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Treasurer Michae) Wells

July 25, 1986

Mr. R. A, Holton

U.8. Depastment of Energy
Richiand Operations Office
P.0. Box 550 .
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Holton,

We, the members of Multmormiah Monthly Meeting of the Religious Suciety of Friends
(Quakers), implore you to consider in eamest our views regarding your draft gnvironmental impact
statement for the disposal of muclear wastes stored at Hanford, © : ;

First, we call for more opportunity for informed citizea participation in review of this document
and other issues pertaining to waste dispesal at Hanford. The draft environmental impact statement
is replete with technical and other jargon which is aot r2adily understood by the average citizen, and
which therefore inhibits public discussion. Fusthermore, we believe that the public has been
woefully ill-informed regarding the options for disposal of radioactive material at Hanford, and
observe that the hazards of nuclear waste disposal only a few miles from the Columbia River have
not zdequately been revealed, Because the health and safety of some two million Oregontans
downstream are affected by waste handling at Hanford, we insist that Oregon be granted " Affected
State" status and given veto power over the siting decision for 4 commercial nuclear waste
repository. We believe that the existence of nuclear waste is a crime against God and nature, and
we are appalled by the Department of Energy’s hasty handling of public hearigs on this criticai
waste disposal issue. e o

Second, we point to the overall inadequacy of the draft environmental impact statement and call
for independent hydrogeologic studies o campare with those conducted by the Department of

"Energy (D.O.E). We abserve thar the ground water medeling in the document is inadequate insofar

as it ignores the existence of undergrdund channeds leading to the Columbia River. Estimates are
that several million of the 53 million gallons of redivactivé wastes currently stored at Hanford in
ditches, ponds, and tanks have leaked out and contaminated groundwater that has already reached
the Columbid.- Moreover, the rights of tribat people in the Hanford area have not been considered
if this docyment or in any of the Department of Energy’s planning o deci king p

In fact, agreements made for access to sacred Indian lands hiave not been honored, nior cver can be
because of the termible pollution of the area. S

Third, we observe the existence of a conflict-of-interest in the D.O.E.'s self-monitoring and
selfregulating of all activities, including the hiving and regulating of contractors at the Hanford
Reservation. We believe that the kighest standards of accountability and credibility are waranted
by the potential hazards presented in the handling of such dangerous matetials. The administration
of activities at Hanford imay well affect the lives and livelihood of Oregonians forever. For this
reason, we call for an independent environmental jmpact siedy (3 conmractor pot chosen and
regutated by the D.OLE.) t0 be performed, along with independent civilian inspection of the existing
Hanford storage facilities, independent civilian maonitering of radioactivity levels of the
groundwater and soit at Hanford, compliance with civilian standards for storage and disposal of
cominercial radibactive waste, and independent civilian monitoring of such compliance.

Finally, we call for the immediate, permangat shut-dowa of the N-Reacter and the production
of platonium at Haoford. The plutonivm that you are creating for the manufacture of nuclear
bombs, missiles and sebmarines is one of the most dangarons and persistent of radioactive
elements, capable of causing birth defects, cancer or death with very small amounts. We opposc
the ereation of weapons of destrugtion on moral grounds alene, but underscore as well the
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health and safety hazards presented by the toxic plutonium and its highly radicactive by-products.

We beseech you to use all of your technical expertise to protéci us from the hazards that have
already been created by the disposal of radiozetive waste at Hanford. Cost gannot be an issue
where the very survival of our repion and its inhabitants is in question, The disposal of radicactive
materials along the shores of the Colutnbia jeopardizes the f human rights of every
resident of this region. As an agency of the Tnited States government, the Department of Energy
has a responsibility to protect and défend those rights.

‘We thank you for your considerztion of our comments, and look forward to your reply to the
above concerns. :

On behalf of Multnomah Monthly Meeting,

. o @ - .
Janet J, Berleman A P
Clerk

oc:

Sen. Mark O, Hatfield

Sen, Robert W. Packwood ’ '
Rep. Les AuCoin : o
Rep. Bob Smith : -
Rep. Ron Wyden

Rep. Jim Weaver

Rep. Denny Smith

Willameite Weglk
Governor Victor Atiyeh .
Rev. Rodney Page, Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon
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A Cnt- qou Yo e Conslles et af Thesed

Dear Mr. Holten:

Addeea® . ple _A"J“ “d‘“f' spedes o stes Ve & Aftex reading fhtuugh the draft Envir al. Impact St oi the

. - . - £ Disposal of Hanford Dafense High-Level, Transuwranic and Tank Wastes, I eeill
“)4‘# At o hot Helwinensl Lol St % e ol have several gquestioms. More spaciﬁ?.cally, what effect will storing thia

waste have on downvind aod dovssttesm comminiiies who rely on tha Golumbla
River for irrigation watex, recreatiom, and fishing? What are you doing to
ensure our safety? .

I realize that the purpose of the study 1s to decide kow to best store
the waste that is alrsady thera to protect future generations from radiation
contamination.. But how can we assure people thai they ate sefe when no one
really knows what the dangers are? . . . .

An example of how unsure anad confused we are about nuclear waste storage
options 1g illuatrated in the BIS ftself. The Battelle Tnstituta, who .
eondueted the EIS for the Department of Ecology, miglead the publie te believe
the harrfer method is safe and in many waya, ths most desirabla way to
permanently store highi~level defense wastes.

A July 16 Seattle Times srticla quotes the consulting firm hired to
. review the EIS as aaying that it sdarepresents the barrier méthod of disposal.
The EIS states that the mouwnds of dirt and rock used to cover the tanks £illaed
with radicactive materin]l will safely pxotect the outside enviromment from
radiation for 10,000 years. But current knowledge and techoology does not
support that statemwnt. BParriers simllar to the one euggested for use at
Hanford were used To dispose of waste in New Meéxfico. The barriera failed
duting a mevere rainstorm. I1bis fact was vot reported in the EX3.

Basad on such skétchy fon from the "exp " who are supposed to
know sbout nuclear waste storaga, I am all the more convinced that mo one
really hes an iden of the dsngers of storing high-level waste. 1 suggest the
departsent spetid mueh more time studying the barcler method and the other
wethoda of storage outiined in the EIS;. including the underground rapository,
and in-place stabilizatiom of wastes. Why risk thousands of lives ralying oo
unaubstaneisted elaimu? .
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The Seattle Fost Intelligeacer reported April 8, l!ﬂﬁ “"One of the key
unanswered and most ‘controversial guestions 15 whether the radicactivity in
the mounds will eventuslly find its way into the Columbia River, despite
barriers and aafeguards the government cunta!lplltns instatiing.”

Page 2

Although those who have atudied :he Hanford gite say that the basalt beds
will sbsorb radicactivicy, they dp mot take into account the vulnerahilicy of
the arsa to earthquakes and volcemic ermptions. What would happen if the
basalt. were to shift and erack, creating leaks and spaces through which
radicsctive waste could travel to the Columbia River?

Au added problem in perwanently storing the defense waste at Hanford is
that no one knows what chemicals aye curtently stored in most of the single
wall tanks and as a result, uo one knows how to prepare for whar might be
discovered when the tanke are moved in preparacion for permanent storage.

According to #obert Alvarez, a scientist with the Washington B.C. based
Envirommental Policy Institute, "God imows what's 1o there. ' If they've been
wixing plutonium with organic solvents, that mears the plutonium migraces like
crazy." In that situation "plutonium could reach the water table in as little
am 20 years bscause the solvents would, in effect.. greass its movenment.'’

Of the factors conaidered in deciding huw to beat store radicactive
waste, one of the most fmporcant 18 the speed at which groundwater sravels
through rock. This is because groundwater is the most likely way that
radloactive material would be carried from the waste ‘repogitory to the ourside
environment. Greund water travels relatively quickly through basalt, which is

‘the rype of vock Eound beneath Hanford.

Battelle's Pacific Northwest Laboratories say that it would take 5,000
yR4rs Lo move wastes from the surface tanks at Hanford to the aquifer 200 feer
below and therefore decaying radicactivity wouid pose little ehreat to the
water table. But Bill Meyer, seinler gechydroleglst with the U.S5. Geological
Survey maid "there ia already radieactivity that has reached the grounduwater
table. If it takas 5,000 years, why ie it already thera?" Tritium and iodine
131 have already reached the Columbia River, but the Energy Pepartment telis
us the levels are way belew what 18 sllowed. How do we know what co believe?

Perhaps the most frightening aspect of the defense waste storage problem
18 that ir will eventually leak out of the sto:age ranka. Wo one denies that.
Twenty-nine of the singla shall tanke already leak, and 31 more are assumed to
leak. In 1973 115,000 gallons of weste spilled out over a 49-day period
before the leak was detected.

The question 1s not if ir will leak, but when. The Energy Depdrtmenc
adoits that the waste will not ba sealed permanently in the storage tanks, me
matter which method of ntorage is vsed. They argue that even if the waste
containers only last an estimatad 300 years, the surrounding basalt rock and
backfil® will abaorb the radicactive materials for 10,000 years.

Between 1958 and 1975 there weve 18 eonfirmed leaks from single-shell
tanks storing high-level nuclear defense waste, There were aleo 59 "anplanned
releases™ of radfoactive materiais during that same cime period.. With this
kind of history, how can thoed of us living downstream on the Culumbia River
be sure that thiz kind of thing won't-happen .again?

Miny scientists fear that the gedl and rock relied upon te absorb
radiation will eventually become saturated. Ouce the soil reaches thac
saturation point, radicactive wastes. would mo langer be-absprbed. :They would

. travel :hraugh the 3roundoar.e|: to neazby streame and into the Columbia River.

Acn:nrd'lng to a May 18 Seattle Times articie. Greenpeana, an environmentsal
organization, funded a atudy that showed coutamivated groundwater from currene
Hanford operations has been reaching the Columbia River i to 12 times faster
than the Frergy Depaitment estimated. Radipactive tricium may be reaching the
river through underground springs im chree ko five years fnstead of the 30 te
6 years that the department predicted.

Ia light of all of the canfliﬂl.ins information we are receiving, it iu no
wonder that those of e ltving along the Columbia Rive:, =2 relylag on it for
2 mmbar of sctivities, are frighreped and confused about its future.
don't want the river to glow in the dark. What ara you doing to assure us
that it will be safe for geverations to-come?

Hy hope 1s that the department will epend-much more time studying the
effects of radiation on downstream amd dowmwind communivies, and thar moge

. time will be spenc on studying the different. storage opcicns.

Unti]l further stwdy is accomplished and the publis is correccly aund
thoroughly informed, -I-don't believe we should be discussing complex, costly
and pozeatially hazardous permanent digpesal metheds, ' We-don't knsw epough to
procead at thia point. Until we inow what we are doing, and what rigks are
invelved, we should ner have to sacrifice cur health and safety For the sake
of waste generatad by the Reapan admipistrati: 1's “defense activities" —
which. in layman's terms, meaus making bombe. .

- . Sincerely,

Busse Nutley

State Repraseatative
&49th Legislative District
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TESTIMONY N HANFORD DEFENSE H:ASTE QEIS
’ July 156, 1986
Bick Nelson

of Seattle fn the Hashinéton State Lagislat'ure. and 1 sarve as a member

of the State's Huclear Waste Board. 1 wWish to comment on several

- fssuas aither not addressed in or not adequately covered by th_e BEIS.

1 also 'would like to indicate that I subscribe te the comments pre-

viously made. by a representative of the Huclear Meste Board.

Future PTutonium Productipn and Military Wasie Generation . -

. The DEIS assumes that the N Renctbr and PUREX will  be operated
until 1995, producing tank wastes from “this and.uther DOE sources
corresponding to the processing of 12;006 t of N Reactor fuel. The
DEIS takes into account the processing of an additfonal 20,000 t of
jrragiated uranium beyond 1995 ®r  response tn- national defense or
research and _development needs" [section 3.2.2_). The DETS. does not
discuss ;‘.he military ne_cessity f'ur. thé .future production of plutonium,
or alternatives in meeting the need which would not .r'esu1t in move
EIS must - address the . need for more

waste be"l.ng generated. The final

pluteniun by taking into _account weapons_systems: that_are under devel~
opment _or are candidates for development, and ythich'cannut be arméd by

either . our gurrant " plutonfum stockpile or by recycl_imjp]utnnium in

obsolate warbeads. - This must be sddressed for two reasons important to

the citizens_ of Hash'ington: {1} The total volume of waste will deter-

mine the need for a secord geol.oc_':,ic repository for commingled military

wnd commercial waste. (2) We have a right to know what military pur-

1
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- My natie is Dick Ne]scm'. I represent t_ha. 32nd_LEgisIat1ve !)is_trict
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poses require that we. assume the risk and the responsTbility for the
generatfon and storage of a significantly increased quantity of high-

level wastae.

'The QEIS provides only approximata values for the guantity of TRU
vadfonuciides n the' seveval sited. Given the great diversity of waste
forms and materials contaminated with 'TRU.. and their sources, it fs
understandahte !:haté pra.cise_ measurements of TRU activity and weight
beén difffcult over the years in  whith TRU has accumutated.
Estimating technfques.wefe présumably employed to arrive at the values

in Table 3.1 and Appendix A. One is led to the inescapable constusion

that there must be considerable uncertainty in the values listed. Hhat .

is the probab']e range of activity and weight of TRU For each site? The

final EIS should indicate the probable error ip the quantities of TRU

estimated, and.axactly how thase guantities were measured or astimated.

Long-Term. Iwpacts Fotlowing Postulated Disruptive Events

The DEIS does net adequately address’ pessible climatic changes
resuIt'lngi from. fncreased carbon d"ioxi'de' anﬂ trace. gases im the ea'r'th:;s

atmosphere {the "gr‘eeﬁhouse'eff‘ect"}.'-Current and predicted increases

-in  these gases. (produced by deforestation and comﬁustion‘-of fosiil

fuels) could tead to the melting of the poiaf ice ca'i:s. a‘sidniﬁt:ant

increase in sea lavel and greundwater levels, and major climatic

changes. Increase. in precipitation would increase the expécted ground-

- water recharge, which would speed the mfgration of radioactivity into

3.1.3.9

3.5.6.1
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the groundwater, as would & higher water teble. The final E1S must

'cunside.r the possibility that future precipitetion at Hanford may be

greater than 30 cn_ (1} inches) per year, and that the Water table inay

rise,

Increased volcanic activity, possibly, cau.sed .by cyclic perturba-
tions in the earth's. nrbi;t, could .a.lsn cause climate change. Higher
volcanic activity is proposed as a trigger ﬁ;r Tncma.sed glacfation

over relatively short periods 6f time (decades or centuries). If a new

. gtacial perfod iv initiated, glacial floading cam be predicted at the

Hanford site. The .DE]S states that such _floods could be of a scale
that wo_uld scaur out  the was‘te sites to a depth of several meters.
Smaller floods cou1ld erode  the waste site progress‘lveh; and transport
long-Tived plutonfum radién_u:”des in mora conceﬁtrated alluyial de-
posits, rather than entvaining them zm_iformh.r in a great yn1ume of

sediment. The final EIS should ' address the possibility that glacial

'§_ct1‘nn is _possible much sooner than the 40,000 years estimated in the

DEIS. It should also take into account the possibility that gqtacia)

flooding could disperse plutonium from stabilized in-place waste sites
in 8 way that increases eanronmenta]'Nsks.

Effects of Nuclear Explosions
The DEIS contains no analysis of the disruptive effects of a

nuc1éar- explosion at the repository location. - Hanford, becawse it s a
preduction center for nuclear weapons materials, 1s considered to be 2
target for- nuclear missiles in the event of an enemy attack. It is

2lso potentially & target for a terrorist attack. A ground burst

HIWEE
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rucTear explosion at the site of wastes stabilized in-place could

-resuTt in the dispersal of major quantities of radionuclides, far in

excess of the amount released by fission of the nuclear warhead.
Theodore Tayler, farmer deputy dirvecter of the Defense Atomic Support
Agency; stated to a House subcommittee on June 16, "The total inven-
tories of two especially troublesome.radfozctive #sotopes, cesium 137
and strontium 90, in ‘the reprocessing wastes burfed [at Haﬁf‘cr‘d] are
the same as would be released by the explosions of several thousand
one-pegaton. nuclear weapons." He went on to say that, "Release of
these wastes by large chemical or small nuclear explosions could pro-
duce long-term fallout contamination on the - same scale as ‘a nuctaar
war." A repository in which high Tevel wastes are stabilized in place
could be  more vulnerable to terrorist attack than would an operating

nu¢lear reactor. The ffna::l EIS shouid thoroughly analyze the vulnmera-

bility of a surface -repository to nuclear attack apd the heaith- conse-
quences compared to geologie storage. . ’

Funding Clean-Up and HWaste Reduction:

The DEIS estimates costs for the various altermatives, but sug-
‘gests ne' funding source. Sbokesperscns for -the DOE have on several
occasions allyded to the probable difficulty of persvading a budget-
cuttfng Cunjress te zppropriate monies to-implement the final disposal
alternative, They have emphasized the need for strong efforts on the
part of Washington citizens and their Congressional representatives to
work to secure the necessary funds. The State of Washington should not

be placed in the impossible position of lobbying a Congress _that_ is

2.2.9



L0¢

2.3.1.8

2.3.2.8

o
H Ry
Fradee
"h:mi

156
RECEIV,
AE 41938

’ WADRISION
preoccupied with balancing & federal budget by eliminating programs.

There will be as 1ittle support for funds for cleanup outside the few
states that produce and store military wastes as there .1'5 for 2 commar-

cial waste repository outside the same states. ' The final EIS should

recommend 3 guaranteed funding mechanism. A portion of the DQD or DOE
budget should be earmarked for the cleanup of existing waste and the

reduction and hangl4ng of future wastes. The fund should be sufficient
to-cover the most expensive altevnative -~ geologic disposal -- should

it be chosen.

The DEIS does not speak to the State’s role in monitering the
research and analysis that will be requi.red. Independént research will
be needed to prove the design of tﬁe engineered barrier, to analyze
featuvas of hydrology, safety of the waste forms, characterization of
wastes (especiaTly the tank wastas), retrieval of the wastes, and to
research means of waste reduction, among other projects. This role is
comparable to the state's efforts in. monitoring the site characteri-
zation of the BUIP program for the commercial and military repository.
Those efforts are, of course, supported by federal grants under the

Ructear Waste Policy Act. The final EiS should indicate how fupding of

the State's monitoring res_msihiﬁi'y will be guaranteed.

DEIS Process Improvement . ]
The OEIS public comment process does not serve the concerned

public well when issues are as technical and complex as the sitfng of &
nuclear waste vepository. Most citizens do not have either the exper-

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

20610

156

references, A_new approach  to public involvement should be taken

before the final EIS {s issued and any .record of decision is issued,
The most important technical issues should be identified and made the
subject of public forums in which technical professionals with differ-
ent viewpoints or holding different assumptions ergage in dialogue and

debatg,  Written documents should be issued giving the pros and cons of
the issues or the differing assumptions. This process would not Fea-
place, but would supplement, the standard - comment process and public
hearings. This dialogue would shed mare 1ight on the technical ques-
tions that must be answered before decisions are made that could leave
large amounts of high Tevel and TRU wastes fn the soil of our State for

future gen_érntions to contend with.

RECEIVED DOERL
UG 4 1985
ME 488 5,
WM DIVESION

2.3.2.8
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AUS 5 1986 o1

O0E Fachland Operations Oivice .
ATTMz K. A. Holten/ET1S IR ORI
Yaste Management Division

Richland WA SIS

Dear Mr. Holbent

Enclosed ars sy COmaRhis and questions on the Draft Snvironmental
Imapact  Statement for the Disposal of Hanfore Deiense High-Lzve) .
Transuranic and Tank waztes.

Thank yeou for this oppaortunity ta respeond to the EIg.

Sincereiv:

Ffileen JéEFF1EE

o0, Bor 295
Winthrog Y “8aT

Augrst 1, 1986
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"

RECENVED DOERL
OB 5 1998 pg

DRAFT ETS . 4 oy

o
DISFDSQL‘ OF HANFORD BEFENSE HIBY- EL.,  TRANSURANIC, AND  TANK
WASTES .

Comments:

1. In general this EIS is lacking a mechanism to check that the
dispcsal aperatigns  are pracgeeding as  apeo: fied, 1 strongly

recemmend that an advisorv group be sstablishead to go on site and
check radiation levels as the clsanup grodaresaes,

RUEST Ti: Hrwi ‘wili the completeness -of “the clesanip b
datarmined?

2. Mozt of the data in this EIS was derived from
mocals. These models. appesar Lo be uncalibrated.
case discussed .ie Appendix V dage V.3,
program  has provided ‘unprecedented amoirical data an g=olagy),
hydrology, and subsurface Fadiocontaminant sehaviar!, "Attempts
to wmodel  transport of contaminants Within she flow system  have
met cwith limited suaceegss.” Defo wors Zan procuesd  «vth the
cleanup it aphears necessary to cospletz sufficient reswarch  to
he able to . analyre hhe system.

mathematical
Ever for the
whEre  the monitoring

AUESTION:  How will the models  be

validated”

acguracy of the data and

I. Section 2.3%.2 In-Place Stabilization and Disposal, describes
operations for  dhich there is no  existing techrology. in
particular, stabilization of w~aste in single wall tanks, and

harrigr ‘design will require additional research and de-slopment.
In addition the condition of the sctual wastes ts not known, and
the probabiltiky of failure at 3 futurs bime 1s nob known. The
only wavy to rejiably deal with thas groblem is to agtually
mreavate  and move th® wastes Lo a nrager cantailcment =i The
condition of these wastes cannor ne  adecustely knawn  without
e¥aminaticon.

RECCHMMENDAT ION: Siven *that the wastes must Be excavated, the
=nlv  reasonable action is ta eiisipate stabilization in place as
an optign and sequire yeclogic dieposal. -

1. In section 3.35.1 The Genloaic Disposal Alternative, the EIS
states this alternative will remove from surface or near syrface
storags  and disnosal on bhe Hanford site essentiaily all (98% by

‘activity? of the high activity/ low volume and TR wastes ito the
sitant practicablel . . . :

This =tatement ifmmeciately excludes 1) anything mat  oear | the
surface and 23 anvthing not practicable. In addition it is
impossible t2» tell 14 FBY has oeen renoved tnless it is  all
sxcavaten.

-y
e
i

R &
AE 5 886
WA DIVISION

RECOMMENDATION: Add the ¢olluwing statements.

i, Remove ail soll with radicactivity greater than the
levels listed in Table 4.3, : :

2. Have a review body measurs the remaininog levels of
radiation, . : .

3. Estimate the amount of radiation that has escapmd  inte
the s0il by taking core samples and fitting data €0' 3 model.
&, Eotimpate health effect of escaped material to docide IF
furthar clesanup 1S necessary, . ..

5, .. Perform  ddditiornal cleanup measyrss antil  the raview
body verifiss thabt the lebels of radicactivity conform  to
the predetermined safe levels.

3. Considerable leakage from single wall tanks Haa bsen noted in
Appendin M. The report does npt project a conservative <high)
lmakage rate for these tanks.

QUESTIGM: Hew much radiation will bBave been released from the
tanks from failures in' future years, if conservative (highl
lealage rates are assumed. .

b The £I18 statss or implies additional research will  be
necessary to .charactyerite waste, to design the barvier aoystem
ard to Hevelop waste retrieval procedures.  (pp. 3.5, 3018, 3015

QUESTION:
stabilization in glace and with geslogic disposal?
cost of this research?

What additional ressarch is necessary to procead with
What is the

ok}

3.1,3.4

3.3.5.3
2.5.9
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. RECEIVED DOERL
CITY of THE DALLES
313 COURT STREET vy 1996 oib
" THE DALLES, OREGCRS 97058
- WM DIVISION: -
QFFICE OF THE MAYOR 15031 294-5481 . RESCLUTIEN NO. 86-55
A RESOLUTION STATING THE CONCERNS OF THE CITY
- — OF THE DALLES REGARDING THE HANFORD RUCLEAR WASTE SITE
RECEIVED DOERL
sug 8 £as éIbZ' WHEREAS, the Hanford Nuclear Reservation in south-central
. Wi DIVISION Washington State has been selected by the Department of Energy
august 5., 1986 N DIVIS

Rich Holten

EIS, U.S8. Department of BEnergy
Richland Operations Office

p. O, Box 530

Richland, WA 99352

RE: Hanford EIS

Dear Mr. Holtent

I enclose for the formal record in the above matter, a certified
zopy of a Resolution which was unanimously passed Ly the City
¢ouncil of the City of The Dalles on August 4, 1986.

The Resolution Speaks for itself, but I want to reiterate the
extreme concerns. of curx City of more than ten thousand people,
located cn the south bank of the Columbia River between Hanford
and the Pacific Ocean.

Very truly yours,

OFJ THE DALLES

John Mabrey
Mayor

JH/31m

Enclosure

as ane of threa sites to be & permanant disposal respository for
nuciear defense wastes; and

WHEREAS, the H#Hanford Nuclear Reservation is located only 6
miles from the Ceolumbia River; and

WHEREAS, the Columbia River contributes water to local
figheriea, agricultural irrigation and, most importantiy, potabla
water to the communities along the Colum¥ia Basin; and

WHEREAS, since 1943, the Pacific Northwest has borne the
burden of storing much of the nuclear waste of the entire United
States; and

WHEREAS, the storage of additicnal nuclear wastes at Hanford
will have unacceptable implications for the economy and future
growth of this region and for the health and welfars of our

piesent and future generations;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESCLVED, that the City éouncil aof The
Dalles, Oregon, d¢es hereby express its oppoesition to the prior- 2 ']" 1
ity site selection process of the Deéartment of Erergy which
placed the Hanford Nuclear Reservation as one of the final sites
for a permanent puclear waste repository:;

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council requests.
that éhe entire Department of Energy selection process be reviewed

by an independent Presidential Commission empowered to subpena

2.3.2.9
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RECEIVED DOI
WL

necessary documents and conduct an unbiased aassessment of WAL DIVISION AND APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS ATH DAY OF AUGUST, 1986.

Department of Energy's Final Enviornmental Assessment of Hanford:

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESCLVED, that the above Presidential
Commlisaion be required to publicly anncunce the results of
its investigation;

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council opposes
and condemns the abusive waste disposal techniques which have
been and continue to be used at.Hanford and which have already
grossly contaminated that site and its groundwaters;

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that The Dalles City Council
nereby demands that the operations at Hanford be immediately
required to mest the Nuclear Regulatory Commissjon's safety
standards for the handiing, dispoaal and storage of nuclear
wastes}

AND, BE LT FURTHER RESCLVED, that notice of this City Council
action be made known to the President of the United States, the
Governor of the 5tate of Oregon, the Cangrassionél dalegation of
the pacific Northwest, the Secrataries of Defense and Energy,
and that this Resolution ba entered into the official public
hearing record of the Department of Energy aleng with all testi-
mony given at the public hearing held in Portland, Qregon on

July 10, 1986.

DONE AND DATED THIS 4TH DAY OF AUGUST, 1986,

Voting yes, Councilmembers: €lark, Christensen, Woods, and

Probstfield
Yoting No, Councilmemberst None
Absent, Councilmenbers: " Ward

Abstaining, Councilmembers: None

womnit
s
|%4
,

e
e
b
AR

e en N

RECEIVED DOE-RL

) ©g 6 986
. WM DIVISION

John Mabrey, . Mayo:

ATTEST:
STATE OF OREGON }
County of Wasco } ss.
City of The Dalles }

I, Cathryn Babbitt, the duly appeinted and gqualified City Clerk
of the City of The Dalles, Oregon, & municipal corporation, do
hereby certify that the foreqgoing copy is a true and correct

copy of the original of Resoluticn No. 86-55 on file in my office
at. City Hall, The Dalles, Oragon.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hersunto set my hand and the official
seéal of the City of The Dalles this 5ty day of Audust . 1986,

City Clerk/Tyeasurer
CITY OF THE DALLEZS, OREGON

(paLjL3USpL JUSUWICD OU)
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WM DIVISION

Department of Energy hds lasued & Draft Environmentai

Affillated Tnbes of Northwest Indlans

" The U.9.
August I, 1986

Impact Stetemant on the Hisposal of Hanford Defense Wastes accumulated

N— Hnll:en/EIIS RECEWED DOERL _owar the past several decades and Fo7 .thase continuing to ba created.

s Rals L N Ty . . .

U.gh Degarmant of Energy . -_*" ﬁmﬁ 0"93 There is wmuch in the document that has basen released that (s helpful in 2.2 .1
Bightand (poraeins © wMDMSON

Richland, .lﬂ\ 99352
Dear Mr. Holten:

better understanding the nature of the wastsa that heve bawsn praduced.

We are al

_-no»euh&t'encourngod-ﬁhst DOE hqi £finally preaentﬁd'aoné

Please find enclosed the Statement of the Affiliated Tribes of
Northwest Indians regarding. the Draft Envirormentai Impact Statement
on the Disposal of Hamford Defense Wastes. We understand that there
is an August 9 deadline for comment on the DEIS.

praliminary inforasation ah tha defenas waste iasue which is of guch

conhaguence ta Indian Tribes ;nithn Northweatr, a#d,indeed, all peoples
an this region.

If 1 may provide more information or be of assistance please Thers are, hovever,

912
(no comment identified)

call me at the phone mumber listed at the bottom of this page.
Smcerely

yf lhis
pith May

ATNI Executive Director

Enclosurs: ATNI Statement regarding the DEIS
on the Disposal of Hanford Defense Wastes

1425 NE Irving., Suite 102 + Portland, OR 97232 - (503) 232-3725

substantial eoncerna that we have with the
defense wvaste dispcsal program, anly - portion of which, aﬁpenrs to
have haen <copnsiderad in the draf: EIS.

1. We are concerned that the Department of Energy has nade ' a

detuarmnination that tha preponderance of vostem that exist at Hanford
will be permanently emplaced whers they ara in “mipi" repoaitories that
do not afford the protection of tha contesplated desp geologic dispossl
fecilitiea. This concern reaulta from previous statenants af DOE which
clearly indicated that their praference was to kaep most of the uiatea
where they were, in Alngle-walled ténka or in the ground whera a

aubatantial amount of the wastas have lwaked. This appears to he

confirmed by the alternativesx that have bean presentad in the DEIS

P Moving all gf the wastem, moving none of tha wastaa, or ROVLIDG

“readily retrievable" wastes whigh DOE definea as those that do not
constituta a safety riak and which are cost effsctive.
The Affiliated Tribea of Northweat Indians feel strongly that the

=lear intert of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act ia to permenently gentain

3.3.2.1
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Northweat District Association

August 4, 1986 RECEIVED DOE-RL
5 69 Gbd
Richard A. Hulien ’ Wh DIVISION

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
0.5, Department of Energy

Waste Management Division -

P.0. Box 530

Richland, Washington 99352

Re; Comments Submitted by Northweat District Association
Concerning Draft EIS: Disposal of Hanford Defense High-
Level, Transuranic and Tank Wastea, for Congideration
in Final EIS .

Dear Mr. Holtens

Pursuant to notice set forth in the Department of Energy, Draft Eavironmental
Impact Statement {¥iS): Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Fransoranic
and Tank Wastes, March 1986, the Northwest District Asseciarion hereby submits
iks written comments concerning the Draft EIS for consideration in the Fipal
EIS. - .

The Northwest Distrfict Association {NWDA) is the nfficiaily-recognlzed meigh-
borhood association for Northwest Portland. About 12,000 pecple live andfor
vork within the district., On July 7, 1986, the NWDA Board of Directors voted
unanimousiy as follows;

¥. that all radiocactive defense wastes at the Manford Nuclear Reservation

2. 2 . 11 shovid be theroughly cléaned-up and moved off-site for safe storage;
and
2. that the Hanford Nuclear Reservatieon, located om the Celumbia River,
2 . 1. 1 is a highiy inappropriate and wost unsuitable site for the eatablish—
ment. of &8 repository for the permanent storage of nuclear wastes.

Portland is located 250 miles dowariver from Hanford. The Columbia River, our
Yifeline, already has heen seriously contamivated by radiation from defense
activities at Hanford, primarily the continued production of plutonium. That
a permanent repository for all of the nation’s high-level commercial and
defense wastes also might de located at Hanford, a mere four to six miles from
the Columbia River, 1s unthinksble and must not happen. For good cause, we
are gravely concerned about our health and the health of our children and
their children to come. o

3.2.4.1

Hanford's radicactive westes
Many

The Hanford Nuclesr Reservation 1s radiocactive,
are in the =o0il, and in the ditches, cribs, ponds, trenches and tanks.
of the tanks, all of which comtain high-level wastes, are known to leak.
Therefore, we are concerned and perplexed that the Department of Energy (DOE)
hudget for fiscal 1987 should show more money plammed for expanding the use of
so0il as a disposal medium than for protecting the human environmeant from
nuciear wastes. We most emphatically do not want soil to be used as a nuclear
waste storsge medium,

2.2.10

Inc.

NW.D.A., the Oommani r
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Numerous medical studies have shown increases im humap cancers with increasing
radiation doses and some researchers contend that low radiation doses over
long pericds cause more cancer and mutations than generally has been believed,
We do not. understand why DOE, in 1982, without public netice, comment,.or
hiearings, drastically raised the allowable limit of radioactivity in the soil,
from 10 nenocuries per -gram to 100. This meant that the soil at Hanford could
be much more radicactive before it weuld be considered unsafe. While recom-—
mended allowances of radiation exposure are continually being lowered to pro—
tect human bealth, DOE appears to be raising those same allowances regarding
defense facilities to the detriment of human hedlth. For the sake of our
health aed that of the gemerations to follow, we clearly want and expect that
all governmental agencies dnd our elected representatives will exercise all
due care and caution regarding allowable radiation exposures.

We believe that we have good cause to be concerned abouyr radiation exposures
from Hanford. One reacon is that Tritius, a bets radiation emitter,-is, by
DOE's own admissicn, in the soils at Hanford end in the Columbia River. This
type of redicactivity attaches to fatty tissuez in fish and humans., -Radiacion
dramatically increases itz concentration as it moves up the food chain from
river plankton and insects, to -fish and diicks, te water hirds, and eventnally
to human beings. Much of the fish and produce consumed in Portland hears a
river comnection. Can we continue to safely provide such producets to our fam—
ildes and ourselves? Scme Portlanders are becoming increasingly skeprical.

Also, we are concerned about our drinking water. At a DOE defense facility ip
South Careolina (Savannah River Plant), the drinking water from one of the
nation's most impertant aquifers, the Tuscaloasa, has been seriously contamin-—
ated with radicactive wastes. [n early {986, the Envircnmental Protection
Agency gtated that toxic wastes going inte the Columbia River at Hanford
violate federal safe drinking water standards. The Trautdale aquifer, to nsme
Just one aquifer near Portland, is recharged by the Columbia River. We will
not sit by idly and suffer the fate of the citizens of. South Careiina. It is
imperative that our drinking water remain pure. E

Regarding airborne radiation, we are particularly disturbed about the belated
(February 1986) revelaticns concerning planned and accidental releases of high~
level radioactive emisstons from Uanford during the mid-1940's and continuing
up to 1974, We do not accept DOE's explanatien for its repeated deliberate
releszse of Todine 131 into the aimosphere from Hanford. To conduct acmespheric
diffusior studies, as DOE contends, fails to explain why non~radiocactive chemi~
cals weve not used. Iedine 131 ledges in the thyroid gland and kills cells or
cauBes cancer. In a 1949 experimeat.of ahont 5,000 curies, plants had
extrenely heavy concentrations of lodive as far away as Gilliam and Morrow
Counties, Oregen. In 1951, 19,000 curies of Todine 13¥wre accidentally dig-
charged when an exhavst system failed. By comparison, the Three Mile Island
accident involved the release of about 15 curies of lodine 131, .

It is unclear what radiation injuries migh have resulted from these high-level
radicactive emissions because no discernable efforts on the part of DOE or any
other governmental agency to cbserve such injuriea cam be found, While Michael
Lawrence, lanford Operations Manager, states confidently that "there are no

o RECEIVED DOE-RL.
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2.4.1.8

3.5.5.1

3.2.4.1

2.2.12

3.5.5.42
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auclear accidents with giprificant consequences," we question the scurce of hism
information because, despite 40+ years of plutonium production and other
nuclear processes at Hanford, there are no tomprehensive health studies of the
off-site health effecta on human beings. The following, however, is known and
docunentad and of lncreasing concern to us in Northwest Portland:

1. Infant mortality-for Bentom County (where Hanford is located} jumped 160
percent. between 1943 and 1945 -- the period when Hanford produced plu-
tonium for the Nagasaki bomb and released large quantities of radiation
into the envircumeni.

2. Cancer rates in small Mormon communities in Utah in the path of fallout
from open air ‘atomic bomb tests are §1 percent higher than fn other
Moymen communities,

3. Reaidential areas nearest to the Rocky Flats plutonium facility near
Denver ard suffering an excess cancer rate of 16 percent. The PUREX
plant at Hanford discharpes about 7.5 times wore plutonium on 8 routine
basis than doea Rocky Flats,

Farmers downwind from Hanford, alarmed by the snusual high rates of can-
cer, misc¢arriage, and birth defects sccurring in their families, have
begun drawing "death maps” to track family and neighbor health histories.

ot

Given the above, plus the revelation of numerous other alamming facts long kept
se¢ret, is it any wonder that many prople in Northwest Portland sndorse.the
position of Robert J. Alvarez, Senfor Scientiat, Environmental Policy Institute,
Weshington, D.C., that "there is the possibility that in making these weapons
{nuclear) that are suppused to protect us we.are destroying widening tracks of
doniestic environment — abd maybe creating a human health ].egncy of major pro-
portions.™

Consequently, concersing the Draft EIS. the NWDA requeats that the following be
included in the Final EIS:

1, That ALL radicactive defense wastes at Hanford be thoroughly and com-
pletely cleened—up and moved off-site for safe storage. "In-place -
stablizat:inn, a leas costly alternal:ive, ia not acceptable,

2. 'I‘lmt. the practice of using soil as a stotage medium for radicactive
wadtes be diascontinced immediately.

3. That DOE nuclear defense facilities comply with all envirommental regula-
tiona required of commercial nuclear reactors.

4. That comprehensive health studies be undertaken to determine off-aire
bealth effects on human beinga from radicactive wastes/entasions.

We in Northwest Fortland wish to continue to enjoy !iving and working in a com—
nmunity of which we are justifiably proud. Portland is a fine and beautiful ecity
with @ rich and veried culteral heritage. No cne wants to fear thet the alfalfa
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grown near Hanford and fed to dairy cows From which we obtain milk for our
children and ourselves may be contaminated by radioactive wastes. Such fear,

lowever, can arcuse the citizenry of not only Northwest Portland, but of all

Portland, to take action deemed necessary to protect the livea of gur child—
ren and our own Iives. A perceived criwmimal neglect of public safety will
not go umaddressed, .

Regarding the choice of Manford as & prime candidate for the establishment of
& nuclear repository, we wholeheartedly endorse the position expressed by The
Oregonian in an editorial dated Jeme 1, 1986, which states: "This is an out—-
rageous decizion that makes a mockery of the highly technical selection pro—
cess ordered by Congress. That process wae designed te exclude political
advantage as a variable in determining site selection," This pesition woe
further substantiated by the recent disclosure of a IKE site selection docu-
ment entitled, "Objective: Maximize reduction of political pressure while
pinisizing costs end not jeopardizing first repositery EAs.” Upcn learning
of the damning docu.mem: Representatlve Ron Uyden aptly termed DOE's site
selectick process, pm‘e policics,"

It is.fnolhardy'to even conaider dumping, storing,or burying nuclear wastes
near the second largest river system in the continental United. States. The
June 1 Oregorian editorial succintly states the obvicus: "Given the documented
health ond salecy riskas te downatream pepulations along the 343-mile stretch
of the Columbia River, it would be unconscionabkle to place such a valeable
resource and the 2 million peopla it servea at such enormous risk,"”

Everyone agrees that high-level radicactive wastes frow a repository at Ham—
ford will eventually reach the Columbia River. The only question is WHEN.
The DOE would have ue believe that it would not happen for at least 10,000
years. Independent scientists, looking at the same data and data ignored/mot
explored by DOE, say it could happen in aslittle as 20 years.

The groundwater modeling in the Draft EIS inexplicably ignores the wost rapid
transport and corridors of water travel from the Hanford Reservation to the
Columbia River. Independent scientists from.the Hanford Reach Project have
conciuded, based ufion extensive field testing, that contaminated groundwater
dumped en the Hanford Reservation Eollows an undetrground éhaneel into the
Columbia River. Government studies going hack to the 1960's confirm the exis~
tence of such a channel, yet BOE's Draft EIS totally ignores it. The charnel
flow greatly reduces the travel time for nuclenr wastes from Hanford soils to
reach. the Columbia River., Surely, such germane findings and conclusios as
presented by the Hanford Reoth Project warrant close scrutiny and evaluatioa by
DOE. We wili look for and expect to find the same ia the Final EXS.

Granite is widely considered to be a superior materisl for containment of mclear
wastes, yet no granite sites are being congideted or evaluated by DOE. Only
bagalt, tuff, and rock salt sites — two of which are on federally-owned. reser«
vaticns — are under consideration. Furthermoras, only basalt at Hanford, a
federal reservation, has been studied.extensively. Also, all three candidate
sites are located in the West, whereas 85 to 88 percent of nucléar wastes are
produced in the Northeast.

3.2.6.3

2.2,14

3.2.4.1

3.5.3.6

3.5.3.6

2.2.14
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It is becoming all too clear that Hanford is the preferred repository choice
beceuse only at Hanford will there exist a means tO extract weapons-grade
plutoniun from commercial nuclear resctor wastes. The PUREX plant at Han—
ford, which presently extracts plutonium-for nuclear bombs, i=s being modi-
fied to accept and extract plutonium from commercial spent fuel, How con-
venient it would be for the Dapartment of Defense if plutonium, which is in
short supply, could he readily available from commercial wastes at a reposi-
tory located at Hanford. - The Environmental Policy Institute estimates that
by the year 2000 chere will be encugh plutonium in commercial wastes to pro-—
duce 69,600 nuciear weapons — pald for by consumers of nuclear-generated
electricity.

Thus, the evidence appears to be overwhelmlag that Hanford is a political,
not a techmical, candidata, and that we in the Northwest are being sacri—.
ficed for pelitical ends, Nuclesr policies driven by money and politica,

with lirzle cencern for public health and safety, could destroy our neigh-
borhoods, our communities, our very lives and those of our children.

We applaud our elected representatives whe say, "never a repository at Han—
ford.” We urge the same total and unqualified commitment from others tess
committed to cur health and safety. The selection of a permanent repository
aite for the nation’s high-level radioactive wastes must be a sound decision
based upon solid scientific evidence. We will not tolerats a site that ia
merely politically convenient for certain governmental interest. We in
Northwest Portland want a site that ia safe For us now and for the many gen-
arations yet to come. That site is NOT HANFORD.

Very truly yours,

Frank [Hxon
President

ce: Senator Mark Hatfield
Senator Bob Packwood
Representative Lea AuCofn
Oregon Hanford Oversight Committee

il
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Mr. Douglas McIntosh

903 Ggrant Avenue S, ey i
Seattle, WA 08055 RECEIVED DOE-RL
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Mr. R.A. Holten/EIS

U.S., Deparment Of -Energy
Richland Operations

P.O. Box 550

Richland, wa 99352

I am totally opposed to the use of Washington state as a Nuclear
waste dump site. I am already concerned about the dangers of
radivcactive contamination of the Columbia river, and contamination
of agricultural products grown in eastern Washington from existing
nuclear wastes at Hanford. We can not futher endanger the
residents of this state. : ’

Dear Mr. Holten: . . - 3. 3. 1.1
2.1.1

Sincerely,

Bouglas Mcrntosﬁ
Registered Voter



s

o

Ugef
L
A,
g%
S

166 167
i A necewsbrbdé-‘m_%q’ﬂrs Wt Brkp AT s i TE
RECEIVED DOE-RL D Sl M8 68 ol mé_asoww 1-7—_/? E
vy 6, | L WMDIVISION 2) T WAy L
U b o wwomson 1 . f&‘ . :_bm_ /et cis FROM RUVERS, fotas,
gty a,ug %, rfEl i o a0 EI;M. Frwd M v
Kochlans oppiodiine. . Vst Lbo 0&7““ g::/ﬁ‘gwu! M/M -“""’"" 7
#o. By S50 b W, T ks Hiesd
Rechband, o 92352 L DTR it By F A jma::r gerlisei)
Lt elatihe et 3.1.8. 9
Thise Mt i st Homfode Lifonce cooit;  S2Lepify 27 At ‘:ZZ‘
S wnhot Aokl Mo Ji. bk lenniriy O T ik T L Awb‘:;?
Mpimmwmmiwm | Gume pbace, ﬂq};)ua:&—, -;,726/
ol ot | | Tkl o, sinndaBE By O_DM baSee
- P AT R Ty X D e, Pt Cam
rs 242,11 p Lt ad. :
ﬁ d&o-n.up pa e Aamr m_ : . - Q‘Iﬂ".&-”"th.

L M'ﬁjw | 2.5.6

Ny el
(9535 < CW//) oo B trnai>
679~ 566/ ' L?,.-_ 2 :
o . g?jﬁmnnffi‘(_ M
oS ;:fge&ﬁm RL

sas—zg_w:ﬁé =233 £168

ST ot
wn;mm.mmwv—nfﬂ!wnﬂivlsloN :




s
d
i

F
L
e ]
3
A

168 163

%ﬂﬂd{.sf 3, /986
I( - FECENVED DOERL Ay ' _ .. Re: Drafe /S on Military @”57‘1‘1 at Hanford
- = : . _
I % 5V EF
: . . 3 6Mgy S0 T Please wse ail avaiiable vesources and fc’cﬁnu/oj_z/ 7o clean
- /7. @EELON A -_,zt ] : up ail /nrﬁmy radipactive waste at ftanterd  Fature
“ F e . -
2.1.1 M}z{e déyz? %%ﬂ* . generations should mt be pur at Hisk by waste we o
) M;% e lf et Bl oiratl - have generaf?a'. lost of Clean-up shouid mt be’a_ «Co

Factor in cAoasfnﬂ the best _meﬂzod of disposal.

L Please sty Using The orib "disposal * system v any
1. waste at Handird, The Golumbia River fs a valuable 2.2.10
L rtsource Yo his r2gi0n and e ab it want any
more leakage o wastz inh We Pver 2vwn iF Yat
leakage won’t reach Yhe rive~ o /000 years o
more. : ’ :

J. {'“n'm’zlg 2

Mugan. B. Yhnoon
‘/501 Sl Eﬁ-ZdLM— St
Forttand, oR_ 97204
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT,

DISPOSAL OF HANFORD DEFENSE HIGH-LEVEL, TRANSURANIC, AND TANK WASTES
AUGEST A; 1986 JULTE ANN BOTLE
fne eriterien of.sn Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

ig that the environmentally-preferable a1£arnative be identified.
The Department of Fnergy (DOE) haa failed to do this by neglecting
te identify in this EIS the obvious alternative of ceasing to
genarate any wore redieactive waste at the Eanford remarvatien,
which would negate the need to consider the disposal of future
waates.

This EIS 1s woefully-lacking in detail and certainty of

To quote from the EIS: '
p. 3.12-

plan.
"In this analysiy , the stable form except for
retrievable TRU ia conaidered to be m slag, but other waste forms
may be chosen 1ater.“. Quastion: What cther wzate forms?

p- 3.15- "Insofir as practicable, all newly-generated
high-level wasts would be disposed ef in a geolegio repeoaitory.”
Queastion: Who definea prgcticablé?

Because of thia lack of detail and the obvioua high degree
of uncertainty expressed in thie BIS, I request that the DOE
jssue ancther EIS im the future, when more is known about how
to isolate radicactive wastes from the environment. T beileve
the primary ecncern here heeds to ba public safety, not cost,
not adhering to a timetable, and not convenience. ] ’

T object to tha considerstiocn in this EIS of only a
portion of the defense wastea at Hanford. Treatment of low-
level wastee, and decontamination and decommissiéning of surplus

or retired Hanford facilities after 1983, im not considered,

170
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It seems more logical to devise a gingle, coumprehensive plan

to isolate all nuclesr wastes in this couatry, hecauss they are
all relatad.

Regarding the vitrification facility, my concerns ars aa

follpwé:

t) The facility described in Appendix C is the one eppropriate
only to the "reference" aliernative; %the facility necessary under
tha_geologic disposal atternative 1s not discugsed. at all in de-
tail. .1 object to this because it indicates te me the DOE's bias
towards the "reference" alternative ms its preferred alternative,
which is invaIid in an EIS.
2) Tha,desigﬂ of the vitrificatioh plant uases "to the maxinum
extent" the design technology of the Weat Valley Demonatration
Projoct (New York) and the Defemse Waste Processing Facility
{Savannah River.) Nelther of these plants ars yet operating,

and T feel it is gromaly irresponsible of the DOE to imsue this

EIS based on "preconceptual” -deslgns using as-yet-untested

techncl&gy.

3} A report commissioned by the Frenck government in 1981, com-
nonly known as the "Castaing Report;" feund that glass i un-
suitable as & wedium for long-term disposal of radicactive westep
Frznce: has the most experisnce. of any country In ‘the world inm
vitrifying radicactive waates.

