ In‘h‘l rotary ulcmm: u} Sellafield. Its
make an HC mmmmhhmmmm n a 200 psi 1f the answer virtues refative o the *high (~600°C) ap by DOE-1D the bulk of the
is “yes", the process would be saft ler/ to it nitrate is converted to slemental nitrogen rather than 1 wlm'h (& visible) NO,, one third as much of the
v - solid-forming “cold” additive (aluminum nitrste) is required, s Jower p ge of troubl “fines”
CONCLUSIONS are produced (they tend to plug the offgas system), and-calpbmm} of the ining waste would take
half as long and produce half as much calcine. In light of this DOE-ID's arbitrary rejection of sugar

The “hyd ic al ive” is {alh ive it [NEEL for thess reasons: uwnummuf%ﬁymwmmunumwtmkmmmm

Similarly, its refusal to devote programmatic resesrch flndingto the-aliernative solidification technology
d.usm‘bed in this pn-pq-{mdalm, lnamntéy in RsDBISPriggests (hat the federal government is no
8 INEEL's calcines rond-ready-nbw-than- it was twenty years ago,

Because radionuclides have finite lifitimes and US reprocessing waste will never pose an immediate hazard
to the public-at-large, it will lmhmﬁhmmﬂwmamﬂmh& techical
case for more “u y delay”, it of this waste is not a purely “technical issus™ because it
also involves ‘pnoplc L'zmes" such as missions, money, m @areerd, ethics, and institutional

credibility. The viability of the US nuclesr power industry rpquires tangible proof that the federal
i t's waste -y I8 willing to deal with fts own garbege.
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Figure 1; MCC-| Performance of an HC vs Glasses and & HIP Glass-Ceramic

—&—EA GLASS
> ——SRL-131
3 WV-39-2
£ —>—JSSA
—¥— ANLWecer
~O—HC
Na Cs S8r Al S8I Ca
ELEMENT
Table 1: ANS/ANSI 16.1 Leach Performance®
Interval | Sodium | Cesivm | Zircostum | Strowttam | Chromium NO3.
@) | pprn wlm;m..m.mm. clogD_lppm | -logD
2.83 32 9.55 >13.8 | 33 153 3 14,1 0.28 106 | 23 8.3
5.7 20 9.7 <2 >13.5| 68 144 2 14.1 | 0.21 10.6 5 2.3
15.3 28 9.8 <2 | >13.9 | 140 14.1 7 13.5 {0,076 11.8 |23 104
19.5 13 10.3 <2 | >13,7] <10 | >15.3 ("1 15.0 0.05 1.1 | 0.9 11.1
22 2 9.8 <2 | >13.9 | 100 14.2 6 13.4 0.03 124 1 10.9
35.8 21 10.1 <2 | =135 | <10 >L!$.4 1 15.2 0.02 13.0 1 11.1
255 15 9.9 <2 | >13.7 | <10 >160 | 3 14.2 0.02 126 | 0.4 | 115
36 14 10.2 <2 |>13.7 (<10 | >8] 1 149 | 0.01 134 | 09 11.0
L1 9.9 13.7 154+ =|- 143 12.0 10.4
Total % 8.26 <0.0099 <0.0025 0,015 1.2 10.5
Leached

the <= figures in this table are based upon detection capabitttiesmof the analytical instrumentation: ICPAES
for all metals except Cs, graphite furnace AAS for Cs, andl it ghromatography for nitrate

Table IT: Comparison of HCs and glasses on the PCT test

MATERIAL % N2,O mg/l Nu in leachate % Na dissotved
EA GLASS 16.9 1720 13.7
PUREX GLASS 121 941 10.4
SRL-131 12,9 931 9.7
HC#1 NaAlOy/NaOH/TROY 16.7 Ti8 58
clay
HCHZ NaOH, NaNO; (25% of 126 513 5.5 (2.6% of the NOy
Na)/TROY clay had alsa lexched)
HCH3 38% alumina 13.1 224 57
calcine/NsOH/DEA/TROY
clay
HC#4 46% zirconia 124 553 6.1
calcine/NaOH/TROY clay
HCHS 30% sugar-calcined 12.6 925 9.9
SBW/TROY clay
HCH#6 NaOH/ Englehard 163 19 1.9
Metakaolinite, (ANSI 16.1 Ly, = 11.6)
9-br cure @ 200 °C

" This particular HC violated the "sodalite compositian” rule of thumb - too much carbonate

TABLE I1I: TCLP Results: Sugar-calcined "sodinm-bearing waste" specimen

Analyte Found(ug/g) Limit.(ug/g) Caleine (ug/g)

As <0.002 5 10.3
Ba 035 oo 48
cd 0.13 1 1372
Cr 0.023 5 950
Hg <0.01 02 <0.01
Pb <0.1 H 1500
Se <0.002 1 6.9

‘Ag <0.1 5 1510

meunmm:aummmmmmnwmmmmm;mm:m.ﬂm Ina

properly-imp

system, mercury would he resoeered from the off gas,
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TABLE LV: PCT* leachability of geopalymerte vs kydroceramic concretes

|G

Bydroceramic | Geopotymer [ Gpopolymer [ Geopolymer ]
Cure Conditions | 200°C, 2 hours 200°C, 2 hours 50°C, 4 days ~20°C, 4 days
[ pH of leachate 10.7 113 1.7 12.3
% Na leached 71 96 21 52
% Cs leached 0.086 0.060 0.18 2.0
% nifrite leached 26 36 51 il
% nitrate leached 4 46 57 7l
*samples crushed to pass 100 mesh screen (150 micren)-~ oo lower siza limit, powders leached with 10x as
much 90°C distilled water,
ACldoc

-
X1

HLW & FD =5 #XOJECT -(ARJpF

Conirol # _Q’_'_,“_e_{_

Dennis Donnelly
56 Tulane Ave.
Pocatello ID 83201

March 12, 2000

Thomas L. Wichmann, Document Manager

1.8, Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563

Attention: Public Comment: Idaho HLW & FD EIS

Mr. Wichmann,

Please accept this as my formal written commentary on DOE/EIS-0287D, the Idaho High-Level
Waste and Facilities Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement dated December 1999,

A fully acceptable solution to the problem of what to do with radioactive waste has never been
impl d or even di d. Twill here present my thoughts on the subject.