4) According to this EIS, bkorosilicate glags wag chossn over
.crystalliné ceramic as the pfeferred waste form not becauss

itle more.ggggig. but because "procezs complexlty, development

requirements, and programmatic copts would be less fax horssilicate

3.3.3.1

3.1.8.9

3.1.8.10

3.1.8.11
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glags than erystalline ceramic.” . N WDNIS.UN -‘1)0!1 page 3.15, it'a stated that under the geolagic di_mw‘mrna-
) In secticn 0.7, it's otated that "Caleulated radiation _ tive for exlabing tank wastes, contaminated soil around the tanks
dosed are from sstimated expnaufos during feed preparation and would be left in place and covered with a protective barrier.
witrifica_tion procesieg..." . A few sentences earlisr, it's In Iight of ‘the fact that double-shell tanks came into use- 3- 3- 5 .4
3..1" 8.' 14 stated thet'all pradiation dosea are within DOE limifS..." VbanauEa the single shall tanks were found ‘to ba leaking, and )
’ " How can DOE make such a definitive statement as that, based on the contents thought to be quite dangerous, and in light of the
kgptimated expopures® And "preconceptual® facility designs fact that this protective barrier has never been proven, I
. cbpyizxg aé-—yeﬁ-untestsd faeilities? And do radiation doses feel this policy is unsafe and irresponsible.
£all within Sther -regulatory agency 11m1f_.a'? : - " 3). This EIS does not address obther toxic chemical wastes 3.1.6.1
6) I am concerned about the concentration of radionuclides which adequately.
3. 1.8. 14 will be relassed to the anvironment during the fead concantration, L) At the DOE—sponsofad public workshep on this EIS in Spo-
off-gassing from. the weliter, and canister coeling steps of the kana (Gonzaga Tniv.), a DOE representative told me that all
. vitrifice%icn process. . . '_ the references for this documsent, except those published
§ . ) Regarding the gr'o.uting -;_)rocess. again, my greatest coneern in privatae periédicals, would be available at the Spokane
ig that thers 'appéars to be a lot of 'uncertainty at Dﬁﬂ about : Public Library. While searching thraugh' these referencas,
+ the performance of the grout in imolating these wastes, and the Savannah River Plant Final EES on th Defense Wante Proceasing
3. 1. 8. 1 L recnmmsndat-.ion is that we sxpsriment ag much a8 naceagary to Facility was foudd te be “uﬁaﬁilable." I finally -feund 1t in
satisfypurael\res that .a psrticﬁlar process ia t_hei best we anoﬁher aet of Hm_xf_ord refergn'ces. and on the very firat page :
cjun devises to isolate thesa vaatfza. and that antil we ara satis- it said, "Partas of this document are illegible.™ Please tomment 4. 1. 10

fi1ad, thet we geass o produce any mors wastes at Hanford. on on this.
3 '4. ‘1 . 3 As with the vitrification procesa:', I'm very concearned absut the ’
concentration of rudionucli_das relmased to the atmosphere during
the grouting procsss, e.g., during £1lling of trenches with
grouf;,_ end during vemting of off-gasaes.
¥y othar concerns are as followa: . o : -
"1} T would like to see the terms tgarn® and "feed" struck from

4 . 1. 6 subeequent Hanford documente: auch life-related words ara sorely

abuged in a document discuasing the disposal of highly-toxio

wastes.
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625 MARION ST. NE, SALEM, OREGON 97316 PHONE 378-4040 TOLL FREE 1-800-221-8035

RECEWED DOE-RL

August §, 196 g W pIll
WM DIVISION
R.A, Holten
US Department of Energy
P.0. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Rich:

Attached 15 a copy of Oregon's final comments on the &raf‘t EIS for
disposal of defense wastes stored at Hanford. Also attached !s the
Oregon position paper on the disposal gption.

Shoutd you have any guestions, please call me on (5033 378-6457 or Mary
iou Blazek on (503} 378-5544. : :

Sincerely,

WIWM

M. H. Alsworth
Manager of Reactor Safety
S$iting and Regulation Division

MidA:la |
3N504d1,FH)

Attachments

The Gregon Dapartmant of Enorgy s an Equal Opportunity Employar

.
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OREGON POSITION
ON
DISPOSAL OF-  THE
HANFORD DEFENSE WASTES

August 1986

Prepared by:
The Oregon Departmenf: of Energy

625 Marion Strest NE, Salem, 01; 7310
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OREGON- POSITION
aN
DISPOSAL OF THE HANFORD DEFENSE HASTES

In April 1986 the U.5. Department of Energy Issued a draf't enviranmental
impact statemdnt (EIS) on Hanford defensa waste disposal. The draft EIS
sets forth disposal options for radioactive wastes accumulated durlng
four decades of weapons production at Haaford. : :

The ODGE Hanford Advisory Committee sponsored two public workshops to
discuss and comment on EIS issuas., The Hanford Review comnittee reviewed
the draft EIS and also provided technical comments. These reviews and
comnents were used to develop the Qregon posltion.

The comments reflected the need for Oregon to take a strong gosikion on
declding the permanent disposal of Hanford defense wastes. Our challange
is to obtain the necessary level of health and safety in the most cost
gffective way. Then, we must work to gaim support for our positien.

Basks for Oragon's Pozitlon

He myst eliminate the long-term risks to public health and safety of
dafense wastes temporarily stored at Hanford. We should make decisions
now ‘that can be made now. Those wastes that are eastly c¢leaned up should
ha. For those wastes For which we have the ratrieval and disposat
technology, and where current practices eventually will lead to Teaks, we
should take .all reasanable actions to process and disposa of tha waste.

Some wastes are 4ifficult to deal with, but current storage poses no
jomediate problem. for those, we must davelop greater confldence 1n our
options. This process should be desfgned to take no mare than the next
five years. Our priority should be to avold long term risks fo ground
water and the vivar. Research should be focused on ways to dispose of
wastes by Tooking for innovative waste treatment techniques.

Based on these criteria, the Governor has takan this position on Hanford
defense wastes.

1}  Transform 'existinq and future high-Taval llguid wastes into
: glass, Dispose of these wastes in a future geological
repository.”

&y Treat and ship.post-1970 plutonium wastes (called transuranic
[TAU] wastes) to the defense reposftory Ffor plutontum wastes ia
Naw Maxico.

L3
S
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o
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3} A1l other wastes oust be better understood ta terms of the
trade-offs. Reasonable decisions must be made, but th tHght of
the priorities mentfoned above.

The various wastes are discussed below.

Oouble Shell Tanks contain high Tevel Hquids and suspeﬂﬁed sotids.

Option 1. Haste in these tanks could be refrieved, glassified and
dispoied in a future geologic repository. The-plant to
glassify these wastes could be compieted by 994,
of this option is about $877 milNen for existing waste
and $i.1 pillion for Ffutuve waste. '

Opticn Z. Dried and stabilized waste could be disposed near ground
surface. The waste could be covered with a rock and soil
barrier to prevent flow of rainwater through the waste.

Oregon*s Posttion

Oregon recommends option 1. This material is quid high-lavel
waste. If Teft In liguid form, these wistes eventually will leak.
These wastes also are easily retrievable. They should he disposed in
4 geologic repository: This approach i coasistent with standards
for the commercial indostry.

Single Sheli Tanks contain solids in the form of sludge or salt cake.
The radloactivity in this material ts similar to the wastes in the double
shell tanks. But, Tt ts older and more dilute. .

Gption 1. The waste could be retrieved and separated Into high-level
and low-level waste. High-level waste could be converted
to glass for future repository disposal. The low-lavel
waste could be converted to a cement-1fke material and
disposed on site.

Option 2. The waste could be stabflized fa place. This treatment
would include filling the empty space in tanks with crushed
ro::.. The rainflow barrier described earler would also he
used.

Option 3. There is not enough information to choose now. We need a
better understanding of the trade-offs and more confidence
in thg options befors we decide.

Oregoa‘s Pgsition

Cregon recommends Option 3. The matertal in singie shell tanks
should be processed no watter what opticon 15 thosen. The best method
is to retrieve and glassify 1t. But. this option invoives tremendous

The cost

3.3.5.3

3.3.5.3
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cost and needless potential radiation exposure to workers. USDOE
should investigate other cost effective means of retrieval. He
believe this can he and should be achieved withim five years.

The wastes in single shell tanks have been processed to reduce the
water in them. This has reduced the possihility of leakage from
deterlorating tanks. Thus, time spent to research disposal options
will not significantty impact the envirgnment in the near future.

If studies show that in-place stabllizatien is the best option for
single shell tank wastes, engineered barriers should not be the only
means of protecting publiic health and safety. MHultiple barriers are
neecded. An example wouid e to mix the wastes. within the tank with
grout, Thus, they would not easily be dissolved in water if it
entered the tank. Engineered barriers should be velied upon as a
sacondary level of protection.

Past-1979Q Plutontym Contaminated Hastes consist of contaminated equipment

and laboratory wastes.

This waste has been stoved for retrfeval since

1970. :

3.3.5.3

Optton 1. Removai and treatment of the waste at Hanford. Eventual
disposal at the defense repository for plutonium wastes in

New Mexico. This would require a processing facility to be
complated by 1990-1993. The cost of this option s $180
million.

Option 2. Near surface stabillzatlon with a cement-11ke material. A
barrier identicat ‘to that described. tn:the second opticn
for double shell tank waste wifl alsc be used.’

gregon's Pasition

Qregon recommends option 1. The storage of these wastes was designed
for retrieval. ~These wastes pose an extremely Jong-term radlation
hazard. They have been put in wooden boxes and steel drums and
biried: The deterioration of these containers eventuaily will
release cantamination into the soft. They should be retrieved and
disposed in the New Mexico repository.

Pro-1970 Plutonium Contaminated Hasie tonsists of gemeral trash, failed
equipment, and 24 5011 sites contaminated by releases directly to the

ground.

These wastes are net readily retrievable.

Gption 1. Removal and treatment of burfed solid waste and soil sites
which exceed USDOE"s classification for low-teve! plutopism
contaminated waste. Treated waste covld be shipped te the’
defense repository for plutonium wastes tn New Mexico.

o 6 G D"
WM DIVISION
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Optlon 2. Immobilization of the waste burial grounds by filling with
a cement-Ilke mixture. The area 1s to be coverad with a
rainflow barrier as previously described. -

Opticn 3. There ts not encugh information to choose now. We need a
better wnderstanding of the trade-offs and more confidence
in ‘the options before we decide.

Oregen's Position

Oregon recommends Option 3. The wastes should be removed and treated
if reasonably achtevable. These wastes pose the same hazard as |
post~1970 contamirated waste and should be treated the sama.  If this
goal cannot be achieved, more confldence in stabilizing the waste and
confirmation of barrier protection must be accomplished. - Again, this
should be compieted within five years.

These wastes have been buried for many years. Spending more time to
research proper retrieval and disposal methods will not increase the
the hazard within five years.

Strontium and Cestum wastes are double encapsulated in stainiess steel

cyiinders. These wastes are stored in water basims,

_hundreds of years.

Option 1. The capsules could continue to be stored in waker basins.
Capsules could then be packaged and shipped to a future
geologic reposifory when a respository 1s available.

‘Option 2. Capsules could contines to be stoved in water basins unttl

2010. Beginning in 2010, the capsules tould be placed in a
dry storage vauft. A protective barrier as described
eariier could ba constructed over the site in the years
2413 to 2015.

Oregon's Positign

Oregon recomrands Optiom 1. Many of the capsules have been l#ased to
industry for sterilizatlon facilities and process control. The
remainder is stored §n water pools and is under. constant attention.
There is no immediate hazard frem short-term storage of this waste.
But, these capsules are highly radioactive amd will vemain so for

Eventual geclogic disposal will provide safe
long-term disposal. .

QOther Concerns

Cregon also has sericus concerns about chemical waste and lgw level

radicactive wastes from defemsa-activities.
- deal effectively with these lssues.
.risks to public heaith and safety and the environment,

USDOE's proposa) does not
But, they are potentially serious
Oregon suppers

3.3.5.3

- 3.3.5.3

- 2.3.1.13
3.1.6.1
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Congressicnal inittatives to direct GUSDOE to comply with current federal
and state requirements on waste handling and disposal. A schedule of
compliance should be drawn up and snforced. Congress must provide
funding to achieve clean-up of these wastes as well, This funding should
be provided befere any of these actlons are required by Congress.

Forty years of defense materials production has resulted in an enormous
amount of radicactive wastes at Hamford, 5o much waste poses difficult
and complex retrieval, processing, and disposal problems. Funding has
keen ample for the production of the defemse materials but not for waste
disposal. Oragon believes that funding policy 1s aot acceptable.
Congréss requires the commercial nuclear Industry to concurrently st
aside funds for the disposal of radioactive wastes as they are
generated. USDOE also should be subject to this requirement. Plutonium
pradection should not be allowed without cencurrently providing funding
to dispose of generated wastes. :

Governor Atiyeh will be working with Oregon's Congressiomal dalaegation to
see that these actions are carried out.

LF/MLB: }f
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OREGON COMMENTS

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Hanford Defense Wastes

August 1986

Oregon Department of Energy
Oregon Hanford Advisory Committee
Cregon Hanford Review Committee

Citizen Comments, Public -WQrk_shbps

1120L¢dY,F3)
07/31186
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These afe Oragon's tomments of the U.S. Department of Enargy's draft
environmental impact statement on Hanford defense wastes. They reflect
Oragon’s chiaf concerns zhout USDOE's d1gpasal options: potential
impacts on the Columbia River and lIncreased highway transport of
high-leva! radicactive wastes. For the most part, these tvo issues dre
the thems both of our technical comments and comments frem citizens.

IRTRODUCTION

Technical comments weré written by the Oregon Dgpariment of Enevgy and
tts Hanford Review Commtttee. State agencies with relevant expertise
comprisa the Review Committee. Public comments were gatfiered by the
Department and ks Hanford Advisory Copmltiea. Tha 32-member committae
reflects the laterests of citizens, busimess and Tndustry, local
governments, and snvirenmental groups.

The Department acknowledges the guality of the draft £IS and the dﬁiﬁgent 2
offorts that produced 1t. The presentation of technical detail, data,
and calcylations reflect an earnest solficitation.of respanse and
comment.  The summary was written with special concern for lay readers.
The Department, on behalf of the people of Oregon, 1s grateful for an
opportunity to review and comment on the draft EIS.
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RECEVED DOE-RL
5 GM o

GENERAL: COMMENTS
WM DIVISION

No-disposal Opticn - The no-disposat option is not acceptable.
option has much hlgher long-term radlologlcal impacts,

This

oisgbsal Budget - The language of - the draft €15 appears to be-blased
against the geologic. disposal. alternative. Geologic disposal as
presented ts the most expensive option. Readers are led to baliave

“ that Congress will not approve enough monay for this cptien. The

btas we §nfer impiies that Congress would be more receptive to a
cheaper combinatfon of options. He beliéve thers may be more
cost-effuctive ways to remove singte skell tank waste, These should
be explored before deciding what to do wlph the waste.

Irreversible Actions - Some of the disposal options require actions
which cannot be undone. #1114ng single sheli fanks with rotks to
prevent future tank collapse is an exampis. These kinds of actlons
may later prove ic be nefther wisa nor adequate. Aay Irreversible
actions ceuld preclude retrieval or make it unacceptably costiy,

Single Wall Tank Wastes - Waste in the single.shell tanks fs highly
radtoactive, although some of the radicactive fsotopes have béen
removed. The draft EIS presents in-place stabiiization of these
wastes as an acceptable option. This confiicts with requirements
that the commercial -industry shall disposs high lave! wastes In a
deep geologic repository. ’

Large quantities of heavy metais. are present in the sludge In the
single shell fanks. These metals present.a significant source of
potential contaminatfon to the shaliow acauifer. The studge should
be processed to remove the metals as well as the radicactivity

‘because the long-term integrity of the tank 1s questionsble. 'USDOE

should make every effort to address and reselve this problem.. -

3.3.4.1

3.3.1.2

3.3.5.4

3.3.2.1

3.3.2.6
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Engineered Barrlers - Each dispesal opticn includes engineered ISION

barriers to isolate the waste from wind erosion, water infiltration,
and plant, animal, and human intrusion. Such a barrier has never -
béen tested. More resgarch will reveal 1f a barrier will mest
reqguirements in the draft EIS. If it does not, USDOE must revise the
draft EIS. USDOE must then comply with the Naticnal Envirommentai
Policy Act {NEPA) to review these revisions, Irreversible actions
should not be taken until the engineered barrier has been tested and
accepted for use.

Repository Spacs - There w111 be 1imited space within ths deep
geologic repository. MWith only one repository planned, there may not
be enough room for all defense wastes that need disposai. MWe are
concerned that the lack of space in one repository may force a
dectision to :eave single shell tank wagtes in place. The final EIS
should address th|s question.

Hiah ;evel Waste Definiticn - 40 CFR 191 (EPA) defines “high-level
radicactive wasts" in terms of concentrations. This definition was
rot used by USDOE. Rather, USDOE used constituents of the waste to
make the distinction. Tt appears that USBOE is exempting itself from
regulatloqf with which the puciear $ndustry must ﬁumpiy4 The final
EIS should address thfs apparent 1mplication.

ﬁasté Inventory - A total inventory of defesse wastes, of which seme
are transuranic wastes, should be in the final EIS.

The U.S. Resource ggngervat[on and Recovery Act (RCRA) Standard ~
RCRA standards require the use of a liner. This requlrement is not

tacluded in tha das:rtptlun of any optioa. IF USDOE Intends to meet

. RCRA standards, the Final EIS should show how the standards can be

mat wlthout the use of liners.

. Grout Stabilizatlon - Performance testing on grout should have been

described in the draft EIS.

il
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V1. Support Equipment - The draft EIS did not state what is to be done

12,

13.

14,

15.

16,
- Todine-129 in groundwater. raised the activity levei above

17.

with the contaminated support equipment. Such includes the piping fo
be used to transfer wastes from the tanks.

Yransuranic (TRU) Kaste Sites - The draft £IS provides general
locations of the TRU waste sites. A complete list of these sites and
their contents also should have been provided.

Transuranic (TRUY Waste Disposal Requirements - The change from 10
aCi/gm to 100 nCifgm should be better explained or justified.
Describe how much of the transuranic waste will fit the Tow-level
waste tategory because of this change. .

Future Research and Development (RZD) - RAD wlll be needed before
some of -the disposal work can be done. The Tinal E£IS should provide
performance criterta for the work on thcﬂ’the RRY must be dene. If
any R&D results show a deviation from the criterfa to cbmpiete the

-work, public review and comment should be reopened for appiicable

portiens of the final EIS.
Aecessibla, Enyirenment - The term “accessible enviropment" often
appears in the draft EIS. There Is some confusion on what 1t means.

The term-.should have been defined 1n the draft EIS.

Iodine Cumalative Lavels - The cumulative effect of past releases of

background. This level must be determined. Apy cumulative effects
from future lodine-129 releases in groundwater.aiso must be
determined and added to the previous total. The sum must not exceed
the EPA standards for Jodine-129 in groundwater.

Independent Audits - An ongolng independent audit of USDOE waste
managament work should be done.

RECENVED DOE-RL
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3,1.1.3

2.4.1.8

3.3.5.4

4.1.2

3.5.3.8

2.2.13



1€z

2.3.2.2

2.3.2.1

2.3.2.3

3.3.2.1

Hpo 1B

e
T
‘ﬁ“hﬁ
5%

171

. o

- Draft EIS Review Qifficulties - Although four disposal optlions werae

Tisted, none was presented as the preferred option. This may make
thts draft €IS unique among all such impact statements. The four
opttons bound the bread range of those available; and “a final
strategy could he salected that usas the best featurss of each one
Defense wastes at Hanford Is a complex situation. The
options as presented make detailed coaments d1ff1cult In’ some
respects, this draft EIS is prematurs.

For example, one could 1ist the good and the bad Featurss of each
option. A final option that uses as many of the good features of
each option as possible could be chosen. That would'be cammendable.

‘But, this new hybrid fina} option would not have besn raviewed and
If this occurs, a naw draft EIS is essential.

compared to the others.

The geologic disposal option may have been included because 1t would
be most acceptable to most people. By Infersnce, the in-place
stabl1ization option appears to be preferred. The reference
alternative is a compromtse between the “preferred" and the "most
‘acceptable” option.

. CaTculation Reviews - Impressive efforts producad the detailed

calculations in this draft €IS. In such a short time for raview, we
cannot affirm that the calculations are correct. To do so with some
certainty one would need teo:

a) get the codes;:

b} do a detalled study of each code to assure that 1t accurately is
based on the best scientific mode! and has no Flaws:

¢} have a thorough knowledge of the model ftself;

d>  confirm that the data and assumptlons used were accurate and
appropriate; and,

@} do several calculations of different scenarios.

RECEIVED DOE-RL
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21,

22,

23.
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Given the ttme constraimk, thts could not be done,

Code_Consistency - The codes (Hanford vs. NRC vs. EPA) and models
{ICRP-2 ws. ICRP-30} produce falrly consistent results. The
assumptions and data appear to be reasonable. The calculated effects
should be accurate.

Horst-Case Scenarios - What would be the health effects’iIf g1t of the
waste presént after 300 years (or I.OGD or 10,000 years) suddenly
were deposited in :the Columbia River? A fow simple, upper-limit,
bounding Worst-case scenarios could be done. Examples are those done
by Barnard Cohen in Scientific American {June 1977, p. 21).

disgos&1 Activity Raquirements - The draft EIS should have stated

that no waste form will ba diluted so that 1t may fall under less
stringent disposal requirements. -

Transportation - The geologic disposal opt!oﬁ would resutt 'n 6,900
off-site shipments-if the repository is not at Hanford. The
reference alternative would result in 3,100 shipments 1f the
repository 1s not. at Hanford.

Transportation risks appear to be acceptable. The geologic ¢isposal
option to a site 4,800 km away would present the highest transport
risk. TYhis estimate is conservative. If Hanford 1s not chosen, a
geofogie disposal stte 1ikely would be closer - Texas or Nevada.

If the computer model RADTRAN is accurate, thare are po radiclogical
"major health and safety impacts” for this most comservative option.
(Oregon has not formally evaluated RADTRAM.} There are an estimated
two "major health and safety impacts" from non-radiological transport
accidents (l.e., truck wrecksd. Society accepts such risks in the
transport of other goods.
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Risk of radloiogical exposure to workers {geclegic disposal) and
long-term radtological risks {nmo action) appear to be higher than
transport risks. These Atgher risks should be welghed {n choosing
the mathod of disposal.

Actions can improve transport safety: avoiding foul weather;
fnspacting trucks: preparing for emergencies; and having safe parking
areas. Transport safety issies must be addressad in the fipal EIS.
Oregon will cooperate fully.

Geol d Seismoicgy - The discussion of the geologlc structure
under the reservation is incomplete. The draft EIS dtates that the
structures of the Pasco Basin-are typical-of the Yakima Fold Belt

_é;:bp_r-ov!nce-. :This proviace is characterized by narrow:linear
anticiines dnd synclines.. They apparently die qut towards ‘the center

of the Columbla Plateau. Most known.fauits are assoclated with
anticlina) fold axes. - They 1tkely developed concurrently with
foldlng. : - o ' I

.Hhat 1s missing s an_v amlysis of how. these stru:-tures relate to the.

reservation. Some of them trand. .towdrd the resarvation.. Are they
prasent In the basalts beneath the sedimentary cover? Has USDOE
looked for them? If they are not presnt, ‘that should be noted: If
£t is not known '!f-they are present, that foo should-be noted. :

Figure 4.3, ‘shows some marked relfef in'the surface of the Columbia -

River Sasait Group. -Thig reltef 15 not explained. Is 1t
structurally controlled? ’

. Are.the faults -associated with anticiinal fold axes active now? The

fact that they formed concurrently with folding 1€ riot proof.that
th:ﬁ are ncrtaou active. Someof the 2arthquake epicenters shown on
Fiquré 4.4 appear to correlate with anticlinal axes. Does this
tndicate historical selsmic actlyity on these structures? . Have
sedimentary rofks overlylng the Columbla River Group been deformad?

By,
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The whole question of structure and seismicity on the Hanford
Reservation 15 vita) to the integrity-of shallow waste disposal
sites.  This guestion is not fully addressed in the draft EIS.

25. Haste Activity - The draft EIS presents defense waste as considerably

tess radioactive than commercial spent fuel. Gram For gram this
ea_sﬂ'y can be shown. But, we have concern that this argument
gbscures more -fmportant constiderations.

From a public health standpoint, the critical parameter is not
 specific activity, but potenfial sowrce term. In our judgment, the
soludility and dispersability of stngle shall tank wastes more than
makes up for their lower specific activity. -If nationat policy fs
deep geological disposal for high level waste, defense wastds shnuld
be -cons fdered in-the sama l!ght.

26.-Endangeyéd Spectes - Speciaes now uynder review {long-billed Curlew;

Cotumbia MElk-vetch, Persistent Sepal ‘:’e!lowi:_ress) as “candfdates”
for the 145t of threatened or eadangersd species should be
evalyited. ‘As candidates these species have no pratection uynder the
Endangered: Spacles Act. USDOE- should.insure that these species are
protected From any adverse impact.

2. Release Rates ~ The draft EIS concludes that, among all ‘optlons, the

= getlogie repository results in the Towast raleases to the
snvironment. But the draft EIS -does not-state how the repository
wiil parform. How can th!s conc1uslun be draun"

28. Tank 'Hust-g §rogt€ng Under any of the three waste disposal uptlon’s.'

2t least some wastes will be stabilized in- ptaca in the old tanks.
An .overlying -engineerad bar‘ier is 10 Keep water out-of the wastes,
There 15 no mention of studles of elther in-phce'transfqrmafioh'nf
‘the wastés to a more stable form, or to any physical method e
‘grouting) of isolating or further stabliizing the wastes in the
tanks. Here any such studlas done? Would such techeiques e safer?
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30.
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Past Practices - Haste discharges, by:tntent or' not; have occurred at
The ‘draft EIS concludes that TRU wastes are

Hanford for many years;
Hhat kinds of evidence/data

adsorbed near the discharge goint.
support this conclusion?

Pry wells - Under the in-place stabjlization cption, cesium and
strontium gapsules will de dfsposed in dry wells. Potential
environmantal contamisation from these sources 15 rot mentioned.
Hhat risks does this method-of disposal have? How mobile are these
fons under various enviroamental conditions? :

Ionie Mobility - Do the various radicnuclides have different inhevent
mobidtties? Do the relativa mobtlities change with changing climatic
conditions? Do these mobilities have pecullar implfcations for the
Final selection of.tha waste d1sposalkcpt1on!

Glaclation - Glaciation briefly is mentioned as a potential influence
on wasta isolation, Glaciatien 1s considered in the draft £I15 only
in regard to its abillty to produce catastrophic floods. Buk, there
are more important effects of glaciation that must be considered.
Glaciztion will change the climate. 'iemperatures will be lower.

They may be much lower depending. upon the nearness of lce sheets.

Afr circulation patterns will be changed. Preclipitation may increase
dramatically, Vegetation may change dramatically, or may disappear
altogether. Loss of water from the soil by evaporation from plants
by transpiration may be changed dramatically. Some of these effects
will precede glaciation. Others will follow. ALl of these glacial
effects should be addressed. The 11kelihocod- of another ep1sode of
continental gfaciation should also be evaluated.

The best way to evaluate glaclal effects is to examine the past. Are
there data about effects om local precipttation or vegetation in the
Pasco Basin during past glacial eptsodes? ) :

RECEIVED DOE-RL
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33. Recharge - fart of the-input data.for racharge modeltng 1s laberatdry

- groduces disturbed samples.

permeabiiities based .on sediment texture amalyses..-This technique
PermeabiTtties so derived will not be -
accurate. They may be wrong by as much as a factor of ten. This
could produce major errors 1n recharge-and contam\nant migratlon
calculations. . EEIERAE : '

Data about waste migration pathways beneath specific disposal-sites
may not be available. Permeabllities derived from averaging six
near-surface sediment samples, even If accurate at those sites,
cannot represent the kydraulic conductivity in the unsaturated zone
beneath all the waste sites. Site specific data: are nesded to
accurately calculate water and contaminant migration at sach gite.
To calculate vertical water and waste movement, the vertical
hydraulic conductivity and thickness of each sedimentary unit §n the
unsaturated columm must be known.

The draft EIS considers that,
recharge, Tt is not reasonable to think the climate will- be-waettar
before 2150. Precipttation records in arid areas of Oregon show 10nq

-periods of abrormally high or low precipitation.

Are there data to suggest that Hanford‘s average annuyal precipitation

now is significant 1n a long-term sense? Or, is the “avarage arnial
precipitation” ta fact, abrormaily low pracipitation? If so, we
could expect a substantial increase in precipitation at Hanford
sooner than 2150. The five centimeter average annual. racharge rate
may be too low For a bonding analysts.

Under existing wind and temperatwre cond!tlons, recharge may e quite
sensitive to prectpitation changes. Smail increases in precipitation
may be significant, more so if not spread evenly aver time. Suppose
the average annual precipitation results 1n small amounts of

RECEIVED DOERL
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in evaluating radionuclide moverent and
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recharge. #ith a swall percentige increase in precipitatig¥MDIVISION The data may nead to be looked at in other ways. Hould the quality
concentrated In winter and earily épring. a:t_ual rechaéq'e way 1hcrease of I_Ife any\}here between Hanford and Astoria decrease because of
dramaticaily. : : waste disposal? Does disposal under any of the scenarios reguire any
' person to c'hange their use of the Columbia River? Dr use of foods 3' 2.' 6' 1
The draft EIS looks at the long-term sverage amnval recharge-as the taken from 1t? The question ts not dose distribution over large '
Imbu_rta_nt variable 1n recharge considerations.  That re;ﬁarga resulits populations. The qun_isﬂun is changes in the qualiiy of 1ife. Wil
from a postulated 6.1 centimeters of average annual precipitation. - the river ever have to be restricted for recreation? Drimking .
3.5.1.21 This Figure is used to mode] ground water recharge and radicnuciide water? Irrigation? 'Hhat leakagefrechargs conditions at Kanford
movemsnt. Looking at a steady precipitation and vecharge vate may would require downstream restrictions? How ltkely are these to
not b2 appropriate. In other areas of geological and hydrological occur? This should be shown for each dlsposal option.
sclences,  the anomalous event often has a much higher than average ' o o
impact. This may be true for recharge and radionuciide movement to Cregon relies on the Columbia River for irrigation. Under any of the
the water table. . waste disposal options, will radlonuelide concentration in frrigated 3. 2 - 6 . 1
’ ) solls ever produce food that is pot safe? H'ha;t. leakage/recharge
Suppose, under the "“wetter climate” scenario, twice the current condiﬂo_ns-would produce such 2 resubt? How 1ikely are they to occur?
precipitation, or 36.1 centimeters, Is the avevage precipitation. ) ) ] )
Some years will have twice the averags, If _tﬁe average results in 35. Barrier Performance - ‘Annual precipitation is used to evaluate
five centimeters pér year of recharge, twice the average may well barrier perf‘ormauc_e. Data that show how tha%:precipitationrwa's 3. 5 . 1 . 81
result 1n five or ten times the average annual recharge. distributed through time should be in the draft EIS. Precipitation
T B ) will not be the same each year.
This large volumé of water may dran_lat!caily ac_:elerate the_ scﬂutl_on : ' ]
and transport of radlanuclides. An analysis of racharge and Functional Failure:. A functional fallure could affect 50 percont of
radianucl ide éransport should be done. It should use prec'!;:ttat‘lon the aréa. But, It does not seem 1ikely that recharge tlirough the
and recharge Figures that better reflect the real hydraulic system. barrier could be as 1ittle as 0.1 centimeters per year. Consider the
o ' *wetter cltmate" stemaric. In some years tnere will be much more 3.5.1.91
34, papulation Dose - The draft EIS analyzes the dose persons in the than the average 30.1 centimeters uf'precipltation. Most of that
Hanford area get hy eatlng fish caught in the Columbia River. It 1ikely will fail when ev’apotransp!ratibri is low. & bonding janalysis
3'. 2.. 6 R 1 spreads that dose eventy among the lacal population. And, it requives substantially greater recharge - perhaps wp to five )
compares It to the background dose result. It then concludes that no centimeters per year on the average. Some years would have flve to
significant health effects will result. Khat 15 the size of the ten times that amount, S
fishing popuhii_on from which that dose infergnce should be drawn? ' ) ) o )
How would this analysis turn out In_thn Portland area? Is the dose 36.7!ianford Hells - Hastes must be disposed without risking radioriucitde 3‘ 5 . 3 . 7
dependent upon the specles of fish being considerad? N wmovement to the water table through wail bores.  Are exact locations

of all wells ever drilled on the Hanford Reservation known?
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

The hazards from chemicals 1tsted in Tahie 1 Volume 1 should be
described.

The draft EIS uses these phrases:

- "t .most of the defense wastes will go to a geplogic
repository. ’

- “Tha remainder will be stored near surface:

- "The bulk of the waste, contalaing smail quamtities of C-14
I-129... ’

- ®...0s lgu-level waste and would be made ianto cesent-based = 3.2
greut.® ’

Imprectse words ke “most,” "remainder," “hulk," “small

Mitrer
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Decontamination and decommissioning wastes were axcluded from
the proposed options. These should have been inciuded. They
should be described as part of all the waste to be disposed.

The draft EIS states that further NEPA review 15 antitipated to
support other specific activities before thelr implementation.
The activities which may require NEPA review should have been
Yisted.

The draft EIS states: “Current storage practices will continue
while vesearch and development (R&D) s underway." Cribs,

“French dralns, ravarse wells, ditches and trenches, should not

be used pending further RD.

The draft EIS should have described a1t defense-related wastas
on the Hanford site. It also should have covered the specific
wastes which are not belng considered for this EIS.

guantities,” and “low-level* should be defined. Or, actual 3.3 2 plant - waste d14. contain "low concemtrations” of plutonfium

figures should te stated. and other TRU and was high In metallic nitrates. This u_asté wWas
discharged via cribs to *soll columns®.- Definitions of “low

Short-term risks and costs of retrieval of single shell tamk concentrations® or the actval data should have been provided in

waste should be descrlbed. the draft £I5.

In several places, the draft EIS states that more enviranmental 3.9 The draft EIS states that the definition of TRU contaminated

protection will be considered if needed. It Is not ciear what soll sites 1s based on characterization data that show TRU

additional enviroamental protection 1s to be considered or wiat concentrations to decrease rapidly at increasing depth, Data

conditions would prompt this consideration. should be provided to support this statement.

The dvaft EIS states that TRU Contaminated Soi) Sites consist of The draFt EIS states:  “Wasts 1n TRU sites §s considered

*. . . french drains and revarse wells . . ." The radloactive disposed of {sic), The sites are belng reviewed to determine

material pumped Into wells, the levels of costamination and whether further action 1s warrantad.” Further anticipaied

intentlons for further use should have been described. Alsc, action should havé beem described. -

the likely actlon-if more envirommental protection is needed

should have been stated. 'RECEIVED DOE-RL
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The draft EIS talks about< an unplanned releass in section:-
12,5, Information should have been provtded on the detaifs and
consequances of this ralease,

‘ The grart EIS states that §n those'instances when oniy total TRU
s known, 100nCi/qm 1s assumed when average TRU -concentration in
the site exceeds 10nCifg.
sites to which this will appty should have been intluded. -

The' number and description of .the

He are quite concerned zhout the pre:eni’ation of single shell
tank waste removal options. . It seems clear to us that much
researth can be done an more cost effective removal.
produce a less costly option for Congress to comsider.

such could

‘The mining process described fn the draft EIS is difficuilt and
expensive. : The draft EIS says sfelcing single sheTl tanks...can

~ be done if visual faspectlon and:the preseace of drainahle
Tiquid Indicates that the tank ts sound. <(Appendix B.} This

- section-shosld have Included.an option.for slulcing of the 123
"non-leaking” tanks. Alsc, the opiions should have been
developed .to the extent that reviewers couid determine which is
the best cholce for the single shell tanks. - Points which should
have heen considered include:

. =~ Closad-circuit. or nearly closed-circuit sluiced mining

équipment. Such a technigue-1imits water use. Water that
s used §s quickly suctioned away.

~ Sealing the soil around the single shell tanks with a resin
~to preveat further water release during $luicing

- operations. This could further stabilize soil
contamination below tanks that have teaked. 4

3y

3.15

3.24

4.8

aguifers.’
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. Insoluble metal compounds reduce. efficiency of waste foading in

4= IETRITRN

glass. This proklem ts spived by.removing these materials.

This s an invn]ved and expensive o'rocess which witl preduce
more low level waste At Savannah Q1ver USDOE wsed mgthl.‘)ds
other than vitrification to ,tabnlze fank wastes. . The draft,

EIS ‘should have déscribed other weans of stabilizing waste.

‘The draft EIS states that wastes caﬁtaininq 100 ncizgn rnu
. tontamination require dtsposal fn a denqnated disposal Fa.cthy

for TRU wastes. This contamination vajue was recentiy changed
from 16 aCi/gm to 100 nC¥/gm. “Residues from leaks* does not
_Mguaibfy as TRU contaminated sodl sites - .. . The draft EIS

should_ have given the actual activity of residues from-.leaks.

The draft Eis states that 45 parcent. of TRU waste, was .

reclassified hased on "englneer)i'hg udgment and historical
records". ‘It also reflects the change me fOnCHq to 180/g.
The draft EIS does not Justify this cnange .

The draft EIS sa‘ys.'that'wastes that are gifficult and/or -
hazardous to retvieve will be leftiin plage.” DIFficult

retrieval does not Justify this-approach. -.

Hygrology — Section 4.3 (Seismology) .statey that seismic
activity and ralated phenomena are.not. beljeved to be'plausible .
events that might dfrectly release waste.  Hhat ts-not.addressed
is the possibility that se1sm1c activaty might dlsrupt the .
Integrity of a deep repository. That could create vertical
conduits and allow the release’of’ contamnated waters to shaﬂeu
This rleeiis to. be addressed.

3.1.4.26

2.4.1.8

3,3.2.5

3.3.1.11
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‘Section 0.4.3.1 discusses the mature of groundwater modelling as

an exercise in averaging data. That is convarse.to “field.
modeling”. The latter must also consider unique events or
unique characteristics within the subsurface. Any modeiing
scenarios or conclusions hased merely on average jithology or
average rafes will not properly consider the unique course of
groundwater transport., It is imperativa that any final document
properly treat thé questfen of umigue Iithoingies and most rapid
transport and ¢orridors. The document mentioned this conceptual
problem. It does not' pose a soluttdn. ~ Solutions might involve
any of three skrategies:: :

a. tollection of immense'amounts of field data;

: 0. statistical refinements of scunarios usinq data ahout

ralevant variables or,

.c. figld, calibration of ‘any cqmpieted madel to. check far

accuracy.

Any conclusions of the final ETS should be checked with some
kind of Field caltbration technigue, ’

In the scenarlos, infiltration rates of 5 cm per year seam to be
used in most of the caleulatlons. This is done although the
chances of up to 15 ¢m per year are mentioned. Viewing the

sites In terms of a 10,000 year time frame, ane must consider
changes of climate as a1 possible problem. ‘Climatic changes
shalild be ¢ranked -into the scenarlos. Some sort of probablistic
statement should te made of the odds of having greater than 5 ¢m
per year Infittration. -This is significant bacause rates of .
groundwater Flow vary widely with diffarent infiltration rates.

1.0

4.28

5.6
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The draft EIS seams tc use the suppnsition that wastes that
reach the Columbia River no longer are a concern becduse of
dilution. There is no discussion of concentratlon of
radlqattive nateri;i reaching the river or of dilukion factors
whan 1t enters the river. The assumption appears to be that the
dilutton is so graat that there 15 no prebiam. If this s 5o,
4t should clearTy te stated. If the assunptinn is not valtd,

_then we need discussion of the :onccntration and depositiun of -

the radloactive !Iements in sediments up and down the river. He
need to know 1f liyers of mud in varlous parts of -the river
could become highly radioactive.

Dams on the Columbia River upsi:riu: of the Hanford area are
glven credit for reducing the 1ikaiihood of Floods 1ike those of

the past 57 years. Dams have-a finita 11fe span -5 which may be
short cospared to the disposal perfod. Hi thout dans, natural
+iver forces could alter the river bad. This. alteratien

everitually could encroach upon ihe dispesa.i site svén’ if it is
on the 200 area phtuu.

The éra'ft ET§ statas: 'Ths Hanford sTEe servas.as the spauning
area for ‘wore than one-third of the fall Chinock Salmon 1n the
Mid-Columbla.” 1t should have expanded on and explained the
protectiun poiicies for .Chinook, and threatened and endangered
species {Sectian 4.6.3) within the Hanford site. - It should have
ekpiained'hdu the area will be affected by the proposed’
options. Also, -the draft €IS ‘should have stated potentiai ’
threats to thase species. ’

Has the population doég for nan-contact hand'i_ad TRY ,wa.ste'

-shipments been tvaluated?

3.5.4.5

' 3.5.6.6

3-.2.4.2'
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The draft £I5 statps that most ecological impacts frm#v¥A£y}g§ng

stabilization and disposal of all waste classes would he minimal
becausa much of the area under consideration already has bean
disturbed. It does rot expiair what additional impacts are
predicted. The word “minimal® has been used. ‘It is not clear
what this means. What group of biota will be affected most?
Plants, wildiife, birds?

AddVttonal refarences on ecological impacts stiould have baen
fncluded §f they are avallabia. d :

Lt is stated that, by comparisom with wastés ¢lsposed on the
200 Areas plateau, the 300 area waste sites contain “"minor”
quantities of TRU wasté. "Minor™ should be defined. Or, actual
figures should hive heen given. : .

171

Appendix A

fiaste Site Descriptions and Jnventories

1t is not clear how the supernatant pumped from the stngie shell
tanks is to be.disposed. There is no description of the levels of
radioactivity in this liquid.

Detatls of the number of single shell tanks which may be leakers was

_given, But, more information on these tanks is lacking. Such
Includes the Curte content of the tanks and if the tanks continue to

corrode after the supernatant has been removed.

“No détalls werd given on the overall condltion of the wastes in

single shell tanks. Such would include how many tasks have not been
dehydrated.

Justification ts.needed for disposadl of supernatant and sludge washes
in.grout..

Ooes rad1olytlﬁafly-prcduced gas cause problems in vitrifled waste?

"What wi11 be doné with the double stiell tanks when thay are emptied?
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3.1.4.12
3.1.4.13
3.1.8.15
3.1.4.33
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Kanford Waste Vitrification Plant

We believe the vitrified glass form to be an acceptabie amd workablie
waste processing optien. It has the added advantage of much
international involvement to add to cur review and experience.

Appendix C seems to concentrate on describing feedstock for the
vitrification plant as currently generated waste, or double shell
tank waste. The draft EIS should include & discusston of the known
and suspected differences among these wastes in the §ingle shell
tanks. If precess changes ov add!tions are needed to handle single
shel! wastes, such must be In the analysis. To do otherwise is to
convince the public that there is no real optton to remove and
process these wastes.
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Transportable Grout Factlity

Grout treatment of liquid waste streams is far better than soil
disposal in cribs.

The #tnal EIS should discuss the expected concentrations of
radioactive isotepas in the liquid feedstock. It should also discuss
the expected isotopic composition. These obviously wili be a
trade-off between how much radloactivity is conceatrated in vitrified
waste, and how much cannot easily be recoversd. That which cannot
easily be recovered and concentrated presumably will comprise much of
the grout facility feedstock.

Research s needed on acceptable mixes of tramp chemfcals in the
grout, and thelr effect on the final waste Form. Such research
should concentrate on. the effects of petential complexants. These
tnclude the effects of flouride and organics.or the mobility of
tong-1ived components of the grout, such as TC-99 and I-129. An
account of planned research should be in the final .EIS,

60l
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3.1.8.6
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- Method for Calfculating Radlation Dose

The dose calculation methods appear to be supported by several
cross—bhecks with other. computer codes. The techriques.appear :to be
appropriate. However, Tt would have been more appropriate to use the
agwer ICRP-30 dosimatry model rather’ than the older modified ICRP-2

model.
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- Appendix H

Radlation Doses to the Pubiic from Qperational Accidents

The upﬁm‘ bound releases postulated likely are conservative.

USDOE will meed precise planning to coordinate any of the waste
recovery options. USDCE and contractors mezed plans for internai

emergency vesponse. "AlT hoiders of major USNRC and state radioactive

materials licensés arve required to have such plapning.
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Analysis of Impacts for Transportatfon of Hanford Defense Haste

RADTRAN LI, is a useful generic transportation code. But, it may be
too general. RADTRAN [T should be modified to allow for
route~specific analysis of accident probabilities and population
exposures. it would be more reassuring to the public fo know that
the transport Impact was caiculated for ctiizens who live alang the
actual rafl or truck rowvtes.

The population dose potential at stops ar in suitchyérﬁs is a large -
fraction of the total dose in any routine shipment. Consideration
should be givan to limiting the time the truck or train is stopped.

If Tabkle .10 1s torrect, the worst case man vem frem transport
activities Is B5. Glven the range of latent cancer fatalities (LCFs)
in Appendix I of 100 to 1.000 per miilien man rem, the range of LCFs
would be about 0.0% to 0.1. Onr page £.23 the draft £1S states that
under normal transport conditions, about 1 percent of the LCFs weould
rasuit as compared to LCFs resutting from natural background. The
figure of 1 percent secems to be a vast overestimate of the actual
calculated risks.
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Preliminary Analysis of the Perforpance of the
Protective Sarrier and Marker System

Table M.7 suggests that for fine soils underlain by coarse, clean basalt

cobblas a balanca between evapotranspiration and precipitation prevents
leakage through tha barrier. However, in each case, at equitibrium,

there is enough stored moisture in the soll to saturate almost the entire
soi1 column even if the porosity approaches 50 percent - which is totaily

unreasonabte. If this taterpretation of the data and Tabla M.7 is

correct, why is thera not Teakage downward out of the soil layer and into

the basait cobbles?

If the data in Table M.7 do represent nearty maximum moistuve storage in

the soils, then leakage through the solls must be assumed. IF that is
correct, then the caleulatioas of movement of vradionuclides to the
"accessible environment" must reflett transpovt not only by diffusion,
but aiso by advection.

The upper surface of the engineered barrier projection is above grade.

Wind erosion 1s an obvious factor that must ba evaluated. To think that

the surface would not change in 10,00 years is not realistic,

Stabilizing the surface with plants may heip. But, this rabses other
questions over Enng't1me spans. Precipttation 15 not steady. Some
plants will die during drought. As tha roots decay, they ieave open
vertical passageways for water to percolate through Wwhen precipitaticn
Increases to, or beyond, average. In humid climates this may not be a
problem. In arid cliiates, such as Hanford's, #]ani mortality may be a
factar. ' o T 7

The evaluation 1n Appandix M suggests that if preclipitation increased 1n

the Hanford area, deaper rooted species would invade the barrier safls.
That would éause more gvapatranspiration. But, given the relatively
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shallow soils, such species may not have enough moisture to servive the
dry years. The result may be open pathways for water to pertolate
through the barrler soils when precipitation returnrs. This should be
considered in evaluating barrier performance.

Several possibilities have been Icoked at %o amaiyze a functional barrier
faiture. It Hikely is not prudent to think in terms of a single avent.
Hybrid events are more likely. Hind evoslon couid remove some of the
barrier soit. Then might come a wetter climate, perhaps glaciation,
lower temperatyre, ard evapotranspiratfon. Ten thousand years is toco
long to assume that oniy oné process will affect the barrier.

The sngineerad barrier is designed to keep roots and burrowing anfmals
away from the waste, But, the soils may be ideal habitats for such
animals. Burrows could make verticat movement of water through the
barrier soils more Hkeiy.
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Appendixz R

. Assegsment of Long-Term Performance of Haste Disgﬁsal Sysfams

Table R.1 1i¥sts the events that may have a potential impact on the waste
dispdsal systems. Of these 32 events, eight were Judged to have
sufficient probabifity and/or consequence to warrant further amalysis.
some of the events (e.q.; diffusion, terrqrism._warfé?e) wera not
discussed at all. Some discussfon of each of the 32 events should be $n
th!s_appehdix. Estimates of the probabilitfes andfor conseqdencés oft all
events should be given so the readar ¢an judge the relative impact Qf
each event. A reader can then iudge whether the eight chosen for
detatled analysis are the most significant events.
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1. ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACTS Acctdent probabi Uit
3. 3. 5. 2 ~ AlY of the disposal altgrnatives considered should be 1n the _ Morst case accident analyses were not Included in the risk 2_,3‘. 1' 7
draft EIS. assessments.
2 .2 ) 14 - Some persons believe that the eventual cholce of the commgrcial Pra-notification.

repository will affect the defense waste dispesal optioens.

- Tha final EIS should provide detatls about waste shipment

3. 3. 5 . 1 - The public vofced frustration about making value judgments in a notiflcations to mun}clpallties.

process that invelves complex scientiftic/enginedring research.

How weil are requlations enforced?
3 5 5 20 - A worst case humar health impact scenario shouid be evaluated. :
e tado

- There has been concern in Oregon about truckers who violate
transport regulations. How can the public be confident
that drivers of trucks carrying radicactive wastes will do
so safely?

- Groundwater contamlnation risks specifically should be outlined.

3. 5 N 6 .1 - The draft £IS should consider the effects of long-term,
upforesean environmental changes such as those similar to the
rising of the Great Salt Lake. How reliably are requlations enforced?

3.3.5.1 - The rellabitity of long-term grediciions 15 suspect. - Radioactive shipments are regulated by the U.S. Dapartment

of Transportation (0OT). However, there are not enough DOF

356.1 - The final EIS should evaluate the effects of possibie globa) inspectors to ensure regulation compliance.
PR ¢l1matic changes. ' ’

ecurity of shipments.
2. TRANSPORTATICN

- MWith terrorism increasing In the world, how will USDOE

3 2 .’2 Container integrity. : pravent violent acts Tnvolving transported wastes?
- 4’ * . 1 L . .
- How can we be sure testing on the shipplng containers was Transport training.

comptete and adequate?