A Repository Location

EEecausc waste radioactive materials must be isolated from the biosphere and because water
transport is the principal mechanism for migration (after carefully excluding tectonic activity),
a truly dry location with no access to a water table must be chosen.

The current U.S. repository sites fail to meet the dual site-selection criteria; no tectonic activity
and no water. In fact, no U.S. locations at all meet both these criteria. Have you seriously
considered locations outside the United States? 1 would like to point out that according to the
global seismic hazard map on the web at http://seismo.ethz ch/GSHAP/ there are large regions in
Affiica that appear to be low seismic risk and presumably quite dry, In fact a line all the way
across that continent at 20 degrees north latitude appears free of seismic hazard. 1 suggest serious
negotiations (and serious resources) be engaged in this region for repository selection,

i .

ization, and i r ion

I feel the Yucca Mountain site is totally unacceptable as a high-level waste repository due to the
tectonic hazard there. The close proximity, geologically, to the phreatic eruption site at Ubehebe
Crater in Death valley shows what I mean. This class of volcano has the potential to blow
hundreds of cubic miles of earth into the sky, as it did just up the road, at the Crowley Lake /
Mammoth Lakes area on the east side of the Sierra Nevada)
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% Cs leached 0.086 0.060 0.18 2.0
% nifrite leached 26 36 51 il
% nitrate leached 4 46 57 7l
*samples crushed to pass 100 mesh screen (150 micren)-~ oo lower siza limit, powders leached with 10x as
much 90°C distilled water,
ACldoc

-
X1

HLW & FD =5 #XOJECT -(ARJpF

Conirol # _Q’_'_,“B_{_

Dennis Donnelly
56 Tulane Ave.
Pocatello ID 83201

March 12, 2000

Thomas L. Wichmann, Document Manager

1.8, Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563

Attention: Public Comment: Idaho HLW & FD EIS
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across that continent at 20 degrees north latitude appears free of seismic hazard. 1 suggest serious
negotiations (and serious resources) be engaged in this region for repository selection,

i .

ization, and i r ion

I feel the Yucca Mountain site is totally unacceptable as a high-level waste repository due to the
tectonic hazard there. The close proximity, geologically, to the phreatic eruption site at Ubehebe
Crater in Death valley shows what I mean. This class of volcano has the potential to blow
hundreds of cubic miles of earth into the sky, as it did just up the road, at the Crowley Lake /
Mammoth Lakes area on the east side of the Sierra Nevada)
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B. Waste Form

[‘_f_he physical/chemical structure of radi waste to be disposed of must meet
?1-2 criteria of long-term stability and non-dispersability to ensure its safety in transport and disposal
W.0.2.¢¥site. DOE has idered glass and forms, but glass is not as stable as it needs to be: in
a radiation environment, glass becomes friable and tends to break down into dispersable fine
powder. So does concrete, even without radiation.]

Elave you considered crystalline silicon? Silicon is abundant in the earth’s crust, and when high
purity is not required, need not be too expensive. When molten, silicon is practically a universal
31 3 solvent, meaning it could dissolve every piece of radioactive material you have. When it
lII.D.'-l“[f} solidifies, even with dissolved impurities, it forms a stable permanent material. Large amounts of
dissolved impurities would tend to be d at the b ies between the microcrystals
upon cooling to a solid, and thus be subject to leaching over time, but this can be prevented by
site selection which excludes water. Waste bearing silicon ingots should be mechanically stable
over geologic time periods, period. Silicon crystal conducts heat very well,

Furthermore, the silicon approach is one which should remove the need to characterize all the
different types of radioactive waste into separate classifications and treat them separately. All the
waste should just go into the silicon ingots and thence to a safe rcposito@

214 1 seriously ask that you leave NO radioactive wastes in Idaho or elsewhere in America, we just
11.A(2) Thave no place for it that is long-term sa_@, Sofl request that you dig up, process into silicon
ingots, and remove all the radioactive materials at the Idaho NRTS/INEL/INEEL site.

81-5 1 request that you create a fully contained, mobile furnace that could safely create stable ingots
ul.l:).'z.c,(‘?)fmm the radioactive waste here, and then move this furnace to the other sites and repeat the same

process there. A containment structure to fully contain, filter and reprocess the offgases should
be the only nonmovable structure involved. The EBRII dome could do thisj@

Deseeiy }md@
Dennis Donnelly

CC: Blaine Edmo, Fort Hall Tribal Council
Anne Minard, Idaho State Journal
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Page 1 0f 3

HLW & FD  EIS PROJECT -(AR/PE
Canirgl % DC-82
United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Envizanmental Policy and Complinsen
500 NE Multnomah Street, Suite 3546
Porttand, Oregen 97232-2036

N REFLY REFER TO:

April 14, 2000
ER 00/0062

Mr. T.L. Wichmann

U.S. Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office
ATTN: Idaho HLW & FD E1S
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, Id. 83401-1563

Dear Mr. Wichmann:

On March 14, 2000 the Department of the Interior (Department) sent you a letter, regarding the
Draft Envil tal Impact S for the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities
Disposition, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laberatory (INEEL), Butte,
Jefferson, Bingham and Bonneville Counties, Idaho, in which we stated that we did not have any
comments to offer. Since that letter was sent the Department of Energy (DOE) extended the
comment period and the Department is now providing the following ts for your use in
preparing the Final Envir | Impact § The March 14, 2000 no comment letter
should be disregarded,

The Department has the following concerns regarding the air quality impact assessment for
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks (NP), and Craters of the Moon National
Monument (NM), areas protected as Class I under the Clean Air Act:

82-1 1)|DOE should use the EPA CALPUFF modeling system at least in the “screening mode”
vi.glz) toa dress impacts tc Class [ increments and the NAAQS at Yellowstone and Grand
Teton N'PE
§2-2 Z)EOE should use the CALPUFF modeling system to address total deposition of sulfur
Wil 6(2) and nitrogen to the three Class I area'g

3)[DOE should address far field visible haze impacts a the three Class I areas)

f2-3
Nt g2 A . ;
4)@;“ dispersion modeling for NPS areas as well as all other areas should use the on-site
82~4 surface logical data with NWS upper air da!_a—_‘._l

NilLB(2)

g xipuaddy
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The proposed Idaho National Engineering and Envir | Laboratory (INEEL) Idaho High-
level Waste & Facilities Disposition would be located 23 miles (37 kilometers (km)) east of
Craters of the Moon National Monument (NM), 93 miles (150 km) southwest of Yellowstone
National Park (NP) and 95 miles (153 km) west southwest of Grand Teton NP, all are Federal
mandatory Class I areas administered by the National Park Service (NPS). | The DEIS examines
impacts from the proposed nine alternatives only to Craters of the Moon NM, but not
Yellowstone or Grand Teton National Parks. Because several of the proposed alternatives
exceed the signifi ission rate of poll regulated under the Clean Air Act, the

Der s thit the i from the criteria pollutants to these two parks also be
addressed in the DEIS.

g2-5
VIILB(®)

DEIS should address the impacts of three pollutants on Yellowstone and Grand Teton National
Parks, specifically addressing impacts from the proposed alternatives whose emissions would
exceed:

Greater than 40 tons per year (TPY) of sulfur dioxide (SO;)
Greater than 40 TPY of nitrogen oxides (NOy)
Greater than 15 TPY of particulate matter ('PM@

42-b The impact analysis should include a state whether the alternatives would be in compliance with
[z) the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Class I PSD increments for each of
VII-B# ihe alteratives that will emit po[lulan@mlc INEEL impact analysis should follow the guidance
found in the EPA document Inter Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling (TW A/ Pha
2 Summary Report and Recommendations for Modeling Long Range Transport and Impacts
$2-T  (EPA-454/R-98-019, Decerher 1998), This EPA guidance recommends that the EPA
Vill.B(2) CALPUFF model be used either in the screening mode or in the refined mode when modeling
long-range transport beyond 50 km.][The EPA no longer recommends the model used in the
DEIS, Industrial Source Corplex Short Term (ISCST3) model, to analyze air quality impact
e2-I\ analyses at distances beyonc 50 kifi]
viu.s(2)
Ele DEIS should also examine the impacts at the Class I areas to air quality related values
(AQRVs) such as visibility and acid deposition to lakes, from the proposed alternatives with
%7-8 significant emissions. The DEIS does contain a cohierent near field visibility analysis using the
EPA VISCREEN model for Craters of the Moon NM. This analysis indicates that there will not
Vi@ be a coherent plume impact from any of the alternatives at Craters of the Moon NM. The
Department requests sources locating greater than 50 km from its Class I areas conduct a far-
field visible-haze analysis instead of a plume analysis. A far-field visible-haze analysis needs to
be performed for the impacts from the alternatives to both Yellowstone and Grand Teton NPs.
The far-field haze-visibility analysis should follow the procedures described in the IWAQM
Phase 2 report. Since the distance from the INTEC area of INEEL is greater than 50 km from
the western portion of Craters of the Moon NM, a far-field visibility analysis also needs to be
performed for the monumen:. The NP5 will provide DOE with the background extinction values
for the three Class I areas to be used in the far-field visibility analysis.]

#2-a Ehe Department also reques:s that the DEIS analyze the impacts of acid deposition to lakes at
8@ Grand Teton NP from the different alternatives with significant emission rates of criteria

poll The lized descriptions found in Chapter 5 of the DEIS are inadequate for the
Department to make an informed decision regarding acid deposition impacts. The Department
requests that the deposition analysis contain the impacts of total nitrogen (N) and total sulfur (S)
from the various alternatives. The INEEL analysis should follow recommendations found in the
EPA ITWAQM Phase 2 repoit. Background information to assist DOE in addressing deposition
impacts to Grand Teton NP can be found in the NPS document, Assessment of Air Quality and

Air Pollutants Impacts in National Parks of the Rocky Mountains and Northern Great Plain
August 1998, NPS D-657.

@2-10 Tihe. Department recommends changing the source for the meteorological data used in all of the

DEIS’s modeling analyses for both near- and far-field. As described in Appendix C.2 of the
Nt ‘B{z) DEIS, the air quality analyses applied two years of on-site surface meteorological data and

climatic averaged upper air data to calculate the impacts from the nine different alternatives of
the proposed project. The Dep: beli that using “climati §" mixing heights is
not appropriate for a project of national importance, especially considering the inexpensive cost
of computing resources today. The Department recommends that DOE should purchase, for a
few hundred dollars, concurrent National Weather Service (NWS) upper air data which is
available through the National Climatic Data Center in Asheville, North Carolina. We believe
that the concurrent Salt Lake City mixing height data would be most representative, but defer
this opinion to the fations of the State of Idaho and the U.S, EPA\

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. The NPS Air Resources Division
(ARD) is available to provide technical assistance to DOE for any of the Class I issues. For
further information, or to set up a meeting, please contact John Notar of the NPS ARD at (303)
969-2079.

incerely,

Lnbﬂjcgﬂa()