« Truck drivers should be trained on the hazards of
radioactivity and know how to deal with any situatfon which
may arise enroute.

3.4.2.2

3.4.3.7




tre

3.4,2.26

3.4,2.3

3.4.2.26

3.4.2.2

3.4.2.26

Routing.

ik
i
Az
amtety
&
na
]

11046 47

171

Escorted shipments should be addressed Yn -the final EIS cost
analysis.

Training to handle accidents.

~ The waste shipments are the responsibility of USDOE.
People along the transport routes must have training to
handle accidents. USCOE sheuld provide reseurces to
accommodate that training.

tocal emergency response agencies should have proper equipment
ard tralning to handle an emergency-tnvalviag radicactive
materials.

Transport drivers should be certified to be able to property
respend to a highway mishap.

- Concerns were raised about the routing of the shipments,
especially along interstate highways that pass through
frighly popuiated areas.. The final EIS sholld discuss
states' rights in Yaying put the routes.

Trucks and: shipping contafners should be inspected with
extraordinary care.

- In 1985, a truck carrying low level waste was finvolved 1n a
minor accident on I-84/Cabbage Hiil, east of Pendfeton.
The truck was later driven to and parked at a loeal truck
stop. Although there was .no spill, the parked truck may
have beer a hazard. In such cases, or when road conditions
are too severe for {ravel, trucks should have a 'safe
haven' for lay-overs.

Adequtate smergency preparedness.

- Accldents will oceur with trucks carrying wastes.
Provisions must be In place to respond to accidents.

Have weather hazards been considered?

- Despite USDOE assurances (via brochures and videotaped test
accidents) several persons c]ajm casks used today have not
undergone the same kinds of tests. USDOE representatfves
did not direcily.refute the statements,

- Maste shipmants will occur during atl types of weather
conditions. The draft £1S does not factor ta tacreased
transport risk gue to bad weather.

USDQE_has not made a detaiteq aralysis of truck accidents on
1-84 - particularly gn dangerous stretches sast of Pendleton,

Two persons sald casks used today ought to be tesged to
destruction to verify safety claims.

The burden of emerqency responses to a transport accident falls
upon_small, mostly rural! comrunifies. The draft EIS appears, by
fafersnce, to rely on that response te ap aecident. That is
"not acceptaple.”

3. SOCIO-ECGN ECOLOGICAL ITMPACTS . -

- Techrologies are not avaitable for barriers, which are a
part of each optien.

RECEIVED DOERL o RECEIVED DOE-RL
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Ar option which does not tnclude barriers. should have beed = g,

offerad_

- Reservations Were voiced ahout in-place stabilizatlon due
to fack of convincing data.

- low incldencalhﬁgh 1mpact evenfs-shcu]d be evaluated.

3.. 3 1 2 -~ Contern was expresseé regavding the high cost Fﬁr ganlogic
<. disposal of defense waste: - i

o~ The.pubiic 1s fearfu] that in-place stabi1ization would
E encourage the dispasal of all defense waste in the
Korthwest.

- Oregonfans are not willing to compromise the environment to
save money. It is believed that in-place stabiiization
.would result in such a compromise.

4, BUDGETS AKD ALTERNATIVES

- Saveral persons voiced a preference for maximum use of
3,3.1.1 geclogtcal disposal no matter what the. cost.

- A Mon‘tsred'ﬂatrieuabIE Storage (HRS) faciltty should be
3 :3 lL 2 wsed while a parmanent solution 1s being researched
thoroughiy.

- The percentage.of waste that will be stabilized in-place
for each option showld be stated

~ AlY disposal technologies suggested need reéfinement.  The
leve! of funding necessary to develop a sound dtsposal
3- 3- 5- 4 technology should be included in the final EIS,

«353 é a8
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GENERAL _COMMENTS

~ The public 1s not convinced that the issves of defanse
_ wastes and & commerclal repository are independent.
Resotution of efther issue will have a strong 1nf1uence an
the other.

- The repository announceﬁent on May 28 cast doubts on the
credtbility of puhilc 1nv01vement in the defense waste
f$sue.

- If Hanfard !s chosen as the nation's permarent repository,
that decision witl provide a strong bias toward keeplng
defense wastes it Hanford.

-~ USDOE's lack of credibility emhanced the question of
whether public opinions realiy will be considered.

- Cumulative effects of defenze waste plus spent fuel in deep
geotogic repostfory.

?he draft EIS does not include the cumulative effects cf
commingling,

- Temporary solutions should be fourd. This would allow
sufficient time for complete rasearch ang permangnt
long-term solutions.

~ Adequacy of current and future containmeat techalques is a
major concern.

- Because of the credibility issue, some of the public are
skeptical of USDOE's health risk assessment,
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The effects of” chemfcal-wastes on the disposal options
should be described.

Present and Triure defense waste production Igvels should
be irdicated in the final EIS.

USDCE has safety standards different from others in the
nuclear industry. But, USDOE claims to comply with NRC
regulations even though they are not required to do so. If
this is true, NRC should be invited to participate in this
project to attest to USOOE's compliance.
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3 68 (7
WM DIVISION




Ly

3.3.5.3

Alereery
ek

RECEIVED DOE-RL

38 B8 4
WMDIVISION

TO: R. A. HOLTEN/EIS

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION

U. 8. DEPARTMENT OF EMERGY
FROM: SUE WATKINS, MANAGER

PORT OF KENNEWICK
RE: DEIS, DISPOSAL OF HANFORD DEFENSE HIGH-LEVEL,

TRANSURANIC AND TANK WASTES

DATE: AUGUST 6, 1986

THis letter contailns my comments on the referenced document

"as a membar of the Northwest Defense Waste Citizens Forum,

a citizen of the Pacific Northwest and an administrator of

2 small public entity in the Tri-Cities. The comments are
intended to reflect information and input received while
sbtending Citizens Forum (and "Altermatives" subcommittee)
tours and meetings; while attending various. other public
workshops, hearings and meetings; and from personal meetings
and conversations with a broad array of other ciltizens repre-
gsenting groups and/or themselves. : -

First and foremost, it should bhe noted that I support, and
voted "for', the consensus opinion approved by the Citizens
Forum on August 5, 1986 in Seattle, Washington., Although I

do not necessarily agree with 100% of the document and would
not necessarily similarly prioritize certzin #lements of ‘the
document, I de believe it is a.sound, sincere and constructive
opinion and fairly represents the sentiment of the "general
public" of the Pacific Northwest. :

I believe the proposed cleanup of Hanford defense waste should
bégin now. Where adequate informztion and technology esists
to do so, acticn should be taken; where adequate information
and technology do not exist, the related research and .
technological development should occur prior to making fingl
decisions on certain methods of disposal.

L
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Sue Watkins DEIS Statement E: 6o o7
August 6, 1986 : WM DWVISION

Page 2

As recommended by the Forum, DOE should proceed with geologic
digposal of double wall tank waste, cesium and strontium
capsules and retrievably stored TRU solid waste. Research,
ihclgdiug characterization, and technology development should
continge on the remaining waste forms, namely Single wall
tank waste, pre-1970 TRU waste and contaminated soil sites.

I believe final decisions as to tbeir uitimate dispusal
ghould be based on short and long term risks as well as

the relative cost. It should be recognized that the ultimate
disposal action for ﬁhese waste forms may be on a case by
casel/site by site basis. It iz imperative that detailed
information on research results be made public as developed.
Ultimate disposal decisions should be shared with the public
and the public should be provided an opportunity to comment
or the same.

¥hile the pointé noted above are crucial, as a matter of reality,

the Forum's "Finding Number Three™ regarding consistent,
dependable funding may prove to be the single most diffieult
issue to accomplish. I agree witk the '"pay as you go" concept
involving setfing aside & percentage of the defense nuclear
production budget to cover waste disposal. Production of
naclear defense material includes respensible handling of

all elements of the production cycle; disposal of waste is

not excluded from that cycle. Hence, the corresponding

funding should be assured. Likewise, the publie should censider

the cost of waste disposal in relationship to the benefits
derived arnd the amount of acceptable assceiated risk.

The Citizens Forum has appropriately limited its scope of
comments and recommendations to Hanford defense waste. The
group, admirably but not easily, has separataed other currently
prevalent nuclear igsues from the necessary focuns of the DEIS.
However, the unfortunate DOE arnouncement to delay further

172
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August 6, 1986
Page 3

siting work for the second eastera Tnited States national
repository has caused the reposita®F issue to be a consideration
of this DEIS. Charges have been made that the waste volumes
assoclated with the geclogic dispasml alteranative mazke that
alternative-no lenger viable. . Real oy perceived, DOE must
satisfactorily address these charges.: In addition, I urge DOE
to reverse the second site decisiex portion of its dMay 28th
repository anoouncement. Not only has it cast a shadow on
this DEIS, perhaps more relavent, It appears to be grossly
unfair to the citizens of the Wwestern United.States.

The Forum has also recotmsaded, and I support, a focused
research prcgfam for dealing with the disposal of the more
difficult to retrieve waste forms.. While it is not a Forum
consensus, it is my personal belief that the highest research
priority should be given to in-plaee stabilization and isclation
technology in that- it will be utilized to Some degree in

every possible scenario. Eurther, in the event it can be
demonstrated that in-place. stabilizatien and isolation will

meet the criteria.of 40 CFR 191, both risk and cost considerations
of this disposal method will far outweigh the alternative

for removal and geologic disposal. In this eventuality, the
in-place a)ternative should be chosen.

¥hile this personal view involves research and techaology
development of the entire in-place stabilization system, I
believe the single weakest point of the DEIS in the public's
view is the method for protecting the groundwater from
contamination; specifically, they are conterned with the
viability of the protective barrier system. Without duestion.
additional presearch is necessary in this area. I suspect

it is likely that significant applicable information may
already exist from years of research and development in the

i
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August 6, 1986
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agricultural field. Existing data from research on irrigation,
tillage, chemical fertilizer, etc.. should be explared and
presented where applicable. Research priority should also
be given to alterpative methods of removing single wall tank
waste and contaminated sSoil- in. the event acceptable in-place

protective measures cannot be demonstrated. -

althcugh net included in the. Forum's document, "it is also my
personal belief-that a stronger research emphasis should be
plaéed on the e¢conomic value of soms "waste". While it is
currently recognized that certain elements in the waste are
valuable resources, minimal importance seems to be placed

on their safe and economically feasible separation and recovery
for commercial purposes. It should be recognized that productive
nses of wasté can be beneficial inasmuch as this kind of
utilization has the potential to reduce waste volumes, preserve
depleting natural rescurces and provide additional -beneficial
nuciear/chemical applications.. Cne should not lose sight of

the fact that 50 years ago this typs of waste did not even

exist. The possibility that technology resulting in productive
uses for waste will be developed within the next 25 years is
encrmeus .

The Forum's statement also cohtaing aumerous specific comments,
concerns and recommendations abour the DELS. Although I do not
personally feel stroangly about all of the issues and do not

have the technical.background necessary to verify the accuracy
of all stated issues,'l can, and do, endorse the issues as

genuine public concerns. Regardless of theé complexities
involved or any DOE perception of jrrelevancy, all issues

shouid receive complete responses to the degree possible.
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This comment ietter would not be complete without sharing

my thoughts about the public process being utilized in this
defense waste project. To do so I must depart from restricting
my comments to Jjust the DEIS public process.

Creation of the Citizens Forum is an acknowledged "experiment"
for Improving public awareness and input. If the experiment

1 considered successful by DCE, and if the desire for public
awarensss and input is a consistent and sincere policy goal
throughout the USDOE,- then recognition of historical weaknesses
in that regard aad commitments for ongoing public brograms

by DOE are necessary.

The most .frustrating difficulty I experienced as a member of
the Forum was lack of knowledge about defense waste and other
nuclear sibjects—my own lack of krnowledge as well as the
general public's lack of knowledge. Out of lack of knowledge
comes suspicion, inability and/or unwillingness to separate
and logically deal with issues, loss of perspective and fear
of personal and future generatlon harm. These problems arise
with both “pro" and "anti" sides of defense waste and other
nuclear issues. Fxtremism develops on all issues and
fragmentation cccurs among cltizens.

While the sincere and considarable efforts put forth by DOE

to improve publie awareness and participation for this project
are a huge step in the right direction, there is only one’
soclutien to the problem over the long term ~— public educaticn.
Participatirg in the Forum gave me, and I believe other

Forum members, a tremendous opportunity to receive a very

. large amount of firsthand, balanced. informatien in a vary

short period of time. This kind of intensive education is

g é

Fpv

A3

173

RECEIVED DOE-RL
coom
Sue Watkins DEIS Statement ? 8 986
August 8, 1986 WM DIVISION

Page -6

ohvidusly'hot possible rﬁr fhé vast majority of'the general
public. Nevertheless, the public has the right and the desire
to obtain enough information to be able to judge for themselves
the benefits and the risks of ‘their Government’'s actions.

Therefore, for the short term, I urge DOE to continue efforts
used in tﬁis‘defense waste project with regard to workshops,
hearings, public meetings, citizens forums, et¢. For the long
term, I urge DOE to consider ways to provide the publlc
balanced, fair educational opportunifies about nuclear matiers.
Educational opportunity should provide at least a fundamental
understandicg of nuglear production. Providing a basic
understanding is not intended to mean propagandizing, it

shonld iuc;uda consistent opportunities to learn about
beneficial nuclear.applications (medical, energy, defense,

food processing, etc.} as well as the negatlves such as resulting
risks and other problems that clearly exist. Future bias and
disputes will certainly still cccur but confuslon and public
division on the scale we are experiencing today will be greatly
reduced. ‘An improved level of public conscicusness can only
benefit our country over the long term.

Self-determination is this country's history and will be its
future. Let that self-determination, whatever it may be, be
the result of decisions made from knowiedgé nof from fear
fueled by a lack. of knowledge.

In ¢losing, I thank the USDOE for the special courage and
effort it has taken to create the CitfzZens Forum. I especially
tﬁauk DOE-Hanford management, staff and private comntractors

for the long hours and extracrdinary patieﬁce demonstrated
during this project. With some trepidation, but with a

larger amount of optimism for success, I lock forwird to the
balance of this defense waste project.

2.3.2.8
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CITY OF VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON . . WMDIV_ISION
City Hall, 216 East 131h S1. - P O. Box 1995 ‘A REBOLUTION supporting Washington State's cooperative

Vangouver, Washington 98668-1995

stance toward the U.§, Depart.‘.ment of Energy's commitment to
Admpreved nuelsar waste management at Hanford: urging
RECEIVED DOE-RL thorough planning be carried out to insure ‘Hanford defense

August 4, 1986 . o wastes are disposed of fel nd effectivel d that all

¥ . A5 g 108H o1t po safely a e ely, am at a

) WM DIVISION declsions regarding the .possible designation of Hanford as
Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Attn: R. A. Holten

EIS Waste Management Division
Richland, WA 99352

-the site for a nucledr waste repository be made on sound

technical data and not .pélitical expediency.

. ' Los . 3 : ; " i i n -
Dezr fr. Hu'[ten:_ WHEREAS , this is a high priority "quality of life" mat

This is to inform you that on-July 28, 1986, the city of VYamcouver ter important- to akl citizens of Vancgouver, now and in the
passed Resolution M-2512 regarding nucleay waste management and the
siting of a repoesitory. at Ilanfur'd in Hashmgton A copy of the resolu-
tion 1s enclosed.

future, and:

Smcereu, WHEREAS; the City of Vanpbu'ver provides water services

_/ 25 s . to approximately 100,000 pecple. in the urban area of Clark

CAROI. C. HANSEK Cognty, and;
Management Analyst

C5080401/CCH2 BT :NKH WHEREAB, this water is supplied totally by ground water

(PoLilluspl usimwod ou)

Enclosure and a Significant racharge effect from the Célumbia River

could be relied upon for future demand, and:

Iﬁsnkns, any contaminaticon of that water: WOuid have
disastrous effects on the entire urban area of clark County,

and;

WHEREAS, we.and all citizens nust ultimately rely on
the technical analysis perfnrmed hy tha experts and clecu-

sions made by our elected offlc:.als,

REZDLUTION - X
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NOW THEREFORE RECEIVED DOERL . .
: "3 6 EBE Ol—'] ) H—E g -
" BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF VANCOUVER: WMDIVISION Hanford Education Action League. CtEWED DOE-RL
. SOUTH 325 OAK STREEY, BROKANE, WASHINGT ON 902004 » (504) 8247256 58 MES
section 1. The Vancouver City Council urges a August 6, 1986. . WMDWFSION

3 5 4 2 thorough study of the potential impact on the Columbia River .
L : Mr. Rich Holten

EI5-Waste Management Division

US. Department of Energy

of any nuclear wastes.

Bection 2. The council also supports Washington Richland, WA 99332
State's cooperative stance toward the USDOE and_ urges its Deaer Holten:

comnitment to improved waste. manaqement- at-- Ha-nford' The following are the formal comments of the Hanford Education
Action League (HEAL), a non-profit citizens group of 500 members chartered

Section 3. The council urgdes recycling of dan- in the state of Washinglon, on the March 1986 draft environmental impact

geraus mai:ex-ial to the maximm extent possible, thereby -, Satement mﬂcemmg the disposal of Hanford defense wastes,
mim.:nizing ‘the amount of material that will have to be First things first. There is ever the danger, in the dry prose of
2 5 8 stored for an extended geriod. contemporary public policy, that the correct words are not used to describe
PR N

the lasting value of fand and waters that will be the environment for future
i generations and civilizations long afier (he last federal paycheck from
gaction 4. The Vancouver City Council opposes the " Hanford is cashed. The danger is that by shortsight we trivialize what is
' really precious and rush to solutions that seem plausible today but are, in
the true context of time, illusory and harmful. We suspect this is true of this
2 1 1 of nuclear wagtes until the geological and technalogical exercise,
[ The extensive envu'anmenta! contamination at the Hanford site
resulling from our nation's nuclear weaponsy program is a sad chapter In the
. - . . . history of this country and of our region. Hanford was not foreordainod to be
ADOPTED at regular session of the council of the City of ‘treated thls way. It Jovolved conscious decisions by people in authority who
. Sy had the opportusity to appreciate the risks and consequences of operating

Vancéuver, this ¥7] day of Lty . 1986, the plants at Hanford, Decisions were made, in secret, that have effectively 2.5.5

. R . rendered parts of the Hanford site unfit for human habitation for untold
: :  generations to come. The lack of concern for those who live near the site and
B . Mayor . ’

designation of Hanford as a permanent site for the storage

guestions are satisfactorily answered,

- latk of custodianship for the Hanford environment has often been
contemptible, The record gives us profound doubls that the Department will
bie willing to invest the rescurces necessary to-adequately mitigate harm

Abtest Approved as to Form from the Hanford wastes the moment Hanford bécomes less important to the
( 3 . nuclear weapdns assembly-line the agency is charged with running.
\ xr \ : In the course of the past few monthis members of our group have had
T £ - _the opportunity 10 meet and work with employees of the DOE on the
HIT. [ cit K F F. . CLE: T J * :
B auﬁi ;;sentretgr?ler e e ¥ orney problems posed by the Hanford vutcs. By and large we re_spect theu-
Deputy City Clerk o, #15. G
Wiem . Gl
C6072301/CCH:MA/ L f.?'.s'!‘:.‘.‘.“.f.&"m..:‘:‘;f'm ?n" Plrgﬂw::,iafsmI ettty Ber e m'm" o Eda o Foa T

Joumaliel
J.n Wikkirmon, Sumyo;lmmr—l-l-'h-l.m“comt—u-mmm Fedwal Employes
RESOLUTION - 2
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sincerity and individual qualities. What we fear, for our sake and the sake_of
our children's children, is that the instititution Fails them as surely as it fails
us. . ] )

Nothing in the history of the Depatiment and its predecessors
enccurages people of Washington siate that a nuclear weapons bureaucracy
i capable of regarding Hanford as anything other than & piace where it gets
plutonium. The burden iz upon the Department to demonstrate otherwise. It
can begin by providing mezningful consideration to our COmments, and
providing solid, comprehensive answers o our quesiions.

Y-

Comment #1: The drafi siatemeni i not & comprehensible
: mmmmm&mmm_

HEAL takes strong exueptwn to the organization of the draft. The scope
i3 far too narrow as it deals onfy with tank wastes and transuranic wastes.
There ace hundreds of other disposal sites fcribs, trenches, ponds, etc.) ai
Hanford that are not included in the drafl and which sheuld be. From our
examination of past Hanford documents we know these disposal sites contain
significant amounis of harmful radionuclides and, in many instances, loxic
chemicals as well. To put them outside the scope of this document makes no
sense and cerlzinly raises the queation about wheiher the Department is
being candid with the public about the extent of environmental
contamination ai Hanford. In the questions we've atiached we ask that, as
part of this exercise. these {acilities be identified so that the s/
environmental impact of noclesr waste disposal and siorage 4t fanford is
addressed, The environmental impact stalemeni is sunpiy incomplete and
unacceptahle without this information.

the peed to generate {uivre wasies st Janford,

The draft's auihors have somehow concluded that no discussion of the
need 1o continue plutonivm production at Haoford--and hence the
conlinuation of high-level waste generation--is necessary. Every "option”
considered in these pages assumes that plutonivm production wiil continue
unabated, at least until 1996, along with the commensvrale accumulation of
large volumes of nuclear waste. This is simply outrageous. It assumes there
are no public policy choices to be made in which the alleged need for
plutonium production is considered wogether with the long and short-term
risks to human heaith and the environment this documem is supposed 10
address.

RECEIVED DOERL
38 1w b
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HEAL rejects this mindset in the strongest terms. Evndenoe in recently
released Hanford documents strongly suggests scores of Washingtonians may
have died or biecome ill as a resplt of emissions from past plutonium
production activities at Hanford. Yet the governuent never so much as
Informed these people they were at risk. To.suggest mat it is not necessary
to discuss the reed for continued plummum production activities at Hanford
Is to continue to deprive those living downwind and downstream of the
humar dignity and the basic rights our nation promises a4 its citizens.

In the final efvironmental impact statement DOE should consider the
need to dispose of the existing Hanford wastes and the need to generate and -
dispose of futyre Hanford wasies as two separate isswes, HEAL agrees
eXisting wastes ieed to be disposed of in‘order 1o protect public healih and
the environment. However, we profoundly disegres that the need to
continue to produce plutonivm and generate additional wastes is seif-
evident. It is not. To suggest that it is self-evident is simply Orwellian in
Light of the current magnitude of the US. nuclear arsenal, HIAL cails upon
the Department to explain, in precise terms, how the government concludes
that the begefits of continued plutonitm production are worth the risks to
present and fulure generatious who live and, we hope, will continue to live
downwind and downstream from Hanford.

mmmumummgmdmmmgpﬂmmug
Hanford should compty with ail 4pplicable laws governing the
hendling and dispossl of radiosctive a0d non-radioagtive
hazirdous wasies, .

HBAL could not agree mere with Waskington Governor Booth
Gardaer's demand that DOE leave "the shadow of the 1954 Atomic Energy
Act exclusions and (move) into the sunshine of current federal legislation.”
The Atomic Energy Act, because it arbitrariiy exempts nuclear weapons
plants fram public health and eavironmental laws that apply 1o all other
facilities, is welt overdue for the dustbin of history, The suggestion that the
Hanford facilities must contintie (0 operate unlicensed and free from state
and federal laws for national security reasons is both dangerous and unfair
to those put at risk.

Specifically, with regard to the disposal plans discussed in the draft
EIS we request DOE reverse its position (Volome 1, page 6.10) that the
Hanford wasies "are not subject” to requirements of the Resource
Conservation and Reoovery Actof 1976. The agsertion of the Atomic Energy
Act exemption here is totally withot merit. While we disagree with
Congress's rationale in adopting the AEA, the clearly stated reasoning for this
bad law.was to promote national defense. There is no conceivabie

2.4.1.1
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relationship between the disposal of the Hanford wastes and national
defense.

No matter how many barriers and signs, we fail o see how in-place
disposal of Hanford tank wastes is acceptable as a pérmanent solution, given
the large amounts of long-iived radidnuclides and liazarious chemicals that
remain in the tanks, We will oppose any assertion by the Bepartmem that
the wastes In these tanks is not of the high-fevel variely and any premature
actlon that would further complicate the removal of these wasies for
eventual geologic disposal. The only conceivable cifcumstances under which
in-place disposal should be considered is with licensing by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, the’ states of Washington and Oregon, and the
affected tribes.

The most :mporta.nt element of any plan to successfully dispose of the
Hanford wasles {5 going 16 be money. It is frightening 1o think that DO is
having to rely on the anauat budget process 1o develop the technologies and
then implement disposal solutions, Kere again, the double-standard: where
commercial nuclear waste generators are mandated to pay into 4 fund to

help asstre adequate disposal, DOE continues to externalize these costs. Given

that the minimum cost among the options presented still runs into the
billiong of dollars it is more than reasonable io fear thal among the dangers
lingering in the growing Hanford waste dilemma is a situation where
solutigns--whatever their merits--must be aborted because 'of a lack of

_budgetary commitment.

A clear message this problem sends to us and should be sending to
Congress and the Department is the need 1o begin fully incorporating the
costs of disposal into the costs of production. To the appropriations that lead
to the irtadiation of uranivm at DOE production reactors the agency should
pay a reasonable, additional sum into a fusd that would be used for final
disposal purposes. There is no reason the same sthic we've adopted for civil
high-level wastes should not apply as well to those generaied by the
Depariment of Energy’s weapons plants. Because high-level wastes ai
Hanford and Savannah River is generated in figuid form, the potential for
harm is, if anything, much greater.
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hypotheses in many instapces where specific torms and sciual
: .

In the appendix dealing with transpoctation alone there are over 80
references to “probable,” “likely,” "unlikely,” "hypothetical,” "sssumed,” and
similar words having no fired meaning or content. To the extent such
language is all that is available we must conclude, again, that continuing to
add to the Hanford waste problem onty compounds the risks we are asked to

‘bear. But still there are instances the Department could do much better.

Again, just to use the transporiation appendix as an example, {wo of three
hypo_thetica.l-i‘ actors were known at the {ime the draft was being prepared,
All proposed repository sites were known. thus the routes from Hanford to

‘other proposed reposileries were known. From this knowledge other

information such as route specific studies could and should have been
initiated and-studied for inclusion in the draft.

In the discussions of possible waste decidents both in Chapter 3 and in
Appendix H, it is very unclear what kinds of accidents have already
oceurred at the Hanford tank facms and othier waste storage Sites, This
experlence is clearly relevant to the forecast of accidents, In cur questions
we will ask the Depariment to provide a fisting of accidents that have
oceurted on the Hanford tank farms,

Also, there is no valid reason--when addressing the future
contamination of Hanford groundwater and the hazards this poses--to
complelely ignore existing contamination of the Hanford aquifer with long-
{ived radionuclides (plutonivm-239, urapium, iedine-129, technetivm-99,
sirontium-90, ¢cesium-~137) and hazardous chemicals. While we appreciate
DOE's discussion of whal it calls the "full garden” scenario where Hanford
groundwater is used in the future for drinking water and irrigation, there's
10 valid reason to limit contamination of this water to hypothetical future
releases from Hanford tanks. The water is 2fegqy contaminated and,
assuming continued migration from the vadose zone of amounts of the
above-cited radionuclides and chemicats, will become more contammaled
barring .my additional potlution from Hanford tank wastes,

*7- nti - P
> il Cerable ai ey 0g 11 .

BEAL beiieves the Department muat, in keeping_with 1he fetter and
spirit of the National Environmental Polley Act of 1969 (KEPA) identify the
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options that would I‘Esllit in the least possible environmental barm and
potential risk. With so many of the propesed measures to secure the wasles
described as "preconceptual” and like terms. clearly there i an inescapable
connection between the amounts of waste and the magnitude of real and
potential harm, It follows then that the Department should discuss the

" advantages of halting PUREX operations versus the disadvantages of

operatiag the plant between now and 1996 and beyond. To clarify discussion
of this "No Action” alternative for fulure waste generation, we recommend
the Department properly assume that N-Reactor operations cease as weil,

In terms of the entire wasie picture the Bepartment should include
the “No Action” alterpative for future waste geperation in an
“environmentally preferabie alternative” mdudmg the entirety of the
Hanford wastes, .

While scieatists employed by the Department of Energy and its
comtractors At Hanford may indeed possess the skills and expertise necessary
to solve the Eanford waste problem we fear, a5 we have in the past, that
their efforts are misappropriated 1o projects that are propeiled more by
political mns1deranons rather than for their envirenmental and technical
merits.

It is clear, for instance, that the genenuon and storage for any length
of time of high-level waste in liquid form is not & good practice. This was
recognized in Atomic Energy Commission regulations which stated that liquid
high-level waste from fuel reprocessing be converted 16 a solid materiaf
within five years after reprocessing and that the waste be encapsulated and
shipped 10 a federal geclogic repository within five years after that. (See
WASH-1297, "High-Level Radicactive Waste Management Alternatives,”
May 1974, page 6) We presume that afthough DOE has avoided complying
‘with this regulation that ihere is, still, some motivation to mitigate the risks
of high-level liquid waste storage. We also see that these risks will, indeed,
escalate as PUREX continues to generate-huge volumes of liquid high-tevel
waste.

The solution we recommend to this immediate problem is to siop
operating PUREX at least until DOE can comply with the above requirement,
fet alone justify the need the operate the plant in the first place. We expect
DOE witl ignore this recommendation. We sxpact PUREX wilf continue
operating and that the liquid waste problem will escalate such that for waste
manage ment and public relations reasons DOE will be pressed to enforce a
solution to this problem before the best soiution can be readied and before

[

Tis

RECEIVED DOE-RL

38 W6 oM. -
WM DIVISION
the true ramifications of the solutions adopted (Le. vitirification and
grouting) are objectively understood. We fear that pressures (o begin aclion
toward disposal of the waste volumes generaled by the ongoing plutonivm
production campaigns will compel DOE toward premature decisions that
could he made more objeciively and goberly. We fear had decigions are more
likely to occur under these circumstances and may, indeed, make worse the
eristing problems..

2.4.1.1

As noted above, HEAL dees not believe that DOE's continued
exemptions under the Atomic Energy Act are justifiable, The AEA presumes
DOE is continvally able to regulme itself. History dlsproves that mlsgmded
notion,

Weare pameularly concerned wnn the continuing discharge of hqutd
low-level radioactive and chemical wastes directly to the environment. Here
again the AEC, recoguizing the unacceptable risks posed by such disposal,
catled for-an end to this practice more than a decade ago {AEC policy manual
0511). More recently (DOE Order 5820.2) DOE reiterated the unacceptability
of this practice, Yet it continves with consequences such as the recent
disclosure that sirontium-90 from an N-Reactor disposal crib seeps 1o the
Columbia River via springs where its concentration is measuceable at
hundreds of times in excess of Environmentai Protection Agency drinking
water standards. Disposal aribs at the Hanford PUREX plants continue {0
poltute groundwaters that are atready contaminated over a 100 square mile
area of the reservation between the plant and the Cofumbia River.

_QUESYTONS.

PLUTONTUN CONTAMINATED SOILS -

2,2.13

2.2.10

2.4.1,8
2.4.1.8
3.1.3.2

1} What was the justification foc the redefinition of TRU Waste as published
in DOE order 5820:2 page 57

2} Of the participating agenues involved in this decision which agency (EPA,
NRC, DOE) first proposed Lhe change? - :

3) Of the soil reclassified as iow-levef waste- -oontaj.n.ing between 10 nli/g
and 100 nCi/g of {ransuranics--how much is being. oonsxdered for removal?
If not removed, what will become of Lhis soil?
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4} For each of the disposal alternatives discussed In the draft EIS, please list
the volumes of tranuranic waste, and content by isotope, that would remain
in place at Kanford.

SEFARATED BYPRODULTS

5) When did the practice of leasing and shipping of encapsulated, separated
byproducts (cesiym- 137, strontium-90) begin?

6). How many of these capsules have been shipped offsite ta date?

7) Please provide thé names and addresses of customers to whom capsules
have and are being leased.

8) Please provide the locations io which these capsules have been shipped
and the number of capsules shipped to each location.

9) Please identify Lﬁe uaﬁsponauou routes in the states of Washington,
Oregon, and Idaho upon which these capsules are shipped and the t‘requency
with which these shipments oocur for each route.

10) How long will the practice of shipping byproduct Lapsules offsite
contmue?

11) How many capsules have been returned for retivement to Hanford to
date?

12) Please state spacifically how returned capsules have been disposed.

13) Please identify the number, if any, of capsules disposed to Hanford
burial grounds, and the remaining radioactivity of such capsules as of
January 1986.

LOW-LEVEL AND INTRENEDIATH LEVEL WASVE SITES

£4) Please list the active disposal sites for cooling waters, low-level and
intermediate level liquid wasies,

15) Please provide, in tabular form, the following information,

a) Depth to water table beneath each site.

b) The number of the pearest monitoring well and its distance from
the disposal site.

1]
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<) The frequency with which the well is sampied and the constituenty
routinely sampied for.
d) Whether the well is co-monitored with the State of Washmgton.
e} Whether the well meets US. Environmental Proteciion Ageacy and
Staie of Washington specilications.

16) Piease provide, in the same or separate table, the following infor mation. 3 1 5 6
a) The date of the most recent sample from each of the monitoring Paee
wells: ’

b} Compare sample results of specific radionuclides present to EPA
drinking water standard,

¢) Comapare sample resulis of specific chemicals present to EPA
drinking water standard,

d) Compare sample resulis of physicai properties (ph, hardness,
conductivity, suspended solids, etc.) to applicabie EPA drinking water
standards,

e) Please specify whether well has been sampied for potentially
hazardous organic constituents (toluene, chiorinated hydrocarbons, etc. and,
il so, sompare results to applicable EPA drinking water standacd.

17) For each active tiquid waste disposal sites, please provide, in same or
separate 1able the following infor mation.

a} The volume of waste {gallons) discharged to the site through
January 1, 1986.

£) The volume of waste discharged to the site during 1985.

¢) Characterize the waste streams to the sile by volume, radicnuclide
species, and concentration.

d) Characterize the wasté streams Lo the siUby chemical, physical, and
organic concentration, including ph, toxic metals, ocganics, nitrate, ete.

«) Pleage report on the inventory of radionuclides, by species,
discharged 1o each site through January 1, 1986, Please adjust inventory to
account for decay of radionuclides through January 1, 1986,

18) Please {ist the inactive disposal sites for cooling waiers, low-level,
intermediate-level, "marginal” and high-level liquid wastes? Please include
in this listing all jnacuve cribs, ponds trenches, French drains, reverse wells,
and "organic graves” as described in HW-54599, April 18, 1958, Please, then,
provide the following infor mation in tabular form. -

a) The dates of operation and the volume of waste (in gallens)
discharged to each site.
b) The amount of radienuclides, by species, discharged to each site.
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¢} The chemical composmon and ph ;levei of the waste discharged to
each site, . .

19) For the inactive disposal sites requested above; please provide in the

same or separate table the following infor mation.

a) The depth to the water tabie benexth each site.

b) The proximity of the nearest monitoring well.

¢) The frequency with which the well is monitored.

d) Whether the well is co-monitored with the State of Washington.

) Whether the well meets U5, EPA and State of Washington
specilications.

20) For the wells monitoring the inactive disposal sites cited above, please

_.provide the following infor mation in the same or separate lable.

a} The date of the most recent sample from each monitoring well.

b) Compare the sample results of specific radicnuclides present te the
applicable EPA drinking water standards.

. ¢) Compare sample results for spemﬂc chemicals present 1o EPA
drinkmg water standards.

d) Compare sample results of physical propernes {ph, hardness,
oanducllvuy suspended. sohds etc,} o applicable EPA drinking water
standard.

e) Please. specify whether well has been sampled for potentially
hazardous crganic constituents and, if so, compare results 1o applicable EPA
drinking water standard.

- SINGLE-SHELL TANK WASTES

21) wtm are.the inactive smgIe-sheu dafense wasie tanks at Hmford?
Please provide in tabutar form the following information.

a) The date the tank was constructed.

b) The dates the tank received wastes.

c) The piants from which the wastes discharged to each tank
originated.

d) The inventory of orgamc and inorganic chemicals in each tank.

) The inventory of heavy metals in each tank,

f} The inventory of radionucfides in each tank.

g) Whether ihe tank is known to have leaked or has been suspected of
leaking.

RECEIVED DOE-RL
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h) If tank did leak, please cite the volume known ot suspected of
having leaked.
1} Please specify whether or not the tank has been "bianked of[” so
that pumping or sluicing is no Jonger possible without retrofitting,
f} Piease specify if the waste in ihe tank has been reclassifed as
anything other than l:ugh-level and, il *0, discuss lhe reasons for such
reclassification. ’

3.1.4.26

22) For the 5ingle-sheil tanks, piense provide in the same o separate able
the following infor mation.

a} The depth to the watér table heneath each tank.
b) The number of the nearest monitoring well and its proximity to the

¢) The frequency with which the wefl iy monitored.
d) Whether the well is co-monitored with the State of Washmgmu
¢} Whether the Wel.l meets EPA and State of Washington specifications,

23) For the monitoring wells deployed around the single- -shell tanks please
‘provide, in the sage or separate’ table. the l'ollowmg mformatton

" a) The date of the most recent sample from each monitoring well.
b) Compare the- samples results of specific radionuclides present to
EPA drinking water standards.
¢} Compare sample resyils l'or specific chemlcals present to the FPA
drm.kmg water standard,

" d) Compare sample resuits of physical properues (ph, hardness,
conductivity, suspended solids. £tc.) to applicable EPA drinking water
standards,

¢} Please specify Whether well has been samp!ed for polem:aﬂy
hazardous organic constituents and, if so, compare results to EPA drinking
waler standard,

24) Please specily the tanks, dates of episodes, and volumes of "liquid
intrusion” (as discussed in "Assessment of the Surveillance Program of the
High-Level Waste Storage Tanks at Hanford,” Robert 1. Catfin, March 1980, p. 3.1 4.2 4
68) into single -shell tanks at Hanford. - TEr e
25) Hag leaching of wastes from tanks occurred 23 2 result of such "liguid
intrusions?" If so, please specify episodes by date and nature of such
leaching.
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26) What is the number of single-shell tanks where retrievat of waste for
geologic disposal is consdiered infeasible? If any, please identify by tank

number.

DOUBLE-SHELL TANKS

27) Please kiat the active and inactive double-shell waste tanks at Hanford
and provide, it tabular form, the foliowing information.

a) The date the tank was constructed.

b) The date ihe tank received wastes.

©) The Tacilities from which the tank received wastos.

d) The inventory of organic and inorganic chemicals in each tank.

e} The inventory of heavy metals in each tank,

1) The inventory of radionuclides in each tank.

g} The waste types, by volume, in each tank (ie. drainable fluid versus

salt cake and siudge, -

“h) Speclfy whether the tank curreatly receives sell-bojling wastes.

28) What action did the Depariment of Energy‘Rmhland take in response to
the 1980 discovery al the Savannah River Plant of corrosive pitting in
double-shell tanks under consiruction? -

29) Please provide a listing and description of accidents {steam explosions in
tanks, fires, accidental reteases of radioactivity) that have occurred at

Hanford tank farms.

SOLID WASYES

30) What are the active and inactive solid waste burial grounds at Hanford?

31 In tabular form, please provide the following infor maiion:
a) The radicactive inventory (decayed through January 1, 1986) at

each burial ground.

b) The chemical (as hazardous waste or mixed waste) inventory at
each site including the volumes of contaminated selvents in storage.

¢) Please summarize exising monitoring practices, and other
safeguards emplyed at these sites; comparing these practices with provisions
for aolid radioactive waste burial in 10 CFR Part 61, and regulations
promulgated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) a3

amended.
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32) Please describe the status of the Hanfm‘d CERCLA program and include
the number, Iocation, and harardous chemicat inventories of sites this
pregram has been able to identify thus far.

COLUMBIA BIVER SPRIRGS

33) Please identily the location atong the Columbia River shoreline where
Hanford waste water is present. Then provide, in tabular form, the following
information.

) The estimated flow, per year, from each spring to the river.

b) The concentration {pCi/liter) of the following radionuclides:
uraniunt-238, plutonitm-239, cobalt-60, ruthenium- i 06, jodine-129,
technetium-99, cesiue- 137, strontivae-50, and compare cach to the FPA .
drinking water standard,

¢} The chensical constituents and physieal properties of the spring
waler, lo include nifrate, organic carbon, toxic metals, ph, hardness,
suspended solids, etc. and compare with applicable EPA drinking water
standards.

d) Please cite suspected source for each pollutant :dentified above
background levels.

o) Please discuss the significance of elevated levels of strontiyvm-90 in
monitoring wells near the Hanford townsite, as reporied by Pacific
Northwest Laboratories in the 1982 groundwater surveillance report (See
PNL-4659 p. C.3)

DOE DECISION-NAKING

34) Please explain how the'l)epariment can consider the geologic
disposal alternative for the entirety of the Hanford wastes now that the
Secretary of Energy has postponed, indefinitely the search for a second

geologic repository whose capacity would be needed if alf commercial and
defense high-level wostes are 10 be disposed of in thiy Faghion.

Sihcerely. .

Staff Researcher
Hanford Education Action League
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DOE Richland Operations Office
Attn: R.A. Bolten/RIS

Waste Hanagement Division
Richiand, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Holten:
I have reviewed the draft envir 1 impact st "piaposal of Hanford

Defenze High Level Transuranic and Tank wastez™ dated March, 1986 and have the
followlng comments.

1. Scope. In your draft EIS you indicate that a very small mumber of
corments {28} were received during the 30-day scoping process. Our agency
did not receive notification of the scoping process. I suspect this is
true of many agencies and individuals throughout the Northwest.

Therefore, the amall number of comments is not surprising.

The scope of the envir 1 impact t 15 defective just as the
scope of your statement on the Plutonium Oranjum Extraction (PUREE) was.
Yhe conclusions which yon nay draw from the EIS are severely limited by
Iack of adeguate scope.

military wastes do not appear out of thin air. It's quite obvious that

they will not disappear into thin air or you woulda't have done the

extensive analysis. Generally, the most effective way of contrelling an 3-
environmental hazard is through source control. The SOuUKCe was not

included in the scope of your statement; however, it shoold be considered

in any © ble envir 1 impact statement.

Elimination of the source could be accompifshed in several ways. One is
to stop manufacturing additionsl plotonivm for muclear weapons. Kowhere
in the BIS do you comment on the amount of plutonium already in natiomal
invantories or an the impact of other potential developments as well as
eXisting treaties on the amount of plutonfum 1ikely to be required for
national defense purposes. There are no statements which suggest that
eecycling materials €rom atowic devices which are obsolete has heen
investigated as a weans to reduce or eliminate the need for new production.,
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The nunber of atomic devices belng tested each year 1a relatively small.
There are treaty limit2 on the number of warheads which out country may
bave. In addftion, technolegy is constantly improving the efficiency of
nuclear devices. Prom these three obmervations & reasonablae person could
deduca that there i3 an upper 1limit on the amount of plutonium needed,
given itz relatively Iong half life. It would be appropriste to define
the limit in the EiIS.

Bacause yor erroneaunly omitted such considerations from the scope of the
docunent, it is now impossible to entertain such discusgsion. However,
because Multmomah County was not adeguately notified of the acoping

process I would requeat that you reopen consideration of these issues.

oualifications of the authors and conflicts of interest. - In ceviewing the
1ist of authors, -I note that only one has heaith credentials [br. Gilberti.
Yhe Mational Library of Medicine lists four recent 'puhlil:ati.ona of Dr.
Gllhert. These have mainiy to do with bigh level exposures to
radicnuclides {for example: atomic bomb casualties}. While this
experience may be very useful should catastrophic events cccur, I am not
certain that these publications indicate that Dr. Gilbert is fully
qualified t¢ be your sole health authority. Furthermore, all of the
anthors seem to be directly of indirectly in the pay of the Departmsnt of
Eneryy or its contractors, all of whom have a vested interest in

_proceeding with one or anothetr toposal scheme and none of whom has the

main responsibility fo cowmunity health.

Accordinrgly, even if I accéept all of the analysis in the environmental
impact statement as adequate, there iz the serioua guestion of conflict of
interest. . This conflict can only be resolvad by a revigw of the health
related issues by a panel of outside experts such as epidemiologists from
the Centers for Disease Contrul apnd appropriate personnel of the affected
stake health and environmental health departments. .

¥ am piost reassuced by the small estimates of casualties axpected to

result from foreseeable accidents and normal operaticn of all of the
disposal schemes. If these results can be confirmed by -individuals
without & conflict o interest, Lhu_n I would accept them as valid.

Pailure to consider nll.fo:eseeable hazards,
2. Attack on site.

A recent article in Scientific American has convinced me that the
major hazard to the US population from auclear power production is not
accidents at nuclear power plants, even if we ghould have one as
davaptating as the Chernobyl in¢ident. The reason for this iz that
nuclear power plants are not dedigned to explode. - When they do
éxplode, they scatteér their “radioactive cores inefficiently.

However, nurclear munitions are quite another matter. Aan explosion of
a nuclear device at ground level can loft a substantial amount of

material. This poses a particular problem with regard to the military
waste environmental Impact statement.
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rirst of all, the purpose of your production at Hamford is military.
This makes Aanford an inviting target for two or three different types
of attack - sabotage, terrorism, and a auclear war [sabotage and
terrorism may be different perspectives of the same problem).

Given the publicized deficiencles of the H-reactor I would shudder to
think of the consequences of a terrorist attack on that installation
by a modecately sophisticated homing nmissla. _While the N-reactor
itgelf {ia outside the scope of the EXS, the waste storage tanks and
the waste reprocessing operaticns are not. There ate many critical
ateps of reprocessing which would be severely disropted by an
explosive attack, oven one using conventional weapons. ~You have
neither predicted the probability of such an atktack, described the
mest vulnerabie locations, indicated what security measures, if any,
you have in pIace, por predicted consequences.

’ Trannpﬂrtatlon -

The same deficiencles can be found with regard to Lransportation
incidents in which these materials are brought to or taken from
Hanfard foP eventual d)sposal. In attempting to get information about
transportation of nuclear materials through cur state I was rebuffed
by the U.5. Department of Enexrgy and given blanket assurances that
such trapsportation is “perfectly safe”, and that, in an¥ event, the
details - of what was-beiﬁg transported were classified. While I do
appteciate seeinyg a photodraph of an undamaged ‘cask in a nuclear
materials transport trfuck which was destroyed in an expecimental
collision, I am not reassured by this one axample in that the
population i5 protected against all kinds of transportation accidents,
let alone sabotage. I'm even less readsured when I congider the large chy
number of trucks or train ioads which will have to be moved in arder
to handle Hanford waste and the imevitble decline in safety which will
acconpany toutinlzation of transport. .

Huclear wac.

The largest omitted hazard, howewer, 1s that which would result if the
Hanford Reservation were targeted in an intentjonal nuclear attack,
Parhaps you have omitted this from your environmental statement
becavsa you make tha assumption that if there is an intenkional
nuclear attack the entire country will be destroyed and therefore the
additional consequences of scattering of the wastes from Hanford
around the Pacific Morthwest will merely he icfng on the cake,

-‘Defense nuclear planners do not seem to make the assusption that a
nuclear attack will complétely destroy the country: therefore, you

3 You should sodel the probability of a nuclear
attack on ‘Hanford. You should then model the consequences of
dispersal of the nuclear wastes from military production based on the
neans of disposal you select and the time during the d;sposa.l. process
that the attack occurs.

, tontaminated soil in one or more of your disposal scenarios.

Sincergly,

ed P. Schade, MD
Health Cfficer

EE
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T belleve this 'is an i)nportant step to carry out hecauae WH¥3§ION
population haza;d from nuclear power 1g that due to possible
deliberate disruption of a power plant by a nuclear attack, with
atpmization of the core of the power plant and scattering aver a very
wide area downwind. Your document indicates that thers are two tone
of plutcuium in the soil on the Hanford Reservation, concentrated in
specific areas. You would plan to strip and relocate this

I submit
that twe tons of plutonium would make a very inviting target if it was
lofted into the air and dispersed with a reasonable expenditure of
nuclear warheads, I am qulte cartain that the productive capacity of
Banford is in and of itself an iaviting military target. At certain
times of the year, Multnomah County is downwind of such attacks. We
would ba mest interested in such an analysis.

I anticipate that this analysis will lead to the conclusfon that the
disposal alternative zelected should bhe deep undarground and well away
from Hanford. If there is any probakility of a pnclear attack, the
consequances of the attack would be dramatically escalated 1if large
concentzationa of nuclear wastes were hit.

Thank you for the oppertunity to comment on Yyour environmental statement. T
look forward to receiving the final document and hope that yeu will take my
comments into consideration im its preparation,

{FK-36520/m]
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. July 31, 1988
To whonm it may concern, . )

1 would like to submit thls'testlmony in oppositien-to‘the
Department of Energy's decision to include Hanferd as cne of the
three finalist sites for the proposed Nuclear Waste Repository.
I, and many other Dreganiaﬁs and Washingtonians uhose_voicés have
net yet been heard. know that the decision was net based on the
data from geologic studies ‘ar any other scientific studies. This
decision is highly unethical. Such an important decisien should

" rest on sound sctentific data and not on political or. economic

considerations.

1 have recently been involved in a project which required that

1 research and write about the geology of the region around Hanford:
the Columbia Plateau on which the Hanford Reservatiop is situated

in particelar. I nave included a report on the geolugy of the
Beardman, Oregon, region for you to view. It makes fregquent men-

" tion of geclogic and tectonic structures in the vicinity of Hanford.