Preston A. Sleeger
Regional Environmental Officer
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Phone: 208-528-2161
ml Coalition 21 FAX
emaik facts@srv.net

April 11, 2000
% wwarp ES paomcz (ARPE
1.5, Department of Energy Contral .b_.gsg-—_—‘

850 Energy Drive
Idaho Falls, Id. 83401

Attention: John Medema
HLW DEIS Comments

Dear Mr. Medema,
GENERAL COMMENTS

COALITION 21 has reviewed the Department of Energy’s (DOE) "ldaho High Level Waste (HLW}
and Facilities Disposition” Draft EIS document. The Coalition thanks DOE for extending the
deadline for comments to allow time for more adequate review before submitting our
comments, This proposal is undoubtedly the most complex project for the public to review, as
well as being challenging for the INEEL technical personnel to produce,

Coalition 21 is a major group of public minded citizens from across the State of Idaho. IT
includes many Idaho citizens who have technical knowledge and expertise in science and
engineering. We have reviewed the DEIS, and its supplementary cost documents, The
Coalition has also reviewed the recent National Research Council’s "Alternative High Level
‘Waste Treatment” document as well as a number of other papers and documents relative to this
subject.

While The Coalition commends the DOE for the effort that went into the preparation of the
document, we have a number of concerns and hopefully constructive criticisms about the
3. | resulting DEIS. |We feel that a number of potentially viable alternatives have not been
m.D,*-}(Q considered, nor were there explanations for their exclnsl@ ‘Thus,jmany of our comments are
33—1 expressed as questions that need considered, fact based, and responsive answers from DCIE_I
1n.c0)
En additional general concern of the Coalition is that recent actions by some members of the
@3-3 public, both instate as well as out of the State of relative to INEEL cleanup of wastes
W& (1) demonstrates the need for the DOE to go even further in assuring the safety, viability, and
practicality of any proposed process or opttnﬁ_-.l

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RE: "IDAHO HIGH-LEVEL WASTE: DOE/EIS-0287D"
&3 -4 L ﬁhy does the DOE believe that a treatment cost of ~$.85 - 4 million dollars/cu. m. provides a

)((H) realistic cost-effective solution to the handling of high-level wastes? An EIS is not required to
consider costs. However, DOE needs to provide the public, as well as their congressional

Document 83, Coalition 21 (Richard A. Kenney), Idaho Falls, ID
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represent- atives, a realistic cost-inclusive evaluation of the proposed alternatives to justify
possible funding. Fig. 5-1 of the DEIS supplementary "Cost Analysis™ document DOE/ID 10712,
shows a range of $3 - 6.5 billion for just treatment and storage of the 11 different processing
alternatives discussed. These costs along with additional minor transportation and major
(though questionable) disposal costs, results in total costs of ~$850,000/cu.m. All alternatives,
except the "Mo-action” alternative and the "Continued Current Operation™ would require peak
accrual funding of approximately 2-8 times the current funding levels, It is totally unrealistic to
think that either the Congress or the public would accept a funding level this high.

We strongly suggest that DOE develop some "fiscal common sense” in support of its proposals.
This is the subject of a paper to be published in the spring 2000 issue of Nuclear Technology.
This very worthwhile paper is entitled "Alternatives to High Level Waste Vitrification; the
Need for Common Sense,” The author is Jimmy Bell. DR. BELL estimates remediation costs
for vitrification of site-wide DOE defense wastes will run from §2-4 Million/cu. m. or costs of §75
Billion for the INEEL, Savannah River & Hanford wastes. Will the public tolerate this huge and
largely unnecessary expense? He (and we) think not. Compare these ridiculous figures: a US
annual budget of say 32 trillion, against what would have to be an annual DOE request of $807
million for INEEL. The current annual INEEL cleanup budget is ~ 351 milllqﬂ

B‘EUW does DOE reconcile this DEIS with the implementation of the 1995 Idaho Settlement
63"5 Agreement? This agreement between the Federal Government and the State of Idaho calls for
wi.0(e) calcining all of INEEL's reprocessing wastes by 2012. Four alternatives of the proposed in the
DEIS do not use calcining. Also, four options (exclusive of the "No-Action” and "Continued
Current Operation options) allow the on-site storage of wastes. Two of these are for groufing
waste in storage tanks, These would have to be permanent storage at the INEEL options which
are not permitted by the Agreement.]

E} is our understanding that this DEIS was supposed to be a cooperative report by the DOE and
53 24 The State. Has secured the State Of Idaho's concurrence in or approval of these proposed
it 0(2] options/alternatives? If not, it appears that legally-binding changes would be required to the
original Settlement Agreement. If no changes to the Agreement are contemplated, what are
DOE's alternative plans for resolving these issues? Decision makers and the public need and
demand to know DOE'S plans for dealing with such iseu@

3.Eh;r has DOE created some artificial and unnecessary barriers to full consideration of
2 options for dealing with HLW? These barriers unnecessarily closed out some alternatives/

.ot U") options and/or abnormally raised costs of some other options. The DOE should describe the
rationale for not evaluating the envir 1 q and costs for a number of cases
including the options described in: non DOE scientific and engineering journals; conference
pr di the recent » Research Council (NRC) report on the INEEL's HLW
program; the NRC reviewer's suggestion that DOE-ID accept STUDVIK's bid to replace the
NWCF with a brand new MACT-compatible calcination system; and, NRC's suggestion that
disposal is an incremental cost and should not dominate decision making. STUDVIK's bid had
all the emission controls to meet the new EPA clean alr requirements ... at a total cost less than
half the estimated cost to modify the existing calciener. |

g xipuaddy
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[_(-gne additional artificial barrier for making rational assessments of HLW is focusing on worst-
case bounding scenarios without also including best engineering estimates of radiological doses

53 7 )to the public. Such a negative focus gives a distorted and unrealistic perception to the public:
VLA, one that impairs the public's ability to make intelligent, facts-based evaluations of the issues
and their attendant risks.]
4.|Why are the of the INEEL's site-wide defense high level wastes (& low level for that matter)
ﬁ%' not being sent to the Nevada Test Site (NTS)? Defense wastes are entirely different materials
WFZ @ from (the so-called) ‘spent’ nuclear fuel (SNF) and they should be kept separate from them. NTS
is the best r itory for wastes :

a. It is already "federal land”
b. It has already been contaminated from nuclear weapon tests,
c. It has already been the subject of over 30 years of relevant hydrogeological research.
d. Tests have already been performed there, demonstrating disposal of nuclear wastes,
e, DOD could not object to disposal of defense wastes at the NTS as they did earlier to SNF.
\L—I_rradialed commercial SNF is a future potential energy source, since only about 3% of the
ﬁ 2-10 original fuel's available energy has been utilized. The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) technology
xl (1) and its {ated electrometalurgical technology has been proven effective. It is capable of
utilizing most of the available remaining energy in SNF without a proliferation risk. This
cutting edge technology also dramatically reduces the amount of final wastes with long-lived
radioactive elements that need a final mpcsitorﬂ

5.@“ didn't DOE give more consideration to the early NAS study which concluded that some
sort of cementation process to solidify wastes would probably prove to be more practical (and

82-1  affordable) than vitrification? Tn 1980, & panel of eminent scientists evaluated ICPF's HLW

NnLD. 1 (8) operations. The panel ranked ORNL's new FUETAP cementation process higher in merit than

vitrification. The existing US defense reprocessing wastes are hundreds of times less
radioactive and a much higher volume than the HLW produced in modern French/British
reprocessing plants. Therefore, the choice of these nations to vitrification of the small amounts
of their highly radioactive (thus real HLW) is not a directly valid reason for vitrification of US
defense wastes. To the contrary, Britain has recently converted virtually all (>20,000 cu.m) of
its 'historic' reprocessing wastes into road-ready/shipment form by cementitious technology.
This British dispoesal program handled everything up to 500 W/cu.m total radioactivity,
contrasted to INTEC calcine's ~40 W/cw.m. This proved that cementitious disposal of HLW can
and should be done.|

P12 G,E@hy did DOE reject the option of sugar calcination? Fluidized bed sugar-calcination of SBW
m 'f-_@ was successfully tested on a pilot-plant scale at INEEL 35 years ago. and tested again ona
smaller scale only four years ago. The technelogy was "rediscovered” at Hanford in 1995, and
BNFL now routinely implements this beneficial use of sugar with rotary caleiners in England.
Using sugar in calcining supports reducing the nitrates to elemental nitrogen, rather than to
toxic (and visible) NOX, Sugar/caleining also reduces the amount of additional “cold” alum-
inum nitrate nonahydrate ANN with the ANN'S attendant added cost and doubling the quantity
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of caleine produced. Such facts should be compelling arguments for using sugar. The higher
temperature proposed for the extra ANN method also could conceivably raises public concerns
concerning stack emi This ideration again raises the STUDVIK question (item @

?.El_uw did DOE utilize the two Sandia National Laboratory’s performance assessments of
83 -4 Idaho's HLW waste problems? The second of these ing a Yueca M like r v
MR (3) and that NRC 19 CFR 60 & EPA40 CFR-191 HLW regulations would apply) concluded that a
competently-sited repository would adequately retain radi i Suchar itory would
do this regardless of the characteristics of the waste form itself. This suggests that Idaho
caleine could be directly disposed of without additional chemical treatment (full & TRU
separations options), which would drastically reduce overall mslgj

8. Ee strongly support the State of Idaho's view that DOE's current methed of caleulating

B"’—ﬁz m Metric Tons of Heavy Metal (MTHM) should be changed (see comment #3). Either of the State’s
% methods are much more realistic., Using these more realistic calculations would allow DOE's
HLW to be placed within today's proposed r itory’s "space” allotment.{
83-1b Q,EQE should freeze the waste acceptance criteria without waiting for proposed design of the

repository. This would allow expediting decision’s on INEEL waste handling, by eliminating
W28 requeratic procrastination “OF WERE WAITING UNTIL THE DESIGN 1S FINALIZED."
Acceptance of the waste criteria would make it unnecessary for DOE to wait for a repository
sifing decision to begin preparing INEEL waste for road-ready shipmenE

8317 10.|Dr. Bell's article suggests that The DOE might want to consider using a Dry-Pack process
111.p-4(5) (DOE-RFPC5-980R22516) for INEEL HLW wastes, at. a_much reduced total cost of <§1.5 Billion.
‘This compares very favorably cost-wise to the $3 billion quoted for the "Full Separation”
alternative in the DEIS cost evaluation document - Fig.i2]

11.Epe separations alternatives have higher treatment costs than non-separations
alternatives, and are very likely to have processing complications. The higher disposal costs

83-18 for non-separation alternatives seem due to exorbitant disposal charges, which brings up

10.0.20) questions about the charges based on current MTHM. The higher treatment costs for

separations alternatives are primarily due to vitrification. The separations process will also
generate additional waste volumes and steps, Note that two of the three separation options
leave the low level waste at INTEC, not off-site; such proposals violate the [daho Settlement
agreeme!ﬁ.]