Hhile researching'the teology of the area [ learned that it has

quite a seismic histery, Several earthquakes with intensities
ranging from ¥ to VII have originated from within 50 miles of Hanferd
in the past ninety years. Also, 1% .has been determiped that an
earthquake with an intensity of VYIII is entirely possible within

50 miles of Hanford. MWe know that southeastern Washington is
geismically active and unstable! Hanford needs a national Nuclear
Waste Repository like the world needs more nuclear weapons! Let's

be smart about this. Withdraw Hanford as one of the finalists, find
4 geologically stable site, close the N-Reactor, and STOP PUREXLLE

please. D/
. Itéjlgxx.' d

pavid Shively
606 Jefferson
La Grande, OR 97850
{503) 963-6536

BOARDMAN SSC SITE

FACT BOOK

Prepared for the

East Columbia Basin Task Force

by
David Shively
Student ‘Intecrn

Ragional Services institute
_Eastern Jregon State College

July 1986
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J 1886 GI—I{F Norton énd Barthotomew noted the tfollowing: WM DIVISION
introduction . MDIVISION Wyhen these jointing systems are open and wel! developed, they provide
. . soime -permeable zones fn which ground water can move vertically Through fnz
i i r ’ i +that overlying siit cover an
The geoiogic setting of the proposed Boardman Supercondu¢ting Super Collidaer danse rock formatlon. It is commen, however, .
site is well sulfed tor +he S5C project. Tha area in which the collider ring might rack weathering have closed, *;ofom: -:_:grie. fI:e“frac*ures and jolnts which
be (oceted s perhaps the most geolegically stable section of the Columbia Flateau. reduces +he vertical permeabillty o e basalt.

This fact is substantioted by the data of numerous gealogic, tectonic, and seisme-
logic studles conducted in the arsa In-the fast fifteen years. This report on the
geology, physiography, and seismicity of the proposed Boerdman site is a summarize—

[Morton and Sartholomew = p. 12]

H indi [P i i +hese rocks [[Columbia R.

tion of the findings from several ssiected studies, 2nd is intended only to provide "At most places in the area TGrdnance afea:]. : ;

an inftial cvervie?: of Thesslfe's gealagic 591’1‘ing: ¥ i ! . Group] lia buried bensath sedimentary ceposits of Flioceng and Pleistccens
{1 mlllion yaars} age. Above an sievation of about 750 feet, near the

Begfogic Setting southern .boundary ot the area, Pliccane fangiomerate directly overtles the

' . . . basaltic. lavas . . . » These sediments are composed of a hareroganeal:ls
The site is-located on @ relatively shallow sloping section of the Deschutes- mixture of tightly cemented sand, silt, and &lay with ambeddad bagaltic
Umatitla Platear whose topography is signiticantly interrupted inm only one area by rock dsbris derived as siope wash from +the weatharing of pasaltlc rocks on
tha Service Anticline {See Figure |. In Appendix). As with the rest of the Columbia upiend slopes to the south. BEelow the 750 foot etevatlion, the older

Plateau, the sTte Ts undertain by the Columbia River Group basalt formation which is

composed of a fayered series of basaltic lavp flows of the Miocene and early Piiocene
ages.

alluvium (glacicflyviot! le deposlts), consists of lenticuiar, pooriy sorted
d¢eposits ot sand, gravel, silt, and clay lald down by fhe‘ ancastral
Columbia River during various floed stages im the Pleistecene timet

LMcCals - 0 4]
'The thlckness of the Cotumbla River Basalt fs inp excess of 2,500 feet

z i ) i -Piei i t1i1a R, Basin] are
and may exceed 5,000 fest in some arees of the Columbia Pletesu. Columbia "Rt} pre-Pleistocens rock units In the ares Cuma s
RIver basalts are made up of individual lava tlows which were poursd aut overlain by » veneer of loess. This umd.deposﬂ’ed stit of Pleisiocene age
one upon the other over a broad arsa of Washington, Oregon, and ldano. was derived at least partly frem the glaciai-inke beds Pfﬂ‘:"i"-l‘usal "'Ben*_':“gd
Individyal #lows in the formation vacy from 10 to 150 feet in +hickness.! Cshatlow lakes of Plelstocene agé farmed in the Umatilla R. Basin by
[Morton and Bartholomew - p, 117 _dpwnstream flooding of the Columblia R. from ice and dehrys:l_. .
' [Hogenson = p. 18]
A stratigraphlic conceptuzl model of the Umatilla $tructural Basin was devefoped ~ . R i
by Ann Smith of the 1.5, Geological Survey Tn Portlane tollowing her research in the The depths and relat|ve thicknasses n.f tha Cclu-mhla River basalt and ovarlying
ares which began in 1980, The different Individual tlows of basalt which make up the Sediment beds have been determined at vacious logatians in the sH’: arla: fh:o:ﬁh the
Columbia River Group were classified and placed in subgroups. Because the basalts use of pubilshed weil records. and geologic maps. In general, the basalts of the

are for the most part located just at or below the engineering deptn of Interest GCotumbia River Group !fe much ¢loser to the surface at _higner el_avaﬂons l} 4000 ~ 4

tepproximately f1tty feet below the surfacs), and Deceuse fhey tend to have similar 1,500 th.) south of the river. The sedimentary layers Tncraase in Dbath fhickness s

characteristics (relative hardness and density ot the basalts increases with depth; depth at elevaticns lowar than 1,000 ft, closer to the river.. A schamatic aorthe

colfor, and.chemica! composition), a discussion of the conceptual mogel and basalt south cross séctioh of the proposed Boardman site wes prepared by CHZM/HILL following

stratigraphy is included in the appendix. A brief description of the f1ows follows. @ brief investigation Into the feasibility of locating +he S85C Ring thare, and it is
reproduced on the following page {5ae also Norton and Bartholomew's series of three

"Individueal lava ftows in this formation vary from about 10 to 150 geologlc cross sections located In the mppendixl. o
feat In +hickness and ¢commoniy extand laterally for about [ to 12 miles,

Typically, the flows are a hard, dense, non—porous, ¢livine basalt near the

base - grading upward to coarser grained, vesicular, and scoriacecus zones Physlography and Tectonic Structures in the Site Area

near the top. The flows ¢ommonly display columnar jointing patterns : - -
consisting.of polygonal of hexagonaf shaped, roughly vertical, columns that Tachnicel discussions of the topagraphy and physiography of the Deschu_hs uded
‘goveloped along cooling joints Diameters of the columns may. vary from a Umati|la Piateau have been oftered by McCatl end Newcomb, and they have baen Inchude
tew inches to several feet near the bottom ot individual flows but usuaity n the text below. o :

begcone progreéssively smaller near thé top. . Rectangular or diced jointing
is alse common to seme flows in the area. This type of jointing separates

i ? " A s ; is ; by the
+he basaltic rocks of the flows inte angedar blocks having dimensions of "The topography of the Ordnance arsa [+his area f:.; ancompassed by

about 1 to 24 Inches on a slde. Almost ali of the jointing patterns within. proposed sitel] is !argety controlled by _ﬂne tacton!c s'rructu_rs of tha
the basaits are ratatively tight and are only rarely cpén and” wel I underlying basattic rock. The basait dips almosi: umparcapf;bly ulun?
developec. Vertical parmeabliity, thersfors, is bolieved Yo be quita Tow.! gentle siopes from the uplands of the Blue Mountain anticlifie, severa

FMcCall - p.5) mlles to the southaast of the area, to the east-west trending, 160-mile=

46 4t
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long, Dalles-Umatiila syne!ine describad.t.?‘! Newcamb (1967).% CMcCall - p63 Wi DW.ISION

wThe ¢rustal deformation that has framed the large struciuratb and
physiographic characteristics of the Deschutes=Umatlila Pla_faau resu_lfenj
trom brosd open folding in Pliocene and Pleistocena time. This folding Is
most readlly discarned by the t71t and altitude of the once-norlzon_tal
Columbia River basalt, The master structure is the broad Dalles-Umatilla
syncline, whose axial trough axtends 160 miles from the Cascade Ranga to
the. intarsection of the Horse Heaven anticiine with the Blue Mountains
anticiina east of Pendleton...

Figura ¥

Cobreas Do Grou.

anet ernary wma pea-Teriuey soent

Figure V.
. . 1T.—Structstal geslogr of the Deschutes-Tmatilin Plateas
Source: DOGAMI Bull. 64

p. 63 :

u_.The broed trough of the Dalles-Umatllla synclina jocally plunges iato
shallow sag areas. along its trandi the principal sags afe centered at
Umatilla, The Dalles, and Missicon {east of Pendlatant. tn tha sags at
Umatiila and Tho Dalles, the top of the basait stands on!y about 200 faet
above sea fevel, Between these sags the top of the basa:t in the synclinal
trough rises to thé 900—foot altitude that extends from Arlington westward
beyond the Deschutes River.”

[Newcomd, State of Oregon DOGAML 8ulletin 64, 1969, pp. 62-64]

43

"The Service anticline, shown on Piate 2 of this report, lies approxi-
matety 3 miles to the east, and genaraliy paraileis the eastern boundary of
the Qrdnance ground water erea. The anticline is an upturned structural
fald in the basaitic rocks extending northward from Service Buttes to
Sidlusi Butte in Washington across the Columbla River from Umatilla. [T is
believed thattheg structure serves as a barsier to the movement of ground
water from up-siope areas to the southeast."

TMcCal | - pp. 647]

"North from Service Butte in the 17 miles to 5illusl Butte, which is at the
north side of the Columbia River, the anticline is expressed most!y as a
llne of isolated basalt knebs [Hermiston Butts, Emigrant Buttes, Servica
Buttes] that are flanked on the east and west by atluvial materisl 50 to
100 feat thick.! :

[FGE Report - p, B-35]

"wali data and topogrephy indicate that a small northeast-southwest
trending anticline Is present beneath the alluvial cover located epproxi-
mately 3 miles west of Hermiston. The axial trace of this sfructure gene-
ratly parallels the Service Buttes anticline. Well data also suggest the
gxistence of a down-warped, northeast-southwest trending fald in the basalt
in' Townships 3 and 4 North, Range 26 East, and a moderately deep depression
in the south half of Section 19 and part of Saction 20, Township 4 North,
Range 27 East (See Plate 7). An afomalous high area on the basalt surface
lies a short distance +o the north of this depressicn. These features are
probably structural 'in origin, the resuit of local faulting of the basaltic
rocks."

IMcCal b - po 1]

The major topographie featuras in the site area are.the Emigrant Buttes, Service
Buttes, and Hermisteon Buttes. As was mentionad above, these buttes are remnants of
the heavily eroded Service anticlinal ridge. Alsc located within the site ares is a
less pronounced fopographic feature, the Willew Creek Monecline. This tactonic.

structure extends westward from the Service Bultes to a point directly south of
Boerdman.

Sefsmicity

The proposed Boardman S5C Site, like the entire state of Oregon, is in an Oregon
Uniform Building Code seismic zone 2. The siting pacameters document asks that if a
proposad site is located in a sefsmic zone 3 ar 4, that "additional site-specific
seismic dafa should be obtained. But because this topic, sefsmicity, is of such
concarn ta the cantral dasign group end those responsible for project sifing, | have
excerpted pertinent site-specific seismic data.

En the earty 1970%s, tha Portland Generai- Eiectric Company proposed constructing
a nuslear-fueled thermal power piant at one of two locations, the Pebble Springs site
southeast of Arlington, and the Carty West site south of Boardman. The Carty West
gpplication which was submitted to the Qregon State Nuclesr and Thermal Energy
Gouncil alse inctuded a proposed coal-fired thermal powsr plant. A repoct on tha
Carty West sita characteristics was written and submitted in support ot +hat applica—
tion, and much of the foilowing information on seismicity in the region comes trom

49
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that report. The nuclear-fueled plants were nor constructed because of potantial
confiicts with tne Boardman Bombing Range approaching tlight paths. The coal-fired
plant was constructec and is oparating.

This section on seismicity In the Boardmen area is arranged such that -informs—
tion on rieglonal tectonic structyres and faulting is presented betore the discussion
an +the earthquake history of the region. Foliowing this discussion is one which
attempts to associate the epicenferr of regional seismic movements with specitic
tectonic-strustures. :

Tectonlc Structures and Faulting

Tha Rattlesnake Hilis=Hal'e Walla structural trend was identified in the PGE
Report as being ", ... by tar the most significant tactonic feature in the area. . .
[PGE Report - p. B-28] The text below contains 2 summarization of the PGE Report
discussion on the Ratt|esnake Hills = Walla Walla S5tructural’ Trend. Foliowing tha
summar [zafion are excerpts from the report which discuss other topograpnic and
+ectonic features ‘in the region,

The only tectonic structure in the region of the stte that is consi-
dered actlve is the Rattiesnake Hills-Walls Wella fault system, This
structure consists of twa structural elemsnts:’ the Rattiesnake Hills-
Waltula lineament and the wWallule—Walla Walla faulf system. The Rattle-
sneke Hills-Waltyla structural lineameat forms the porthwes¥ern part of the
1rend and consists of approximatetly 20 miles of untaylted enticlines and 3G
miles of discontinuous domal antlclines in which Binham and others (13)
indicate feulting, The Walluia-Walla wWalla fauit system, which forms an
en-echelon fault boundary for approximately 30 miles along the south side
of the Walla Wal'!a Yalley, selsmically is the most imporfant structural
element In the region. The combined totai length of the Rattlesnake Hl!ls-
Hallula lipesment and the Wallulz-Walta Walla fault system Is approximately
80 miles with faulting indlcated on approxvmafely 60 mifas ot the trend.™

[PGE Report - p. 8-48]

"The major fauiting along this structura! tread was dated by Newcomb {1958,
Refarence 15) as Ringold (Plelstocene) in age and interpreted by Binghanm
and others (1970, Reference 13) to have occurred durlng Ringoid Time, or
pre—late Pieistocena. -Howavar, the historical seismicity near. Walla Walla
suggests that the eastern parf, the Watlula-Walla watla fau!f system, is
stiil tectoniceily active. " ‘ -

. [PEE Report - p. 8=30]

"Thig fault sys+am [Wallulag-Walla Walla fault system] was found to be +he
most probable earthquake producing structure in tha reglon.
[v.C. Newton, Jr, and Peterson -~ p.4]

"Tha Horsa Heaven anticline fs o gecond doininant topographic and tecionic
feature. It extands as 2 broad arch for nearly 150 miies from the Cascade
Range ia south-central wWashington gsstward *o +he Blue Mountains in
northeastarn Oraegon, Throughout the tfength of thls broad, eiongated.
structure, 700 to as much as 2000 faet of vaertfical relief {amp!itude)
occurs on the fold..

"Alvhough some fsalated faults occur fhroughout most of 1ts Ienisﬁh *ha

neCEIVED DOE-
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Horse Heavan anticliine is essantlaltly unfaulted. Lava? (16) mapped a short
thrust fault in the asymmetrical nortn |imb near Frosser afd Newcomb {17)
mapped B norfal fauit farther weést, north of Geldendale, Major faulting of
the structure is known to cccur only along the northern flank of the foid
at Its eastern end along the south edge of the Walla walla Valley. Hare, a
saries of en—echalon normal faults extends for @pproximately 30 miles from
near Mitton-Freewater northywesterty to neaf Wallula Gap on the Celumbia
River....

"The Cotumbia Hills antictina, a third mejor structure, is a dlscontinuous
serfes of smali- and medium~sized antictines; 1ts trend contlirues nearty
100 miies from the flanks of the Cascade Range west of The Dailes. !t
extands eastward along +he north side of +the Columbia River to
approximately the position of Umatilla where it merges with a northeasterly
line of anticlines trending oft the service anticline,

"Faylting'1s present locaily in short segments along the Codumbia Hitls
anticline and appears 1o be largely retated to'the steeply foided parts.
Paterson Ridge contains the largest faulted segment, as mapped by Newcomb
{i8), who also mapped a t=-miie-long thrust fauit afong the oversteepened
scuth flank of the anticline north of +he John Day Dem . ...

"Atthe west end of an asymmetrical segment of ths Cofumbie Hllis anticline
the northwest-trending Warwick fault emergas from north of the mouth of the
Deschutes River and runs 25 miies across plateaus to where it meets a closs
tauit trending northesst along the edge of Camas Prairle. The fault has
Iittle vartical displacement over most ot I+s length. ’

"Within the asymmet*i¢al segmeat of the Columbia Hills anticiine the
Warwick fault has had some strike=slip motion, possibly as much a 0,25
mita, but to the northeest +he strixe-st¢ip atong most of its length js
judgad to be {ess than a tew hundred feet . . . . .

"The taurel fault runs parallel to the Warwick fault, gpproximately 6 milaes
to the west. 1t extends at !east 18 mites from near Laure|, Washington,
southeast across the Columbia River to Fairbanks Gap to within 74 miles of
the Carty Wesl ST4e,..The Laural fault, ajong with the parallel Warwick and
Goldendale faults-are considered to be Cascadien structures.

"The southeasteriy-trending Goldendale fault swings around the west end of
8 greatly folded asymmatrical sagment ot the Columbia Hills anticline and
into a 7-mile-leng thrust fault which cuts the steeply upturned south (imb
Just north ot the Coiumbia River. The eastern ead of the mapped thryust
tault is 33 miles west of the Carty West Site. The easfarn end of the
fault has been mapped . . . as trending through a talus~covered cll#f of
staepty fotded basalt and as changing progressively into a symmetrical
anticling on the eest. A few hundred feet of sguthward movement on the
thrust was taken up by strike=slip on the Goldendale fault at the west and
ot the asymmetrical enticlipe.

"A probable faul¥, which genecally fallows for 9 miles the northwestariy
course of Rock Creak 25 #iles wast of the Carty West STte, and a paral fei
propable fault Z miles farther south, coilectivély termed. the Rock Greek
fauits, are mapped mostly on physiographlc and topogrspnic evidence.”

[PGE Report ;&Emmﬂgh
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Earthguake History of the Region

Because this region is only recentty sgttied, 2 historical overview of the

fraquency ‘and intensity of regionai eartnguakes can only be sketchy and somewhat
assumptlve. The Por¥land Genara! Eiectrlc Company, tor its report, assembled two
tists-of earthquakes detected within 100 and 200 miles of the Carty West Site, and

loca¥ed the estimated epicenfers on a Regional Tectonic end Earthquake Epicantar Map,
These |ists cover the pericd of tima from 1833 to 1971,

cantalned in the Appandix.

"Earthquakes Within 200 Miias

"The earthquake history indicates that a meaningful seismic history extends
back oniy about.1f0 véars. Such a limited record is considered to be
insufticient in Iength of observation te establish directly either the
largest size earthquakes to be expacted or the frequéncy of occurence of
earthguakes ‘within the afea. Alvhough it is Jikely that many more
earttiquakes large encugh to be telt occurred in the region, it is unfikely
+hat ‘any earthquakes larger-than M = 5.0 passed unreported during this
time. The earliest earthquake reports are clearly dependant oan the
population distributions at the time (34)

“The earthquake records indicate that at Jeast !4 shocks, ranging from
Intenslty Vil (MM) and/or magnitide 5.0 to Intensity VIl and an obsarved
magnitude of 7.1, have accurred during hisforic time within a 200-mile
radlus 'of the 'site.. The largest of thése, the April 1949 earthquake at
Plympia, Washington, had an epicentral intensity ot & VIt (MM) ‘at "an appro-
xkmetely [SiC] distence of 160 miles northweat.of the site. The closest
mp jor shock to the site wag the 1893 Umatitla, Cregod, earthquake with a
repetted epicentral - Intensity of Vil (MM) approximately 25 miles past/nor-—
theast of the sl+a - - ' - oo R ’
e ' [PGE Report - pp. 8-44 - 8-45].

Earthguakes Within 100" Miles

"The earthquake records- indicate that more than tifty shocks, ranging from
a telt Intensity of 11 o 111 (MM} to a meximium Intensity of V11 {MM}," have
‘occurred within +nis radius. One relatlvely large cluster of earthguakes
ateurs approximately 85-90 miles east~northeast of the sfte in the wWalla
Wallaz area; relatively minor clusters of  earthquakes alss occur at
approximately 85 miles north of tha site Tn-the Yakima area, approximately
50 milas west ot the site in The Dalles ares and five earthquakes have
accurred approximateiy 2% miles east-northeast of +he site in the Umatilia
area. Most of the shocks within this 100-mife radius are of tow Intensiiy,
fe, ¥ {M} or less; however, two Intensity VE- (M) and two intensity Vil {M)
sarthquakes have been raported in the ardéa. The latter Include the 1936
Mjlton=Fredwater eafthquake with a reported magnitude of 5.8 a4 an
apleentral distance of spproximately 65 miles aast-northeast of the site
and tha smal ler 1893 Umat[ 118 earthquake with an epicantral Iocaflon of -
appromma‘teiy 253 miles east-northeast of the slte

[PEE Report - p. 8-45}
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Bath tists and the map are

A list of thosa earthguakes which may have been .felf at the Carty West site,

tocated epproximately five miles from the west side of the proposed. S5 site, was
included In the PGE report and is reproducad on this page.

Hote: W= Magnitude

M4 = Intensity

) . Est. Int,
Year Date Lat. Long. Location ) Int. At Site
1872 12774 49 107 721 00° “Socuthwest B.C.,  VIIt-(Xx  T=1]
. ’ i Canada
1893 .3/7 45 54 119 74 umatilla, Oregon ¥IT Vi
1921 9/14 46 64 118 20 valla Walta, Yi v
washington
1936 7716 46 00 118 30 Miiton-Freawater, VI V=¥
. Oregon
1949 413 4706 122 42 Qlympis, Washington VItl 1=11
1951 1/7 - 45 55 119 14 MeNary, Oregon v Ty
1959 a8 44 36 111 06 Hsbgen Lake, LARN] =t
Montana :

Sour.'ce: PGE Report p.. B-46

"Two of the above-listad earthquexes ace within approximataiy 30 wiles of
the sita, five are within 200 niles of the site and two are mere distant
than 200 miies from the site. :

"Yhe Umatilla earthquake of 1893 and +he Mitl+on=Freewater sarthquake of
1936, are estimated to.have caused the highest intensities .and produted the
maxTmum ground actelerations .at the site.  Unfortunately, mapped jsosais-—
mals of the 1893 umatilia earthquake are not available. Howevar, newspaper
accounts indjcate that the falt area was rather small; for exampla, the
earthquake: was pot felt in Pendleton, at a distence of only 35 mlies
southeast of Umati!la. The ground accaleration this.earthquake could have
produced at tha site, therefore, is estimatad to have not been more than
0.05-0.07g.. The igoslesmal map of. the MFPltoh~Fregwater earthquake of 1936
{Figure B-17) indicates that this sarthquake.probabiy produced ‘a maximum
ground accelerahcn at the site of approximately 0.02-0.04g.

EPGE Report p. 8~46]

"The Umatiila ear+hquake had a reporfed lnfansvty VIl (MM} at a distance of

approximately 30 miles northeast of the sifa but tha exact epicentral
tocation of the earthquske is not known.  This earthquake is estimated to
have produced maximum intengity laveis of possnhle ¥V tg Vi (MM} at the

-site,  although" thare is. some _disagreement. with +he ‘assignment of an inten—

sity of ¥il {MM) o this earthquake, on tha bums of the small extent over

which the earthnuake was felt.

"lsoseismals o_f the Milton-Freewater sarthquake, shown on Figure 8=-17,
Indicate that this earthquake, which nad a reported Intensity of vIl (MM)
at an epicentral distance .of spproximately 70 mfies:east-nartheast of +hme
site, may have prodiced a maximum intensity leval of ¥ {MM) =t the site.
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Theg historical maximum aarthuake t0 attect +the site, therefora, is the

-Umatilla earthquake with an epicentral intangity of Vl) at a distance of

approximately 30 miles
. IPGE Report p. 8~46]

Carralations of Earthquake Epicenters with Regional Tecionic Structures

"Although earthguake epicenters within the 200-mile study area
apparently cluster in certain locatities, -it is only 'in a few places that
meaningful corredations can be made betwesn conceintrations of earthquake
apicenters and tectonic- structures. In mdst places ‘a particular geclogic
source of the earthquake energy is cbscure. Figure 3 Tn Shannon & Wiison's
report (41} shows the sarthquske epicenters plotted on Newcomb's (17) map
of regicnal structurés. The most specific exampla of a correlation of
earthquaka epicenters with a tectonic structure is in the Walla Malla
VYaliey, where tha earthquaeke occurtence is clearly relatsd on the sastern
and of the Rattiasnake Hills~Walia Walla structural trend to faulting and
particularly to the downwatrd movemesnt of the Walla Wallas syncline.
Although the Horse heaven anticline is one of the larger structural
features in the Calumbia Platesu Provinea, only two scatterad low—intensity
events have cccurred near i+s trace ané if Gan be consldered essentially
aseismic. The Columbia Hifls anticiine which |ies scuth ot the Horsa
Heaven anticiine is an even less significant system of en—echafon
anticlines- with only local faulting associated with some of the steepest
folding. it, ton, appears to be essentially aseismic. Only one
questionably "fafkt™ event (reported by one individual at Roosevelt, near
Arlington) has been reported along the tread of the structure. The four
low-intensity earthquakes {Intensity {1=¥ reported east of the westerly end
at The Dalles) appear to be assoclated with the Chenoweth fauit and other
unnamed faults which diagonally cross the Columbia Hilis anticline.
Historical seismicity in the Uniatilla area cannot be cofretated with any-
known major structure in the area.”

"Where only a few wldely scattered epicenters exist, it js not
possible, an ha basls of geologic knowiedge afone, to establish any
correlation of +he seismic activity with specific tectonic structures,
Some concentrations of earthquake epicenters, however, can bs clearly
related to larger tectonic provinces. Earthguakes in +the Pugst Soynd and
Willamette {owlands (Portland area) are good examples of such a
torrelation. -In both-areas, thick alluvial or glaclofluvial deposits
abscure lowland bedrock structures. Although some faults have baen mapped
in the bedrock bordering the basins, none of these mapped faults can be
corralated definltely with the seismic activity lacated in the lowlands
under. the cover of youthful sediments. Eefthquake epicenters in the
Cascade Range north of the Columbia River can be loosely sedregated into
*wa groups; one cantering near Mt. Ranier, and-the other in the Norfthern
Cascades. Correlation with known tectenic strugtures in these areas is
obscure, but geclogic mapping in *the arsas Yo date is largely
raconnaissance in scope and is not adaquate to define specific structres.
Smalt ctusters of earthquake epicentars, such as these at Chelan,
Washington and on the Sasks River, east of Baker, Oregon, appear to be
assa¢iated with nearby fauits or folds that have besen mapped.™

[PGE Repart p. 8-46 — 8-48]
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Defer-lnahm of 'ﬂm Site Specffm Haxrm Credihle Earthguaks ’

The S5C 5|hng paramafors documenf spacifies that “an eshmafe of +he site
specitic maximum credibla event" be included in +he information on site saismicity.
As would be expacted, this information was also of great concern to PGE and its plans
to locate a nuclear-teveled therma! energy. plant. In.tne Boardman area. Bacause of
4he ralatively short jod . of .record. In the araa, which is definitaly insufficlent
to tormulate an estimate of the maximum éarthquake, FGE used three ditferent methots
4o establish the maximym crja&ible earthquake that might occur ip the Boardman. area.

"One method of determining. the maximum earthquake is based on an .
evalyation of the historical maxImum earthquake intensities and their
ralationships to major tectenic structures Tn the region or to the seismic-
tectonic province within which the site 1s situated.. Angther tachnigue
that can be utilized to establish.the maximum earthguake 1s based on a
determination of the earthquake recurrence fTaequencies for the-area. A
third method utilizes the empirical relationships that appear to exist
between tha length of fault rupture and the size of the earthquake®

[PGE Report - p, 8-48/8-49]

These three methods and Their; applicaticns to the area of interest are discussed
in great detafl in the PGE Report, and the text which foliows is a summarization of
the discussion. . R

"Because the sarthquakes -in fhe Umatilla area cannot be associated

definitely with any known major tectonic structures, it s assumed that the
maximum sarthquake of Intenslty ¥il (MM) that occurred in the area in 7983,
¢ould occur anywhere within the fectonic province of the site, infcudiag
the immedigte viclni¥y of the site. This earthqueke then would produce a
maximum intensity level! at the site of VIl (MML"

[PGE Report - p. B-49/8-50]

The method of determining the max earthquake by recurrence frequencies uses a
mathematical model fitted to available regicnal data. A curve of "S8est fit" was
plotted through available aistorical regional quakes and it indicated that In & 130~
year recurrance interval {which was determined to te a period ot time sufficient +o
fnclude the largest quakes which might occurl.

"I+ is estimated that a maximum esrthquake of M = 6.5 sarthquake couid
occur on the Rattlesnake Hills-wWalia wWalla stractucal +rend at a distance
of 45 miies from the slte.

LPGE Repart — p. B-51]

Using the method which utllfzes the empirical relationshlps that appear to exist
between the length of a fault rupture and +he site of an earthquaks [+ was determined
that a quake ariginating in the Rattlesnake Hills~Walla Walla structural trend {a
distance of approximately 45 miies from the western edge of the site area) would have
a magnitude of 6.7.

"...on the basis of historical recnrds. faytt langth sotuﬂuns and
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recurrence frequencies, the following earthguakes should be considered in
salecting the design earthquake for the site:’ :

Intensity (MM} Distance from Site

Number Basis ar Magnituda (M) (Miies)

1 Bealogic-Seismic L. MMV Site Vicinity
Relationships

2 Fault Langtn M=6.0 a5

3 Gealogic-Seismic L IRARN . 45
Relationships . . .

4 Recurrance M=5.5 45
Frequancies

The empirical attenuation refationships of earthquake intensity with
distance as given by Gutenberg and Richter {44) and Newmann (54} indicate
that Earthquakes 3 and 4 would produce intensif¥ies at the site lass than
those produced by Earthquake | and Earthquake 2.0 For the purpose of the
ground response studies, therefora, it is only necessary 1o consider in
detail the sffects at the site produced by Earthquakes 1 and Z, namely an
Intensity V11 avent otcurring in the vicinity of the site and a M = 6.7
aarthquake at an spicerfral distance of 45 miles.

: . [PGE Report - p. 8-52/8:55]
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ULSTORTE EARTIGDAKES 1333 TO 1971
WITHIN 200 MILES OF SITE

WN: Washingtan
0R: Oragon

ib:

Idzho

EARTHIUANES Fag

YEAR
£833

[a] See 3ist of references ae end

DATE
3529
123%

1226
guiz
G5e7
1424
12

6539
16240
8218
6637
azz:
4514

1512
iniz2
1130
piLe
oupz

it2s
322
1248
1210
1212
1215
1221
123C
(2513
Q137
a1d?
4117
0i%1
4315

A 4531

56

L9214
J1d%
0922

LATITUGE
T

IHF
134160
anot

1033 .

1310

18
1330 -

1548

22F4
2

2130
&35
1515
17

2153
[EIR
1430
1?7

2225
1154
1z

Juni
12

07Lh
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Taze
pI3 %
ar

pL-2ty
1Lz
1225
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Tuhir

&35 YO
LAT

£5
L]
L4

ax

agn .-
LONG

1ze
122

Taze

12¥y
22
123
121
i2s
12z
122
12e
122
12
izz2
ESE-)

12z
g2
.12z

122

. 122

122
i
125
126

120

121 ¥

122
122
122

22
122
116
123
122
i1zz
122
12z
122
122

122 2

122
122
122
122
122
122
122
122
22
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L1
4l
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- Bource: PGE Report,

Table B-1

. A4sczer3
LONEITUOE L1EW TO 124% [a
LOCATION H 98 ®C INT DEFP DUR REF
FT HISOUALY HN 3 2
VANCOUVER HN ‘4.3 5
OKRERON CITY OR
BT TONHSEND WN 2.3 2
CLYHMPIA HN 4.3 3B
PI TOHNSEND HK 2.3 2 .
THE .9ALLES OR Ju7 4
THE NALLES OR 3.8 3
RUILILTED oM 2.3 2
HUXLILTED WH 2.3 2
PT TUWNSEND KN 2.3 2
VENGUUVER  HWN 2.3 2z
L YHPTA e 2.3 2
HARTON WM 2.3 2
WALLA WALLA WM 2.3 2
© PUGET SOUND WK 2.3 2
PUGET SQUNO HH 5.2 7
‘TACOHA - L] 2.3 2
OLYHAIA HH 2.3 2
SEATTLE L4l Ja¥ 4
QLYHPTA Hi 3.7
YAKTHA wH 2.3 2
YAKIHG KH 2,z 2
YEXTMA WH 2.3 2z
YAKIHA L 5.0 &
CASCADES &R 6.3 8
PORTLAND CR 3.0 3
FORTLANT 0R 3.0 3
TACD¥A HH 3.3 3
GLYHPIA KN 2.1 2
PORTLAND R 3.7 .4
HOISE CITY 1D 2.3 2
ik WASHINGH Wi 2.3 2
CLYHPLA wH 2.3 2
AAINARIOGET WH 347 4
PUGET 'SOUNE N 5.7 7
SATHSHIRGEI HN 3.0 3
BAIXNIRIOGEL HH 3.7 &
BAINBRIDGEZ HN 3.0 3
BATNARIDGEL WR Fa0 3
BAINBRIDGET HR J.n 7
BALNORYOGEID Hi 3.0 3
BAIKARIOGET HN d.8 3
QATRBRIDGEY kN T.p 3
SAIKBRIDGEI Kk 3.0 3
PORT(AND it 3.0 3
TaLCuA WN 3.0 2
LaRTLann R
PORTLAND orR 24T b
TACDHA F] 2.3 2
of table. Amendment 3
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IABLE 8-1 Shear 14 of 16 aiE B Sheet 15 of 16
. TABLE B-1
\ gD, ]
RECEVED DOE-RL HECEIVED DOERL
ERNT.}
.
38 6 ), 38 W6 Gr7p
WM DIVISION WM DIVISION
EARTHOUAKES FOR turozsr3 : 3
LATITUDE 43N TQ 49w I.DNG'"UDE 1160 TO 124¥ . EARTHOUAKES Fnz'rx'ruus 43N TO 498 LOSGTTUDE zu:"{'gzgw
YEAR DATE TIME LAT  LOWG - LOCATION W 0B MC INT BEP DUR REF YEAR OATE. TIME - LAV LOMG LOCAT 10K OB WD INT OZF DUR REF
1362 Q311 1653 uh 00 1Z3 30 VESPER R 5.0 % 5 167 0BOE JLitk  we B souns : CLSPOE
1962 095 I53VOG b4 30 122 54 LEBANON oR 3.5 4 9 1967 3835 1adBas 46 54 148 O 1.5 4 CGSPOE
1962 paiz 2313 46 20 122 12 SHIFT RES XN 303 5 1967 1218 214D 47'27 122 20 S. SEAYILE N 2.7 z 0
1952 1217 1832 45 20 122 38 MEST LInw  OR 23 2 ? 1968 D127 132825 &5 36 122 36 PORTLAHD  OR 3.7 P11 ]
1962 1015 135632 au 36 126 20 : 33 cG5=9 1958 0305 131535 W7 37 122 ir KIRKLAND  HN 2,0 3 16
1962 1102 1782 46 30 172 18 COVGAR N 3.7 & 5 I Oais ey ol i " 22 CESPDE
1962 1136 033846 45 33 122 36 PORTLAND  OR  5.0 7 9 1960 0513 195217 45 36 3o 35 FORTLAND  OR 3.8 “ 4
1982 1105 138 eI I ot A 2.3 2 s 1968 0619 955164 7 30 122 06 ISSAQUAM N 4.7 & 10
2 e ne se Al iz TR Daw o 72 s 1966 090k 123630 47 48 122 48 OLBOZ B8AY  HN  &.3 5 10
196 N 1 - 1968 D925 200935 47 48 172 42 DABOB BAY  HN 2.5 4 10
196Z 1231 204335 47 06 122 00 : 5.0 & 33 €65-8 1968 1170 144015 46 29 - 122 26 b 13 cGs 9
1963 0191 3230 47 D0 123 ¢ CARSONADD WM 2.3 2 5 1365 G21e to35de  ug be 1a3 Zh 3 5 3% tes 11
1963 £12h 216331 47 36 122 06 ) 2.0 6 37 C65-B 1989 0315 1143G7 45 3B 122 49 - PORILAND  .OR 3.5 z 5
1953 Dizs 3635 46 46 122 20 LA GRANDE WA 2. 3 5 1969 0611 214395 np 1t soq o9 e - cBs 45
963 0302 1o3d 4B 33 122 36 PoRILAND OR 3.7 % 9 1969 0313 160441 48 I0? 122 30 SAMISH BAY WM z.0 5 20
he Dok et e M et om e Y oa ;= Ges-g 1969. 0013 185343 44 30 122 30 SAHISH DAY W4 2.5 3 10
Tl g pEE,, b i it sarto . 33 Co5aB 1969 €AL& 163739 45 OB CA4T 4§ MEDICAL SP OR 3.6 6 33 9
1963 1272 425408 48 30 119 54 w3 § 331 foien 1869 6519 126249 w8 30 122 33 SAKISH 8AY WM 2.5 3 10
ol bty 2 . - 1968 1089 176757 ue 51 171 34 ° : heh & 33 £65 B9
4365 1227 323821 43 w2 123 7y 4.5 6 33 C6S-¥ 1969 1101, 156nzh  n7 51 124 of e i s c6s 75
1964 115 230 us sk 123 M0 . : L cos-1 1959 1119 073844 68 32 421 3 4.3 5 33 65 75
1964 0126 214043 6 06. 122 24 GOUGAR e 4.3 5 5 I Il Molie emEToma B s
1964 6320 1647 46 0% 122 1z SHIFT 0AM  WN 2.3 z 5 3970 Dzap 2oatae  ur o3 1o 3 KiiGSTON. W 2.8 5 b
1964 G714 155003 48 64 122 31 LYNOEN WH 5.0 6 5 370 0210 2o2Mls AT 42 12220 KING 2.5 H H
1964 073G 153515 w7 42 122 J6 SCENIC WH 3.5 5 5 e Doyl oI o 3h oAz 2.3 1 o5 o
1964 1001 123125 4% 42 123 48 i 2.3 L] L65-3 1970 0625 07420 45 30 . 122 45 W. PORTLAND DR 3.6 4 3
100 NS lpmar AT am 12z 06 oy 3 % ces-n 1979 1076 223207 47 20 122 25 _ KENT o 4 10
jaah JeiT iaahis 47 36 122 D6 REOMOMD MR 3.a 5. 1971 U116 352336 &7 26 123 16 OUINAULT  WN 3.8 3 18
196% 1018 120234 47 54 121 55 LK STEVENS - HN - 3.5 e
1965 (429 152843 47 24 122 2% b5 s 57 C6S=-8 : : : . :
1955 £330 210215 4k 36 115 24 Bk 33 ces-8 M OB Observed Magnitude (body wave magnitude as
19&; iggg‘ 162?:3 &7 30 122 24 . 4aB 5 23 665-B reported by cited reference)
198/ 1627 47 30 122 24 SEATTLE HH 4.8 5 ; . b
19E5 1107 16ei4? 4 54 147 00 4.3 5 oG5B Me  calculated magnitude {compated’from intensitys
1966 0225 L4570 4% 42 116 56 2.5 a3 €GS-8 =1 +(2/3)% }
1966 L5311 210625 &6 30 ile 2% 33 CGs=8 ' INT - Intensity {as réported by reference)
1986 9611 173403 GF Gu 122 36 HANSVILLE WM 3.7 4 10
1986 U625 1745 47 12 122 24 TAGOMA wN oz 2 1e DEP  Depth in kilometers
1966 U723 J15708 47 12 119 3 4.3 o33 co3-n
1966 0734 180238 47 12 122 B4 LMY 16 CGS=¢ DOR Duration in secands
£966 C3tP 144E33 48 Ju 2123 36 3.5 33 CGS-B
1966 1121 172253 47 36 122 18 3.6 3 16 RrEr Raference {ses Reference L:Lst £ollowing
1966 1306 05054 47 S4 119 46 37 CGS-8 thig table) -
1966 1274 150212 47 54 125 4B n2 3 10
19Ck 1230 0I5t4l &4 Be 217 00 b2 10 ces-8
1467 [118 265320 o7 14 122 3 1.6 § 2z t65-8
1967 0213 282220 46 10 119 56 a3 CGS-B
19€7 §3a7 175194 47 51 122 39 4 s 35 Te5-8
1967 3525 232274 4B 0R 1B2 ué 445 35 £G5POE
1967 0626 171257 4B 1Z 119 06 3.9 33 £uSPRE
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G. P. Woollard, Catalopue ef Fortl 1 in the United Seates
Prior to 1925, Mawali Ipsi. of Ueophysuics Datn keport No. 10

Cune 1968).

N, H. Rasausscn, Scismolosy Report on Washinpton, Idalo,

_Marthern Calilownia, and the Banford Area, Washingrén,
to Louglas Unired Nuelear, Inc., Richland, Washington {Hay 3, 1966).

8. D. Tounley on¢ M. H. Allen, Degcriprive Cntalog of Ea_rt_!l:
quakes of the Paciiic Coast af the Mhited States 1769 10 1928,
Bull. of Seiswol, Suvec. of Awer., Vol 29{1) {January 1939}.

J. Wo Berg and €, D. Baker, Oragon Farthguskes, 1841 Through
1958, Bull. of Seiswol. Soe, of Anar., Vel 33(1) (January 1963).

N. H. Rasmussen, Hashingtoi‘l State Barthquakes, 1840 Through
1965, Bull, cf Seiswel, Soe, of Amer,, VOL 57(3) (June 1967).

K. W. Coucﬂ and H. B, idowell.' Earthguékes and Seismic Energy
Releaye in Oregon, The ORE BIN, Vol 33(4) (April 1971}.

N. 1, Ragsmussen, Unpublished Additions to Washingrom State
Earthquake List,” June 1966 to Febreary 1971 (1971).

HoAA. Ezrthquake Hypﬁéentar Data Tape for Period 1961-1970
{uwnber Loiluowing CGS indicaerus Lhe PDE pumberi CGSxxx
replaced by ROSxix reccntly). .

RECEIVED DOERL

58 W TR

WM DIVISION

Msendment 3
(Fune 1974)

o

&

1865

1875

1934
1935

TIME
1810

2330
2335
17

1045
0102

NLSTORYC EARTHOUAKES 1633 10 1971
WITHIN 100 NILES OF SITE

TapLE B-2

TORG  LOCATION

120
120
iz0
120
120
120
120
120
129
129
120
120
1z0
120

12 The palles
09 The palles
20 walla Walla
31 ¥akima

31 Yakima

3L - Yakima

50 Casscades

20 Walla Walkla
a3 The Dalles
24 upatilla
42 Mownt Hood
33 ' Hood Riverxr
32 Ellensbulg
00 Sumterville
30 White Bluff
42 packwood

30 Sanford Res
31 Ffood Miver
20 ¥Walla Walla
20 Valln Walla
20 Walla Walla
21 Walla Walla
14 Heximiston
14 Heozmdaton
14 .Hermiston
45 - pendleton
20 Walla Walla
20 Miiton

19 #alla Walla
20 walla Walla
20 Walla Walla
20 Walla Walla
20 Walla Walla
20 Walla Walla
29 wWhite Salmon
30 Ellenshuxg
30 Ellensburg
30 Ellensburyg
30 EBllensburg
30 Ellensburg
3¢ EBllensburg
3¢ Ellensburg
30 Ellensburg
30 'Ellenslurg
30 Ellensburqg
30 Ellenshurg
30 Ellensburyg
30 Ellensburg
30 Ellentburg

30 Ellemsburg
3¢ Ellensburg
30 Ellensbuxg
30 Ellensburg
30 Ellemsburg

e
[u] See 11zt of reforences at end of table.
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CHZM/HILL, Preliminary Cnmp'ar.ison of Three Superconducting Super Collider Sites In
Gregon. Prepared.for fhe Oregon Economic Depvelopment Dapartment, 1985.
Comprshensfive Land Use Plans )
. = City of Arllngton, 1978,
~ ¢ity of Boardman, 1975,

~ Morrow County, 1985,
.- Umaﬂlla County, 1980.
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Dawn Y. Somner
P.0. Box 107
Index, WA 98256

o111

k. A. Holten

DOE Richland Operations Offica
EIS, Waste Management Division
Richland, WA 98352

Dear R. A. Holten:

at Hanford.

8l¢

highest standards.

for waste disposal alternatives.

{no comment identified)

Tt

acreni
tprsdat

1-60 Blacker Housa
Galtach

Pasadena, CA 91126
August 5, 1988

As a science student, I have becoma very interested in the
management of technolegy especially in light of political
concerns. I am a Washington State resident, and upon coming
home for the summer I learned of the relaasae of ths Draft
EIS snalyzing various disposal options for radicactive waste

I have read or skimmed the complete document this summer. T
am disappeinted with parts of the Draft EIS. It lacks the
scientific. tightness and accuracy required by respected

. technical journals.. I believe the quality of environmental
impact statements should live up. to these standarda, If it
1s to be accepted as a thorough and accurate analysis of
Hanford waste =»torage metheds, the final EIB must meet. the

My Bpacific comments on the l)raft EIS are enclosed. _
Thank yo'u for inciuding public opinione in considerations

Allowing public input is
an important part of the American aystem. .-

ncarely ,y

Dawn Y. Swmner

.. ea: Jolene Unsoald

Washington'State House of Representatives
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Analysis of
DRAFT EIS - BANFORD ®ASTE DISPOSAL
August 5, 1388
Dawn’ ¥. Sumesar

1-80 Blacker House
Caliform.a Ingtitote of Tachnology.
Pﬂsadena. California 911326
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DRAFT EIS - HANFORD WASTE DISPOSAL

This analysis consists of two parts., The Ffirat
includes specific technical weaknesses and inaccuracien.
The second section covers general c<oncerns ahbout the content

and approach of the report.

B
i
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strontium and/or césium are not fully removed, the
Jifetime of the grout will decreasa greatly. Theas two
elements are the greatest heat producers among Hanford
nuclear wastes. Grout, which includes large amounts of
water within its structure, would decompose very
quickly in a hot environment, especially if in contact
with hot water. Additicnal problems arise with the
relesse of strontium 20 to the environment. This
alement, when ingested, attaches jitself to hone marvow
in the place of calcium making it an extremaly
hazardoue radiation sdurce.

Draft EIS 7 Sumner \ Page 2

Appendix M: Protactive Barrier Analysis

DEPENDENCE CN THE FFFECTIVENESS OF A BARRIER SYSTEM.

Bection M.1 of this appendix states "maltilayer

barriers may be effective for disposal of high-laevel

waste at arid aites.” (from Winograd 1881 according to

the Draft EIS) Extreme uncertainty exists concerning
d

TECENTCAL COMCERNS
Technical oversights and inacecuraclies occur throughout
the Draft EIS. The following is a partial list of problems

I spotted while reviewing this document. The ;ocatinn of

‘the text in quesfion is listed first. Then the problem is

stated and explained.

Appendix D: Irensportable Grout Facility

GROUT SAFETY NOT ADDRESSED IF THE CLIMATE BECOMES 10%
WETTER. In Volume 1 of the Dreft EIS, it states that
the safety of all alternatives would ba also ba
considared for a 10% increass in climate molsturs.
This was not done in connection with grout immobiliza-
tion which is part of the reference disposal
altarnative. This mection. simply states, "The grout
waste form, cured and coverad with a protective
barrier, can be expected to isalate the waste in the ..
arid Hanford environment for a long time.” (saction
D.3.5 Solildification) It i= imperative that inoreased
moisture be considered in this case bacause the
lifetime of grout is very dependent on the extant of
its contact with water.

THE PROPOSED IMMOBILIZATION OF COMPLEXED CONCENTRATE
WASTE IN GRODT., This waske is to be treated for the
removal of strontium and cesium before being mixed with
other grout ingredients. If, for ady reason, the

thewffectivenessof-—ali—wurrent-barrier-doaigns.- - The
rest of the document, however, assumes the durability
and the dependability of thase syatems=. It is unsafe
to assume the development of a spoecific safety device
in considering the dangers of a waste disposal
alternative. Each mathod for the disposal of Hanford's
nuclear waste must be able to stand on its own merit=
wlthout dependingon the protection of an uncertain
barrier system. .

NARROW SCOPE OF FAILURE SCENARIOS. The Draft EIS
addresses .a 10% barrier failure and a 50% barrier
failure. It falls to address the continued erosion of
the system once the failura has ogourred. If 50X of a
barrier is lost within the first 1,000 years after
disposal, the Draft EIS has not addressed the 9,000
years of continued erosion to the barrier. A damaged
barrier would be particularly susceptible %o decay from
wind and water. Another situation in which the
effectiveness of a barrier wounld ba reduced, involves
tha burrowing of animals. Rodents coiald dig down to
the lavel of the riprap through tha finez at the top.
This would expose the wasta to more watar percoiation
than predicted.