12.|Each EIS dealing with nuclear matters should provide information regarding the basic
$3-19 _ natural radiation background. This should include what RADIOACTIVITY is already
il ﬂ[@) NATURALLY in the soil, and be identified by isotope and concentration. This would help the
average person relate to how a given INEEL operation might affect their natural exposure to
mdiatioE]

IS'E),OE should justify why it has NO preferred alternative at this time, this after having

Ba"w selected "separations” as the preferred alternative in the 1995 INEEL Waste PEIS. We strongly

Vi D (k)

- uoyvwIofuy MaN -

Si13 a4 ¥ MTH oyep|



1L820-s13/30d

goz-a

Document 83, Coalition 21 (Richard A. Kenney), Idaho Falls, ID
Page 5 of 5

recommend that DOE select a cost-effective preferred alternative (not necessarily limited to the
ones already presented in this DEIS). This alternative must comply with the Idaho Settlement
Agreement stipulations to remove and treat the sodium based wastes (SBW), and calcine it so
that it is road-ready for shipment out of Idaho by Zﬂ@

14. |DOE should provide an estimate of the additional unnecessary cost for the multi-color
33 -2l layout of this DEIS, and of the resulting final EIS. How much of this publication cost could be
XA [_ll) saved by issuing only the Summary in this way, and printing the rest of the document without
the color layouts, as in other DE]S!EISE

15. Eﬁnal comment is based upon an independent evaluation of scientific and technical issues
related to environmental remediation of defense waste sites managed by DOE. An NRC (NAS)
g3-22 1996 report on governmental research and development operations entitled "Barriers to
Kl {') Science” reported a variety of problems. A number of these deficiencies appear to be applicable
to the DOE, including:
1. Planning is driven by existing organizational structures, rather than establishing special
groups to deal with the problems to be solved.
2. Commitments are often made without ad tely considering technical feasibility, cost &
schedule.
3. There is often an innate inability to look at more than one alternative at a time.
4. Priorities are often driven by narrow interpretations of regulations rather than
regulation’s purpose.
5. Production of documents often seems to be an end in itself, rather than a useful means to
achieve an organizational or technical goal.
6. There often is a lack of organizational coordination.
7. There is an i v "not- here” syndrome at individual sites.
In summary, there appears to be some slight measures of improvement in some areas and
programs of the DOE, However, much of the problems cited above are ingrained in the DOE
culture. The DOE should challenge itself to make substantial progress in eliminating or at least
reducing the above-noted pmhlen@,'[‘hjs is especially necessary for DOE/ID if INEEL is to
truly be recognized as the lead laboratory for environmental remediation. And nuclear
research.

LAJ: HLW-DEIS rev.5

Very truly yours

Zi A,

Richard A. Kenney
President Coalition 21
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April 18, 2000
TO Thomas L. Wict Dy Manag;
U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563
FROM Stephen D, Kruse
1950 South Park Ranch Road
Jackson Hole, Wyoming 83001-9437
SUBT: Idaho HLW & FD EIS

En_ all the ladies and gentlemen involved in researching and preparing the many documents for the
24-1 preliminary stages of this Envi | Impact § (EIS) process for the Idaho High-level
1X_A[2) Waste and Facilities Disposition, I would express the thanks of the public you have served. Certainly,
your many publications, news articles and public meetings have promoted public awareness. This
public awareness, much more than public involvement, seems to have been your most beneficial ta.s_B

From the beginnings of my acq! with this Draft EIS, a personal disclaimer of ignorance and
lack of fundamental knowledge was most suggestive in this land of technical giants. Hopefully a few
of the questions which come through public comments will steer you more precisely toward your
goals. Obviously for the general public, most of our time is devoted to slaying dragons in our own
workplaces. Knowledge and experience gives us the ability to make and implement sound decisions
Appropriate, effective and inappropriate solutions for INEEL are not readily seen in a one-day tour.

Thus my ¢ will be more g for your consideration and a few comments, as you prepare
to slay this beast. If any questions and comments from the general public provoke thoughts,
investigations, testing and insights toward your goal, then our public involvement will have had a
positive result

Just what are we trying to do?

Can we eliminate the entire problem here (meaning INEEL)?

If we transport a portion of the HLW to Hanford, are we passing the muck (i.e. buck)?

Can we take care of this problem once and for all? (or are we just making neat containers which must
be dealt with at some time in the future, whatever the year?)
If you have to deal with this 75 years from now, what would you like to see?

How can we deal with this HLW with the least amount of handling?

Can the sodium-bearing liquid waste (SBW) be broken down, or go through some kind of evaporative

process to reduce its total volume, rather than adding virgin materials (e.g. dolomite) thereby creating
more total waste?

ay-2 @noe we decide what we are going to do, proced must be developed and followed. Follow
IE 'p({'] prccedureﬂ
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recommend that DOE select a cost-effective preferred alternative (not necessarily limited to the
ones already presented in this DEIS). This alternative must comply with the Idaho Settlement
Agreement stipulations to remove and treat the sodium based wastes (SBW), and calcine it so
that it is road-ready for shipment out of Idaho by Zﬂ@

14. |DOE should provide an estimate of the additional unnecessary cost for the multi-color
33 -2l layout of this DEIS, and of the resulting final EIS. How much of this publication cost could be
XA [_ll) saved by issuing only the Summary in this way, and printing the rest of the document without
the color layouts, as in other DE]S!EISE

15. Eﬁnal comment is based upon an independent evaluation of scientific and technical issues
related to environmental remediation of defense waste sites managed by DOE. An NRC (NAS)
g3-22 1996 report on governmental research and development operations entitled "Barriers to
Kl {') Science” reported a variety of problems. A number of these deficiencies appear to be applicable
to the DOE, including:
1. Planning is driven by existing organizational structures, rather than establishing special
groups to deal with the problems to be solved.
2. Commitments are often made without ad tely considering technical feasibility, cost &
schedule.
3. There is often an innate inability to look at more than one alternative at a time.
4. Priorities are often driven by narrow interpretations of regulations rather than
regulation’s purpose.
5. Production of documents often seems to be an end in itself, rather than a useful means to
achieve an organizational or technical goal.
6. There often is a lack of organizational coordination.
7. There is an i v "not- here” syndrome at individual sites.
In summary, there appears to be some slight measures of improvement in some areas and
programs of the DOE, However, much of the problems cited above are ingrained in the DOE
culture. The DOE should challenge itself to make substantial progress in eliminating or at least
reducing the above-noted pmhlen@,'[‘hjs is especially necessary for DOE/ID if INEEL is to
truly be recognized as the lead laboratory for environmental remediation. And nuclear
research.

LAJ: HLW-DEIS rev.5

Very truly yours

Zi A,

Richard A. Kenney
President Coalition 21
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April 18, 2000
TO Thomas L. Wict Dy Manag;
U.S. Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1108
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401-1563
FROM Stephen D, Kruse
1950 South Park Ranch Road
Jackson Hole, Wyoming 83001-9437
SUBT: Idaho HLW & FD EIS

En_ all the ladies and gentlemen involved in researching and preparing the many documents for the
24-1 preliminary stages of this Envi | Impact § (EIS) process for the Idaho High-level
1X_A[2) Waste and Facilities Disposition, I would express the thanks of the public you have served. Certainly,
your many publications, news articles and public meetings have promoted public awareness. This
public awareness, much more than public involvement, seems to have been your most beneficial ta.s_B

From the beginnings of my acq! with this Draft EIS, a personal disclaimer of ignorance and
lack of fundamental knowledge was most suggestive in this land of technical giants. Hopefully a few
of the questions which come through public comments will steer you more precisely toward your
goals. Obviously for the general public, most of our time is devoted to slaying dragons in our own
workplaces. Knowledge and experience gives us the ability to make and implement sound decisions
Appropriate, effective and inappropriate solutions for INEEL are not readily seen in a one-day tour.

Thus my ¢ will be more g for your consideration and a few comments, as you prepare
to slay this beast. If any questions and comments from the general public provoke thoughts,
investigations, testing and insights toward your goal, then our public involvement will have had a
positive result

Just what are we trying to do?

Can we eliminate the entire problem here (meaning INEEL)?

If we transport a portion of the HLW to Hanford, are we passing the muck (i.e. buck)?

Can we take care of this problem once and for all? (or are we just making neat containers which must
be dealt with at some time in the future, whatever the year?)
If you have to deal with this 75 years from now, what would you like to see?

How can we deal with this HLW with the least amount of handling?

Can the sodium-bearing liquid waste (SBW) be broken down, or go through some kind of evaporative

process to reduce its total volume, rather than adding virgin materials (e.g. dolomite) thereby creating
more total waste?

ay-2 @noe we decide what we are going to do, proced must be developed and followed. Follow
IE 'p({'] prccedureﬂ
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Often the best solution is a combination of solutions. Most of the time just one solution does not take
care of everything. Some items go to a Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP), some to Hanford,
most are processed here.

Where is the best place to process HLW?

If portation is rec ded, what is the safest mode of transport?

If transportation is by rail, how many cars maximum should be concentrated on one train?

9-[-5 Eruckjng may be best to WIPP, since each load may be transported when ready, rather than storing
VLA s) rocessed materials waiting on a lrainlo@
hat happens if there is an accident? What kind of ination is possible? probable?
4 What are the relative health risks to our workers. the general public, the environmemt? We
VILAE)  need to develop an objective rating scale for each of the above?]

A well-written Cost Analysis of Alternatives has been published, and while cost is not the most
ﬁUf;S( Significant factor, a solution so expensive that it is not funded is not a solution. Apparently the No
o Action option is the only option feasible at current funding levels. Reflect that the future cost of
taking no action is often incalculable; if the envi is irreparably damaged, irreg;!].acl:al:l@I

Here again the questions of “What if ...7" and “How do you ...? and “Why do you .7 come to mind,

g4.6  |Then againif the solutions are clear. Develop a plan, establish procedures, fund, and proceed ]
1%.D
84-7
Vi) Elnlcss HLW will take care of itself over time without unnecessary risk, No Action will not be one of
our chosen options.

‘Whatever we can do now, do now! Implement other plans as they are formulated and appro@

U
3” B(i) Under “What if's. 7" we need to be mindful of weather, potential seismic influences, i.e things not

within our control; think, plan, prepa:a
r W _

For me, T still have much to learn. 1 wish you well.

EIS PROJECT

o g’w Il'l’ﬂ\} Kelhum , TD g2240
Themas Widhmann

Vo

365 Enerqy Dr — M5 1108
IF [ .ID 3340l - I5e3
Pleise (nChude Fhese commenTs i EYUERT ia | han'mr record ﬂW Tthe
Deis - Ldaho Wigh-leoh WSt « Jacilities Disposition.

L am ijm] conce-mmt dlowtr Hud  engrmens problam dnd T awm plewsed
Ak immt vt {.Lbfde_. copnmenTs  addl  Suggeshms.

Ly idece flu Bt s, zw..u.ma,n T hawe He folie \m;' r’MMV\aJ
Mens m»t.'Suﬁ«,z Hons wohichs I pad hed dp be  cosidarea Hre
blﬂ.'LL EB doc urment ¢
(_)E*nt. TOEL  shadd ﬁg o Hu Stundasds desorival v Hhe
! (’HM‘L Cluﬁurc [y nadioe I deubt eny much § the DOE wik be

b 'H'l\';- latier -zma this  Fembury — o Lier,

WM')P ttr\'num, aou iu 4 khdw, has |rt ybb\fij Lok e KT hoiee n.fe.;n?
9..\ SLWTSE  g5iimaly  human 02 tpaTiow bty ﬁmm‘\m , o [L -
Jﬁse‘)? Hak. DOE  or @ Sucedsdors | shadd a,l«_mwl-mﬁ.c, o, Tk