Appendix R: . AGSESSMENT OF LONG-TERM PERFORMANCE ..,

FURTHER DETAILED ANALYSIS NECESSARY FOR. SEVERAL TOPICS.
Sufficient information on flooding possibilities 1s not
given. A 100-year flood scenario is presented, yat its
effects are not mentioned. The pessibility of many
100-year £floods must be censidered since tha wasta
should stay immobilized for at least ‘10,000 years.
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] . ment facilitles have to last for 10,000 years according to
. Farther study is alac needed concerning seismelogy. A the Draft EIS itself. Yet none of the failure scenarics '3 -5 .6 -:14
135 year earthguake record is-not encugh to base
predictions for lack of seismological activity at includes more than one cause of radiation release.
Hanford for 10,000 years. The subduction zone off the
3‘5. 6. 32 X Washington ccast puts-pressure on the Columbia Basalt Conceivably, in this length of time, more than one damaging
flows that lie baneath Hanford. If the prossure grows, L
.marthquakes. become more  likely to occur. This prassure evant could ocour. A second svant would have a much greater
could also make a deep geologlc repository on site
extremely hazardous.. Tha third area needing greater impact if it affected an already damaged disposal site. The
attention iE-the possibility of damage sustained during
4 war or from terrorism. Since Hanford is. a key scenarios also do not irclude erosion sustajned after the
defense plant, it could easily be tha target of an : . ?
3 .tL. 3- 7 attacking force. The release of waste radicactivity initial event. Once a site is damaged it is much more
nust -be considered in the event of a conventional 5 6 4
--bombing raid or a similar attack. In g non-npuclear susceptible o conditions that would net sigpificantly 3 e J oD 1
raid, the release of any stored radiocactivity would S . . . .
greatly increase the damages sustained to the public. affect an undamaged sight. The Draft EIS also shows too -
UNIFORY RESETTLING OF FLOOD DISTURBED WASTES. In R.8 much trust placed on estimated timing of predicted events.
g, 1t is assumed that a huge fiood would . )
evenly redeposit wastea throughout the Pasco Basin. Continental glaciation will occur again in a region that
3 5 6 Eg Wastes immobilized in grout or glass would not evenly . . .
et distribute over the flooded area. Such a flood could would affect Hanfard, yet the Draft EIS does not satisfac-

wash up large pieces of glass or grout, but it wonld
not shatter them esnough to evenly distribute ths

| radioactivity. Thus large concentrations of waste
would occur at the surface of the basin possibly
causing tremendous damage.

torily address this danker_hecausa its occurrence iz
pradicﬁed at 15,000 years from now. This type of attituda
ix aangerou;_ Geéiogic and atmospheric conditions have many

Appendix 8: Radionuclide Release and Tranaport hidden variables and are extremely difficult to estimate

FIGURE S.3. PROBABILISTIC SCENARIO TREE AND ASSOCTATED accurately. All conceivable conditions bayond 10,000 years

COPY. This figure assumer the probability of the : . .
3-5 -6 n47 climate bacoming dryer is 80% while the rest of the should alse be taken inte consideration in the safety of a

- documant states that the climate iz much more likely to

becoma more moist. waste disposal system.
’ Anothey point that shows lack of understanding of tha

GENERAL CONC 5 . -
NCERN nucleayr waste time scale is the attitude that the relaase of

Certain aral s sh 5 . -
ertain general problems show up répeatedly in the nuclear waste would be a "small devastation’ compared to the 3. 5. 6 _g

t EIS con ing the di .
Drat concerning the disposal of Hanford nuclear wastes catastrophic event that would release it.- At the time of

ts of radi i n
They concern aspacts of radicactive waste diaposal that are the svent, it may have little influence. The effects of

+ . . .
eithar left out or inconsistent within the document itself radicactive nuclides, howsver, would outlast the effacts of

1tical b
The most or cal of these problems is the centinual somathing such as a huga glacial flood., If a large waste

impression that the analyses are good for only .the first few

hundred years after the waate is disposad of. The contain-
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release cccurred about 5,000 years after disposal, the waste

Draft RIS

would still bes highly radicactive for seversal thousand
years. Thé length of time necaséary fﬁr the waste to decay
is.much graater than the time it normally takes for an area
t6 resovar from a natural catastrophe. The presence of
radiocactivity would greatly complicate the recavery of the
ares.

The absence of detailed analysis of chemical wastesa
mixad with raéioactive ones is an alarming oversight., In
hoth the vitrification and grout stabilization processes it
was stgted that some wastes may not be suited for that
mathcd of stabilizghion diie to chemical compositicn. These
problams should be addrasqed in depth in the final EIS.
Chemical properties are a major caumsg of the extreme dangaf
of'fadiﬁtiéﬁ. ‘Tha issoe of che;istty and its effactsz on
aach of the disposal altefnatives must be thoroughly studied
before any attempt is made to reach a conclusive decision
concerning the disposal processes.

Inconsistency is a problem cutting down the oredibility
of the Draft EIS. The mozst obvious case is that of future
waather pradictions. The beginning of the document says all
alternatives will be studied with a 10X increase in mois-
ture. Some of the analyses, however, do not address a
change in climate at 511. Othars even assuma a dryer
climata is more likely. This inconsistency im unacceptahle

in a scientific document, espmcially one of this importance.

A review of the EIS by a committes checking for such prob-

s T A A
s 82 4
 RECEIVED DOERL
.Draft EIS 58 Wb 7] sumner \ Page
WMDNVISION Lo :

lams should sliminate them anﬂ womld add to ﬁhe cradibility
of the statement.

As a department using new techunclogies and scieniific
asthods, the DOE could take a prominent role in the
scientific community. . At the vexy'beginning of the Nuclear

" Ape, the Manhatten Project was a twremendous show of
cooperation between the United States government and top
American scientists. This same cooperation ig now neaded to

properiy dispose of the nuglear wasts. The aafety of a

parmanent waste disposal site is of the upmost importance.

I atrongly recommend that a panel of independent techmical

experts review the final EIS before publication. This would
help insure the technical accuracy of the documenﬁ as well
as the safety and viability of the chosen disposal

‘alternatives.
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effects of
This -ia the type of

method - implicltly denfes thae ‘addicive environmental
the various radicactive emitters ac. IZanford.
“divide and minimize® tactic thac =zhe CEQ's cumulative effects
and related actions regulations were designed to forestall.
Naticnal wWildlife Federaticn v. U. Z. Forest Service, - 592° F.
Supp. 931, 541 1984 Thanis V. Peterson, 733 §. 24 754,
760-761 * (9th Cir. 19857 As ZZp. following - sectlona
demonstrate, DOE conalstantly taxes this tack with respect to
radiological Impacts, witich seversly -undermines the BDEIS's
utility as a meaningful presentacizm ©of the proposal's overall
affects. This in turn musd redue= DOE'S abilicy to reach the
detachad and inaformed decision that XTPA mandataes.

The DEIS addresses the collecziwe impacts of aother currentiy
operating " plants by presenting a tz:tal human exposure laevel for

‘one year averaged for all persan= withln an elghty kilometre
radius. = DEIS at 5.4. The documers: alao gives an expesure from
these 'plants of .@62 zem for rthe “"hypothetically maximally
exposed . individual®, though it  3pes not menticn -how thia
theoretical figure waa daduced. Zd. This  approach creates
several problems,

Firat, the bald assertion of = *hypotheticsl maximum®, with

no data or procedure to support it, cowmpels the rgader to accept
a conclusion with no apparent aralycic basis. The use ¢f a tetal
rate for all persons within 88 km also fails to. -‘explain . the

actual expoaure of diffarent grouga. _particularly thoze lccated
¢laose to the plant.
A more subtle, and mare serigus. lapse in the cumiulative

effects materials ‘concerns tha twbe
radiatioh within the logal environmemzr. Nowhere in thea DEIS does
the agency cumulate the actuval aor grojected emmigslona  of the
different radiation sourges. Humam sxpoaure rates, particularly
when given for anly one year,; do oot necessarily correlate with
the amount of radiation released imzo the environment. Nor do
such neasurements addrvess long tarm health effects that may
result from repeated exposures aver mmltiple genaeratioms.

of data pres@nted for

minimum, wunless some re=asonable release aziimake is
agency and its public hawe no way te gauwge the total
load to which the military waste will contribute- at
Hanford. Without this infdrmatiaom, cumulative effects cannat be
determined, 1984 data say nothing atwut materiala ghat have been
released in the past but have not yer migrated to positions where
they are ‘dvailable for human dontact via thé qround or surface
water, soll, or atmosphere. -“Hor do they addresa 1984 or later
releases that waré or are not availaxle for uptake.

As a
wade, the
radiation

Without a clear picture of whak vas been, is being, and will
made " of the ’

be released; ne rneaningfil estimarien can be
cumulative  l@pact that the militacy waste disposal project
have, While it comes as no suprise that DCE has not attempted
such & caleuslatien, it is incumbenws upon the agency to marshall
the necesgary data and perform the analysis required to
meaningful cumulative impackts information.

will
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Hon~—-duman Tmpacts

A related limitation on the wsefulness of human
data 1is that such data, even if izoperly prepared, cannot be
extrapolated ko inform users of ite document about the . effect
that the existing plants, in comjunction with the military waste
project, will have om organlsms aoner than humana. Making thia
information available is important both to our understanding of
the effect that the proposal will nmve on the larger enwvironment
and also because humans tend bo comsume .plants and animals grown
in the area. . .

exposure

With regard to cumulative effetta and lLocal Eauna. DQE notes
only that "(a}lthough 6fco, 905r, amd 137cs were detected in some
of these gamples,  concentrations were low enough that any
radiatlon dose resulting #rom consmmption of the edible pertion
of any fish or animal centainlng the highwest concentration would
he well below applicable radilatiom protection standavds.” DEIS
at %.4, This is pablum, not information or analysls,

First, whether cansupption of a:  maximally contaminated
organism will exceed radiation protection standards has ne
bearing on &he net human eiffect of eating a number of such
animals, or of eating different animals and piants in cembination
with each other. However, evem if information én the human
effects of consumption tiad been rigorously prepared, 1iE would be
irrelevent .to the cumulative effect that the new project will
have on the cortinued viapility of the affected Hanford plant and
animal eommunities, or those that lie downskream ox downwind.

gxposed Individuals of any species aould easlily have
experienced sublethal radiation imjury, including genatic damage.
Ccontaminated organisms will be consumed by other species, which
will then absorb the radiation burden o©f their fodder, The
extent of these effactd are critical to an understanding of the
future - heaith . of local flora and fauna. DOE must acguire such
interactive data and uge it to assess the effects that the waste
digposal project will have on both human and non human blclogical
communities.

The rack of dakta on nen hu-an organisme has a backlaah
effect on DOR'a abillity to understand the degree to which ‘the
human food Source will beceme centaminated.  The DEIS does not
permit a determination of pre implemantacion food source impacta,
and so it follows that no judgment can be essayed about the. total
impact of existing and planned.radicactive activities.

The DEI5 Dues Not CUnaide: the Diaposal project’s Effects as’
Compoundaed Over Tiae

DOE provides the reader of its DEIS with a generally spotty
record of vadlation relegsss and their effects on the surrounding
aenvironment. Howaver, the document's greatest overall failing
may hbe the absence of any attempt to- ‘assess the cumulative
etfects of the military waste proposal over the tens ﬁleﬁth&ErﬁE
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of years that it will pose a continuing environmental hazard.
This lapse inecludes human health a3 well as enviropmental
cumulative impacts. .

The DEI8' tumulative effecta section does not mention the
effects of radiation from the Hanford reservation on the health
of successive gendrationsa. DEIS at 5.4« 5.6. The possibility of
genetic damage does not appear. Id. The DEIS does provide a
table sumpmarizing the impacts for The alternatives. Table 3.28,
DEIS at 3.79-,71. The entry for long term (1@,300 year) cffsite’
population effects declarea that, if the climate becomes drier,
there will ' be no radiological hkealth effects: if it becomea
wetter, a maximum of one health effect for the on site diaposal
If the geclggic diaposal alternative ias
¢haosan, the agancy projects zerae healbth effects. (The DEIS
defines health effecta as fatal cancers. or geneiic effects. DEIS
at 3.71,) The porticn on ecosystems and scciceconamics declares
that "no significant impacta weve found™. DREIS at  3.71. No
explanation appears for either of these conclusions. The summary
alsc ‘containa fiqures for onsite intrusicns with similarly low
impact figures. Id. : :

Thege danclusions seem even odder when the reader reviews the
specific impacts data as presented ia the docdument's tables and
chartas. Projectad dosages from the wasta disposal project are
given for one year, Eor seventy years, and for a single lifetime.
CEIS at 3.95- 3.59, 3.61, 5.10. Nowhere does DOE conszider the
posaibility of health effects accumulating over generations, as
would occur with genetic damage. Wor does the DEIS attempt Eto
conaider the effect that the area's other radiation sources will
have as a group on the local population and envircnment over tens
of thousands of years. ) . . !

The numerous gapa in DCE's cumulative effects analysis
severely limit the DEIS" ability to inform either the public or
the decision that it ostenaibly supports, As this section has
endeavored to show, the problem-is compounded when more than ona
form of cumulative impact affects a single part of the ecosyatem.
perhaps the clearest example within the DEIS-is the cumulation of
radjological, effectl over time and as a result of the conbined
output pf all sources. These two forms of cumulative impacts
together will produce a multiplicative effect. pUnless this total
cunulative effect is presented by the agency, not only doea the
EIS not provide the information that NEPA requires of it, it
actively mislieads its readersa. . .

| DIRECT INPACTS

DOE's analysis of . direct  impacts contains gaps and
disvortions which singly warp the pictyre of the Hanford wilitary
waate projeet and, when consjidered together, ashed further doubt
on the document's utility as the sole determinane of future DOE
actions with respect to military waste disposal. The aspecific
conceérns - treated  in’ this section are the leaking single wall
tanksa, the limited geéign lifespan ?t tﬁe double wall tanks, the

otantial for flcoding of the asite in the event of dam _faj
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and the proposal's unique eEfects on the Hanford area's . Native
American population. L. -

With reqard to the ¢lder single shell tanks, DOE provides a
series of statements’ that can mosk generously be described as
conflicting. The DEXS  first mentions the possibility of a
leakage problem with the single shell tanks at the ogutset of the
document, and gives the impressiom that leakage is a strictly
historical phenomenon. "Monitoring and sampling have shown that
nearly all of the wastes that leaked from single-wall tanka, in
early stages of the program, prior ta changes in waste management
practice and use of double-~wall tanks,. were abgorbed by the arid
s0il nexti to the tanks. DEIS .at 1.5. ..Aa crdinary reading ofF
this restricts leakage to the past: even if one could Somehow
£ind within the statement sufficient ambiguity to allow for a
contrary conelusion, such a self serving ambiguity demonstrates
questionable good faith on the part of the agency in preparing a
neutral presentation of its propasal. )

The DEIS reinforces the impression of
atructural integrity
and inventories®.
shell tanks HKas
caollapse,

shall sank
deseriptions

- 0 single
in Appendix A onr “"waste .gita
DEIS at A.3~A.4. . “Concrese in the single
maintained its integrity, Preventing tank
X during many years of service. Id. at A.3. HWaste in
single shell tanks has generally been converted ta solid forms
{sludge or salt cake) to reduce the chance of content leakage to
surrounding soil in the event of tank failure=., Id. at 4.4.
Both' of <these remarks convey DO&'s further assurances thal the

single shell taanks remain wholé and undanmaged.

In Appendix B, hotever. DOE reverses its position,
May 1982, 26 tanka among tha 149 single-shell tanks at
were designated as ¢onfirmed leakars®. DEIS. at B.1,
Gifficult £o reconcile with any of the above - three =tatements,
particularly theé f£irst,  While the comment regarding tank
integrity does not explicitly state that no leaks exist, concrate
that has "maintained ite inteqdrity® is not tha variety that one
would assume to be Ieaky. Similarly, efforts taken to *reduce
the chance of ' ledkage® do not indicate cthat leakage ' is the
ongeing event that Appendixz B explains it to be,

"hs of
Hanford
This is

This muddle is exacerbated by DOE's decision to - plage its&

reasaurance that leakage is no .langer cantinuing prominently at
the beginning of the DEIS, " While it'buried  the confirmation of
current ‘leakage in the appendices. The agency could not have

chosen a more effective ordering of information ko leave the
average reader with a mistaken lmpression of safety.

None ¢f the above discussion,. of course, - even reaches the
fact that ©DOE is contemplating the permanent disposzal of high
level radiqactiva wastes in the open groand survounding the tanks
from whieh they contipnue te leak., It deals with this somewhat
atartling fact with the conclusionary announcement that arid seoil
will prevent migraticn by the waste. DEIS at 1.5%. DOE gives no

explantion of how it knows that this will hold true for tens of
thousands of years; the . agency relies on a conclusion that
) RECEWED DOE-RL
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removal would be complex and difficnult and so ia net
DEX8 at 1l.7-i.8. Such a
Justified, but

warrenkted.
balamwing  decision may - weil be
the reader cannot t=ll how because DQE doss not
or explain how the two were
comparad. DOE needs ko clearly pr=mment both that it is planning
the <uncontained diaposal of high lemmel swastes and then what the
environmental results 0f this actiamm might be.

. Ancother tank waste issue not properly explained in the DEIS
concarns the in place permanent dispmsal of wastes 'in double wall
tanks. While theam tanks do noz mppear from the - DEIS to be
feaking at pregent, DPE does stac= that they do have a design
iife expectancy of Eifty .years. OIS atb 3.29. The empty tanka
themsslves will be a scurce of radiamion even when -emptied, and
muast bhe dizposed of securely. DOE. =las’ auggests that it may use
them Ffor disposal of grouted high Ixwvel wasate as well, DEIS at
3.19.=3.21. Empty double wall tankss will be filled wikh gravel
as  suppért materiail to prevent actusml collapse. DEIS at 3.20.
However, DOE does not address any patential léng term outcomea of
tank failure, decay or leakage. This is of particular concern
ahould the DOE decide to reuse the tamks for pecmanent disposal.

assesment of floodimy impacts, DOE takea the
unexplained; and inexplicable, po=ytion that Grand Coulee dam
will never be ©Preached by more Tman 50% over the project's
duration. This particular.  amaiysis - concerns  cnly - an
instantaneous breach, which the agemry concludes cah only be the
result of a "direct hit by a large mudledr weapon®. DEIS at
4.12.,  Two unresolved queatlans sugge=st themaelvea,

In i:s

Flrat, it  seeéms unlikely  that the dam is incapable of
collapsing at some point over Lhe next 188,000 years. DOE fails
to explain how and why it arrived az its 25-5@% maximum breach
figure, ao  a veader cannot bell wmather thia figure Thas some
basis in fact, of i3 simpie.conjecczve. If a greater breach ias
possible, this would increape the axtent to which the Hanford
‘aite would be  flooded, and =z the  change the safeby
qgongiderations attendant upon use af the site for disposal.

A more far reaching concerm surrounds the continued
existance and integrity of the entire Zam system above and around
Banford for the next hundred thousamd years. The DEIS <btains
its water flow figures from a sixty five year average, almost all
of which cepresents a paricd when the river was heavily regulated
by dams. DEIS &t 4.10. DOE. in faet gpecificdally relies on thae
upstream atgrage and flood control dama to protect the site frem
fivoding in futwre. .Id. However, the DEIS does not discuas the
projected lifespans oF these damg, and it is difficult to. imagine
that any of them will endure sven for the majority of the Hanford
diapoaal site's existance. In the absence of the dams, DOE at
least intimatas that floods would be more severe than they are
currently. id. In the absence of any flood ¢onirol, it fs
impoagible "to tell frowm the DEIS how badly the site might . be
damaged. DOE needs' to communicate this informatien to its public.

its socioecunow:c impacts sectiona. the DELS

RECEIVED DOERL
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- reservation.

By
o

overlooks the eatire afea of the project's impact on the area's
native peoples. The Yakima Indian Reservation lies within a fifty
mile . radiva of and downsztream from the Hanford aite. Its
inhabitants 'enjoy a unique spiritual and legal relaticnship with
the land and its Hiological commimities.

As the cumulative effects mection exblains -in greater ﬁehail;

the DEIS fails entirely to explazn how the project will inteéract
with the project's fish and wildlife populations. Salmon and
Steelhead from . the Columbia River baain provide a =sizeable

pertion of many Yndilansa' diets and econcmic bases. To the extent
that the wasta disposal preject will affect the long term
viability of local and downstram fish and wildlife, DOE must s#lso
explain the socioeconomic impacts that will attend. the biological
ones.

Even ignoring the poss;bll;ty of resource Impacts that will
affect  the tribea, it is suprising to s¢e no mention whatscever
of project impac¢ts  on the reservatiom and nearby Indian
communities. The ¥akima reservacion ig the land base for - a
culturally distinckt grouvp of people. Tha c¢cntipued survival ¢f
this calture depends upon the conrinued habitabllity of the
These people, unlike local non indiana, are without

the option of departing and beginning anew  elsewhere if

environmental, economic, or secial conditions militate against
continued residencea.
The Yakina alse suffer more than any othe: identifiakle

group in the area from poverty and unemployment, and 3o are more
vulnerable te any labor or economic &islocatiens that the Hanford
project might  ¢ause.. As the DEIS concedes; unemployment is
affectéd by in and cut migration. - DEIS :at K.7-K.18, K.28.
Hembers of the local Indian popelation are less apt to move in
the event of an aconomfc downturn, a further reason for. them . to
auffer dispropartiocnately any negative cutcome of the project.
The DEIS provides considerable data on the project's anticipated
population . and labor effacts. See DEIS Appendix K. These
figures, however, do not sort impacts by population, -job clasa or

skill. It is impossible te determine Erom them the magnitude of
the impatts that the project will have  on. the reservation
economy.

‘The Indian peoples living within the Banford site’'s

sphere
of influence

are in a posibtion to suffer injury unique both in
kind and in extremity from any adverse iwmpacts that pDOE's
disposal actiona may produce. DOB- has a - responsibility to
Envestigate and publlicize any such impacts.

Alternatives
DOE provided an array of four alternative meana of dispesing
of its Hanford military wastes. A cupsgory examingtion reduces

thease four te Ewo, .hawever: on site near surface disposal and
deep geological disposal.. As DOE concedes, the no  action

alternative would. be legally impossible E%ECWEUWERL
‘58 96 QI
WM DIVISION

2.4.2.2

3.2.6.4

3.2.6.4




93¢

3.3.5.2

3.3.5.2

4.1.1

ke E E
F 3
e i

& i ‘é

178

unacceptable. DEIS at 3.10. The reference alternative is aimply
a combinaticn of the geolegic and on site alternatives, Xd.

Because geologic disposal is the subject ¢of a NEPA process
and regulatcry system of its own, the DEIS does not address ita
logisties beyond treating it as a potential receptical for the
problem at hand,. DEIS at 1.13. This leaves the on site disposal
alternative, in its single variation, as the only actual dispesal
method extensively discussed. .

An adequate FEIS requires the exploration of a reasonahle
range of alternatives to the proposed actien. 42 U.5.C. 4332
(2){(¢){iii), 1In this DEIS, DOE discusses what is for - practical
purposes, only one alternative. Even including the geoclogical
alternative, these  twe opticns hardly bound the range of
reagonable alternatives open to DOE. Intermediate pagsibilities
that =suggest themselves. as a start, include on site disposal
within . lined repositories (particularly where tanks are already
leaking), the use of water procof barriers across the tops of the
wasgte, more stringent efforts to seal leaking tanks: near surface
disposal elsawhere or repackaging the waste in cantainers
designed for permainent disposal: rather thah temporary storage as
i ‘true for the existing containers. Bxglusion of reasonable.,
gbvious alternatives renders an EIS deficient. Coalition for
Canyon Preservation v. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774, 784 {Sth Cir. 1988).

DOE does say that cther.alternatives were eliminated - prior
to thia DEIS, but bacause [t does not specify what these were or
why they wera discarded, it is impessible to know the breadth of
aiternatives that DOE has considered. DEIZ at - 3.1. in  any
evant, £he DEIS, dees not allow the .public @ meaningful
opportunity Lo comment on and participate in the decigionmaking
process. Elimination of the great majority of reasonabie
alternatives prior to. publication goes a loag way to defeating
the decisionmaking funciien ¢f the EIS, Forelaws on Board V.
Johnson, 743 F.2d 677, 6B5 (9th Cir. 1984).

Public Informaticn Function

Puklic invelvement and interagency commumication and
cooperation are primagy NEPA parposes., Warm Springs Dam Task
Force v. Gpibble, 621 P.2d 1817, 1421-1822 {9tk Cir. 13988€). The
TEIS fails to perform its informatien function adequately for a
nuanber 9f reasons. The greateat problems stem from a simple lack
of information and analysis, a8 the previousa sections on direct
and cumulative impacts explain. The DEIS' limited presentation
of alternatives places third partiea in the positioen of
critiquing a decision zather than facilitating a choice among
alternatives. . .

However, two additional problems are unique to the DEIS"
function as a document for public conmsumption and review., The
DEIS' overall inpenetrability presents an overwhelming obstacle
ko the ordinary user. The agency alsc exercizes auch
citeumapection in its secticn on the licensing of its disposal
site by the NRC that it avoida actually communicatin n 4 -

) EoEIvED DOERE
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DEIS at 6.11.

DEISa must be comprehensible by the. interested public. 46
CFR 15@2.1, 15@2.2(b), 1502.8, QEC ¥. Xunzman, 614 F. Supp. 657,
665 (D. Or, 1985). This public Is Rct populated soley by nutlear
physicists, lawyers, statisticians, and engineers. Inclusion of
technical information within EISs is crucial. However, it is
incumbant = upon auythering agencies to present sufficient
infarmation, and more importantly analysis, in the text that
individuals of ordinary intelligence can ascertain whether the
agency haa met NEPA"2 minimum substantive requirements,

Such an inquiry is impossible with pOE'a DEIS.- Praceeding
agcticons of these comments have documented numerous gaps in  the
agency's substantive coverage of its project. Almost equally
distreasing for the reviewer is the convoluted process required
to find the ocmmissiong and piece together the.charts, tables, and
text to create meaningful body of imformation. The DEIS' health
affects data is probably the most extirems eXample of pOE's
shotqgun  organizational style. In order to determine as much of
the radiolegical effects upon human health as NOE conveys, oOne
must winnow through chapter 1,. 3, 35, and Appendix N. ' The task
would no doubt he aimplified if more of the data was present: as
it is, attempting to analyze the DELS is mugh like trying tao
construct a jigsaw puzzle with most of its pieces misaing. -

Another’ element 0f the UEYS that coomplicates the reader's
comprehension of DCOE's proposal®is the agency's dissembling on
the subject of WRC jurisdiction. DEIS at §.11. With regard to
the other requlatory schemes that might affeet DOE'S management
anthority over its program, DOE states reasonably clearly whether
it believes itdelf subject to cor free from additional requiation
{eg., BSee DEIS at 6.3-6.6 on.the pederal Water Pollution Control
Act and Clean Air Act}.. The problem posed by DOELS failure with
raegard to NRC jufisdicticn ias uncertaincy with respect to: further
review and oversight. If an NRC licensing proceeding is to
hegin, the project will definitely ba reviewed at another level,
and anncuncement of that fact in the DEIS will permit interested
peraons to vreview alternative disposal schemes . in conjunction
with NRC licenzing.

DGE econcedes that the CEQ eegulations require a listing of
other regulatory reguirements that will impinge on its project.
DEIS at 6.1, <¢iting 40 CFR 1562.25. The CEQ regulation does not
permit DOE to create a list of obligatiens that 'it might have to
ful£ill, DOE does have the option of stating that it is
uncertain <f the applicability of a given requlatioh. TOE dees
ngkt evan do this, It simply states that if. its- actions implicate
NRC liceasing jurisdictiom, it will comply with NRC requirements.
DEIS at 6.11. HNuclear waste dizpésal lies at the center of a
complex collision of regulatory jurisdicticnas. Without a firm
idea of the regulatory controls that will be in place once
inplementation of the proposal begins, - it ia difficult to
appraige intelligently how well protection ¢f the environment haa
bean provided faor. .
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Section 202 of the Energy Recrganization Act, under which
non-repository disposal. would fall, is not complex lagislation.
Howavay, DOE does mnmot explain why it cannot know its

reaponeibilities under the ERA, and does not in fact say that it
is wuncertain of them. This is at a minlmum unhelpful to the
reader and hespeaks DOE's disinclination to be open with its
public. It may conastitute a violation of the CEQ regulatiana.

When the DEIS is assessaed as a whole, it canrnot be said to
present. the informacion, analysis, and organization required of
an adequate EIS. It doea little to assist the publie in
understanding the issues and opticas surrounding military waste
disposal. By constricting 1its gresentation of the data and
alternatives, the DETS actively works against rather than invitea
suggestions for improvement or modification.

Reasoned Decisicnmaking

underlying NEPA'S EIS regemirement and
substantive reguirements for adequate EISs is the
comnand that agencies make informed. reasoned decisions about
projecta that will affect the environment. 42 U.5.C. 4333,
National Wildlife Federation v. U.5. Foresat Service., 592 F. Supp
f 4 . OrF. 1084), Bouthern rregon Gitizens Against Toxic
sprays v, Clark, 728 F.2d 1475, 1488 (9th Cir. 1983). Aa EIS 1=
Inadequate Lo the extent that an EI5 faila to provide aufficient
information to permit otheras to assist in informing it and for
the agency itslf to wmake a reasonad decision. Foundation

for Morth American Wild Sheep v. U.S5. Department of A vIicul Eure;
BBL F. 3d 1172, 1170-82 (9th Clc. 19B2), Citizens for & Bettar
TogEfenee s 2

Hsnderaon v. Hodel, 7568 F.2d 1851 {9th Cir. 1985).

the specific
Gengresaional

pOR's Hanford military waste disposal EIS containz a weal:th
of gaps, Ainconsistancies, and obscurity. These fauits rise to a
level that prevents the decument from cbhjectively informing the
public or other agencies, which in turn are unable to effectively
assist DOE in veaching a reasoned decision. Many of the failures
are documented in the previous sections on cumulative and dirset
impacts and opn alternacives. Qcher aspects of the document
remain that interfere with its usefulnesas. .

pesplie its willingness tc make predictions, DOE makea clear
that it is less than certain about the nature and distributioen of

its high level wastes., DOE explains that *(t)hese wastes have
been precessed and transferved among tanks to the point where
some might be classed as high-level and sone might net™. DEIS at
1.4. DOE is also uncertain akoeunt the atatus of pre~ 1974
transuranic buried solid waste. DEIS at 3.9-3.18.

Whether specific guantities of waste are low level, high

level, or transuranic eontrols how they will be treaibed under the ~

different alternatives. For axample, under the deep geologic

repoaitory alternative, high level wastes would be separated and

stored in a repositery, the remainder would be storad on site

near the surface. DEIS at l.13. Under the reference

alternative, transuranic wastes would be sent to WIPP fox
RECEIVED DOERL - - -
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disposal. DRFIS at 1.17. This information is not necesaary to
procade with the on-pite dispomal option.

Dqudaes not at any pelnt discuss how 1t might go about
determining the radielegical classification of lts waste, The
abgence of any evidence nf plarning or abllity td follow through

on alternatives other than the in-place option, together with.

auggestions from DOE that this may be the prefdrred altecnative,
cannol help but give a reader paudse. Theae considerations scarrcy
same veight in assessing the extent to which the dispodal
decision is a technical one and how much Lt is driven by
institutional preferences and expediency. ) ’

Phe appearance of agen:y bias along with all of the DEIS*
substantive defects, calls into question DOE's capacity to

maintain the primary oversight role for the permanent &ispoaal of

the nation's high level military wastes. HNRC licensing, a
regulatory process mentioned above, would place a less interested
agency in an oversite capacity with respect to the waste disposal
problem., Such licensing is probably mandated by law in any
event. ngever: DOE's dismal performance with respect to its NEPA
obligations lends further support to the argument for outside
overaight of iEs dlaposal activitiea.

Congclugion

DOE has falled to adeguately convey or analyze the impacta
antigipatad for its proposed waste dispueal project: It does not
provide a sufficient array of alternatives to permit allow for a
choice between reasonable opticna. The lack of much impertant
Bu?atantivp information, together with poor presentation of that
which is included, defiea rathsar than assists the public and
other agencies participation in the decisional process. A1l of
these Iln combination with an apparent agency refusal to uae the
WEPA process as Congress intended prevent the DEIS from assisting
a reasoned declaion. As NEPA's EIS requirement exists to acheive
thia result, the DEIS cannct be found toc have gevved its
statutory purpose adequately. DOE will have to remedy the
dafects within its documeni before it cam comply with NEPA.

Sincerely,

-~ Mi,g' A
’v ’
5. Timothy Wapato

Executive Dire¢tor

ce: BSenator Mark 0. Hatfileld

Honorable Booth Gardner

Hel Sampson, Tribal Council Chairman, Confederated Tribes
and Bands of the Yakima Indfan Nation

Ken Hall, Chairman, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation Board of Truatees .

Herman Reuben, Chairman, Nez Perce Tribal Executive

Conmittee
RECEIVED DOE-RL
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thh Holten/ElS
RECEFVED DOERL [ Department of Energy

“38 1986 ., Richland Operations Orfice

P.0Box S50
WM DIVISION
August 8, 1986 - Richland, WA 99352

Dear M. Holter

Rich Holten,EIS
U.5.Dept. of Energy
Riciland Cprrations Office

i890

Route 1, Box 1629
Banton Clty, WA 99320
August 9, 1986

RECEIVED DOERL
58 W6
WM DIVISION

Subject: Comments on Hanford Defense
waste Draft EIS

After reviewing the Draft Environmental impact Statement,

P.0.Box 550 . DISPOSAL OF HANFORD DEFENSE - HIGH-LEVEL, TRANSURANIC

Richland, W-sh.  g993%2

AMD FTANK WAS?’E.S‘ F'would fike to submit the fellowing comments:

A5 a nrivate ecitizen, I hope U : -

thet the N Reactor will be | Long term safety has to be the only criterion by which the al

ghut down as its design plan ternative disposal optiong are Compared, Ti}ls is not an opti--

is outgrown. . . mizauon process to select a process which pravides the greatest

As for using Hanford as a -~ net benefit to society. Rather society has enjoyed.or is 2.2. 3

ratioral repository for nuclear
waste, this scems irefiicient
tecauze of transportation and

would be ihe enawer te the
siorage of nuclear waste in the

enjoying the accrued benefits. The costs associated with the
safest disposal option must be considered as a reduction of the
net benefit which accrued from the production of weapons grade
plutonium in the first place and not separately as a criterion in
selectionof a disposal alternative.

future,
Sincerely, 2 The health effects risk to accupational Iy exposad bersomet
4 ) should not be considered because (a) these risks are under con~
druc o ooy stant surveitiance’ and control by operational heaith physics
F.5. Bayley - organizations and reguiatory agencies, and (bj the individuals in 3.4,1.1

SCO University S5t.64
Senttle, ¥n. 98101-2728

this category receive real benefits from these activities as-weil
B3 being able to choase whether or not to participate. The public

and-envirenment, especially in future generations, will not have -

such a choice.

Keepiny these t;wo .points in riind dictates the ohvious conclusion:
the geologic disposal of all high-level, transuranic, and tank
wastes at Hanford is the only rational option. 3 3 1 1

Lo B

Roger C. Brown, PhD, CHP
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RECEIVED DOERL
58 B8

WM DIVISION
August. 8, 19B6

ol¥

Mr. Rich Holton/EIS

U.5. Department of Enerygy
Richland Operations Offics
P.0. Box 550 .

Richland, WA 99352

Re: DOE/EIS (1131
‘*Disposzl of Hanford Defense High
Level, Transuranic and Tank Wastes™

Dear Sirs:

I am responding to DEIS process, and also to a personal
sense of responsibility in the outcome of yourx decisions.

I have read Volume I of the Enviornmental Impact Statement.
Many questions and corcetns came up, including: Are there
“hot" landfills on the Handford Reservation which are not
being included within the Bcope of the DEIS? How much
irradiated earth is contained in the statement, "Contaminated
goil around and under tanks resulting from tank Ieaks in the
past {ERDA 1975) would be left in place"? What went into
the decision to doungrade "safe" levels of transuranic

waste from 10nCi TRU/g to 100nci TRU/g? Does this 1985
decision affect cost estimates on the DEIS? Are these

.extraction decisions baged on economics and politics, or

are they technical impossibilities? What is the procedure
for determining radjgactive contamination-of equipment used
to handle HLW? How is it disposed of? ;

Chviocusly some of these questions could ba answered by further
study. But my strength is common sense and discernment, and.
these traits call to key issues which desperately need to be
addressed. Comiwon sense tells me that once there is a leak

of nuclides and other nasty substahces into the bicephere
full- containment is impossible; Discernment tells me pur
society is Geeking a hasty solution t0. the most insidiously
patient problems mankind has ever faced.

Instruments act as our eyes-in deteécting radiatien. Wue bury

the waste, cover it with a "geotextile barrier™, Measure,. and

relax. But we close cur eyes to the real problem. ' Radiation

i ever activer it lives longer than anyone can truly conceive.

No existing technology can contain radiatih for as long as it

ia active and dangerous to life. Therefore, we plant generational
time bombs of death and genetic mutation with our decisions, whether
technical experts, committees and two-term legislatds choose to

face it or not, .

I suggest we spend alot of money containing existing waste, in
accessable, transferable, movable repositories. 1 suggest we
contain waste where it has been created, in regional sites across
the country, rather than subjecting. the Dept. of Transportation
to the daily terror of wenderihg where and when the next major
nuclear highway accident wil] oCcur . .

182

I strongly suggest the decigion makers in the Department of
Energy make an intensive about-face in attitude. These

issues are not primarily technical, as the DEIS represents.,

they are enviornmental first and foremost. <Complex problems
spawned by the nuclear age must not be hidden in buré"%atlc
process — they mist be publicised as honestly and teo the
greatest extent possible. 'There is no."us"™ and no "them”

in making decisions, hiding them from a "reactionary public,™
and covering up the responsibility with the phase that rings

a death knell in my great-granddaughter's ear, *It was decided."

RECEWED DOE-RL
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1231 NE 92nd Street
Seattle, WA 98115

Very truly yours,

P~ “ﬁﬁzufﬁs
5’;‘“‘ m\;-enaﬁ’ oy, yrae
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Auvg. 5, 1986

Rich Heolton, E,I.Ss¢ . 3
U.S. Dept. of Energy, Richland Operations Office JOHN V. EVANS. RECEIVED DOE-RL
P.0.Bex 950, Richland, Wesh. 29352 covemnon “nE 1986 s f4—
Subject: DOE/EIS-0113, Hsnford Radioactive Wasbtes. WM DIVISION :
Most governmental proposals are overly complicated, anc %his, X
for the hanaling of redioactive waste, is po sxception. It ia OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
only reasonable thst those who generate the waste, or whe collect . STATECABoL |
the proauct that results in the waste, assume the responsibility , BoIsE 82720
for dizposal. -
Commercial Waste: K August 7, 1986
3 3 5 2 Esch state that allows sommeraisl activleles that result in the .
L B preduction of radiosctive waste should be rexponsibie for the L
permanent dispoxal withimr the borders of thay state, Appropriate R. A. Holten/EIS
site selection ond #afeguards snould be the Lask of the stata. U.S. Department of Energy
Richiznd Operatiens Office
This will avoid the dumping of thes zarbage of one state inte Past Dffice Box 550
‘#another and removes the opportunity for poii%icel blackmeil. Richland, Washington 99352
Military wazte: .
Singe excesslve sccumulation of nuclear ermament is the paranoia Dear Mr. Tlolzen:
of aertain politicians and the military, woste from this manu- : .
fapture should e the remponsibility eof the military. The waste I aw pleased to comment:on the Draft Envireomental Tmpact Staterest on the Disposal of

that has agcumilated st Hanford, snd elsewhere, should be equally Hatford Defense High-Level, Transuragic and Tank Wastes on behalf

L 5 ! j : ps . . of the State of Ida-
divided t_aetweenl Air Pores, Army and Navy and deposibted on miliG2T¥  po,  Although the Hanford site is some distance from the Idaho border, the citizens of
reservations. Tnese are the appropriate places, since the milltary the palouse and the Idaho Panhandle have legitimate conceras as downwind residents and
should be responsible for their garbage, and presumably knowled&e— upgircam beneficiaries of Colusbia Rivep fisheries. Also, because any ‘decision to

sble in its eare. transport Hanford wastes ont of Washington to a mational respository could significant-
Since cartain states and their politicisns have been eaper to ly impact Idaho's tramsportation forridors, it is intumbent on Idsho's elected officals
participaste in the manulacture of milltary equipmént, nllitary to voice the concerns of her citizens. . : . ;
basas should be sslectéd within those statss, Tha numbsr shculd . .
2 2 9 be determined according So thelr share of the federzl nilitary Figst, Idaho has chogen ta intervene in Washingtom's suit against the DOE with respect
e dollars. Complainks by golitical representatives anu favorsd to the second repository decision. My support for the Nuclear Waste Policy Act was
popilations would generate ilttle sympathy. ‘'fhose funds custom- contingent on the first repository not being the sole repository for the countey. It
arily misused by she military, smd collscbed by their manufsctur~ is interescing te note that, in determinicg ueeded repository volune, DOE made the
ing partners, should be used to pay expenses. ﬂfﬂ"ff?h;nuiﬂt l:kbﬂ Hﬂﬂlf:r‘:‘l FinillEnV;IDnmental..kse.ssmnt that the defense HLW in 2. 1.8
. . . single~she: anks  vou e stebilized in place. . This is in sha gontragt with the
g.‘h; c:gtigu:g ﬁ:g:::;ﬁ:ozbg.b:g:ﬁ::ruﬁrizgggt gz iﬂ;{;g;‘;uﬁor he Defenge EIS which assumes that the decision on. the tank wastes h:sp vet to be decided.
sLense ¢ a M M My greatest concern is that the NEPA decisionmaking process has or is being violated in

deyices are armed, aimed snd siready capeble ol desbroying

numanity. It can only be dons once. Lb's time those who are view that -the interrelated policy decisions on the. first repository siting; the second

Playing Good muys agsinst bsd uys SroW up- ;:{:zgftory indef.jmxte delay, amd the Hanford defense wastes appear to be improperly
SincgrEIBI}-("\__‘ Second; I am concerned that the chemical hazsrd of all the ‘defense wastes are mot ade-
Hobrsald '1%1!' AR /’/55-‘"9";(/ quately considered in the DBIS. Since those imwelved with low-level. waste management 3 1 6 1
.ec. He field ichard D. Moore M.D. are coatinually -concerned wiht the toxic nature of many of those wastes, I expect the b i
*::v:gﬂ 53236 E. Marmot Hd. DOE would be equally alert to the chemical Razard posed by the defense wastes. I urge
Antess Spndy, Ore. 97055 you to Eu}ly address the hazardous aspect of the Hanford defemse wastes in-the final
Brion . . ) ) ] EIS, particularly how the applicable federal laws (BCRA and CERCIA} will he followed. -
s A ) ] . . :
mith Third, I comcur with those who disagree with D0Es vechnical and. ecisomic assedsment of

Wyden

’ RECEIVED ERL cenclusion that repository disposal ii impractical in terms of cost and woiker hazard,
: Do However, it appears that safe, technically feasible, low-cost alternatives for punping
38 W96 o135 : .

WM DIVISION |

a geologic disposal alternative for the tank wastes. . The DEFS leads one to ‘the prudest. 3 3 12
s e
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R.a. Rolten/urs RECEVEDDOERL | Ammonia-gas leaked from storage ta
August 7, 1986 . . i . : . A g
Bage Two S8 mél’?ﬂ'g Assoclsbed Prose . - - _-i\!nhmgmm_ann agricoural tertilizer, Toutinely i it
. WM DIVISION ; mcmm...aa.:hm of " gl purifles cestm L7 and siroo- Highee suid thomm reiesses aos : Sy
H arn. ibe release occutred over 3 A-day
sludges and liguids from the single-shell tarks way have been overlooked by DOE. I en- . m P mm“l T B :.m":“m’ﬂ“'mmm“wu“; m’!ﬂw memmﬂ!-lﬂ“-m period hefore the mventory.. .
courage you to examine deveral weans of retrievimg the tank wastes in order to provide storags at the Hanford nucs- . Extraction facitity, " wﬂh?mmmmwm:; &MMEPA':' m““:i
& wider range of alternatives which may involve geelogic disposal. l‘{m —ﬂ!“"":‘n’ﬂ"-- uqm dischargs spoarently oo Stete Degartivent of . of 3,000 pooisds of relenss every 30
. o ockwell Hanford officials say.  -cusbed -throogh & preswure ralief Federal and wate bave days, but did not vialate the siate's .
Finally, I wish to commend DUE om seriously addmesgicg the problem of defense waste d}hlhdﬂalm‘l[:a’f:“mmab :a'“i'm'ﬁ'%%’?'ﬁ w of ie refease, Timit of lz.w every %
wmanagettent at Hanford. The document clearly explains the history of waste geperation Chirges, said Rockonell Hantord\l Wmﬂ. —gnnwwl m-mi“ ,Stl.n.lny “!mm]mb,_;'
2 3 2 12 and storage at the reservation, amd presents sufficient detail for the lay readey. I  spakeaman Bili Klink, . i the s pro- Hanford officlaly could a0t be sure  €mptied and I8 not operating, The <
et le ‘am most impressed with the figures noting thet by the year 2000, there will be 10 times t m“-«““’“";ﬂ“m m_ma manager, aftydrose  of the exact smoune of ihe rolense,  dischargs did not produce groud
the volume of Hanford defense wastes as there will commercial spent fuel nationwide. - S ST R e X used"as an Which sscaped “as & soct.of slow, 9¢ Waler contamization, be Sukk s
The sheer volume of the defense wastes, while not always pesiog hazards equal to speat N P t t t t . Democrats sty
fuel, demands the attention ¢f neighboring states who wiil either be affected by trans- -was e s a emen ﬂwh:":l"ﬂi T3
portation of those wastes to a repository or will be confronted with the long-term . .  PORTLAND -3
veslity of potentially bazardous materials right next door. Because the decision on t d t t t . Ton
the Hanford defense wastes will Rikely come long after I leave this office, I urge you no 7a mua e, s a e . um“s::mﬂmga—%u callad the FW”

te involve the next Idaho Govermovr in your Secisionoaking process. Likewise, I
encoursge You to hold more public meetings onr this topic in Idahe, similar to the ome
recently held for the Nez Perce Tribe.

tells. federal agency

[

SEFRELEL £ 2qnd

‘Sincerely,

o s, e Drock A, Westing. 025 Fleet-

conference .
the mation’s muclenr waste, lnt Dot~ }\Mdg(r}ﬁe_l
unsafe.

&'\8 JONN V. EVANS tere "
GOVERNOR . f . Orégm's iadequate "
0 : thtion Hetwork woud form e L) M 4 FSES
s | - s =R S Sy et ruy | iRl R ¢
L IVE: 3§ B - . 1 cally the "un-. . and local - q
JIP . . i WMW? : m’ ki } muayurufinuﬂymm
ce: Terry Husseman, Director - l‘n!mednnnlmdnm;lm cat. Gov, ‘Booty Garaner and ; The main- route o Hanford
High-Level Waste Office - SR yesterday mooetinga of the- ik u:%"m mﬁ
State of Washingten ji 3 Sate Nuclesr Waste-Doant and wistir, aod ocher Toutes g

i
y
E

Pecple are prone o vwake

A e | miakes, Yowdongt nesdls o o
?‘m?“ﬁaﬁ"mﬁ casp “permanent’ a plan -3.5.4
B i e which & not, Jhe eart o not

¥ P Miatr glable ., Crnlawow axe

nst permantils a)d.s{»a_neeaﬂs
locad storage - nob Aisiri bufiom,
1¢ energyshodoge, Hie wezdl i's
Lor berth ovilred, There

howtd bawodd bav o~
;?{‘,u_dear* miiesiles gud 1O 2.5.6

defense deparTirmedd waste,
Thaub ipie <fpe s doon,
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bjg£ ments , without the prassnos sf opposing viewpoints, in whica to “eduoate the-
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Fort Angelss, HA 95362 WMDIVISION
August 7, 1986

Riech Halten/EIS

U8, Depertoment of Energy

Rianland Operations Of:ice

P.0. Box 550

Richland, WA 99152

Tot Department of Bnergy rs: Draft Environmsntal Impact Statement (DEIS)
' "DIAPOSAL OF HAUFORD DEFENSE HIGH LEVEL, TRANSURANIC AND TANK WASTES"

DOE/ELS~01134 -

Qur varth is a living, breathing crganiss in metien. - Ta deposit nuclear
weSte in any form in the vain hopes of eternal stabilization is to once apain
defy the lawe of nature, evsn in solid granite; much less Hanford, which as &
repositery im clasarly untdnable due to ite hydreleogy, sedlozy and nroxicity to
one of the sarth's mightiest rivera, running through some of the sarth’s moat
fartile and beautiful land, . . N

Tt tmy prove to bs nedsesary to use Monitored Petrisevsble Storage{lRS] or
interin stormge using state of the art technelogy whils researching tschuclogy
for permunent storage. However, this sbould net stoy the UCE from conmitiing
itaelf to = permanent solutism as & top priority and should not te used a® an
sxousa to furthar stail he development of a persanent solutien.

One of the main flaws of the DELS s the sbaence ~7 a time line and a set
funding structure and hanisn for the plis of & permanent diaposml
scenario. Without thewe factors in evidence it is impossible bo balisva that
BOE i ssrions., Rather it is apparent that the DOE is placing on the back
burner whst i obyiously in need of irmediate attention. °

I underatand that the ipitisls DOE stand for Department of Energy. Tet,
the primary pandate for your sgancy is obviously to produce nuclear vaapons.

If this iz so, picase change your agency's nama to the Department of Huclisar
Weapona. !

® Witnass tha himtorical lack of accountabllity on the part of the DOE. In
oy parschal exparience,. the vulnwrability of the agenoy to scrutiny was confes-
sed by the agency itawlf when last yYear I orcapired a public forum an the aubjsct
of Hanford. I contacted the INE Tequesting sn informad and tschoieally compe
stant Fepresentative to answer the guostions of the public. I wams told that the
TDOE prefers to avoid swch public forums bhecauns they find it awkwnrd to field
such gquestions x6 "¢ understand you are polluting the Columbia River," They
pasantially astited that the DOE prefers to strusturs its own centrolled environ~

. be reveroed immediately.

vublic! according to the DQE's objsctives. Thua, my request for a inowlsdgeable
apeakat was deniwed. R

Howsver, on July 20 in Portland, Rich Heltem of the DOZ stated that the DOE
is nappy te provide ausakers upon requast. This misleadizg contradictisn under-
agored the double standarde mnd hypocrisy of ‘the DOE and the degrading menner in
which empty reassurances apd prooises are given to an incremsingly skeptical and
intolerant public. .We Zimply do not trust you anymare. - Thia fact 1s entirely duw
to the DOE's fakally flawed policies.