8s-2 U o est Wi ot ghd —— somebady el»l,.u b hawe -

xoi@) b pr’n&al‘ éémn:c . ta dishntk ruﬂlw J,rurn pf.u"h com T needuny

OE""SHL rdiue AL &nh.mmwu i JE! Serions | .‘?g"-dm ?’“"“‘-’*”““7 Hd
a'fﬁ'm =) wlow BT, Sl demglent |t
i N)ﬁhmr I py fﬂtﬂuvaj;]dm ui ﬂgf rMbL 124 w“wmd’ '{uf

said by N /‘mx.‘; e
tutt  Shed! fom e, Sliudird fimz3, d M mm{m
wigd ﬁum‘ 'mu 5.:Mw,f w adso Oredict cv‘ .r.*.fmm(,b lit un pinec %a?/ Liie
1/ pd gl 4 it d " m f.urm ﬁ{mu secltr of° ;my& use H ditder
sy dria 52 uy &x M O ir {m.! erton b fo wlit fhr
M F

i bl DY) i e o dame zi’/m wa'a e yu o T -
1){ Mwe _nma agf‘:mﬁmﬁw agusper a,z’w £ my g e’ 47 gust
i %Eb shadd e S z,‘(/wwy .(w,z(,- Ll inils
ll'n’"# Nt'ﬂ'u ol Mf&mmdmn ?’. m;,nft e bicm. did
i f wﬂ.‘.( fJg,, 4o Viu .1 w.fxmm.&d w’ e i3, i mew
pvajr nrw J{,{iﬂdﬂo at lmes  s2mreed r‘z"ws‘. W Fueeciy e
,4‘31{1?: e I-’JE’ s P ,wa had v ‘w»« tz.':’yﬂ

¢ 1 r dnduestund Hrm ﬂmtw? Hur doewment- Hhal Shee stimo Ky be 20 oy Fhat TVEL

] J?n fepee gaste . ol /{}'mn? M smp d:;?a fime fdm. /41" é'fbr_ Y~ @ r.q
Wt i we might n: i e ot st én r' :’f So mulh fpr #e 5 5,,-;
Foreayunl whith, s wr ol £aiw f"ﬂ7 fare He Al fﬁu grew f,w&! w Lentins T fusp

f’ JWE m hE Bumh S ,u #he fmm Tt B0F el b dfroindt 4
£ %m 751 Ibﬁ" Jy’jﬁﬂ ../;fa‘ it A.\:o{ 2dme 2 Hhat Ze Aginua =’fu: ;ﬂar,,{f/y,q
f.m; jumm' e, 1A ﬂ arm oy FL z,c{m:ﬁ} Febudicdes Lot il

(l? 5 the u’ 10ty A;l Fidd WJ na, .u)’y/ i ‘é/fb} oy gz Fardish
Zb rmﬁﬁ glu he wiile Mo ne POE iaten Bl

no Erterie g u Myt yuu »m Hem v m‘w o aimil o ek o Enternn
Bk jnhrp e s She wnedrivi | Hab mwt s 140, ¥ pembam of Mo dreabint

WE2 tphons s OF) o dewant [t muke “Sime b deddds’ Re Crrterig Wok s i
B g with alftrmulides whion twadd  breas e wash A ek B iriGris
nep o dfhar Wiy -fr.mﬁ.(?_'{ .

L?l: ste That DOE A wp +o Ja a4 Fodk f}? wird wt‘ﬁ‘n{(z.(em Aéted Iemitle
'ﬂmws iS¢ ar Ao a:r make THEL immr {fcu.;xmm.— ] r,{.;

.rt&in_ Te ey Qddd Fhe  fund i1 wirs menZa {0 ¥ Ju-:, et Hheis 74
“3"'&,{(. Bt 10, fel= Fed oy freerr L is et THheg Al v i T
i whye fe ab ek ok Bue o w28t &b AT JRerdes Tis

L Pt Ce3Sin Hon ot bush dedn s Lok ff!“'ws{f,«.wm e et e Ay b

W-Eﬂhr [ZIZRS /7Y A i PP Mayree ;) fhayag  Rlagsk @5 dtacd @5 \

- uoynuuojul MIN -

Si13 a4 ¥ MTH oyep|



60¢-d

1L820-513/30d

Document 84, Stepherl D. Kruse, Jackson, WY
Page 2 of 2

Document 85, Ellen Glaccum, Ketchum, ID
Page 1 of 2

Often the best solution is a combination of solutions. Most of the time just one solution does not take
care of everything. Some items go to a Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP), some to Hanford,
most are processed here.

Where is the best place to process HLW?

If portation is rec ded, what is the safest mode of transport?

If transportation is by rail, how many cars maximum should be concentrated on one train?

9-[-5 Eruckjng may be best to WIPP, since each load may be transported when ready, rather than storing
VLA s) rocessed materials waiting on a lrainlo@
hat happens if there is an accident? What kind of ination is possible? probable?
4 What are the relative health risks to our workers. the general public, the environmemt? We
VILAE)  need to develop an objective rating scale for each of the above?]

A well-written Cost Analysis of Alternatives has been published, and while cost is not the most
ﬁUf;S( Significant factor, a solution so expensive that it is not funded is not a solution. Apparently the No
o Action option is the only option feasible at current funding levels. Reflect that the future cost of
taking no action is often incalculable; if the envi is irreparably damaged, irreg;!].acl:al:l@I

Here again the questions of “What if ...7" and “How do you ...? and “Why do you .7 come to mind,

g4.6  |Then againif the solutions are clear. Develop a plan, establish procedures, fund, and proceed ]
1%.D
84-7
Vi) Elnlcss HLW will take care of itself over time without unnecessary risk, No Action will not be one of
our chosen options.

‘Whatever we can do now, do now! Implement other plans as they are formulated and appro@

U
3” B(i) Under “What if's. 7" we need to be mindful of weather, potential seismic influences, i.e things not

within our control; think, plan, prepa:a
r W _

For me, T still have much to learn. 1 wish you well.
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