Bagauas the DOE Has bewst a renmgads agency hesdlsss of the conssguences of ita
actiona, committing crimes againat society and the environment while writing fts
own regulations to sscape deteotion and punisahsent, thers should be no period of
probation and thers will ke no paroles You muat begone and ramain totaily under
public serutiny, in a mich more-invalved woy than at present. This will be nec-
easary if thie issue of permanent disposal of defense weste is to be deslt with
adaquately.

Tou are no longer deserving of our trunt dmesuse you have failed repeatedly
in iscliting nmolear weele from the snyironnent and heve failed in faet to realize
and pocoghize Just whabt Lt 13 you are dealing with,

Words fail in desoribing the magnitude, the-snormity, snd the inzanity of
pursuing the nuclasr industyy of destructioniy To beliave for an inatant thet an
agency composed of human-beings is omnipotent and all-knowing enough to capably
handls the forcsa that shaped the Upiverds, and to sosure the adequm iy of the
aafeguards surrounding theee forces tene and hundreds of thousands of yeara into
an unknown futurs ip ethioocsntris, sgotistical, shortaighted, srrogant, absurd
and irreaponsivle te the axtreme. .

.The involvemant aliowad the publio through the hearings wae a wdlcons otep
though perfunctary and long overdus, The waiving of seoping hesrings has fatally
flawed not only the DEXS but the entire process involwing it.  The deliberats

gmissjon’ gf the scoping hearings has rendered the DEIS invalid,

Siloply put, there arc no tachnologically prdoven nethods for safe and/or-
permnnent atarage of Shis wasts, Sa, % feel, the raam of DOE's large budget
for FY 87 and beydnd nsnds to be direvted townrds the researching of alternmtive
forza of power generation ( imcluding refining conservation tachnigusa} that
will rendar auclear power. unccesanyy and allow it to be phawed out. Ta safely
deal with the wasts now in sxigtence and to stop producing more are equally im-
perative sandates that we the public are giving you now. Tha scals haa been far
too he~vily weighted with funding for nucloar power ard weapons. ' This trend must

I have brisfly addreswed ths nuclear powsr iisue becauss sivilian and defonas
wagtas ars not totally sepmrate ismpes. -That such is olear from the intent of the
DOE to comingle the wastes und to sxtraot wempons grade plutenium frgm the waste
of tha So-called paaceful atum. - i R

Henford, above all, is unsuitable a8 a permanent regpoaitory for elther coms
mareial or defenae waote and to entartafin thoughts of its being suitable ism to
fly in the fads of reason, . . X

Thim inharently implics -thet the waste now at Uanford must be transported
which further undersesros the urgeat nesd to. stop producing waste and to ressarch
methods of handling and permaRently atoring the wasts as no nrovan methods to de
a0 now exist. - ' o .

To a dagrae we urs talkint obout & dose-relaged toxic substance in tarms of

impediate effects, lowevery o Aicrogram &f jilatonivm cad uum&mum"
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sbnormalitise. With this informstion there can be no validity to tbe cancept of
n margin of safety, an soceptable risk , or a conAsrvailive estimate ¢ tke haw-
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ards to aumans and other living things. You abnruld he telliar me thim, and not PHOME 292-4855 5151 NORTHWEST CORNELL ROAD PORTLAND, OREGON 97210

the reverss. Unfortunately, it ssems you must be re~iqded of thie truch.

For 40 years wmany of the world's people, includinr tlie coveracents of nmt-
ioom, have zaintained a gpaar and arrow mentality regerding waapons. Tie bheliaf
hea been that more ia better, and in the caes of apears and crrows that rey wall
be true. But if miglemr weapons are truly to be the wearons to end all wars, we
must change sur way of thinking, as Liastein stated so clearly states ipn his
famous quots: - "The unleashied power of the aton has chanped sverrthinc save our
way of thiaking, and thugd we drift towards unporalleled catastrophs.®

We bagin hers to recognize Lanford ms tie top of mn leebery verresenting =
way of thinking that im diametrically opposed to life on eartl, nct juat for the
human rmce but far evary defanseleas arganism with which we shars the risnet.

411 of the considersble powers ef denial ipherect in the human mind have
boen byought iato play to protect ourselven emotlonally from the truth, but we
have gone past the point where denial im poseibla. Ve can no longer tolerate the
exigtance of the nuclsar war nachine ané its spiraling escalabion. We nust sdapt
our thinking in order to survive, and that revamping zust begin with the people.
Phe DOE hes not gunestionod the validity of tha courss it kas taken and ss instead
af protasting our natdon in doing_quttu tha ccntrary. The Dsople muat take the
Jead a4 the DOE hma not shown' the - capabllity-of doink zc. . .

To dissent, to tion, to ble and to.d the truth is the American
way. To lie ta the publis, victimize all forms of life and endanrer the earth is
not compatible with the principles upon which thism aatlbn was Iaundqd.

We are at a orosaroada ot '+:  The =ost nzssive éaspnnn-

" ibillty yet experienced by man on sarth belengs to our gemsration. The DOE has

2.2.13

hy of its t in this sogenario., To oonfront the truth now is not
]::;‘.;':v::;::t zn: imrmn. Lifs on smpth woiuld not survive a nuclwmp war.

One of thy widaly held beliefs in cur socisty 1a8 thx: Tuolear Power and the
threat of snoihalation by ouclesy weapons is here to atay. Howsver, these non-
strous threats are no mors imbaddad in our socisty than were humsn ancrifice,
slavery, and the deniel of women's mnd minority group’'s rights to vote. Our
seaeptence of these conditions was their only meanc of survival and it im witkin
our powsr through thought, sducation,.disssnt, rsdress and a revolution in thoupht
to chamge the couraz of history and win & stxy of execution for life on Earth,

1 feel that this lawue ahould be handlsad not by the -DOE whish is narrow
it its gcope asd unabls to hendle or ¢ven te.reallize the implications of waat it
is daiags An independent cealitisa-of ssientifie groups, =nd public advodatew
siculd overass the selagtion of & new agency to tele on thins waste diapogal Proo=-
lem and the broader imsuss it is tisd %ta. These issues are, undeniobly, the
most uwrgent conasTad in the history of the sarth.

Submitted by Jeanifer Paine
Reprosenting HORTH OLYHPIC PEACE FELLOWSHIP
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Wagte Management Division
Department of Energy
Richland Operations Jffice
Rlchiand, Washlngton, 99352

Dear Mr Bolten:

I am wrlting on behalf of the Conservaticn Committee of
the Portland Audubon Soclety to comcent on the Draft
Envicenmental Impact Statement on disposal of radicactive
wastes al the Hanford site. Portland Audubon Society ia a
5000 member chapter of the Natlonai. Aucubon Soclety, and one
of the 12 chapters comprising the Oregon Audubon Councll
<0ACY. The OAC identified ny¢lear waste disposal at Hanford
as a priorily conservation igsue for 1986. While we
recognize there are major !mplications for human health and
environment, our comments will foocus on the Implicatlons of
radloactjve waste storage for wildlife and wllidlife habitat.

The'following topics are cur greatest cancerns:

1) The lack of detalled analysis of the effect of
Hanford operations and the resultant waste on the plants, 3. 2. 4 2
animals and environment. : : . N

. 2) The lack of consideration of the resident, migratory 3. 2, 4, 5
and breeding populations whlch use the Hanford area.

3) The ifack of consideration of the impact of Hanford
cperations on endangered and threatened specles. - : 3 . 2 i 3

4) ‘The lack of information on radicactlve and toxic
chemicals in the. food chaln within the bounce of Hanford, ia 3.5.5.1
migratory species and the Columpla River.

S3 The lack of consideration of the Columbila River as a

’ prime resource, which if contaminated would have dire 3- 2a 4. 1

consequencea not only for wildlife and habltat, but for
human and economic concerns downstream.

63 The inaccessible and incomprehensible nature of the 4. 1_ 1
deocument, | .
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7) The failure to congider the full range of
glternatlves for disposal of waste.

The DEIS asserts that there 18 ne effect toc humans -from

" the. Hantord operation, past or future, bkaged on the computer

models (which we must accept without documentation), Based
on that conclusion we must therefore extrapclate to also
conciude that there sheould be no concerns relating to
wildlife or the enviceament.

The impact of the Hanford operation on the environment in
general and on wiidlife in particular, was not addressed at
atl. There was a total of two and one-half pages covering a
brief, generai description of the area and lts plants and
animalg, and a one page tahle of éndangered and threatened
gpecieas. Within the deseriptlon ef each alternative, the
DEIS states "ecological impacts ...of all wasie classes
would 2e minimal since much of the area under consideration
ha=z already been disturped a3 a result of radiocactive wagte
management and other nuclear-energy-related activitiea": and
the biggest impact would be as a result of ea;th moving ang
road building., Are we to believe that 7 x 10! Gl of tank
waste, 1% of which had leaked by 1975, § x 10¥ Cl of
TRU-contaminated soil, and 5 x 10% €1 Pre-1970 buried TRU
soljd waste In a volume greater than & x 107 tons would have
no effect on the plants and animala of an area? Surely,
there are more data avatiable regarding the effect of
Hanford operations during the last forty years on the
environment. o

The obvloug omiggicon of data concerning the
radioactivity present in the biota at Hanford should be
included in thls DEIS. It I8 those plants and anlmals which
realde, feed and breec cn radiocactive atorige basins and
aoil that best show the Impact of their environment.

Perhaps the study of the organi=ms whlch live and bresd
within the Hantford sjite would provide as good an indicatlion
of the affects of the Hanford activities as the compllcated
mathematlcai and gomputer models.

Thera are meager data given in table 4.4 concerning the
copcentrations of radionuclides in plants and animdls, but
there are no dogimetry data to show the effecta of the
radiation these organisms have received or to relate this
radlation to the theoreticali dosimetry data previded by yeour
sophigtlcated modeling system for humans., This informaticn
ls not givenn in rems which would make it comparabie anc
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understandable in termg of human radiaticn dosimetry. There
is no mention of the lmpact of either high or low level

c.radiatlior in the aoll or pondsi, whlch are prime hablitat.

Nor is there any discussion of the extremely toxle effects
of-these elements ana their compounds, discegacdlng their
radioactivity. Without proof to the contrary, 1t is very
hard to belleve the statement: "{t)he 1lmlted public access
to the Hanford reach of the Columbia River plus the
prohibition of public use of most of the Hanford Site lang
provides a sanctuary for the fish and wildlife of the area".
In place of an adequate analysias of the ecology of Hanford,

-we are fto be dissuadea from even congticering its biclogical

value by descripticns of the-place as a rather desolate, and
therefore, cather worthless area.

The DEIS gives the approximate number of spegies wlthln
each large group of animals, lnsects, birds, mammals, ete.
It does not list these spesias or give aay indlgatlon of the
numbers within each population nor how these numbers
fluctuate with migraticn sessens. How many 8pecles and
Individuals use the ponds and riparlian zones during the
spring and fall migrations? I8 the contamination they
recelve at Eanford carried to other ecoaystems?

There 13 very linited discussion of the speclea which
breed at the Eanford mite.. What is the effect of
eontamination with radiosctivity or toxic chemicals on
breeding sucdess or genetlc Impalrment? :

In section 3.4.1.5, Ecologlical Impacts, the DEIS statea
"Ctrhere are no federaily designated threatened or
andangered spezles on which disposal actions would llkely
impinge." This not only ignores the endangered and
threatened spacies ]igted by Washington State in table 4.12,
but It provides no documentatlon tec support this assertion.
Table 4.4 gives ths concentratlons of radlenuctldes in
several specles which are prey for the bald eagle. What
effegts will consuming sugh contaminated prey have on the
bald sagles?

There |S no discussion of food chaing and how
radioactive wastes or other processing chemicals are
incorporated within them, OQutgide of the meager information
given in Table 4.4, there are no actual data on the
concentiration of radiocnuclldes in the kicta. Thece L9 an
oubrageous|y complicated formula (F.2) in section F.2.4.,
Ingeation af Food Crops, which intands to show the
“concentration of radiosctive material! in vegatation
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resulting from direct deposition onto follage and uptake of
rattlonuel ides previoualy deposited in the soll” There are
ro hard numbers derived from thig equation to show how much
radicactive material 13 present in plants of the Hanford
area nor even theoretical values. The same 19 true for
equation (F.3} which deals with radionuclice goncentrations
in animal predudts, So, despite the claim of the ab:ility to
manitor these parameters, there has peen a failure to do so
either directly or by modeis. There has certalnly been no
attempt to determine how radicactlive nuctides or toxic
chemlcals move through the food chain.

No mention is made of the effects of radionuclides in
surfage water, ground water and the effect of these nuclides
reaching the. Columbia River to contaminate both human and
wildlife activitles downstream. The Columibia River and
associated resources ace c¢rugial to the ecology, economy and
well being of the entire Northweat. There appears to be a
recognition of he importance of spawning habitat in the
atatement "(tJhe Hanford gite serves as the gpawning area
tfor more tLhan ohe=third of the fall chinook zalmon in the
mid-Columpia® .
the DEIS te fully appreciate the impligation of
contariination of the Columbla. for not only would .
contamination affect the .fish spawning in the ﬁanfnru area,
but there would be severe impligations for all {fish and
wildtife (both resldent and migratory! that use and inhabit
the river. Damage to the salmon as wel! ad other SPECLes
whlch use the river, both at Hanford and downstream, couid
¢ause economlc and polikical repercussions.

While we recognize that thé subject of thla DEIS is
technical and complicated, it appears that 'thece hag not
peen .an adequate attempt to make the contents accessible to
gomeone trained In science, wuch lews the geperal readec.
The first volume makes Hanford activities and all wasate ~
atsposal’ alternatives seem free of risk and health ar
environmental impacts. Yet, one cannot déidérmizie how these
conclusigns were reached baged on bhe supporting
documentation. The reliance on overly technical formulag,

- obscure analytieal techniques, inaccesaible computer models

and jargon, makes it impossible to have confidence in the
conciusions. It wolld appear that about two-thirds of the |
references cited in this DEIS were ‘from sources assoclated
with Hanford direct!y. and not unbiased in*their view, The

..documant would e more crediple if sources nol associateq

with the Hanford. operation had been uged.

Beyond this acmission, there is a failure in
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The final inadeguacy of the DEIS involves the disposal
alternatives themselves. HNone of the alternatives
adequately selves the proolem of what to de with the
leaking, anc possibly exploaive, high ievel waste from the
149 singie wall tanks, not even the Geologic Disposmal
Alternative, There is inadequate evidence to show that any
of the alternatives would provide Fafety from thege wastes,
nor is there adequate consideration of the effects from the
chemical hazards.

It appears that the DEIS favors the I[n-Place
Stabillzation and Disposal Aiternative. This aiternative i1s
the simplest and |east expensive., -Just cover 1t up and let
1t contlnue to-leak and leach. This DEIS makes all the
alternatives seem eguai in theic envircnmental zonsequences
8o the. decision seems ta hinge on expense rather than good
science.

The DOE hag been careless in the Hanford cperations in
the padgt forty years. The releagse of 300,000 Ci: per year
into the. Coiumbia River in the 19560°3, the releage of 5560
Ci of I+-131 In 1949. are practiced whlch have been ’
dizcontinued, we hope. Then thece 19 the matter of changing
the criteria for low’level waste from 10 nCl TRU/g to 100
nCl/g Just because s was the easy way to soive the protifem
of too much high. level wasate, Clearly, based on the

_cavali®gr approach to all aspects of -Hanford activities, and

the hlstory of mismanagement, the DOE cannot be relied on to
adequately conglder Lthe enviconmental effects of Its.
operation. The objectlve of ‘the DDE at Hanford is to
wustain. itself and make radlonuclldes for weapons; to expect
the DOE to falrly momitor and reQUIate itgelf as well. is
unreailstl¢.

The best disposal alternatlve ig one which waa not
corigidered because it. .is toc costly: the Geologic
Reposmitory Dispozal of Entire Tank Contents.. "For

commercial waste, geologic dispesal was determined to be the ~

aiternatlve of choice (Record of Decision 46 FR 26677, May:
14, 19813, which choice was confirmed by the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act of. 1982 (PL 97-425)." The DOE endorsed this
concept in 1980 and again ig this DEIS: "Gewlogic dlsposal’
of ‘gefenys wasies 1g, therafore, 2also the choice from among
other. alternatives cited above and those ather alternatlves
not . reexamined -hers." The problema you Glte ace clsk® of |
transportation. <{d rlsk which is pot too great to transport
the waste andg debris from Thres Miie Island to ldaho Oor to
gonslder Hanford as permanent ceposttory for all nuclear
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age . . SISO wMQNEiDN - 9367 5.W. Yorrison S%.

wagte>, and coat, The total amount of nuclear waste WMDN G Lo . coe - . Portland, OF 97225

projected “for disposal at Hanford is twice the current . - e .
2.5.6 amcunt. Cessition of plutorium production would eliminate . - e - Auguat 6, 1986

the need for deallng with future waste and would save money, : ’

zg;:: ‘could be used for 'the adequate clean up of existing "R, A. Holter P - . ‘ ) )

! . - . U.5. Department of Energy
- We recognize that there are other areas of this DEIS Richland, Washington

whlch could be commented upor. - We are confident that other
groups-and individuals will corsider those shortoomings, We

intend te stay involved in the decizion maklng process ‘Dear Mr. Holten,
concerning waste dlspogal at Hanford in order to Insure N P .
wildlife and habitat values at Hanford and the Columbia Let me add my volce to the others who would pretest making
River are adequately consldered. ) the Hanford Nucleéar Reservztion a permanent nuclear waste

repository. Certainly there 18 a wore mafe gite than along the 2. 1. 1
Columbia River. I also urge that existing defense wastes be

Sincerelv, . cleaned up and the N-Reéactar shut dawn, -'L‘hj.s dees not mean,

/Q}m@ % however, that plutonium production should then be started by 2 . 5 . 6
resurrecting a WPP3S plant, &8 1 now being planned,

Thank you for this opportunity to currment an the DEIS.

Diana Pradshaw
for the Conservation Commltbee .
Stncerely,

/Lﬁéam- ot gf.':/

Rena M,  Strahl
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To Zich Talten

U.5, Department of Energy RECEWVED GOERL
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I am a newcomar Yo Hanford x-ela-ted issues, trying to educate myself
in the face of impending decisions regarding defenas and eiviljan
nuclear waste managemsut, I de not doubt the vital ieperative- to
safely diaposs of and c¢lean up ths wastem. I have studied the. emtire
DEYS and Apperdices for the Disposal of Hanford High-Level,
Trausuranls gnd Tank Wastes in a siacere atismpt to understand the
probvlems and poasible diaposal alternatives.

Aud yat, after researching the entire DEXS, ny most profound
impression ism that instead of contribating to yublic understanding,
the DBE's draft was misleading and at times deceptive. As = remult,

I kave lost truwet in the DOE tou be able to chooge the safeet leng-term
public health and environmental approach (‘aa oppoged to choosing a
politicsl and/or the cheapsst sconesic alternztivel.

I highly recommend that there be a strong, indepsndent, civilian
watchdog agency to oﬁruea DOE puelear waste managemsat, I also
racomsend that sctivities at Hanford comply with the asme strict
stondards that gommereiol reactors are required: to oyerate within.

vhat are the reasons for thls ssrious srosion of DOE credibiifty?

I parceiva the DOE to be selling an unsafe bill of goeds. Tiem -"'The
present atorage is providing a high level of public protection while
firai, loug-term systems of containing the waste are planned,
devaiopad and built.(1.5)'F I'm sure that DOE really wasts te believe
the above statement., The following quete almc. emphasizes the 'nearly'
poesitive. '"Moniforing and sampling have ahown that asarly all of the
uas‘t“ that leaked from a.‘..ngle-wafll'tankag in a;u-].y' atagea of the
program, prior te changes ‘tn wasfe. managemnent pr._a_etice and use of

double-walil tanks, wers abserbed by the arid soil next to the tanksm.{L.5)

Where is the discussicn of the waztss that didp't fit into ths neat
category of heing abaorbed moxt to the single-wall taska? I find

it unbelievable th“nl: UOE in many cages dn.au'n't syaD Xnow what wastes
are preasent in the single-walled tanks, ineluding yotnilt:lully exploaive

189
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chemical gombinations, I find it very revealing that it isn's watRio!viSION

the: last of the Appendix pages, that one finds éite gopiteoring
information describing the un-consclionabier levels of radicactive
contamination resulting from Leaks of eriba, trenehes, French
draine, ra.rerum- wells and single-wall tamks.{ App‘un_dix' ¥, 1a33)
"NormalTy, the radionuciide comcentrations in these pnﬁ.da' and

ditches remain below concentration guides, but occésianuls’, non-yroutine

releases of higher=level wastes da u::l:!_lr.(\f'.]:]" .

It appeara thkat the few eribs;, trenchea;, French draing and ra#er.ﬂt
welly that have been characterized' have all anowad significant
contapination, in sume casem alrepdy panetrating the water tabla (V.24)!
Here we are trylng to develop stratopies that will proteect public-
health and the environment for terns of thoua_ahds of” years, and
alrea:.i:j we. have characterizatisn site monitoring shewing ssrious
contamination of ground. water in isas than [] years, How many
vntested cribs, trenches; French di:‘;-ains and reverae wells will alaw
ghow gigaificant Ievels of contamination? Ne, I do net agree with the
DOE apoessment thst present sﬁnr.age is providing = high-laevel of
public pratection, o

How do DOE alternatives propose to desl with these hi.gh l'eéels- of
contamination? The in.yplace stabilization and disposzl alternative
and the reference alternative propoae the same strategy- "Waates in
TRU=contaninated sites, aoil sites, and pre-i970 solid waste sites
are already disuvesed of, but they would ba further protested by the

sdgition of thm protective barrier and markar system, [3.19)"
ATthough these aites are -‘already disposed of! m DOE eyes, these
sites are also actively contaminating ard roisoning aquifers, Surae,
We can cover over tha active I.eakagna'with a protective barrier
and markers and pretand tbat the problem is solved, but it weuld bhe
ealf-deception.. I feel the DOE iz pushing in-piacs stabili,ation and
the reference alternative becguse it is chesper -though not necasparily
eafer in the long=-tera., T )

The deep geclogic dismpoaal alternative is the only alternative that
deals with theae contasinated soil sites aad apild_'wasi:;' burial grounds,
by rabri_.eying the contaminated Imaterial. ’ ) ) )

3.3.1.1
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Yes, deep geologia diapusnl will bu ezpensivu. The myth of 'eletRM§£ S

toa chemp too meter' reveals ita true ¢ost in the nted to deal with
long=term radioactive waste. Ag the Environmantal Protectien Agency

Page 3,

C

reallzes with toxic waste mansgement, the initial rosy pred:l.etionu"
of the clean up costa am‘i the time span needed to clean lip",‘ are
vastly undersstimated compared to what im negessory to énmplutee the
job safely. If we can't provide the financial meons to safely deal
with our pregent waetes, then hy all means we should halt yrodwction
af future plutonium, nucle'nr energy and nuclenr wastes, My God, don't
We already have encugh p]:rutoniu.m gtockpiled for nu¢lear Warheads
to wipe ot thé. entire plenet many times overji

1 swpport the- deey geclogic disposal altermative, bot definitely
nat sited at Hanford. The undeplying hydrology of Hanford ls complex
ant not well undbratond. Momt of bhe DEIS modeling pradictions
adeit to their imprecisfon.. The potential for groundwater contamination
of the Coiumbia River is very real. Again, we are dealing with public
health safety and enviroanmental, protectidn from nuclesr Wastes over
10,000 year titis apéns, The DEIS groreuéuf neutrality in site. _se]:'actio'n.
yot 1t sesms obyious that the politics of a nuclear waste repository,
for commercial amd defenas. Wastas, are comtering on Rauford,. Hhen
there wers 9 tites possibi.t. Hanford was. r.unl:ed' 9th.. Yhen the sites
wers down to 5, Aanford was Fifth, and new Hanford is ome of thrae.
tinalista, On top of this, th; search for a Eacond Lastern site was
caneell’edf. Sure, wouldn't 1t be convenient 1 the. deep geologic
repomitory were located at Hmford sinoe most of tha waste volume is
prosently thare and on Farhral].y ownad progerty? Yes, it uuuld bs
convenient, but most definitely not gafe. .

The: National Acadeny of Seiance- and the: U, 8. Geological Survey-
both questilon the underlying ge:nlog;: and hydroiogy of the Hanford
area in regards to a repowitory site. here would ba a batter aite?

1 would puggest being buried desp within a solld gi'ahitic 'pl'uton.

1 do not trusg' in-placs stabilization to safely control the wastas
over time. s have ssen the leakages from ainglew-wall tanks, ¢riba,
t:-aneimnr, eto, To laave the wastes maar ground level, is to leave
too much to chance over time, Indeed, $f we find ont that in-place
grouting of tank wastos doesn't wovk, then what de ue‘ do with all tha

o
0.3
fi

i89
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Te uae the DO terminology, we are using Pr ptual' hnology
to deal with the Jong=term disposal of uastea. This 1s speculative

work. Our greateat chance of success is to pﬁk the aafest environmental
Jocation without regard-to politics. With this criteria of maximum
safaty emphasis, Hanfbrd would long ago ﬁave Deen nlim.nntad.:' as & site
candidate, X

Finally I would llke to suggest to DOE and Ranford folke ways to
reatore aredibility to a acept.s.ual public, Recently, thers have been
Freedom of Information Act disclosures: pried out of Hanford: files-
pointing to enarmous dischargos of radioastive iodine {over 1 rillion
curtes ofI-1%1 over a 10 year span).. The world deeries tha ipitial
“#ayiet eover up at Cheynobyl, and: justifisbly so. And yet how do the
setions of Tanford betwsen 1945 amd 1955 compars. Here im & ten year
pericd where Ehe residents of Eastarn Uashington were unknowingly
subjscted to hagardous levels of radicastivity, all in the name of
nations: aacurity. The responsible officiale ough® to he ashamed

2.5.5

to thedr very soul by . this deesption,

There have alsp been strugglem to- get the IOE to adwit fo recent
plutonium emissions from the reopened PUREX plant. Purex scientiste
confirning the plutonium emisaions wers later repndiated by DOE's
new manager at Hanford Michael Lawrsnos, Ween will we: ever leara that
the- way to gain people’s trust in a demosrasy iz through honesty and
openess, This isn't a 0at and moupe game about how much the citizens
shn'u.]:t! know, The pubiic heskth, and trust In their gavernment, demand
an opan aceounting,. I'd Li.ku ta read, aonewhere, anywhere that DOE
admita openly to mistakes being wmade, inatead of hearing reay jargon
about how nuelesr installations are no threat to the public health.
. DOE has pat been fopthcoming, open, or hinest on nuclsar iemues.
Until 05 demonstrates a goncern for the long-tern health of the:

2.5.5

 sitizéna of the Pusifis Northwest, and the integrity of the biosphers,
" they ahould be hedd under strict, opeh , civilian supervisery contrwl.

on nuclear idsues,

Sincerely, George Halpkae 3!! Family
Star Ro?x‘ta. Wauconds: Washs 08859

P.53. FPléase put my name on any mailing lists reguesting puhlic input
on Harford related activities,.

3.3.2.5
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2.5.6

3.4.2.2

3.3.5.1

Northwest of theU. S. A., Planet Harth, I am opposed

'aggn;ace gafs for such waste. Bury it as "sa.fély“_as. ]
“pugsible and EALT further proeduction as soon d= poasidlel This 1gtter presents Oregon's position on the disposal of cefense wastes’

£ LY
Ay

191

RECEIVED DOERL "2n-2 AcCe: €D DOER

T0: Rich Holten/EIS iy T SUEE T
o U-C‘S-Deptn of Energy _ 38 W6 o/? " DISION Bz
P. 2+ Box 550 . WM DIVISION .

Richland, WA.
OFFICE OF '\‘HE un\"HNOR
BYATE CAFIFOL
SALEM DRUISON BTRIT

‘Ag a cttizen of Coeur d'Alens, Idshe, Pacifle

- - Ity 30, 1936
46 the production.ef wnuelear waste and weaponry altogethér. - R

I am esbe'cially oppoged to the unnecessAry transpurjtatim.

¥ 's nuelear waste which will further endanger . Michael . -Lawrence, Manager =
oF Jenfordia . nese - R N Riehiznd nuerctloms‘or-f'ici
our fertile home and perpetuate the myth that there is . U.S. Department of Energy

Richland. WA ‘99352

at Hanford. This position was announced by Lynn Frank. at your public
heartng on Juty 10,

Oregon*s position 1s based oh the fonoving..crit'eria:

[FV]

’ fhanic you for this chnﬁce “to be heard.' : 1. " tong-term risk to the public¢ and the environment must be very low.
. ; T 2. Me myust not 'eupose workers, the public, or the environment o
4 p ) : avoidable risks curing recovery, trmspor‘t and dlsuonl
L égﬁ&bﬁOf&d./ S % Memust dlspose of the wastes In a cost-effective way.
'_ L - 4. Me should not taka trrevarsible actions untl‘ll we havn qreat
- confidence in: those actions.

.
-
-

" Based on these crlteria Uregen's pnsitlon i

- transform existing and futore high-legel nqu&d wastes 1nfo glass.
- Dispose of these. wastes in a future repository for high-levei uas'tes

~ treat and ship refr':evab'le plutoniym vastes to the repest tory hemg
built for these wastes in New Maxido

(33}

-
-
-

.

W W W W W

i -

DW= O P N
-

~ dispose of strontium and cesxum wastes in a future reaosltory for
Migh-tevel wastes

a
-

4L COMMITERT EONTHOL
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.. Tastimony, Dr. uv;{d sauben, Defepst Waste DEXS, p. A

raview of seripus and p-nme'nlzn: regional health effacts. I expact that a decision
with suck significant regional heaith be r » balanced, reviewed,

" eriticised, rewcitten, and more assuredly proven than the present DEIS.  Anything

less is to experiment with the future haalth and safety of the eatire Northwest.

. These remarks are muwn:y, nd prep_arcd_,!}:.\r d.i:tx.i.i‘aution'w apbmizsion
ar the June 1Zth hedring i d by BOE. ton Physicians for Social
Ibility reg isgion to sudmit & more thorough analysis of the

PEXS in written form to help make a more adegquate Tacord fur ngancy derlgions
on th.i.a 20GEE .f.nﬂxxrnn: topic.
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WA,

&s A citizen of.Coeur d'Alenes Idaho. Paclfic

"Northwest of the Us S. Koy Planet. Earth, I am opposed -

191

2,5.6

to the production of . nuclear waate &nd weapanry altogef,her. 3 4 2 2

I am espe‘.:lally oppnsed to th! unnecessnry trans;m*tation

of Ranford's nucle_ar waste which will further endanger

our fertile .home .and perpetuate the myth that ‘there is

E_'.EEES. safe for such waste: Bur-y it.as "gafely” as

pouszible ahd HALT further producticn as ocvon as posgible!

Thank you for this chance to te huard,

Alar, LJassermas,

Cy8ie Froddids dve

- Coruy e, 475 ?EM'

3.3.5.1
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Portland, OR 97236 g_ g_Dig:g ng Enexgy 8 otq
Richland, Wa. WM DIVISION
August T, 1986 ' )
A A citizen of Coeur d'Alene, ldaho, Pacific 2 5 6
Northwsst of the U. S. A.: Planst Eabth, 1 am opposed e

Rich Holtern/EIS . : er.
U.5. Dept, of Emergy . to the producticn of mnuelear waste and weaponry altogether
%18}11;22 {E)%agratrmns 0ffice . I am especially ppposed to the unnecessary transperiation 3- 4. 2 ° 2
Richland, w‘?‘ 99352 of Hanford's nuclear wasie which wi}.-l- further endangeyr

Dear Mr. Helfen: pur fertile home and perpetuute 'the myth that there is

T heve reviewed the Department's Environmental Impact anyplace safe for such waste- Bury it as "safely" as 3 . 3- 5 . ].
3.3.7.1  oad et they the Gevionte diaposal werid be ihe merr ey possivle and FALR further production as soon as possiblel

Yo isclate these wastes.

I nelieve that cost should not be a factor in thism

decigion because of the ex:remg_ :ox:l.city of theﬁe wastes . .

and the unprover reliabiiity o he barrier methods pro-

posed in the second altermative. Also, because of the Thank you for thls ohance 4o be heaz'd,
- close proximity of the Hanford Reservation te the CGolumbia -

3 . 3_ ]_ . 1 River I am not copvinced that the nuclear wastes would
not leak into the growsi water end subsequently into the
river,

Slncerely,

e T Naddhe
oot %gg ggg;:ood- L ‘ - . ?3?6 ('/

Mark Hatfi_eld . . L . .




Srars =R N o )
é?‘?;@d /7'79_"'_"9% MVVIW MZ "gava)w»gf .- Snwﬂg M#wﬁ e W’ﬂ/ %W ¥
_ Tl e wof ok gy -

e v vng Curp 1a TWVZV% /;fm.: PR pedent pypasat pferd gEed i g e
75@‘””#’”’”/“‘"‘# Tyrnad et prerytey upe i pyeeors gl g 130 f?ssxwf R s e e pr S
e i i gt fpeeoips v pad gy By e by Jo Spoygrio foiing

Savfié—rv—w [’""?"’."”?uﬂ ,7911_ WMWM ) _—
pest g wufe gl g vyprye ol i o s gdte gaq g el ez @ e Ve
MW%WWMWWJQW WW%WW;QJ&?%%W

[T i Wy G’ SHL ey mpenerer b Qi S G e ook 1

. IRY A IS 5—211-{2-7/5«_9.7 e e ﬁ, Pemw s o s wz e ] pf W/‘QZ"‘V
I Rt g ppescisy gheitt g omog i ytirag fo g fo apesimore G
W?S’QGWMI.W%;&WWW ’;..,. . A ;, ,

I F rggel — (Y e Yo it g i) oyt

8-2‘8‘2 'shcl}sﬂ/?Wf"'ﬂ 72’7&“’?} mqp: Yo Mﬂﬂ, ,w.,-y77a ?fy)((f Wﬂfwmf”"""’l”f!/tﬂﬁ"’?d M%Sﬂ, pi/ 4
g peped e geseuen el g lpmef & gyt pesadeye e ngmw o T
WWQ!WV n—»% W"’f%’—/’ Les” v T R (acd
8°1°¢ 5"1}_"1’-32/79"’7‘,'5@*’7"’0"“"’”’ ok e e gepsarry g T -

_ 5 frogusch e iy wpeear” gt G ooy
W.é‘ﬁwﬂmjrﬂw W}”"’Mm"—i* %WMMWMHWLJWWW}' esmfgf

. meﬂy{"a‘m ‘WZ’V/;WW%WWMMMVT
e wfes et i —oif m%”’%%mﬁd sokogpopn proposps 0 poegy smpenr boggpro ooy J

A Vi 0y wpwd Joodp et et o G g g
OI_Z.Z "7&77’. el o PP gty W FoT nz WW [—w W 'E"’f?" - sy
6°¢'2 ; [Aaeade ",‘Pa"“u&k Prwn% d’”—-v-rgpf»' "”’"”‘g?'tf,{_ o | it o
HELARTA R . M
o T A0 Vg
PN i T A0 R
fgfax F{*G‘g’:

9'G9°¢

01°¢’¢

306



L0€

2.5.5

7 H %g 3
i i 4 “h

158

i Aug. 6, 1986
To Rish Holten TEJL.S, ’
Uu.5. Dept, of snergy, Richland Operation Office
F.0. Box 550, Ricnland, Wagh, 99352

Input: . re Hantord Redioactive Weste Dispossl Site

*4hen in the Course of humen Events, it becomes necessary for
ane Feople to diszolve the Political Bpnus,. +eseb decent
Hempeet to the Upinions of Mankind requires that tnsy should
asglare the ¢auses which impel them to the Sepsrstlon.

¥e holda these Troths to be meli-evident, that all Men are created
equal, that they are endowea by their Creator with certein un-
allenable kighte, that smong these are Life, Liberty, snd the
Farsuit of hapbineulurhnt to segurs these nghtn. Governoents
are instituted ameng hen, ceriving their just Fowers from toe
Consent of the Governed, that whenever any Form of Government
becomes destructive of these Endk, 1t ia the Right of the I®ople
to alisr or to aboligh it, snd to institute new Government,
laying ita Foundation on much Principlex, ané organlzing isca
Powers in such Form, as o them shall ae¢n most likely Yo effact
their Galety and Heppinens.”

I sit. at my kitéhen table on this day--the anuniversary of the
United States killing of HO,000 Japanese, 1t is a painful
Coincidence thet reinforees the faar that this government seems
intent in repeating this criminal carnsze.

1 stare at your Drsft Environmentel Iopact Statement, hundreds
of teshnical pages—=thrss incher thick—-knowing that I am
ingapable of responding to it.

Thig kina of game-playing produces = population of frustreted
ang mpEry citizene. I seek a response to this folly and
thankfully still bave pur Declarmtion of Independence as 2 path.

Singerely Yourn

i rey houZe {Mrs. n.D. )

53236 . Marpot nd.
Sendy, COre. 97055

ce. EBstiiels
rackwood
deaver
Auloin
Gmith
Smith
xyden
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STATEMENT OF PAMELA C. BEHRING e R WG
on behatf of ol

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF SPOKANE WM DIVISION

The League of Women Votere of SpokKane recopnizes the need
and realizes the responsibility for siting a safe repositaory
for Hanford defenge wastes. This ic possible only with a
$ull review by independent scientists and participation. of
the nubli€., We thank vou for this opportunity to ¢omment on
the DEIS.

In this document ‘there are a few references to the safety
and health of the public stated in epvirenmental or
socioeconomle discussions. No where. however, is it stated
how this =afety wtil be dekermined. It is merely assumed
that if the material is stored appropriately that that will
be sufficient to ensure the safety of the public. )

The defense activitiesc at Hanford have been on-going for
over forty veare¢. In that time not one e#pidemiclogjcal
study has been initiated to study the heaith effects of .
low-level radiation oh the pobulations within a two hundred
mils radius of the site. These effects are poorly
understood and. without an adeguake base of information,

2.3.2.8
2.3.2.9

4.1.14

3.5.5.42

will econtinue to elude us.

The League of Women Voters of SpoKane believe that it ie
imperative that health studies - independent of USCDOE and
its contractors - be injtiated immediately on the

populations that mav play host to tons of radioactive waste,

The DE1S does not pive a comprehensive gverview of all
the waste oh site and therefare does not address some of the
other problems having to do with contamination. What., for
exampte. will be done to curh or eliminate tritium
contamination of the oround water? ihat are the projections
of the amount of waste to be produced in.the future?

We also wish to express our seppart for comments made by
the Columbia River Task ¥orce and the Leagues of Clark
County and of the statés of Washingien and Oregon.

2.3.1.14

Tl O Bheing
g € et
Spokane. Wk (9509~
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Povtland, OR 9721 The qeofos

(509 2624132

Avqust b, 1950
B & Holien [ 1S

S Dept of E
Richlownd D?L::?‘iﬁ
Po Box 550
Eichland, wa 4a9352

Towhont 1+ (pulovrns

the ’PLWPOMO; W.ije,’ttbi— 15_304. Jodmj WS o Umiea
vete and ogfinion of ‘what the Dept _Ovr Enrtrgy

should do wrtin “thu  paclear wiste presanity Imu?

shved ot Hha Hamford Side wh e Shite of Wuﬁu-u]{m

A-'I‘}‘fwr-?h Hanford s i Wa.slu'ovﬂ‘fm Ldgel 14 ’pmx.}w"t,f

Ay (olwmbia Biver s yeason encogin first olall, for
nigms. o puhidpafe a and be advised of _

platned achons and secondly, Henlord should be cleaned

uF '.

Pvmﬂ){lm 0% of C/r-cqan.'s econemy s Imsed o Hhe
Columbia Rivw. In LWFhwit economic imes, we canngt
atford %}Wdiae 20% ot owr economy en a sifE
+hat a?.muij has Haws,

clean wp s

~00
RECEIVED DOE-RL

_ 38 W86 gao0
kiAo WM DIVISION

of Hus area s un queshron, as Hu

basatt veck, which is found below W surfac af Hoaodod,

is bastaally lyers of lava fijow Hovrwed 1ndr fachuad

rocks 43 Fhe lava cooled . This

v easi
vol canoes

2.1.1
hais bype of vock is _known
crack. + Cramble. ot fo mention Canthguakes ¢

I am pot a scientst e gesl. ist , but 31'”_»— some of
the infvmahin avaclable, my fe'e,Lui7- Is What ‘tHhis wasle
has ben stored wn A volahile ares Ao oves 0 years,
art. we waiJ_u'u’ +for M'.accidad-' o ha})fma O,
are You people 50-3«_7: fo reqet at our rtywsf.s +o
waste sile T

s far as clean wp is concerned, whal do we do ?
Whirt do we begin? -

In my oplntom,_w'uch' 1 thust wlil ke regarded alo

with all othts ... of e 3 .oz  bitlion dotlass
e US POE ploms fo spemd 4o STUDY the sl for
fdust wasTe d.(_s:po_sd/ routr “Hhese moLYy S Tor Sruby 2.2.1
amd CLEAN uP & he SafestT way pussible fo-

net Just Oregomiams v Washaryhousey  bud. bow ML of

mankind, Hhe Preseat wast at tndod s not safe
as 1+ is shoved nws

2.3.2.8

D waler Souris must be wﬁga'&«zci :‘--‘z-.rr'ckl;zcza..g_[b
s gWUM The columbia (s & majsr Rinr mq?;#w;



60€

2.2.11

w

i}

o
By

Arsrigen
iy

<00

RECEIVED DOE-RL

138 M6 gRocc
WHIDIVISION ™ 7 3
Bh Holien €15 Prae 2
s DoE
\?Eﬂ\lCallxi write \rjéna: ~his le]114~ on e Saure CLtff,

a  dleunt Year ... wien, Ha BowB® s
éz::;%n;ci m ar  1slied ff*it —Iacx i, A 131!1!!5 that

dold was Cratid w back yard befoe |
ot And et MufM‘H\l :;.Z.sfe._s jw»«,ﬁa/

ned 4o manfun the dﬁz_vk;ﬁf’°+

was beree.
ane shill aching .
and  deatd+ deshacﬁm

s h?s{'ry-
by ok 15 o C/W7' UP Fantond

| witl back r/o'[i: up Wff-d’, alf .S«mwrf’w
of clean .

adva THAS
Cmsidismtin/, aw%u o
c/m P”MJ#/ m/ haar brrun bt ~Rpnd

wﬁ%w

silf obuvus ™ Hvoshiunar ard
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Mg; Marilyn Couch
17105 NW 32nd
- Portland, Oregon 97210

August &, 1286

DOE Richland Operations bEfice

Waste Management Diviaion

Richland, Washington 993152

ATTENTION: R, A, Holten/EIS

RE: Commonts on Draft EIS: Disposal of-Hanford
Defense High~Level Transuranic and Tank Wastes

" Gentlemen:

. My'nume is Marilyn Couch. I am a citizen of Portland
and was the. co-chair of Hanford Awareness Week.

The difficulties we are facing at Hanford were crested
by 4@ years of mlgmanagement of radloactive waste disposal. The'
problem of cleaning up Hanford is compounded by the perceived
costs, lack of proven technology to solve these problems, and
the deadly and destructive nature of the radicactive wastes them-
s@lves, 'DOE's cdncerns with its public imdge are ancther part
of the problem.

It is important for the people living in the Columbia
River Basin t0 repognize the magnitude of the problem and demand
that the DOE clean up the area in the most thorough way possible,
Prasently We are at a crossraads where we can "face the music"
and pay the real price or put dirt ‘and rock# on tep of the pro-
blem in hopes that it won't leak too quickly inte the surface
aquifer 140 below

I believe that we nead to 4o ‘with the D beep_Geological
Alterpative., Although it is the most. demanding of the alterna-
tives In terms of cost., lakor and technology, in light of the
amount of money we spend on. our weapons program to produce the
waste ~-- spending 11 billion dollars over 20 years to begin to
clean it uvp is insignificant. Until this time the DOE and the
nation have not had = to pay the true costs of this industry. It
is one thing te envircamentally destroy a place. like Hanford, it
is quite another to destroy the Columbia River Bagin.

2.2.11

3.3.101
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. The Northwest is known for its ciean and relatively
unspoiled environment, and it attracts people and industry as a
result of this image, Tourism and agriculture are two of Oregon's
largest industries. The failure t¢ clean Hanford and the DOE
proposed expansion of Hanford creates obvious risks to these
economic bases. Nowhere does the DOE mentjon these risks in the
EIS.

The In-Place Stabilization Alternative is not adeguate
because it does not isolate the wastes from the environment. The
proposed barrier 15 both unteSted and unproven. In view of the
volumn and level of radicactivity of the material as well as the
period of time over which it must last, it is inadeguate.

The Reference Alternative is good in-that it classifies
gome of the liguld wastes, Yet, like the In-Piace Stabilization
Alternative, it leaves the highly radicactiv@, leaking single-shelled
tanks in the ground. This is no solution. Rather, it is little
more than acceptance of radiocactive contamination of the adjacent
ground and surface watere in the near future.

. The DOE has proven itself to be neither gualified to
protect or to represent the puhlic interests. It is simply a
public relations arm of the military. It seas its goal as justifying
and proionging indefénsiblé mismanagement of a weapons facility
without regard to the eavironment. The following examples support
this statement, s . . 5 -

"t 1. 'Thé ROE chose to ighore a major established ground
water channel going from the 200 azrea to the Columbla River in
developing their computer model in 1976, SEARCH Technology,
doing the only non—governmental study of ground water at Hanford,
has found that ground water traveling from the PUREX plant along
this channel is reaching the Columbia in 3-5 years rather than
the DOE computer model's predicted 30-60 years. This same mis-
calculation of water fiow was used in the computer's madel for
this BIS,

2. The DDE;s continual mismanagement of waste disposal
at the PUREX plant speaks clearly of their major motivation --
the continued manufacture of weapons grade plutonium =~- and their
complete disregard for the gnvironmental consegquences of continwal
dumping of radioactive wastes into the ground. :

3, Many of the DOE;s charts and graphs in the EIS omit
the location of established earthquake faults and misrepresent

| 3
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the spatial relationship of the surface a vifers and the lumbi
River to. the proposed Sunps . B e -

4. The socio-econcmic section of the EIS covers whether
there are enough sewars, houses, schools, eté. to accommodate
populaﬂl?n cpange'for the neighboring counties depending on which
alternative is chosen. - It is ‘extremely shortsighted {indeed,
Lgnoran?) not to consider the impact on the Dregon and Washington
populations along the river, especially if there is an acecident
at Hanford, enroute to Hanford, or if the river becomes more con-
taminated.  The health and socio-economic effects of snch environr-
mental degradation are sigrificant and wholly ignored.

i 5.. In 1980 when the DOE realized that it couldn't meet
its own guldelznes it rewrote them, reclassifying hugh guantities
of radicactive waste without public comment or review.

Hanford needs an EIS that takes all past, present ang
preposed activities into consideraticn. This should be done by an
independent group of public representatives adequately funded to
enablg ?hem_to do independent research — including full access to
classified information deseribing waste disposal activities at
Hanford over the past 40 years.' No one can expect the polluter
to give an objective ‘assabsient of their past misdeeds,

AS we saw with the Challenger and the setbacks to onr
Space pragram, in this highly technical age to create an atmosphere
Fhat relies heavily-on the “company" line and supresses free
interchange between: scientists and engineers is extremely dangerous
both for the nuclear industry and ‘the Northwest region. !

. If we are gaing to continue to have a miiitary and
commercial nuclear industry we need to pay the TRUE costs of
cleaning it up. At Hanford we need to start with the Deep Geglogical
Alternative. If we are unwilling to develop the technology and
pay for a real solution to the problem we should phase out the
nuclear industry immediately.

Please respond to the following questions:

1, What do you believe the wacer flow torbe from the
209 ares to the Columbia River? On what information do you base
;Emi? DHow do youn respond to the water flow calculations done by
ARCH? .
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2. Why were no hazardous chemitals considered in this
EIS?
. -3, -How-do you justify a barrier of rock and sand pro-
tecting the tanks from possible flash floods and earthguakes over’
10,000 years?

4. What will keep the tritium plume below the single-
shelledé tapks from leaking into the aguifer 14¢' below?

5, With tritium already leaking into the Columkia
River how will you be able to identify subsequent sources of
contamination in the future?

6. How can you justify even the remotest pnssibility
of .contamipating the nation's second 1arqe5t river basin?

Very truly yours.
e z/,/,z’ ot il w/
MARILYN COouUCH

MCiclb

natlon's nuclear waste repository.

August 5, 1986

Rich Holten/EIS

U.8. Depertuent of Emergy
P.0. Box 550

Richiand, WA 99352
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RE: Comments on possible ciring of Hanford as the mation’s nuclear waste vepository.

I am wriring this to express my congeyng over the proposed selection of Hanford as the

net give oral testimony at the July 10, 1986 public hearing.

My first concern 1s that Oregon and more specifically Portland is my home.
1 feel wery fortunate to have beenm born and raised In such a
I am not alome in cthis as Portland has been rated more than once as
I feel that the Hanford przoposal

It scares me.

area.
beautiful place.
one of the mast liveable places in the countxry.
represents a direct threat to that very liveabilivy.

T love the land,

If Hanford is to be selected, it should be because it 1s the best of all pessible sites,
.economically, geclogically and- above all it should receive the highest marks possible

in terms of safety; it should be the least likely aite to present possible healch risks
to the public.

This being the case, wy second concern is polities.

I am submitting this as written testimony as I did

Politics in the decision making

process for Hanford appeared-evident from the time Hanford was piaced at the top of
the 1ist of site selections up to the most recént "finding" of the documenss used in

the overall decision making process and recently made public,

used accarding to the DOE in conslderation of a secondary repository site; the decigion
on a second site having been indefinitely postponed pricr to release of the papers, yet
The title of one of the
Maximize raduction of political pressure while minimizing
That political concerns played

mandated by the Nuclear Weste Pelicy Act to be made by L989.
documents was "Objective;
costs and not jeopardizing fivsc repository EA's"

The documents were

a large part in the decision making process is new officially obvious.

T feel the politics of the DOE in this matter are inexcusable.

Bownver, the DOE seems

cnly to be following historical precedent with regard to Che managerial history of

the Hanford reserwvation: 1949:
Hanford over Oregon, Washington and Jdaho.

never be fully knowni 1959:

Secret release of a highly vadioactive ¢loud from

How many people living in thoge areas at
that time are now, have or will be contracting cancar due to that release will probably
Herbert Parker, Manager of Hanford Laboratories assures a

congrepsional comittes that the tanks storing plutonimum waate products have shown no

evidence of leakage and are safe.

mental impact statewent oo

In 1973 tank 106-T was found top bave leaked over
115,000 gailons of radicactive waste over a 51 day period before being discovered.

leak led to a lawsuit by the Natural Resources Defemse Council which forced an enviroo—
Hanford waste operations entitled ERDA 1538.

The repnrt

showed that over 450,000 gaklons ﬂf high level waste had aiready leaked from Parker's

"safe" tanks.

1949, 1959, 1986, the credibility gap of the DCE just contimues along.

Mith such a

record how can I or anyone else be expected to believe that the DOE is capable of

their position of guardian of the.the nation's nuclear waste, particularly at Hanford?

L love this

That

&.
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My third concern ig the transporrdtion factof involved if Hanford 1s selected zs the
nation®s nuclear waste repository. Three-fourths of the nation's nuclear waste is
preduced ezsc of the Mississippi, thus wirh s west coast site selection such as Hanford,
this highly radicactive material tmst be transported acress half r.he country thereby
placing each state throupgh which it mast pass ar riek.

Hy fourth concern involves geography amd geology. Henford not only lies four miles

‘from the second largest river system in the conrinental United States, but i3 less

than 25 miles upstream from a major metropalitan area. Underground yiver channels were
known at Hanfoxd in the 196D's. These chaonels gcould allow Eo: fast transportation of
nuclear contaminants to the Columbia.

The SEARCH Project has recently re-confirmed the exisrtence of a fast flowing river channel
8t the 200 E area. The significence of this is the prediction of a faster travel time

{3 - 5 years) than what the DOE computer model predicted (30 - 60 years) thar it would
teke contaminated water te reach the Columbia. The shorter travel time would allew-for
less filtration of wastes meaning wore haxmful wastes could reach the river if an anci-«
dent were to occur.

Hanford alse lies within an active volcaniec area as was receantly demomstrated by the
eruption of Mt. St. Helengs. Ht. Hood te the south is also consideved an active wvolcano.
HMany-of the wastes both propesed for storage and created at Henford have half lives of
25,000 yeavs. Protecting any material for that length of time presents problems, but
cextainly some of those hazards could be reduced by not storing the nation's puclear
wastes in an unstable geological area teo hegin with.

Basalt rock is the medium at Hanford under congideration for placement of mch of the
proposed wastes. Basalr rock is known for verzical fraeturing, thus leaving an easy
averue of escape to ground water below should there be any problem with containers
inside the basalt. Also, a geological disturbance such as ap earthquake could lead to
further spliting apart of the rock. Geologists consider granite a safer choice for a
possible repository, yet interestingly enough crystalline rock formation gites comsidersd
in the preliwinary ostudy have been placed under consideration on! 1y for a possible second
repcsitory site.if the DOE determines a second site is meeded. Safety once again seems
a "secandary" concern. .

A fifth concern of mine 1s cost. Hanford was considered the most costly of the five
finalist sites, yet it pow heads the list -and the DCE has announced plans to spend

more than $1 billion over the mext five years te further study the feasibilicy of
Banford. Apparently money means little to the DOE. Ironically, ooe of rhe main problems
cited for the use of vitrification or the process of “glassifying" wastes for safer long
term storage, ane of the perhaps more promising technological methods come up with sc far
for dealing with high level yadioactive wastes, is cast. Tt would be a far betrer in-
vestment of the taxpayer®s money to spend that billion dollars on research for better
technology to enable safe storage of nuclear waste since regrerrably the problem iz a
reality that must be deslt with, than to continue spending to Justify what appears in
.111 tegards to be & foregone conclusion,

My concerns can best be summarized in that rhey all seem to have been disregared in

the Hanford selection process with the exception of palitics. Tn my view the Hanford
selectfon process has showm itself to be liktle more than a poplitical hypocrisy ignoring
all environmental, econcmical and public health concerns. I am secared. If this were
your home, your backyard, would you allow it to happen? Seek the best pessfble solution,

i
g
e

Commenr on Hanford repository

For -the sake of future generations, quir playing politics.

- Bincerely.

Doy, T

‘Marilyn Lohr

5502 SE Firwcod s
Milwaukie, OR . 07222
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U.S. Department of Fnerey WMDIVISION Lgus k4 Citizens Concerned About the Bisposal of Nuclear Waste a"¥ Ha[x\ﬂ%%
gighlind gggratxons Office
ow . R
Richland, WA 99352 d&‘-’ o Uﬁ‘?mei‘c ‘/fZO( e, st/ Seiile
. ki 1410
Concarning the Digposal of Nuclear Defenge Waste At Hanford: IE%KAnH
) 16580t fO13 14 Fme S.£  Pevors ME gRave
. . . 7 2
We have, all or in part, attended the.Northwest Defense Waste %7’///’/!/ 58{3"[? Sb\} Seotife  uIA a ¢l

Citizens Ferum held June 12 in Seattle, read the applicable press 2902/ SE FIY ST G i GpGan.

SYEZ Pepeh Devie Sl Satle fo6 SE3

for Seccial Responsibility., Ve trust the Department of Energy
will respond to the detailed technidal questions tha't have been . JDZaA# jZ?Q{ .7~\_ E)CbTJD?
railsed concerning the acocuracy and completeness of the govern- /& /§U.0 J:)_,Q_, 7.
¢ “fre 5 bl
mentés draft environmental impact statement on the disposal of J @ ; & 3 '4“}’“‘"” "JA' ?EDDL
. :ﬁ’w é L. &W Loz _$E. ..3?‘;4 B oLt wﬂ? 2o,

existing waste at Hanford Nuclear Reservation. .
We wish to make the following personal comnents on the dis-

posal plans:

1) We ‘favor the most extensive ¢leanup possible to insure the
gafety of the envronmeént and population, We believe the scienti-
fic resources must be applied at whatever cost to clean up Hanford
and monitor that effort once achieved.

2} The DOE must be held responsible for it’s aetions.
Technology as applied 3¢ agricultural and censumer products has
helped us iive longer and more comfortable lives. What we are
facing all over the world is hew to deal with the wastes from
the production of 5o many goods. Defense wacte is 50 much more
insidious: ihere are mores hnuclear weapongithat can ever be de-
ployed in the defense of life.

In conclusion, we agk the DOE in its struggle to dispose of
radioactive and chemipal defense waste to act with the highest
morality: 1o et ina why which supporis 1ife. In addition all

future production of nuclear devices mugt be halted until the
¢citizens, the scilentific gommunity spdaking for the health of
_the earth and a living body and the government can achieve con-

-nuclear devices.

.Signatures follow on second page e
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EESE0E recwical serpices
Tl her 11 - box 1Y
davenport, Wa 99122
{509) 725-6066

Hanford
Reach

" Project

S.H. LeRoy

Public Affairs .

Departmeny of Energy - -

P.0. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352

Comment ; se sie DEIS
Dear Mr, LeRoy:

We pravide the following comment on the Defense Waste DEIS to
assure that the iechnicat basis for [uture wesie disposal at Hanford is
adequate. Obvicusly, many of those wastes will be stored .al Hanford,
The question is, How much engineecred prolection must be provided o
separate adequately those wastes from the environment?

Fortunately, DOE haa 40 years of experience with radipactive
wastes at Hanford, ao a wealth of information about important
radionuclide-seit-groundwaler interections exists. But this information
has -nol been synthesized into concepis . which assure realistic
predictions - of what. will happen in the future. Therefore, we
recommend that DOE withdraw the DEIS and formulate realistic models
of interactions between waste, soil, and water before reigsuing the DEIS.
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YTechnical Basis for Recomtnendation » The technical basis for

- . models used lor predicting the future must

be showa 10 adequnteiy reﬂect the peSL and the present dma {DEIS,
p. 083"

Although the scenarios investigated in the DEIS describe a future
10,000 yeat period, the concepts involved must conform 1o present
reality. That is, DOE must have a basic understanding of the present
connection between the 200 Areas - which are the major wasté disposal
areas considered in the DEIS - and the Coltmbia River if DOE models are
10 be credited with adeguate predictions for the peried 2150 - 12,150
AD'[p. 'Q.1). We now demonsirate important misunderstanding of the
present.

The. conceptual basis. of this demonstraljon is a cobble- and
boulder-filied, old river channel whichi connects the 200 Areas 1o the
Columbia River [see Header for lcationl. ‘The cobbles and boulders

-which ril] this chaanel allow a shoft iravel lime, and they alse provide

so litle surfuce area for sorplion that many coniaminanls from 200
Areas mlghl a[ready be reaching lhe river from 200 Areas

Strontivtm-90 (%%8r) is a radionuclide which is discharged and
siored a1 the 200 Areas and is consxdered Lo bind to the soiis near 200
Arens. For examipie, %St discharges to the witertable at Reverse Well
216-B-S between 1945 and 1947 resulied in measured concentration of
#05r which decreased by a factor of 100 within 20 feet of the well [DEIS,
Fig_ V.18]. Clearly, if conceniration decreases ths rapidty, no detecrable
?95¢ can reach the river 40,000 fee1 away.

DOE's idea thai %%Sr is bourd 1o Hanford smts and migrates very

‘tlowly can be lested by exramining ?°Sr conceniration a1 the chansnel

motth. According to the channel theory, Spring #28-2 discharges from
the right side of this channel into the river. DOE measured the

 concentration of %%Sr of Spring #28-2 water to be 2.8x10°13 Ci/L

+3x107"* (one standard deviation) on 30 July 1986 [PNL-5817, Table
A.58]. According 10 the channe! theory, this spring sample represents a
mixture of river water and channel water. The conceatration of %5r in
river waler at Mile 27.5 was measured 1o be 1.8X10-% Ci/L +3xlt‘.l‘M
which is 3 siandard deviations below spring water.

SEARCHT 2, - . - HRP

HECEIVED DOERL
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Using 58 data for river, spring, and channel water, HRP caiculated
the Spring ¥28-2 sampie to be 83% river water and 15% channel water

ITechnical basis of the:channel theoty. July 1986]1 Undituted 798¢

cancentration in channe! water was then calculated 1o be 8.5x10713 CifL,

In comparison, Well £2-2 lecated near the channei mouth had a
%St concentration of 8.6x107'2 Ci/L .in 1982 [PNL-4659, Table C.t}
which just exceeded the drinking water standard. Later dala suggest
that this well water has targely lushed from the channel into the river.

These concentrations of 7%Sr in groundwater at the river are
imporiant because the only known source of #9Sr entering. the channel
is the 200 Areas. Ib other words, the channel js the relevant pathway
for both present Defense Wastes and DOE's models of future Defense
Waste travel

The DEIS predicis that il any disposal action is taken and there is
no Disruptive Barrier [ailure, 99Sr will arrive at the river au peak
concentration below 1x10°"% Ci/L or at = rate less than 1x1075 Ci/yr
during the next 20,000 years |DEIS Tables Q.2 - (.15). The calculated
concentration of 98¢ in channel water entering the river in 1983 is 85
times the DEIS conceniration reporting Hmit of Ix107" Ci/L. The rate of
g entty into the river frotn the chamne! is calculated from HRP's
measurement of minimum.channet flow (5.6%10% L/yr) to be 48x10°3 Gi
in 1985, which is 4800 times the cited reporting limit.

We conclude thal present channet discharge of %%5r 15 significantly
apove the minimuem levels of interest for the DEIS iodels. The
reqitiremeny that "models used for predicring the future must be shown
Lo adequalely refleCt the past and the present data,” therefore,
necessitaies model accounting for present ?%5r concentrations near the
river. Our concern i$ not so much that the DEES pmits this accouniing,
But rather that it is unllkely thal DOE's present models can be reconciled
with preaent daia. -

The travel time between actual 9%r discharge at 200 Aress and
arrival at the river cannot be reconciled with the mpdel predictions.
The importance of %5r wravel lime on %%Sr release 1o ihe river is
spectacular: Even with the shortest model travel tinge - 250 year lor
REARCHT. 4, - Hepy
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the case of No Disposal Action - the DEIS takes credii for 9 hall-livés of
#05r decay, reducing the predicted conceniration of ?USr entering the
river by a factor of_nbom 500, -

This travel time problem is compounded by the physical
requirement for 4 mechanism 1o allow a very short travel time. - That
mechanism, according 10 the channel theory, is a conduit filled with
cobbies and boulders, not only allowing rapid Tlow, but providing
171000 the surface srez of Ringold sands 1o remove *'Sr from the
groundwater flow, These general cdnsiderations suggest that the DEIS
may.underestimate the release of afew redionuclides, such as 9%Sr, by a
factor of a miilion. Such an underestimale would probably he most
important for scenarios involving raliure of engineered protection. .

We. belléve that this potential impact is large enough - and enough

larger than DOB ciedits - 1o warrant arother look at the DEIS models
and 1he reliability required of engineered pratection.

Sincerely,
SEARCH Technical Services

Norm Buske

Lmda Josephson

X Tit Connor {HEAL)

Ron Gerton (USDOE}
Tom Buchanan/Eric Fersht/Sebin Hawkins (Greenpeace)
Sue Watking (Port of Kennevlck)

NEAREH T.H, ~

"PABE 4of 4
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8 August 1986 . .
’ sechnical serpices
hor 11 - box 17
davenport, wa. 99122
(50¢) 725-6666
Hanford
~ Reach
Project
SH. LeRoy
Public Affairs
Depariment of Energy
P.O. Box 550
Richland, WA 99352

ment : se Wa -R vi_ion
Dear Steve:

There was an exponent typo on Page Z of the Comment ;
Defense Waste DEIS submitted on 5 August. A correcled sheet is
enclosed.

Sincerely,

SERRCH Technical Services

Gl

Norm Buske

€ne.
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B Aug. 1986 (rev.shastl Comment : Defense Waste DEIS — PAGE'Z of 4.

Technica! Basis for Recommendation « The technical basis for
this comment is that, *. . . models used for predicting the Tuture must
be shown o adeguately reflect the past and the present dais [DRIS,
p. O8]"

Although the scenarlos investigaied in the DEIS describe a Tuture
10,000 vear period, the concepts involved must conform to¢ present
reality. That is, DOE must have a basic undersianding of the present
connection between the 200 Areas - which are the major waste disposal
areas considered in the DEIS - and the Columbia River if DOE models are
to be credited with adequale predictions for the period 2150 - 12,150
AD ip. Q.1j. We now demonstrate imporiant misunderstanding of the

present. -

The conceptua! basis of this demonstration is a cobble- mnd
bouider-filled, old river channel which connecis the 200 Areas 1o the
Columbia River [see header for location]. The cobbles and bouiders
which fill this channe} allow a short ravel 1ime, and they also provide
so jittle surface ares fof sorplion thal many coptaminants from 200
Areas might already be reaching the river from 200 -Areas.

Streptium-90 (°3r) is a radionuclide which is discharged and

* stared at the 200 Areas and is consjdered to bind 10 the soils near 200

Areas. For example, ¥9Sr discharges 1o the watertable at-Reverse Well
216-B-3 betweén 1943 and 1947 resulted in measured concentration of
905 which decreased by a faclor of 100 within 20 feet of the well {DEIS,
Fig. V18] Cicarly. if concentration decreases lhis rapidly. no détectable
%05r can reach the river 40,000 let away. o

DOE's idea that ®“Sr is bound 10 Hanford solls and migrates very
slowly ¢an be tesiéd by examining ?9Sr congentration al the channe]
mouth. According to the channel theory, Spring #28-2 discharges from
the right side of this channel into the river. DOE measured the
coneeniration of %%Sr of Spring #28-2 waler 10 be 2.38x107'¥ /L
13%10°" (one standard deviation) on 30 July 1986 |PNL-5817, Table
A58]. According to the channel theory, thig spring sample represents a
mixture of river waier and channel water. The concentration of ?°5r in
river water a1 Mile 27.5 was measured 1o be 1.8x10-'3 CizL +3x10714,
which is 3 standard devialions below spring water. ’

BEARCHTX.- - . P

.

~ SALEM
P. 0. Box 17873 Salem, OR 97305

‘August 5, 1986 -

Tept. of Energy
Richland Operatione Office
EI5 Waste Management Div.
Richland, WA 95352
- Re: Disposal of
radioactive wastes

Dear Mr, Holten:

In connection with the proposela for digposal of radiocaciive
wastes =2t Hanford, the Salem Audubon Sceiety opposes the-
following:

1. Cont{inued productiocn of radicactive materials.
2. Storing addiiional wastes from cther sources at Hanford.

We do support removing all radioactive wastes from the Hanford
Bite and relocating them in deeph geological depositories away
from water supplies, i.e., rivers, lakes and underground
aquifers, .

In considering the alternatives, cost phouléd nct be the
determining factor for disppsal. The safety of all living
organisms ig the most important iasue.

We urge you to uee sound judgment in dealing with thia
complex issue, and to keep our goal of safefy in a priority
position,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this issue.

' Sincerely,
Pty —
A T

“"Robbie Faron
- Congervation Chair
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o ’ . confirmarion of what we knew alemg--that this szection was based on political
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 58 185 - .~ rather than technical grounds. We are thus suspect of the Department’s newly
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Re A. Holten
Defense Wagte EIS
U.5. Pept. of Enmergy
Richland Operaticns
P.C. Box 550
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr, Holton,

Thiz letter is an expansion and supplementation of the testimony which I
deliverad to the Department &t £ts hearing in Seattle om July 15th, 1986.
Please include 1t in the record and deliberations of the Departwent ae it
works up a final Envirommental Impact Statement.

1 am on the faculty of thé University of Washington, in the College of
Engincering, and was appointed by Governor Booth Gardoer as a member of the
Nuclear Waste Advisory Council in Octobex of 1985. Prier te coming to the
University of Washington, I wae on the faculty of Cornell  University where I
teught, among other things, environmental law and poliey for five years. The
initiation of my teaching corresponded roughly to the early daya under the -
National Environmental Poliey Act, and 8¢ I an intimately fapiliar with the
envirommental lmpact Bratemsnt precess,; and in particular know that the goal
of NEPA was to improve decisjon-making both substantively and procedurely.

A primary concern of the Department of Energy as 1t prepares the Defense
Wapte Environmental lmpact Statement ought to be Yo reclalw the truét of the
citizenry, particularly the people of the Scate of Washlngton. We know,
without a doubt, that many important past decisions by the Department have
been baged on political wotivarions ratber than technical reasoning. We are
familiar with forty yeats of pdcification by the Departmenr and ite
predecessors regarding the safery record of operationa st Hanford, and now
know=-through the evidence provided in 19,000 pagee of documents disclesed
unger pressure-—that over ane mlIlion curiea of radieactivity have been
released into the aly from that site (compared to the appreximately 13 curies
released at Three-Mlle Island). We have seen the Department refuse to do an
open, current, and epecific EIS regarding its ‘shipments of radicactive
material throuwgh the ports and on the roadways of this Scate, résulting ina
lawguit against the Departwent, and we wonder whether DOE palieves that this
is a dosirable pattern for public policymsking? We are angered by the
Department of Energy abandoning the staruatory requirement in the Federal
Ruyclear Waste Policy Act to search for a second repisitory while

arrived at figures regarding the tonnape of various categorier of nuclear
waste, and where and how thay will all fit for etorage and/or dispesal which
secms to amount to a large-scale "shell gewe" rether than technical
czleulationa.

Even if the Department had the trust of the people, &nd eveo if {te
procesmes were open, seneltive to citizen concerns, and based on techoieal
factars rather than politieal expediency, I belleve that DOE has structured
the pollcy issues in such a way that desirable outcomes are minimized.
Specifically, I believe that one large problem, with many interrelated faceis,
hag been reduced into a mumber of supposedly “independent' problems, leading
to decision-making processes which pose a real danger of subpprimization.

This reducrionistic approach can easily lead to what one of my mentors called
"the tyramny of small decisions" fn which several decisions, apparently
wotthithile given their problem boundaries, force poor——3if not badw~rquality
decislong later because of influences which exiend acroes thome supposed
bounds. The DCE cannot and should not treat aa separate the programs and
declelons regarding commingling defense and civllian wastes, the selectien and
design of deep geological repositories for civilizn wastes, whether a second
repository is needed, the operatlon of the N-reactor and the posgibilities
that elviliap wsste will in fact be veprocessed into atill additional
warheads, and even the forty years of releases of radicactive materiels from
the Henford site. .These toples are not In fact separate, and they affect each
other. 1 ask the Department to produce a holisitic decislon-making document,
wiich will reflect a commitment to & hollatic decision—msking process.
Valuable cyiteria for proceeding on such &8 course have been suggested by the
State of Washington, for example in its draft veaction to the draft Defense
EIS, dated Jume 17th.

In line with a holistic approach, aspumptione about future defense wapte
quanticies must be assessed aver a variety of scenaries, including the
ceasation of warhead produttion. Otherwise; defenmse planners can continue to
ignore the waste agpects of rheir decielons,

Subatantively, I wish to stats cleatly and farcefully rthat burial eof
defense wastes wnder thirty feet of dirt 1p totally unazeceptable. It 1%
somehow absird to dssume that such ah approach will effectively {solate these
wastes for thousande of yeare when similar wastes from cfvilian activities are
to be hapdled in far move stringent fashion under the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act, Thirty feet of dirt will give inadequate protection to the groundwater
systems. in the Hanford site, resulting in s high probabllity of the transport
of radlonucleldes to the accessible enviromment. The velnerability of the
searby Columbia Rlver 18 particularly important. In additfon, such an
approach gives wholly insufficient attenrien Lo .major geological and
hydrological shifts which are Iikely over long time cycles, on the order of
ten thousand years——l.e. glaciatian, flooding, and¢ earthguakes, all of which
have occurred at this site in the paat over longtime cycles.
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THERE ARE 3 HYPOGTHETICAL FACTORS LISTED IN AFPPENDIX I: THE
REPOSITORY LOCATIONS, TRANSPORTATION ROUTES, AND ACCIDENT
CONDITIONS.

ALL PROPOSED REPOSITCRY SITES WERE KNOWN BY DUE, AT THE TIME
THE DRAFT EIS WAS BEING PREPARED. THAT KNOWLEDGE COULD, RND SHOULD
HAVE ENAHLED DOE TO SELECT, LIST, AND CARRY OUT ROUTE SPECIFIC
STUDIES, TO AND FROM ALL PROPOSED REPOSITORY LOCATIONS.

ORLY HYPOTHETICAY. ACCIDENT CONDITEONS SHOULD HAVE DEEN PRESENT-
ED AS VNKNOWNS., UNFORTUNATELY, THERE WILL BE DCTUAL TRANSPORTATION
ACCIDENTS, NOF HYPOTHETICAL ONES.

PACKAGING

AS USED -IN THE EXS, THE PACKAGE IS DEFINED AS THE SHIPPING
CONTAINER FOR RADIDACTIVE ﬁATERIAL. PROPERLY DESIGNED, MANUFACT-
URED AND PREPARED, IT IS THE PRIMARY MEANS FOR ENSURING THE SAFE
TRANSPCHT OF RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS.

PACKAGES WILL BE CARRYING HIGH LEVEL WASTES (HLW}, TRANSURANIC
WASTES {TRU) AND STRONTIUM & CESIUM CAPSULES, THE HOTTEST OF THE
HIGH LEVEL WASTES.

CANISTERS AND CASKS

ON P I-~7 ARE ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE RAILROAD CASK TO BE USED
FOR HIGH LEVEL WASTE, AND THE TRUPACT MODEL 1 TO BE USED TO TRANS-
PORT TRANSURANIC WASTES. WNEITHER ILLUSTRATION GIVES SUFFICEENT
DETAILS, NOR DO THEY INFORM ABOUT SHIELDING, STRUCTURAL STRENGTH
OR CANTSTER ABILITY TO WITHSTAND CRUSH FORCES.

HOWEVER, FOR. THE HOTTEST OF THE HIGH LEVEL WASTES, STRONTIUM
& CESIUM, THERE IS NO.ILLUSTRATION WHATSOEVER, OF THE CANISTER
THAT IS TO TRANSPORT THEM. ONLY THE DIAMETER & LENGTH MEASURE~

. MENTS ARE GIVEN ON P I-6.

S0 MUCH FOR EIS INFORMATION ABOUT THE ﬁﬁIHhRY MEANS OF
ENSURING THE SAFE TRANSPORT.OF DEFENSE RADIOACTIVE WASTES. ABSENT
THE WORDP "STEEL" IN THE ILLUSTRATICNS, THE PACKAGES DEPICTED MIGHT

'HAVE BEEH KRAFT CHEESE BOXES WHEN ONE CONSIDERS THE LACK OF INFORM-

ATION ACCOMPANYING THEM.

THE DRAFT EIS IS ALSO GROSSLY LACKING IN INFORMATION REGARDING
TRANSPORTATION ACCIDENTS AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE. ‘IHE ATTITUDE

3.4.2.3
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3.4.2.10

3.4.2.10

3.4.2.25
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SEEMS TO BE THAT ACCIDENTS CAN'T KAPPEN HERE, AND EVEN IF THEY DO
OTHER FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL ENTITIES HAVE RESPONSIBILITY AND
CAPABILITY TQ RESPOND ADEQUATELY. THE SAD TRUTH 1S5, THAT IF A
RADIOLOGICAL ACCIDENT WERE TO HAPPEN AT THIS HOMENT, THERE WOULD
BE NO ADEQUATE RESPONSE.

SECTION I-8 COMPLETELY IGNORES FEDERAL RESPD&SIBILITY FOR
TRAINING STATE AND LOCAL FIRST RESFONDERS. IT GIVES NO ESTIMATE
OF RESFONSE TIME FOR URBAN, SURURBAN OR RURAL AREAS. SINCE A
*BOUNDING ANALYSIS' WAS USED, NO ROUTE SPECIFIC ESTIMATES ARE
AVAILABLE. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DECISION MAKERS MAY OR MAY NOT
HAVE A LEGAL DUTY T0O PROVIDE THE EEST EMERGENLY RESPUNSE
POSSIBLE, BOT THEY D0 HAVE A MORAL ONE.

STRONTIUM & CESIUM

AS PHREVIOUSLY MENTIONED, STRONTIUM & CESIWM ARE TWO OF THE
HOTTEST OF THE HIGH LEVEL-WASTES. BECAUSE OF THEIR HEAT PRODUCING
AND CORROSIVE PROPERTIES, THEY ARE ROUTINELY SEPARATED FROM OTHER
HIGH LEVEL WASTES STORED IN THE DOUBLE WALL TANKS.

THEIR DECAY. PRODUCTS ARE THE MAJOR éOHRCE OF HEAT IN HIGH
LEVEL WASTE AFTER ABOUT 5 YEARS DECAY, AND GNLY AFTER A 20 to
40 YEAR DECAY PERIOD IS THEIR HEAT LOW ENOUGH TO BE COQLED BY
PASSIVE CQOLING. THIS OBSERVATION ABOUT HEAT IS TO EMPHASIZE
THAT THESE HIGH LEVEL WASTES ARE DANGEROUS AND MUST BE RANDLED
IN THE SAFEST MANNER POSSIBLE.

HOWEVER, BEFORE BEING TRANSFORTED T0 THE FINAL REPOSITORY.
CARISTERS OF THESE BICH LEVEL WASTES WILL B LEASED T0 VYHE PRIVATE
FOOD INDUSTRY AND TO HOSPITALS. THEY WILL BE USED TO IRRADIATE
FOOD, THEREBY PROLONGING ITS SHELF LIFE, AND T0 STERILIZE MEDICAL
ISNTRUMENTS. THEY WILL ALSO BE SENT TO COMMERCIAL REPOSITORIES,
PURPOSES NOT STATED IN THE EIS.

NOR DOES THE EIS STATE THE CONDITIONS FOR LEASING THESE
CAPSULES TQ PRIVATE INDUSTRY, OR SENDING THEM TO COMMERCIAL
REPOSITGRIES. ALSO NOT DISCUSSED IS THE SAFETY AND SECURITY OF
THE CARFSULES DURING TRANSPORT, AND WHILE IN USE: OR THE TRANSFORT-

' ATION ROUTES OR MODES THAT WILL BE USED. WILL THERE BE PRE-

NOTIFICATION T0 STATE OFFICIALS AND LOCAL, RESPONDERS? WILL THE

PRICE-ANDERSON ACT APPLY EN ROUTE AND DURING APPLICATION PROCEESSES?

RECENED DOERL
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THESE ARE BUT A FEW OF THE QUESTIONS THAT SHOULD BE ANSWERED
IN A SEPARATE EIS, BEFORE ONE MORE CANISTER IS LEASED TO PRIVATE
INDUSTRY.

IN CONCLUSION, THERE IS A SURPLUS OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND
PLUTONIUM FOR THE PRODUCTION OF MORE. UNLESS DOE CAN CONCLUSIVE- 2 5 6
LY PROVE THE ABSOLUTE SAFETY OF WASTE. CONTAINMENT TECHNULOGY, NO
MORE DEFENSE WASTE OUGHT TO BE PRODUCED, EVER.
THIS DRAFT EI5 IS5 A VAST IMPROVEMENT OVER THE REFERENCE
REPOSITCORY EA., HOWEVER, THERE ARE STILL MANY REDUNDANCIES.

MWHEN I USE A WORD,* RUHPTYﬁUHPTY SAID, RN RATHER A SCORN-
FUL TONE, “IT MEANS JUST WHAT I CHOOSE IT TO MEAN, NEITHER MORE
NOR LESS.*

"THE QUESTION IS.* SA_T'D ALICE, "WHETHER YOU CAN MAKE WORDS
MEAN 50 MANY DIFFERENT THINGS,=®

"THE QUESTION 15, SAID HUMPTY DUMPTY, "WHICH IS TO BE
MASTER,; THAT'S ALL."™ .

RECEIVED DOE-RL
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EI$ Function of

INFORM OF DANGERS

GATHER & DISSEMINATE

EXAMPLE

FEDERAL REGS AT HAND

ACCESS TC SOURCE MATERIAL
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What is the function of an EIS? 1Is it
merely to assemble words, under logic-
al categories, marshalled to serve the
purposes of the assemﬁlers?

Is the function to inform the
public, the ecitizens, of potential
dangers, if certain agency acts are
approved? Or, is the function of the
EIS that of a signpost,-to peint people
in the direction of the information?

Perhaps the fenction is to gather
all information., in a timely manner,
disseminate it in-the widest ppssuible
area; -in-understandable form, ~o that
citizensmay have time to assimilate it
and make valid comments.

In § 111 1a)2)is a statement
that surface contamination is limited
to specified levels. - Instead of stating
what the specificd levels are, the EIS
directs readers to 49 CFR 173.443 vhich

"gives the methods for deétermiving amounts

of surface cotamination.

It seems obvious that all readers will
not have a copy of ‘the Federal Regulation
at hand when reading the EIS. Perhaps
that is vhy the ansver was given. It

~ should be equally obvious that many would

prefer the answer directiy, rather than
having to calculate the method wsed to
arrive at all vhe stateménts.

Writers of the draft EIS have access
to source material, not readily availabile

to the general pablic. Source material

"is cited in the EI5, and the additional

effort for the writer is minimal, but
for the reading public, maximal. Applic-

.able sections of source material should

be ‘both cited and gnoted in the EIS.

872

PURPOSE OF EIS

<09

1f the purpose of a draft EIS 15 to

inform, so that informed citizens may

make an informed decision, through our
representative form of government, DOE
has fallen short of the goal.

. RECEWVED DOERL
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TRANSPORT LAKGUAGE

4.1.18

HYPOTHETICAL FACTORS

3.4.2.3

ki

PACKAGING

In Appendix I alore, there are over 80
references to probable, 1likely. unlikely,
hypothetical, assumed, and simildar words
having no fixed meaning ur content. The
overall effect is to invest Appendix I and
related transportation referentes with a
lack ©f specific detail whihe woule enablé

IMPORTANCE of

a citizen of ordinary intelligemce, to read

undarstaand, and form a judgement, render

a competent critique, based on the inform-

ation in the draft EIS TLLUSTRATIONS

There are 3 hypothetical factors tisted
in the draft EIS: the repository locaticons,
transportation routes and accildent conditione.
Two 0f the three are not, and were not hypo-
thetical at the time the EIS was being pre-
pared. All propoged repu&itnry sites were
known, thus the routes from Hanford t6 other  LACK of INFORMATION
proposed repositories were ¥nown. From .that
information, route sﬁecific studies could
and should have been initiated and completed
for inclusion into the draft RIS. Since
this was not done, there is no route specific
information, and the public therefore ls'uﬁ—
able to analyze this non-existentinformation.

RECEWED DOERL
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Packaging is defined as-the shkipping
container for radioactive material. Proper-
. N e
1y designed, manufactureq énd prep.ared. th 3‘ 4. 2 . 12
EIS states it is the primdry means for
ensuring thé safe transport of radicactive

material.
"Given its imperwvance, as stated ir the
u1g ) éast as much
draft EIS. one would expect at léast as mu 3.4. 2. 12

information as was in the draft EA on the

reference repository lecation, relative to

casks.

' However, only two iliustrations of the

containers are offered, both on p I 7, bokh

elementary frawings. lacking detail. There 3 . 4 . 2 . 10
are ng' illustrations of the Sr and Cs can-

isters, oﬁly their bare measurements are

offered.’ Lacking the word "steel™ the

illustrations migﬁt well have been of Hraft

cheese containers.

In the section on packaging, as in

othér.plac95. the sparse amount of inform- .
tion. given is almost an insuperable imped-

iment to intelligent analysis. My balief

ig that a dEaft EIS IS MANDATORY on the

AGENCY, so that citizens may make an INFORMED 3-4- 2. 12
juﬂgément.ébout the choices being considered.

In this section, a5 in others, it is virtu-

ally impossible to make any decision on the

basis of the lack of informatioh centained

therein.

RECEIVED DOERL
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3.4.2.6

3.4.2.3

ROUTING

BOUNDING ANALYSIS

SILENT ETS

DOCKET HM-164

<09

CO-MINGLING

§ £ 113 Transportation of "highway route
controkled guantities® of radicactive mat-
erials are reguired by Docket HM-164 Lo use
the interstate highway system, except when
moving from place of origin; to the inter-
state or from the intersstate ko the place
of destinatien.

Since DOE has done no 'route specifie anal-
ysis' it is impossible for a member of the
public to know what war considered in the
bounding analysis. Was the infra structuce  ISOLATION STANDARDS
of each unit of each pussible ronte consid-
ered and analyzed? The condition of each
roadbed? Extreme climactic conditions, ete?
What was considered upder routing? The EIS
is silent, thus. restricting the amount of
material available for public comment.

The major part of the Routing section
addresees Docket HM - 164 and the. prohibit-
ion of confiicting regulations by local units
of government, not with the specifics of
routing. .

CASKS/CONTAINERS

RAIL/TRUCK MIX

TRU WASTE

RECEIVED DOERL
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The ¢o-mingling aof high-level comm-
ercia) waste, principally in the form of
spent fuel rods, and defense waste in the
reference repository at Hanford is not
addressed, specifically in regaré to the
transportation, preparation for disposal,
and other key components of the operation
s0 vital te the isolation of ragioactive \
materials from the enviropment For thous-
ands of years.

While the standard of isolation may be
for thotsands of years, the standard itself
is wpefully inadeguate when the need is for
isoiation of long lived radionuclides for
hundereds of thousands of years.

At the pfesent time, DOE has not yet
begup to plan For the new generatiom of
casks to be used for transportation of spent
fuel rods (conversation with Mgr Michael
Lavrence, Feb 19686). 718 the same situration
true of other containers/canisters -that will
be nsed to transport defepse high level waste?
The guestlons are not answered .in the EIS.

TOE at the present time 1s unsure of
the 'mix* of truck and rail transport Eor
coﬁme::ial waste 0. a repository, which of
course, has not yet been selected. Does
ﬁhe same uncertatnty'exisé és regards the
mix' for defense transport, or is the %0%
rail figure set in concrete?

The EIS mentions transportation of FRU
wastes to the WiPP'project in New Mexico,

3.4.2.12

3.4.2.3

It does . not meéntion that WIPP is an gxper-

jmental project that may require transport
of the TRY wastes to other repositories, or
perhaps even back to Hanford.
' RECEIVED DOE-RL
5e W6 (oA
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STRONTIUM & CESIUM
CAPSULES

3.1.2.6

ASSUMPTION

ACTUALITY

CANISTER SPECS

92¢

3.4.2.12

LACK of INFORMATION

3.4.2.14

] ¥ ] A4
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The material relating toSr & Cs capsules
is confusing and contradictory in places. 1Im
one place it it is stated the capsules will
remaln in water basins until 1865, § 1 2 1
says the capsules would remain in water
storage until a repository is built {assumed
1898}. Another time estimate is 2010. No
explanation is offered for the time variance.

For EIS and impact purposes it was
assumed canisters of Sr & Cs would be placed
in ganisters and shipped to & repository.

However, in § 3 3 1 3, the EIS states:
"In actuality most of the Csz and much of the
Sr is already committed to "beneficial uses.®
It is planned though that this material will
eventually be returned for disposal.™

The gbove sentenfe is one of the most
axplicit in the EIS, relating to the trans-
portation of capsuias. HDVEVEE: nog .specif-
iciticns of the capsules are given, not
even in Table I 2, where it must be inferred
the capsules are destined for shipment to
a repcsifary, not for commercial “"bpneficial
useg." . .
Again, at the risk of redundancy, it
must be stated that there is so little infer-
mation relative to the trznsportation of these
Sr & Cs capsules, that citlezens are not
being truly informed by the draft EIS. Thus,
they are, in effect, deprived of their legal
right to givejan INFORMED opinion.

RECEIVED DOE-RL
R
WM DIVISION
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ACCIDENTS

RGO

Impacts from accidents involving radie-
active waste is similarly lacking in specific
detail, excepting reference to the hadtran II
computer code, which.is cited, but not gquoted. 3_4,2.23

In § I 311 it is noted that Radtran
IT figures will be adjusted.hy Radtran.IIX
figures, as yet unpublishéd. Hardlf a
complete, detailed explanation.

RECEIVED DOE-RL
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July 31. 1986

[y
e

- Commént directed £o the Envirommental Assessment Overview referring
to the possible choice of Hanford as the High Level Waste Repository

The following paper is directed primarily toward the havards of trans-
porting high-level radicactive waste and spent fuel along bhe I-84 corridoer
to Hanford. The main body of this report was focused on the Proposed Division
120 Hagardous Waste Management Plan and presented at a hearing in Beker
March 17, 1986. It has direct Yearing on today's public information meeting.
References to the EA regarding Hanford shall be outliped in red ink.

Gn page 31, under Transportation 7.3.2.1.3 the EA states * the first and
most lmportant major consederstion is transportation safety." According to
William T. Dixon, ODOE's Siting and Regulation bivision spokesperson, . a
major amiksion in the DEA wag the lack of a thorough consideration of route
and site-specific bransportation risks.* 1 fully agree and feel that these
items need speclal consideration: weather conditions, road conditions especially
at Cabbage Hill and Ladél Canyoh; ‘an adeguate arergéncy response team; a
clearing of legal impediments in case of any radioactive spill ( the owner
asgumes full responsibllity, and that means the federal government. accepting
unlimited liabllity in the event of a shipping accidsnt)..

on page 29, under 7.3.2.1., it insists that “ the public and the quality
of the environment are adequately protected from the hazards posed by the dis-
posal of radicactive wastes." If Hanford is chosen as the next high-level
waste repository , the transportation of these wastes clearlydoesnot offer
this protection eapecially for residents along the I 84 route. Until such
protection is offered, 1 cannot accept Hanford as the nati.cm's*-ligh lavel

waste repository.
Sincerely, ~7 7
s Femcduseld

Jo Broadwelil

wlittiea bev ‘T
Stusdents o wuclete”
CeRgirencs

iy

£
Toiewt
“"fé
Ly g

March 21, 1986

WH DIVISION
Comment directed to the Propomed Division 120 Hazerdous Waste Management Flan
Public Hearing, Baker, Oregon Honday, March 17, 1986

(Please include the following comments along with the spoken f..estimony.}

Although the pPresent definition of "hersrdous waste manageme_n_t“.doea not
include the transportation and storage of rudicactive materisls, E;pecial
recogpition and precavtionary measurea should be token to deal with future
dangers, 'The atorage am! traneportation of radicactive carge should be in-.
eluded in the new siting and permitting requirements for hazargious; materials.

Any indugtry that is mapufacturing, transporting or storing harardous mater-
ials (including radicactive} showld he held acnu;mtahls. t0 2tate abd local gove
ernments for injuries. We fully endorse the resolution sat forth by the Amer-

lcan Public Heslth Association. [(Plemse sse the final page of the enclosed
HESL Facket), '

HANFOSD

Shovld Eanfaord be chosen as the next high level waste rapasitory 77,000
tens of spent !ual. would ke trucked from plants back East, This equels 173,229
truck/ wwailor Joade or 22, 465 trainloads. USDOE predicts one trusklosd of
spens- fuel srriving every 90. minutes. e presently have a half dozen shipments
of epant fuel annually along I- Bl, but may have to deal with 5800,

. The Slerra Club estimates that, at a rate of 1.5 accidents per miliien

milea traveled, there will be an expected KOO to 800 accidents. Aceordin.g to
ODOE " Oregen eowld assume & greaier risk of accidents than Waghington AL fuel

rods are delivared by truek." The F0 mile Begment of Interstate between Omtario

RECEWED DOE-RL
g8 96 g
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and Umatilla will bave 1,1 million annuei miles traveled %MH:]!S!E?B]. trucks.
Compare this with omly thirty miles in Washingtor, aversging 157,000 vehicle
wilez, As the travel route begins to funnel and narrow to Hanford, 7.9 miilion
residents are found at the thimming ena, T>2+k3. paqedl
In the state of Oregon &l one Baker has besD chosen as the most likely site

to have & Berious radicsctive materials spill. Of £11 radicactive shipments
coming :u:ao Oragon 5‘0.! are I-Bh According to Willdam T. Dix-on, ODOE's
Siting and Regulation Divigion spokesperson, " & major omission in the DEA
wag the lack of a -thorough toneiderztion of rcute ad site-specific transpor-
tation risks." In agdition, El'A may bave underestimated radiatlon doses to

Wnen trucks are forced w

focticlogitod (i5Ks, Prqe 14

pecple during tha crosa=couniry delivery trips.
pull over, radiation exposures aie increassd to bystanders.

Whe is liable? ALl standard priv.at.e. insurance pekicies exclude coverage
for demages from a nuclear incidemt. The federsl g;)vemment does nct, aeeept
unlird ted liabllity in the evslnt of a ahipping acc}.d.ent that would show f:;ith
in USDUE'a claims of safety. Slting and permi tﬁng'mquj:remanhs ft;r -harsrdous
waste (incl_uding rad._i_our.-.t.ive} should not be aoued il an Uﬂiﬁdual or company
£an prove they shall aasm.:e all J.iabiis.ty !‘ur- production, trm_xsportat_.iun,' and
storsge of -their apecific hazarclu:@ l_ne.ber:l.al. 738 1'31 ?a'fle Bl

CE I )
Plaase.'includa. the Itollmd.ng under. Offaite Transportaticn Emergencies, p. 16

ME[DNI{!H!‘ LIMPERS:

Ot the B.b milion tons_of hezardous wedie thdt is hranmort.ecl every year,
8~ 10,000 trucklodds pass through lUnicn and Baker cownties. The 'ﬂosnur:;s Conser~
wation and Recovery Act ha.,s autharized & new tracking system to monitor hazardous

waste chipments, MAccording to William D. Ruckleshsus of EFA, ¥ It will help

<10
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&hgure that hezardous muta shipments which mxy bave bean dumped or disposed

of illegally or indescriminately are reported to EPA or stats officiala before

_-they become & threat te the public ¢r the envirciment,”

1% has heen estimated that 284 of the 8.l million tons of transported wastes
is disposed of illegally by "midnight dumpers®, There are 50,000 enterprises
that gensrate wastes; 15,000 transporters ‘and 20,000 £acilities that treat,
store and dispose of toxie chemica3s. { These facts are about 3 or mere years oid).
Any individual or company that is guilty of midoight dumping should be reported,
Penalized; and luua_ its priviledges for ¢onducting any ocperation in the siate of

yaars.

Oreguri for 4 (R_ee "US to treck wastes in effort to end dumping”)

EEFEGH VE 30K URTNG PROCRAM  ant cuwﬂiuat.ion of county, police, fire and
T ’ emergency BB!"'JCEE .

Acconsing to Riech Huggius, a prevloua Emergency P'nnagement Jfficer for Union
County, "“Leose dtate and fedaral monitoring of hazardcus waste transpcst makes
the problem sericus in Union Ceonty." There im virtvally no monitoring of substan-
ces carried by truck. ~ 0f the 4, 848 azu_aua:l ‘rallrosd x.oads enly éla'a_a 4 Explo=..
aives az-e: rapn{-bed to local fire depaz;menta; Al o.ther éuhswncea, im:luding '
flammable sclids, liquids, compressed gsaes, nudinact.iv_e-material and corrosive
material go uhrapcrted to local su&oriusa; . .

We feel only when affective coordj.natdun of county, police, firs ard emergoncy
services is debermined, cin we then begin siting and pemmitting t,rmpurtarlon 3 . 4 . 2 . 25 .
through ‘our utate. ( ‘Spe "Staff Frepares for l‘m:l:lnuct:lrlty, 1984 and
"Hazardova Hn.teriala Posen Rinks ")

In addition we would like to have the following conterns addressed

The cost of pracautivnary evacuations, cask smpplier lisbility { relating to ra.d:lu.;

active tranapnrt)., .covrarage for ashotags or thefi; stata wid iecal expenses for . 3 4 2 24
P AN

evicuation and emargancy rasponse, state -ﬂ local nlbiht,y for pnnrl;, maintained
roads and bridguu. 13303 W 3
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it foed ATTadiation hecomes a viable induatey, im 10 years tha_ra may be 1000

Irradiation P:la-nta and Transgurtatic.n

food irrsdiatora operating némr agricultural arsas, citles, airports and saaports.
That would be m times more fae‘iliti.eé using rl.idi.oscclve sources than the current
S0 nuclear plants. The Fuvircrmental Folicy Ingt] tute has calenlated that the amount
of nucleaz; waste to go in and out of one ty pical plant every five years wonld ba
five times the toksl volume of .'Lml-lm:rel nuciesr waste produced in. the US in 1981.

So far 200 si;ats ami local communities have imposed bans or restriciions on nuclear
cargo transport because of the grcuing concern over the federal government's ap=-
72203 jogeal

parent inabiliiy to protect com\mit:les from hazarduus wasta.

Since the Purex plant in Hanford is the only plnce that reprocessss waste into

cesivm cepsules for irradiavion facilities, t.h\ar-ea 11%1 an incresse of trans-

portation from allt glanis to and from F.nnfnrd. We would 11ke w 28k that thia

be taken inwe accowns apd ineluded &S & harardous waste.

3 mcéurdtf, h ‘
Ms JO BROADWELL
7705 BIVISIBH

LA GRONCE, OpESon]
aQIesy)

Accountability of the -~ -

{~ clear Industry to
SHtate and Local
Governments for
Radiation Injuries

The American Poblic Hewlth Amaciation.
Noling thns the objective of the fedaral
government under the Atemic Enengy Act ay
nlated by tht Supreme Gourt in Silkweod v
Kexr-Mcliees to promols nuclesy power:] and
Recognizing tiat federsd radiation prolec-
tion sianderds have not been adequaie to pro-
rect ihe public health and safely ;214" pnd
Recopnining that operaturd of nuclear fay

240

v.. " thepation's health, septembar, 1984 7

HEALTH  ASSOCTATION

EECRIVED DOER
RESILUTIONS OF ToR AMERICAN POBLIC.3 o goor

WM DIVISION

protect the public henlth uné anfery Arom

* vadiugion hxreids;

. Urges APHA affiliztes ta encourage state
and local gevernmenie 1o establish atete
und loen) madintion proteclion standards in
ovder 1o Prevent radindion injury. to HeHT
cltizenazmod

3. Supports such modeh resalutions an that of
Dauphin County, Pemmsyivania olisk

13.Jenkina B: Mer. Opinion. krene Atlen et af
s U8 {Deporinunt of Energys, Civil No. €
T9-0515-1, U8 Diatrict Courl for the Ds-
trict of Uteh, Centrat Division, Q. Rox
3900. Salt Eake, T 84110 1Moy 10, i984).

M Bure v, Stnja Fe Elevawr Corporation, 331
US. 218, 230 (1947). -

15 A'PHJ\ Policy Statement No. 8329tPp::

ties have s o prevent th

of Tadicactive maccrinls Trom the reatriccsd
aresrof puclear facititien: and
ng that no sdequata federal rame-
dien exist under the Atomic Fnergy Act to
daver operslors of nuclear facititien feom negli-
g#at handting of radiosctive materials: and
Bating thar the Supreme Court held that
state and locat governments are preempted by

the federsi goyermment From enforcing lawa to.

pratect the pullic health and safety from radi-
ation harards: D und

Understanding rhat rediatien injuries bt in-
dividualy ere difficult to prava in conrt after

#act, apd thet punitive damiges may only

Aposad 3 they 40 not frustrate the federal
objestive ta pramate nucleay power;t und

Felieving that corporalions which prafit

Tram pwcl=ar technoleny should sssume re-

r properly in the surrounding com-
wid

Recognirzing that the mission of protection
of the public heslth and aafety s traditionally
a responsibility of mste and locsl govern.
wnenta:H an

Bevig previoualy nddrested the jesie of
preventioh of pceupational diseass wnd vickim
:omgl!nnllmn in Policy Stetement No.
2229tPP1:305

Having pr:vlouﬂy recopmized that the

nuctear irdusicy since its inception has been
noted for incldenta with significant sctusl and
patential Adverse effect on the bes Hhof work-
ers and surrounding pﬂpulllmna am noted in
Policy Stulement No. 7909:75 and
Strangly opponing aov linitations on the lie-
of the ruclear industry, as stated in
Policy Statement Ne. 8124:1T apd .

Helicving that the publin heatth visk From
muctesr power could be sigrificantly reduced
if Ihe uwners and apesalora af nucfesr facilitics
wre held sccountable 1o sate and Focst law;
1hcrefore

\#L Actively supporis Eedoral |¢gul.lli|m
~mending the Atomic Energy Act which

ill en=gre Ahe right of state and Local
governments &0 impose civil and criminal
lsbifities or awiters and opiesatora of nuck-

ar fucillilrs for vislations of Tocil laws that

ty for the risk of injury 16 people ar °

=ir eminion ds fer the
Three Mite taland Muciedr Power Station
"under Sectinna 192 and 118, the Clean Air
Act Amendments of [07T. 42 USC 7401 o

Refarsnces
1. US Supréme Court, Sitkwand v, Kerr:McGee
52 8L W. 4043 WJoruaty |1, 15541, p 18
2. Jobnson CJ, Tidball AR. Severson RC:
Pletonium heard I cespicable dust on the
surface of soil. Science 1976;193:488.
———: FPunding of Radistion Protection
Standneds Resenrch. Am J Public Realth
1979:59:181,
4 Tompkinn FC 1Deputy Dirccror, AED, Divi-
zign of Ranimmn Protection Sundmlsr
<
Status Report on Corrent Activiuce of the
Federal Raghation Council Warking Group.
Sepember 25, 1962, l
5. ——: Capcer iotidente in ay area conta-
minated with radiv-nuclides near » mucker +
“inatallation, The Rayal Swedish Academy
Ambis, [nt J Flumen Eaviron
210170182,
~_: Environmenta) and heelth effects of
the niclear imlualry' a currenL svalvption.

| e]\ldz_mie llettet). JABEA

. ———:! Glicbisnigma, other hrain tumors
amd melanoma in plutanium workers. The
Hoyxl Swedish Arademy of Schenees.
Ambio 1963;12:280-781.

< Enidemiologit investigation of

cancer Incidence in people living near

muctear inatullations ¢etter). Health Phys
ica 1983:45:800.813.

hvg,ugnnm of hewdth effects in

POy Tiving near nuclear inatalla-

tiona fetter). Am I Public Health
- 1983;73:556 509 - X

1l..—: Spontaneova shortions following

ile iland acerdent (letterl. Am

" Public Henfth 1954:74:520. .

12.____: Concer incidenco in an ared of yadi:
. aoctive fallest downwind from Lhe Nevada
TeatSite. JAMA 1954:251:230-216.

=

for and Fravention of Ox¢-
mp.mn-l Distase. APHA Public Policy
Stavements, 1945 to presant. cumulacive.
Washington. DC: APHA. curfent volume,

.16, APHA Policy Statement Mo 7909: Nucieor

Power. APHA Publiz Policy Statements.
1948 13 prestnt. comulative. Wachington.
T APHA, current volume.

17.APHA Poliey Statement No_B1:H4: Ruelear
Accident ility. APHA Public Policy
Statemenis, 1948 {0 present. cumulsiive.
Wastungton, DC: APHA. current volume,

Contact: CorlJ. Johuson, AT, APIE
42 Hitlsids Drive
Deaver. COH03E5
303 §31 0287

Nete: .

# JPC aeturned Lo author recommending .
Tevision.

*  Author résubmitted with Teviziones.

* Forwarded 1o Reference Commisies B

*Jobneon Clz Local goverament invalvemens
in the devefopment of

plans and mdiatioh protectlon grides for
nuclear inaatistions. Presented at the [83th
Annual Meeting af Ihe APHA. Kew York,
¥aT9.

ez lonizuiion sriche detectors: & bazaed (o

.the public? Prrderszed a1 the 30Tth Anmizi

Meeting of the APHA. Hew Yark, 1879,
Fovtsicte continued..oee nest pages

Footnnte conzenored. . from doxt poger

—: Contaminasion of municipal water sup.
plies in the Danver metropoliten srea by the
Rocky Eigpts plutenusi piant. Presented ol the

_146h National Meeting of the AAAS, 1930,

: Contaminatlon of sexeral public wate:
districts with ursnivm by liquid weste dis.
chab2es from & uranium ming, and devetop.
ment of » new permiasible concentration i
ot uranium in érirking water, Presented ;1
the 109th Anrasal Meeting of the APHA. Eax
Angeles 1983
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- Staff prepares for radioactivity

“By'CHRIS COLUNS

waate; 88, uraninm;f:'_u_ud.u
04 the Domocrat-Herald “ h‘i%h-level waste,” i
“Two years "mgo, -during o ' Those are the shipmonta thet
apHngtime -, blizzard, a¥truck . are reported. Lengacher said.
carrylng a payioad ‘of urani-» About sn equal smonnt wre
Talim overturned on Intetstete unteld, wod no one knows how
847 and * three ¥ people were” much ig being heuled on the
transporied io St. Elitsbeth Union Pacific, lhi]rold._r’hu
Community Houpiin! for treet-  added, f
ment. } The Baker workskop was
Becanse of secrecy surcound-  attended by Lanny Ryals, the
ingthe incident, it wasn't untll hospital’s  emergency  room
two days later that the bospitzl msnager, emergency medical
sénff ™ discovered -that the technicians from gl
ationta posszibly eould hove the aren, civil defense repre-
een; contuminaled "by radie- sentatives, Brker police, Len:
tiop. gacher, and. the Roapitai's
~We wero all furious to think . ehgineering ataff. Ewmergency
wit'd heen endangered witheut room managers from the La
bging* informed,™ eays Judy " Grende and Ontario hospitals
Frengacher, the hospital's per-  abup attended.
gonnel direclor and risk manag- (* The  workshop  provided 3
B S Y itrainisg on _how to cleansup | B
aert in 0 potential for othemglradivadtive “wontamination” at | |y
i this kind 46 occur an  sccident . 1t s
dajly as radioaclive materinle - jprovided information on how to.
are fransporied r.hrough,EuuL—F proteet ‘the hospital staff and
ern Oregon, Lempacher sai ther patients whan victims of
After two years of makingy uch an pecident are admitted,
phona calis apd writing letters, 'U¥Ryals” gnid that the flodre
the' atate Health Deparimentimust:lie «protecied and the
finally ' agreed to help hettersiemergancy room suiafl wmuyst
pmgare the area's henlth care_wear %..lprotective . clothing,
Profossionals to deal with suchwiglovesymavks, hats and boots -
emergencies, she anid. - : o trent.the patients, Then the
:Bob Crosby and Nick Govel'patient " s surveyed with w4
o BY, TRAELIOn S ncmignta_lnr geiger counter i find the mos! -!.un!vv Ryols. S1.
* Health ~ Division,t coftaminated areas © . mannger, demonsiralss the bie o;:é highiy-se;
v 15y

meterduveloped for The Bakes) al e yuv

tsabath Comafuniy

Hnsplfﬂ! ges
fivg radintie

Thg»wmkshﬁp"wan the'ifiralhpf areusod if necessary. * -
ita Xind jn theatate; Lengache:
rekigi e feigis fnga
b:Bu!m ra_u cmgan I:ls gnhs o
cause it it believed tp havefiad en
the™greatest exposare®o! an, lmai.e#‘ilm:m of thres developed; “Wesh: The
placajnthe Jptate, Lengacher pthers were placed at the La
apid, T L RSN * Grande and Ontario hespitals.
“Accofding $o- atate Depart-™ The special meters measure . -
otents of” Energy jntabistices, 2 pil* tree Linds ol radisti
178" shipmefRts of radipactive i rays, Ryals soid. .
tinterlals traveled nead.Bakerfd* Lepgacher psid the lms;ﬂ 1;
Interstate 84 in 1983, That is? will *be. holding  a . dril H
reent” of L&l shipments. iiber to ice whet win,
wade through the siate, acc Jearndd dur_inghthe training
to department stetiatics seasion.’ 1t will be in Decembar:
P4 breakdown of the types of
rattionctive ‘materials ®hipped

communication link butween finduatrial accidenta the

geiger counters Lo wme in oud

“natances, inclading one creat” Bastern Oregon hospitals

and ur ek the
Iy for it. The servey, Badlec Huu&’i::ih_u;tl'}ii‘::l;nd_.' Plent st Richiand. 4k
in 1pi- ;

ad|
shagivs thlt;-'zl;'m'q wore low-level ™ weuth

wandbom 1o sl oo

+The.Baker hospitsl has ﬁ“' ileuth' plans  to p'mvme a Jual 1> @l uippedr Eorbre
! o

The Obsarver, La Graride, Oregon.'.Fridav,June.S, 1983 Paged - -

Surveys sent to area husinesses

Hazardous materials planning in works

commitiee estimated thel about two earrledh
spills per mon;h are reperied ta agenc ¥

within Usnion County.

~10

liquids, campressed .

¥ railroad, there i3 vmuallj no
the more you get concernad,” depart- highwey (I-84) and railroad line (Unlon gases, radicactive materjal and carre-

ies Information on the materials transported
Also, of the 4,848 ratlear loads, cniy

asa A explosives (58 carlouds) were ro-
.guired to'te reported to local fire depart-

Huggins said. La ments. All other substences, lncluding .

"“The mare you look at the problem Grande's localion on & major interstate fammeable. soiids.
About 45 percent of all hazirdous

shouldn't fail on lbeai governments, bui materiala transperted through tre
P
Spturday; Funding may be pulled

syatem of handling a majer hazardous essed outside Oregon or are erroute 10 {rom Union County’s emergency seCyices

substances accldent, Hugging told the another pari of the West, Hu

Stgtistics comptled from Unlon' Pa-
effle showed that 4,848 rallroad cara af

uT- hazardous. materials traveied through

par could

. ares businesses that may be Invoived have exploded al a tempersture of 74 de-

imated that 8,060 to 19,600 truckloags of

- eould net be readly hazardous materials pass through Unien

Union County in 1881, No figures are’
uvellable for truck trensport, but It is es-
hazardous materiala committee's find.

Many of the hazardous maierials Ings,

Currentiy the county hes na organized shipped through La Grande are proe-

County each year, Huggina sald,
local authorities, Hugglns sald.

by trucks,

.

gzins sald. department.

Loose state and federal mantloriag af
court. The county's hazardeus materlals While there iz monitoring of substances

tlally harmiful subsfances that could Hé¢ hazardous waste iransport makes the g
“"The burden of handling the problem

Fugglna cited a ralicar spill jast s

“Ang how many others there are, 1S
partment ihls week matled surveys to mer in which the flammanble va,

nard tosay,"” Huggins sajd,

Pacific) makes the clty a potential accl- sive material typically go unreported to - -

dent site.

ularly in La Crande,

teatlal hazard

The depariment will uge the surveys ideniified.

handle nazardous materiziz. The plan’ keal governments have got to handle it,"” county in 1981 were corrosive matertas

g, trensport or proe- grees Fanrerhell, The vaper - and the po-
wiil !dentify the lecglions of hazardous Huggins sald. “We just seem ta be inno- and flammable liqulds, aceording 1o the

invalved in a major aceident and cause prebiem sertous in Unton County, partic-
maierials and persons to centact if an centbystanders.”
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In Oregon, & major accldent
nvalving hazardaus ‘materi-
418 I3 morg likety to occur ln
ke nartheaut section than In
any other pare of the state.

Unlon County's ability to
-:andle auch an aceldent is un-
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lceg department 1g drawing up

.3 ‘comprahensive’ Smerganc

managament plan.

Pigures pecently supplied
by the state Drepartinent of
Encrgy show that from Au-
guat to December 1082, 430
highway ahipfaents of Tugto.
active materlal passed

s

(no comment

thraugh Qregon,

Alopt B0 (86 purcenty
‘henr‘?eaased; throkigh Uulﬂqﬁ
Codnty on interslate B4 Ad-
other 11 percent cdme along
U.8. Highway 87 through ¥ia-
math Falla and Bend. The re-
mafning 3 percent traveled
via Entergtate & Ein Western
Oregon. .

‘The shipments are going to

identified)

or combng fram the Hantord
nuclear site. In B-gupieal
Washlngton, 'I‘l;"e?!’?lre IFI:':II'y
to Wncrease In the fuiure a3
Hanford becomes one of the
natlon's major radicactive
materlzls stornge sttes, s
RIch Hugging, emergency
gervices department director, .

Huggins lold the ‘county
courl Wednesday he doubts

the,cpunty eould pven afdeyua,
tely handle & lavgy-#gpie fudos
Ilne flre, eaused by -nn
byverturned 1anker.

""Thera just ign't enawgh
toam tu put out o flre af at
slze,” Hugglns antd. "

e g

Movement of hazardous materials poses risk

uHuggins thinks esmmittex
members acted with “bad n.
Termdtlon' when thoy voted 3-
Z o eltminate the progrom.
Hugglns sajd one budget
membei who voled agatnst
the depariment lheught that

1l are nolified each ime

of & simulated chlorine gas
spilt, the county's hazardous
malerlals committee deler-
mined thut about L0 porsons
would die from such un acci-
deitl ““bucause we couldn't re-
spond {asgt enough,” Hugglng

© suld.

The 1383-84 counly bulget.

culls for elimination of the
emurgency aervices depart-
ment. Under o néw hudget, to
be wveled on June 28, emer-
gency Serviee responsibiiities
would be given to the sheritf's
department,

Courdination of county po-,

Hee, fire and emergency serv-
lees would he incomplele if
the depariment iy cud.

Sheriff Beb Price told the
counly budget committee on
May 17 that be does hot have
the manpower Lo eifecrively
OPrrate an EMmergency seIv-

Iees program.

& hazardous malersal prsses
through the area. In fuet, only
when clads A exptosives

Aravel through arv iocal fire
‘officials comacied, Huggina

said,

County Commissiener Mlke
Caldwell, who veled In favar
of keeping the depuclnieat,
Eald emeryency services is “'a
very volatile nrea that wa've.
neglected hudpelorly."

The emergency plun 1 liks
“buylnp insurance,” Caldwell
sald.

Caunty Judge Earie Mls-
aner sald federal or stale leg-
Istatlon is neaded 1o dexl with
hazardous materlal uhip-
menis theough Jocal jurisdic-
tlopa, | L .

*'L think we've gat 8 legitl-
mate interest here,” Misener
sald. “It's something thar's
with s all the time.™
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garet D. Straclian, C

PORTLAND, OREGON

COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC LITILITIES

1220 SW. Sth
Portland, Crregon 97204
{303) 2484151

August 8, 1986

RECHVED DOSRL
AUG11 886 |, su
Wik DIVISION

Jarry White

U.S. Department of Enargy
Malt Stop FED/706

P.0., Box 550

_Richiand, WA 99352

Dear Mr. White:
As the Commissioner of Public Utilities for the City of Portland, [ am

- very concerned about the Draft -Environmental Impact Statement-for the
Dispasal of Hanford Defense, Transuranic, and lank Wastes, and 415

Impiications Tor the Tuture diSposal of wastes 1T Hanford is selected as
the nztlon's repository. For your reference, please find enclosed my
testimony from the recent public -hearing Beld in Portland. 1 am also -
including a summary list of question$ on the DEIS, and look forward to
your respohse. : . .

| feel It is Imperative that the Environmenta! Impact 5tatement
thoroughly address’ the potential environmental and economic impacts on
the City of Portland. Therefore, ! am requesting that the US Depart~
ment of Energy fund a Peer Review Study coordinated with essential .
City Bureau steff, By Implementing such an independent: study, the
publle faith in the credibllity of the politicai and techmnicaj

studies would be restored.

We would be glad to meet with you and your staff to further-
discuss these issues. .

Sincerely,

Margaret D, Stfachan
Commissioner of Public Utilitles

3.2.4.1
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. QUESTIONS FDR DOE

1. Why werg no mlternate siite welsction studies donw te find
whether more suitable sites mxist wWith jower water contamination
potential 7 . .

2. wny should present and futurwe waste continue to be stored at
the Hanford site in splte of the history fallura of the mite to
pravent radicactive sid chemical waker eoptamsination?

S Why were the “"LaGrande—-Chewaukin® fault structures which
traversa the Hanford site not shown on the Strugture Hep, Figure
4.57 Uhy sren’t thesp regional trands of faultw reported in i
nther studies reportsd and svalusted in the DEIS® .

4. What will prevent direct radicactive and chemical
contamination of the Columbia River. adquifers and water system Lf
the L.5 moter "fine soil® in the on site diwposal plan wWers to be
ercded and premoved by wind, water, or other process?

5. What BACKUP PROTECTION is provided for on site dispesal
plan= if the "fine woii™ should be vemoved? e

[T What ix to prevent the spilled plunes of radicActive and
chamizal tank wasts from entering the ground water by
gravitational movement? .

7- What is the chemi¢al coptent of the contaminants axsociatwd
with the rFadipactive waste and what are the petential risks to
eroanisms if they are relgased to the environment?

8. ° Why are the more typical designs for waste disposal which
vtilize water barrisrs and control of potential ieachate drzinage
net evalusted? )

F. what independent agencims or other government agencies arw
providing technical review of the DEIS proposal? Could copims of
their svaluations bE:FFuVIdld tn the Pertland Clty Council?

S

.siowly wading a recovery.

<14

CITY OF

garet D, Strachan, C

: 1220 SW. 5th
t PORTLAND, OREGON Portiand, Oregon 97204
(503) 2584151
COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC GTILITIES - L
TESTIMONY _
USDOE PUBLIC HEARLNG 511886 gx
Thursday, July 10, 1986 W DVISION

Good-evenifig, My name |s Margaret Strachan, | om & City
Commissioner for the City of Portland, 1 speak to you this
evening not only as a public official concerned with the health
and welfare of this community but alse as the mother of seven
children and the grandmotiher of saven more, | would like to
state for the record | am unequivocally opposed to the slting of
the Nation's Repository at Hanford, | feel that it is sssential
cttizens of Pertland recognlze the impact of thls siting
decision on the USPOE Drafi Environmental lmpact Statement for
the exlsting wastes. | would 1ike to concentrale my remarks on
ihe economit effect which this issue has on Portland and the

" surrounding reglom,

Taday, Oregon ls recovering from one of the most severe scopemic
recesslons in this state's history, Our lumber industry 1s
Agriculture, another malnstay, has
bheen hard hit. Portlend has not been immune. During the past
several years, the public and private sectors have been working
hard together te revitaiize the eccnomy, -encourage new ;
bisinesses td locate nere, and to generate Increased tourism.

We've developed projects to maintaln our infrastructure and
preserve our existing industrizl -and commercial base. We have

_spent milllons of dollars on a new llght rall system to downlown

and are working hard to open new Indhstrlal land te¢ provide more
industry and jobs, Currently, Portiand 1s engaged in the most
ambltious planning effort in 11s history. The Central City plan

we hope wl'l|l generate over 20,000 new jobs and over a bitiien
doliars kn new investments. Together, we are building an even

better community -- on where all of us can reaiize our dreams
for the future, .

How ‘can we do that when only a short distance. from where we fiive
and work, a federal agéncy is storing and plans to store even
more of the most lethzl residue of the atomlc era? How wlll we
be able to convince new business and Indusiry to iocate here
when our clty is cohnected directly by the Columbia River to the
largest puclear waste dump ever crented? The best publlc
relatlons program will never be able to convince people that a
nuclear dump site ks safe when it isn't. People are not easily
fooled, Companies looking at Portiand as 2 tocation will think
more than twite when they know what'!s just upstiream from them.
The people in other states and countries will think more 1han
twice when they buy Oregon gralns and frults which have drawn
their nutrients from radloactive water.

It1

2.1.1

3.2.6.3
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Obviousiy, the ecanomic jmpact of the issue s disasirous for
Fortland and this state. +Yet, with such & monumenta! decision
to be made, tne DEVS fails to meei many of the EPA guidelines
for an Environmenial impact Statement. :

1t does not recognize environmentai values and the lang term
tmpacts upon the land, water, and air. A large body of
seientific knowledge exists on hazardoys waste technology: it
is mainty lgnored in the lmpact stateinant. - As well as not
recognizing this existing knowledge of prodedures, the us
Department of Energy has not tealized the absolute necessity of
meeting NRC (Muzlear Regulatery Commission) standards that dare
in effact now for commercial reactors.

Cleariy, no one wants 2 nuclear garbage dump In their backyard, -

but just as cliearly, a safe site has to ke found--somewhere. 1
am not one who wants. te give my troubles to someore else, but
Hanford has not been proven to he a suitable’site. oo

In fagt it is » dangerous site, and | am profoundiy disturbad by
this fact and the fact that the impact statement did not
consider alternative Jocatlons in Oregon znd Washington. Ash
and shale terrain is -availeble In dry areas in boih stales--
areas that pose no threat to the Columbia. Hanford does,
Geologically, we can compare the ground bejow Hanford to
channels  filled with marblés through which groundwater flows
directly to the Columbia, It takes as iittle as 3 years for
this water to reach the river,  We know that a.great velume of
extremely toxic radioaciive and chemical materiate--by intention
and by accideni~~havé aiready been spitled inte’ the ground. h

t am not an expert on nuclear waste dispesal, but | do consider
myseif 10 be a reasonably intelligent fwman being. Frankly, the
Pepartment of Energy hes not only insulted oy intetligence but,
has tost fore r what little credibitity it bhad. For starters,
recentiy declaseified documents reveal that for the last forty
years, the cltizenz of the Northwes! have been nuc¢lear gulnes
pigs for military tests, But that .is nothing compared to what |

- find an page 3.40 of ‘the impact statement prépared by the

Department. -1t says, and | quote, ", ,.with regard to future
tand use, and possibleé effects on teurism, ... the Hanford dlle
has been ded)cated to nuclear-retated work ... and s expected
io remain so dedicated." End quote. This statement s¥rongly
tmplies that Hanford has been wrltten off as @ “National
Sacrlficlal Area®.
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Evidéntly, the department doesn't want to ciean up the over
500,000 cobic yards of defensg waste that has been put into the
ground. Given the existing plutonfum that is Iin the groundwater
{DEIS, Figure V.17}, why aren't any water barriers or
impermeable seals ptenned to intercept more leaks?

I am even more astounded by the Departments budget for 1987.
Hanford has been eilocsted 1.54 of the money set aside for
enviropmental clean up, yet )t holds 63% of the nation's nuciear
waste. : .

Can you wonder why 1 worry when the Department of Energy states
that over the ast thiTyy years, it has an exfelfent safety
record in transporting radiosgtive materiasls?  The reports
released this weok by the Office of Tachnology Assessmeni, &
non~partisan congressional agency, stpted that federal vules are
tax and enforcement lackadaisical on shipments af hazardous
waterials. The report alsc estimates that &2% of spills are
cawsed by human error. . '

1f Hanford is selected as the nation's repository, and alj the
wagte. i driven- in over gur freeways, ore truck of nuctear waste
wili arrive there appraximately evéry ninety nmilnutes. The
chances of one accldent occuring with that many arrivais is-
extremely high, o . .

And Just one spill in Portiand er 1n the Columbia could be a
disaster--one that could claim many |lves. Furthermore, those
affected coild never receive compensation because cancer
develops after.a long ltatency period and has many causes, maklng
proof .of negltgence and pinpointing the exposure difficult. in
the State¢ of Oregon, citirens will not be able to sue as the.
Oregon Statute of Reppse states that all claims based on

negl lgence must be filed withlpn 10 years after the incident,
regardiess of when the harm was discevered. '

As the malor popuiation center to be impacied by Hanford, we
must have sufficlent and reliable dotz to make dound decisions--
decisions which affect ihe fives. of evary citizen. For these
reasons, } tegiest that the City of Portiand be allocated funds
for technice! #ssistance 1o undertake heatth and sociceconamic
studies =part from the siate, In addition, | reguest that.-
Congress withhold funding from Hanfard until It meets a strictly
detailed schedule for isclation, cotitainment and cleahup of
axisting waste,
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In closing, let me reiterate that loss of the region's soll and on THE BRAFT EN NMENTAL _IMPACT STATEMENT
water to nuclear contamination wlll result In permanent, . - B .
irreversible destruction of the productivity and livabillty of RISPQSAL. _OF HANFORD DEFENSE |{IGH-LEVEL,
this beautiful land for many generations. Truly, it will have TRANSURANIC OND TANK WASTES
become a sacrificial land. We who live here will not let that
happen. .
Thank you.
. August B, 986
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. WA DIViSION

LOE is to be strongly comended fer beginning remediation
efforts poncerning defense high—ievel waste manapement at
Hanford.

Bre of the primary environmental offecks of all the alberna-
tive activns——}ow-level wuste generation and disposal-—is
viot discussed. This omission makes compliance with the Na—
tional Envirommental Policy Art on the basis of vhis docu-
ment impossiblis.

The "in-place stabilization and disposal” aiternative is nor
legally available. POF may vnot lgave zil high~ievel and
treanswranic defense wastes in shallow disposal under exiot—
ing law.

The DEIS ltacks a "clean-up® aliernative. DDE must ponsider
an alternative which comprehefds an effective removal of all
sipniflcant contamination from Henford, Exercise of Treaty-
Quaranteed wsags rights and traditional raligious practices
by the Yakima Indian Nation reguires rerewern access to un-—
contaminated Hanford lands and watersz.

Current radioactive and chemical ground water contamination
i= not adequately considersd in the DEIS.

The DEIS raepresents an unconscionable double standard of
waste disposal. If deep peolagic disposal iw the national
policy for high—level commercial radioactive wastes, the
same level of pratection should be implemented for. defense
high-level wastes. '

Anziyses in the DEIS are not sofficiently conservative. DOE
is excessively optimistic about the sffectivensss of artifi-
rial protective barriers and the stability of it and TRU
waste farms.

DOE*s analyses are Fléwed by poor knowledge about
ragionuclide inventories.. L
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T e Strongl mnended for nning #® digtjion EfF
Congernihg Defense Hinh-level Wasta Mapagement at fHanferd,

While the bulk of the comments that follow are critical of
various aspects of the Hanford Defensa Waste Draft EI8, the
Yakima Indian Mation wishes to emphasize at the outset that we
strongly commend the Department for pegirming dctive congideras
tion of the best means to deal with the defense wastes at Han—
foird. The YIMN heartily concurs in the statement that "“[tIhe in—
tent it to proceed with permanent dispbsal rather than cont inue
to store the waste and defer responsibility for disposal to fu-—
ture generations, "  (DEIS p. 1:6:) The YIN and DUE have the same
objective in this project-—to insure that the Hanford defense
wastes are disposed of safely. .

Berause of the Yakiwas' culture and the close historical and
spiritual conhection of the Yakima people with the land in gener—
al and the Hanford area In particular, the Yakimas may have a
very #ifferent perspactive on what is "safe" than does DOE.
Notwithstanding that, this is mot a sitwation where the Pepart-—
mepnt wants to do something antd the YIN wants to prevent it.

Guite the contrary, the Yakimas very sincerely want the Depart-
ment to do succeed in safely disposing of the -Hanford defenae
wastes: ' We Sihcerely want DOE to sucteed in iks vommendable
erdeavor of permanghtly iselating those wastes from the environ—
ment. We hope that the Department will take the following
compents~—however critlcal—-in that spiris.

heye s, o "Clean-Up" fAlfernative

AlY the alternatives considered in the NEIS rely on leaving
enornous volumes of radicactive waste at Hanford, and on ex—
tensive fractionation to minimize the volume of materials to be
treated as HLW, snd maximize the volume of materials slated for
on—slte shallow disposal as LLW.  Even the most ambitious
alternative purportedly considered in detail in the DEIG, the
"geologic disposal” alternative, would resulf in only a small
fraction by volume of the tank wastes at Hanford being disposad
of as HLW in a deep peologic repesitory.  Even in that alterna—
tive, fractionation would be used ¥o remaove just enocugh highly
covcentrated waste td make the residue fall helow DDE's new, less
strinpent 103 nCi/gm threshhold for low—-level waste trsatment,
Encritois quankities of new low-level wasie will be generated, and
DOE simply assuies-—wibh no discussion——that they will all be
disposed of on-site by shallow burial in all of the alternatives.
No other pptions for disposal of this LLW are even mentioned, lat
alone considered in-detaii. It is also presuned in-all thres op—
tions that all of the contamipated tanks and considerable
vesidues, dncluding substantial nuantitieés: of poth high-level and
TRU wastes, will be left in placs.

| RECEWZ. * °
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A1l of DODE's thinking about disposition of radicactive
wastes at Hanford is grodunded in the presumption that Hanford
will parmarently be a national sacrifiee arsa. That presumption
is not acceptable to the Yakima Indian Mation. The Hanford arasa
is very impertant to the Yakima people as a lecation for finding
certain natural foods and medigines, and ag a location important
in Yakima legends and ieligious practices. One of the alterna—
tives whirh DOE should consider in detail in the DEIS is complete
elean—up of the Hanford Bite. It is not impossible that Hanford
will be found to be unsuitable for either deep or shallow dis—
posal of radicactive wastes. Recent revelationg (Buska, 1986} of
possible shallow groungwater channels with very rapid travel
times between the 200 avess and the Columbia River—-while far
from ponclusive at this point--cartainly indicate the need for
additional smtudy of the issum. If such studies reveal sig—
nificant migration of radionuclides and chemircal wastes from £he
200 areas %o the River in the very short period {43 years) since
pucieayr activities cowmmenced at Hanford, removal of all radipac—
five wastes——both low and high—level-—may be NECESEATY.

References:

Buske, N. and L. Josephson, 1986, Hanford Reach Project, Spring
1986, Data Report, Search Technical Services, Davenport, WR.

One of _the Primary Envivenmenfal Effects of A1l the Alternative
Botions-—low-Level Wasts Soreration and Disposal—-ic ot Ois
cussed, . : . ’

incredibly, the DEIS includes no discussion of the environ—
mental effects of the propoged large new low-level waste burden
at Haniford, but rather declares low-level waste dispesal te be
beyond the scope of the DEIS. It is axiomatic in MNEPA compliance
that an apency may not escape Consideration of unavoidable en—
vironmental conseuences of its proposed ackions by declaring
those consequentes beyond the scope of the NEPR document. in—
deed, the entire purpose of the NEPA'EIS process is Yo compel
full and fajr digceussion of the envaironmental effects of alterna—
tivee in the decision-making process. NEPR Bec. 108(2}(C), 42
U.S8.0. Bec, 4332(21(0)s 40 C.F. R Sec. 1502, 1 (Countil on En-
vironmental Quality NEPP regulations)y  Environierita) Defernse
Furd w. rp.  of. Enging {Gi}lham Daml, 225 F. Bupp- /2B {E.D.
Ark. £971), afflg 474 F-2d 289 (8th Cir. 1972), cent. denied 412
0.8, 908 {1973). 1In light of the large volume of additional LLW

_to be generated in all of the opltions in this DEIS, LLK gener-—

ation and disposil will undoubtedly constitute one of the nost
significant environmental effects in the Hanford defense waste
disposal program. The DEIS's failure to discuss these effects is
a fatal shortcoming in the dooumant, and one witich will clearly
require circulation of a revised diaft EIS tor public comment.
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The DEIS Lacks a “Prefervad Alternstive™ g Name Only,

The DEIS purports not to have a "preferred alternative®, a
customary 1f not mandatory component of an EIS. It is not clear
why DUE doms not simply own up to its long-standing preference-—
stated in the 1983 Notice of Intent for this DEIS, in the 1983

I Was mt y and revealed either pxplicitly or
implicitly in numerous other Department documents and
presentations——for what it now calils the “Reference” alternative.
The ovérall tone and structure of the DEIS is little more than a
baldly biasad arpument apainst the requirement of geclogic dis—
pocal of wastes that DOE eonsiders “not veadily retrievahle, ™
Rdmitting DDE's real preferenca would not have detracted any more
from what limited objectivity the document has, and it would have
been considerably more fortheoming.

One of the most sgregicus flaws of the DEIS is that the "In-
Place Stabilization and Disposal™ alternative, as framed by DOE,
is a hoax. Berause it woyld leave in place all existing and -
newly penarated waste, it is quite obvipusly mot an alternative
which could ever be-available to DOE under the presemt legal
framework. .

The Nuclear Waste Policy Ret provides that high-level
gefense wastes may be disposed of in one of two ways, at the dis-—
cretion of the President: pither in a defense-only repository, or
in a mixed repasitory with commercial wastes, The President has
decided that the defense HILW should be comingled with commercial
wastes. DOE, in the "Rererence" alternative of this DEIS and
cther of its documents, has attempted to put a gloss on this NWBA
requirement that limits the repository disposal reguirement to
only “readily retrievahle® defenae HLW. We can find no support
for this distinction in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, the
Energy Reorganization Act of 11974, the Atomic Energy Act, as
amended, or any other applicable law.

AEsuming, for the sake of argument, that DDE's "readily
retriegvable" distinction were legally correct and supported by
rigorous technical analyses, it might arguably be used to justify
in—-place stabilization of some portion of the Hanford defense
wastes. However, DOE cannot peoint to the slightest legal or
policy support fer the proposition that it could leave all of the
Hanford defense HLW--no matter how hazardousy how recentily gener—
ated, or how “retrievable" it was——in place at Hanford. The Han-
ford deuble-shell tank wastes and other-newly penerated wastaes
are in no different posture than the defense HLW at Savarmah
River Plant or. INEL, which DDE has never questioned the need to
dispose of in a deep peologic repository. co .

—_ -

Indesd, 1f DDE had the legal and policy discretion mot to
dispose of even the "readily retrievable” Hanford wastes in a
grologic repository, then it need not =o dispote of any defense
wastes., It should be apparent that this proposition is legally
and logically absurd. Thus, the the "In~Place Btabilization and
Disposal™ alternative is also legally and logically absurd. Be—
cause the utter impracticability of that alternative is so ines-—
rapahle, we cannot aveid the conclusion that it is not a serious
one, but rather was “pinned up” simply to make DOE's still ex—
treme YReference" alternative artificially seem like more rea—
sohable middle-ground. If that is indeed jts purpose, it does
not succeed. o

Pecision Timing

The subgested timing of the decision which alternative to
select appears to be inappreopriate., All of the alternatives, as
presented in the DEIS, include multi-year research programs, in—
cluding the mrotective barrier, vitrification, or aspects of dry—
wizll storage. It is inapptropriate and premature to select one or
more of thess alternatives prior ta their demonstrated
Feasibility thicuph the resgarch. " The DEIS Fajls $o demonstrate
throuph so-called "conservativa" analyses that these alternatives
will adequately protect the public.

Many of the specific technical decisions concerning final
waste disposal at the Hanford Sits have been deferred until addi-
tional research can be compieted. As an affected Indian tribe,
the Yakima Nition should be allowed to reviéw and comment on any
policy ant enhgineering decisions related to the final disposal of
Hanford Dieferse Wastes prior to issuance of 'a final EIS. Becausz
of serious deficiencies in the DEIS, noted in these commants, it
will be necessary for DDE to girculate a revised draft EIS for
public comment.
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The DEIS purports %o ascount  for the gonsidorable un—
certainty. involvad in predicting the performsnir of varieus dis-
posal opbtions, by using conservative values for. parameters. How-
evar, it carmot be determined from the data and analyses preseni-—

.ed in the DEIE whether comparable degrees of consarvatism were

used for all the considered optionms. - If the calculations for one
alternative used paramBbers which were ten timege wore tonservar
tive than another alsernative, the fact that the first alterna-
tive appears to have a preater impact on public health and safety
may be misleading. Obviously, it would be inappreopriate to draw .
conzlusions without knowledpge of the degree of consarvatism used
in the galculations for gach al%ernative, In the DEIS, therg is

ne way to tell if the progetted differences in impatts are due to

3.5.3.11

3.5.3.11

3.5.3.11

varying depgraes of consevvaticm, or to actual, expected per-
formance of $the disposal technolopies.

Curpgnt Broynd Watep Contamjnatjon

A majoer omission in the DEXS is the lack of characterization
of currgnt ground water contamination. Plume delineation maps
should have been ivcluded to shoW the extent and concentration of
all the zignifican{ radionuciides anc non-radiclogical con—
stituents that have contaminateds ground watey at Hanford. This
should include contamination in the confined system of the
bagalts and intérflow sediments. Rt present, the only discussion
of. contamination is based on sedinment sampling. While sediment
sampling is 4 lopical vomponent of characterization, grouad wWater
duality monitoring is more important inasmuch as this contamina—
tion is more mobile and threatening to the public health and en—
Virarment. . . s

Dihce current levels of corntamination are estabtished, they
should be discussed in light of federal and state ground water
Quality standards, For example, both the nitrate and tritium
levels exceed allowable limits for public water supplies 4@ CFR
141) as promulpsted under the Bafe Drinking Water Act. As pre-
vicusly mentioned, since these contaminants arm defense wastes,
consideration of their restoration shouid be a major poriion of
the DEIS. - :

The analyses of impacts presented iv the DEXS should be
redone taking into account cyrrent or predicted post-restcoration
levels of contamination. The present DEIS analysets assume Cur—
yent contamination will dissipate prior %o the end of the 100
year institutional control period. However, there is absolulely
no ihformation presented in the. DEIS to support $his progection.
Therefore, the analyses of impacts should assume contaminated
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pround water will still be present after bthe institutional con—
trol period has ented. 1f DOE wishea to assume lower lavels of
contamination will exist at that time compared té current levels,
technically defansible solute tramsport madeling will have to be
included as part of any analysis, Furthermore, predictions of
long term releases freom the stablized wastas shiould he calibrated
using the past 49 years of monitoring data,

;nttuag: Bgenarig . . -

The DEIS assumes -1ess than one intrusion intd the waste will
oepur in the 10, 092-year ragulatory period. This estimate 1s
based on assumed failure probahlilities of the various parker and
barrigr systems., In light of the high rate of archeclaopgical and
other investipative intrusions inko mounded burial sites.of in-
digerous peoples, this is rather pptimistic. A more realistie
estimate of the number of intrukions into the waste should be
used in the DEIS analyses.

le gtand Waste Dispge

fitl the disposal options groposed in the PEIS call for large
volumgs of low—lavel and varying volumes sf hiph-level and YRU
wastes te he disposed of ‘in the vadése zone Within 19 ‘meiers ef
the ground surface. Concaryently, at the same site, activities
are under way to-characterize the site as a potential peologic
waste repository in which cemparahly hazardous high-level and TRU
wastes will be buried at a depth of about 1, P09 meters below the
ground surface, This double standard for dispesitior of com—
parably nazardous radisactive wastes should be confrently diregk-
ly by DOE in this DEIS, as well as in documernts tonnacted with
the repository program. ’

Sipnificance of Radionuclide Transport in the Yadoge Zohs

In the DEXS, it is assumed- (ssction 0.3) that there are two
major transport mechanisms affecting the movement of
radionuciidess diffusion in the vadose zone under the protgctlve
barrier, and convectitredispersion in the saturated zone heyond
the protective barrier. - Thie assumptibn implies. that beyond the
barrier possible movément of radionuclides in the Vadose zone can
be negletted. However, this assumption may not be valid for the
Ffollowing reasons. The thickness of the vadoge zone at present,
in scme places in the vicinity of the £00 Areas, can be as little
as 1B.m. This thiskness could be. less or even noneristent if fu-
ture ciimatic changes result in intreased annual precipitation

With the prreatic surface close tp the ground surface, the
following transport mechanisms in the vadosre zone are_possibla.
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Movepent in response ta hydraulic head gradients in the
vadose gzone., If ths thickeess of the vadose zone is Suffi-
ciently small, the degree of saturation of the vadwese zone
tould be sufficiemt to cause significant radionuclide
transport in this zone.

o) Plant root extraction. Radionuclides can enter the plant
rogt asystem in both the vadose and saturated zones.

it} Burrowing animals. Burrowlng animals may gome into contact
with pradienuclides in the vadoss zeona.
{8) Surfape digtharge of proundwater, Surface discharge is pos—

sible if the phreatic surface rises tc the .ground surface.

1% can be further datduced that if the plards are corsumed by
humans or animals, or {¥ the burrowing animals are sonsumad hy
other animals, and if the surface discharge of proundwater is in-—
gested by humans or .anivals, the vadionuclitdes could epasily enter
the foed chain. .

This issue is particularly important %o the Yakima Indian
Nation berauss, under the Treaty of 18558, the Yakima people have
the right %o hunt and gather natural foods in usual and ac-
custoned places within their Ceded Lands. These places cauld be
well inside the 19 kn radius from the waste= where the food chain
is affected by the entry of radionuclides, The situation coylg
be exacerbated in the future when institutional control of the

site no longer exists.

tg;gulgt;og'g( Combined Relgase at 18, P22 Years js not
Conprehenwsive . D :

- Two classes of waste are considered for disposai at the Haw~
ford Site: the defense wastes and civilian wastes. Thase twio
classes of waste sharg the same "affected envirormment", The
tritérin stipulated ip 4B CFR 191 must therefore be applisd to
the “tatal” radicnuclide release frow both the defense and
civilian wastes. The DEIS addresses only possibla releases from
tha defense wastsos. ’ o

fnalvzes iwn the DEIS Are Mot Sufficiently Gongervative

The DEIS is pervaded with the statement: “The authors tend
to ere on the side of conservatism". © In the real worlg where
field data are fraught with uncertainties, thie approach is ac-
~eptable -as long as the assumptions, theorstical analyges, and
data are defensibly . proven to be conservativa (or to evr on the
side of gonservatism).' - ’ : ’

In many instances, 1t is found thet apprnathes Qv assunp—
tions utilized in the DEIS are not conservative, for example:

FE
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11} RisW Reduction Analysi=z {(Rppendiz M)

The analysjs of risk reduction is based solely on "the au~
thors' judgment,” In addition to wnsupported assertions, this
enalysis agsumes that the risk redustion factors combine in a
multipiicative way.. It does not take very many measuras using
this method of comparing vialk to result in an extremely low tom=
bined risk factor. .

(2} Ragionuclide Tranaport in the Vadose Zone

Beyond the protective barrier, it is assumgd tn the DEIS
that the radionuclide transport in the vadoge zone ig negiigible.
This agsumpfion is not conservative because in several plapes the
vatose zone ie =0 thin that radionuclides cam enter the food
chain via plant root extraction. Furthermorea, if future climatic
conditions are wetter; it is likely that the thickness of the
vadosa zone sould be reduced by the risinp proundwater. Sabie,
thus allowing increased exposure of plant roots to the con—
taminated groundwater.,

¢3) Envirormental Impact Analysis of Radionuclide Release to the
Rocessibie Environment

in the DEIS (p. Q. 1), the following loration= are seiected
Tor analysis. as points of reifase to the accessible environment:
{a) the Columbia River (p, 0.7 and p. Q. 18) § and (b! a domesutic
well &t 5 m from the 280 Area fence live. The former corresponds
roughly to-a receptor 30 hm DowhStream from the wastes, and the
latter presumably corvesponds to a recedtor 1@ e downgratdient
from the wastes. It ié neted hare that the distance between the
disposed waste awd the accessible efvirdnment, Acgording o 40
CFR 181, is 10 km. . :

Instead of assaming Several domestic wells at the 3G b dig—
tance, the authors assumed oenly one well pumping contaminated
water from the upper S5 m of the unconfined aquifer. At such a
large distance from the source, it is likely that the can—
taminants will be mixed throughout the saturated thickness. As a
wonservative measurs, several Ffully penetrating wells should be
assulied downgradient to estimate the goséible relesse vate.

A defersibly conservative approach is falled for to supplant
the lack of fieid data.

The Djlution Solution

All of the alternatives result in the continued storapge of
some or all of the high~level and transuranic wastes and all of
the low-level wastes at the near—-surface. Protection of the pub-
lic health anhd general envircnment usder these atternatives,

i o
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depands on the slow release armd dilution of radionuslides in
r—surface ground water and surface water (primarily the Colum-—
bia River). HMany of the proposed components of these alterna-
tivet contain untested disposal technolopgies as applied to high-
level waste (e.p. dry well storapge of cesium and strontium), Fur-—
thermore, the likelihood of intrusion is clearly more probable in
the cases of near-surface disposal versus the peologic disposal
case . K

Excessive Hneert in Radignuc)ide -] [aF

The DDE has presented estimated radionuclide inventories in
numerous tables throughout the DEIS, but ne indication of the un-
vertainties associated with these values was given. However, in
Volume &, an unhcertainty of —30%X/+5@% for inventory amsessment
was stated. The radionuclide inventory of existing wastes is the
basis for all evaluations, risk analyses, and decision making

nonoerning waste disposal alternatives and operations. There—
fora, an accurate estimate is imperative.
Excessive Opt imism About gnggzixgneég of.;he Protective Barrier

Two of the threes action alternatives rely heaviiy on the
potential isalation to be provided by a multi-layer protective
barrier. Throughout the DEIS, the barrier is assuned to work
perfectly {allowing ne infiltration) under normal conditions.
Given the extreme amount of uncertainty associated with prediet-—
ing the performance of this barrier, the assumption of perfact
performance is inappropriate.

The desigy» of the multi~iayer cover relies on an aspect of
the soil-water outflow law which states water will not enter an
open cavity unless the pressure in the water is atmospheric or
greater. While this law is valid, it may not always apply %o
flow in, layered systems. ' The DEIB assumes the simulated coarse
grained soil {gravel) 'is comprised of a conmpilation of large,
empty cavities. - Course soils, however, are actually comprised of
a distribution of pore-spaces of which some are small pores. X%
is certainly feasible some of the small pores will be saturated
under field conditions, ang would bs abhle to transmit water from
an overl]lying soiil under unsaturated conditions. Furthermore,
flow alonyg grains, via a thin filp of residual moisbture, is pos—
sible as well. Current understanding of unsaturated flow under
relatively dry conditions ig very limited. Therefore the assump-
tion there will be no flow into the underlying layer is premature
and inapprosriate when considering the relative hazard that high-
level raticactive and transuranic wastes posa.

Another parameter crucial to assessing the barrier per—
formance is the recharge rate occurring at Hanford... Yhe DEIS
estimates this rate betweer @.5 and 5 cm/yr. However, other

Heoss e - =
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studies have estimated the rate to be 1% om/yr in a yaaﬁ of 29 cm
of precipitation. It is clear this important parameter involves
ronsiderable uncertainty (in excess of an order of magnitude).

Finally, the effect of lateral flow from cutside the harrier
towards the waste is unknown. - The two-dimensional modeling pre-~
sented in the DEIS nevey converged to a solution and is therefore
meeringless. Lateral pradients directed towards the waste will .
be established as moisture contents decrease once the barrier is
in—-place if, in faet, the barrier works as envisioned. Therefors, -
some provision in the impawt analyses should conservatively ac—
wount for these unknown lateral-flow effects.

In light of the uncertainties discussed above, a reasonahbly
conservative analysis of the barrier's expected performance
should not as=ume complete prevention of infilirates through the
barrier under normal conditions — as ig the fase in the DEIS.
Furthermora, the functional barrier failure scenario of B.1 cm/yr
recharge is not nearly adequate., This recharge rate should be
assumed to be significantly higher. R more reasconable rate would
be 5~19 cm/yr (appronimately 172 of annual precipitation).

It is glear field-scale experiments usging natural and
engineered layersd—-systems should be demonstrated as being suc—
cessful in preventing infiltration prior to the selaection of ei-
ther of the two alternatives that incorperate the mylti-layer
bvarriar. Previous fleld—scale exuperiments have net prodiced per-—
suasive reésults, ang modeling efforts are too uncertain to be
relised upon- . . .

Excessive Dpiimise About Ssability of LiW & THU Wasts Forgs

Bome of the TRU and kow~level wastes dirrussed in the DEIS
are currently disposed of in cardhoard bowxes, steei drums, and
other unspecified waste containers. The aiternatives proposed
for stabilization of these waste forms include grouting in place,
pile drivinpg to elimipate veid space, and normal backfilling,
amony others. However, it is not evident in the DEIS that these
techniques will be adequate to prevent failure of the waste forms
and subsequent sabsidence of the overlyinp material. Inasmuch as
subsidance leads to increazed infiltration and leaching of
radjonuclides, fthe long~term stability of these wastes should be
clearly demonstrated. In the rase of greouting ‘in place, there
does not séem to be any mechanism by which veids inside the con=
tainers would be eliminated, Failure to mliminate these voide
will promote instability and subsidence.

The success of the pile~driving method appears very doubtful
because the wastes being compacted can vot be ohserved due to the
existing overlying material. This technique would require a

large ampunt of speculation t0 locate exactly where to te the
pile~driving, and the extent to which it 1= adequate. Bimply
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backfilling the low-level wastes in Erenches is ho lenger -per-~
ceived as an acceptable method of disposal when the wastes are
not in a2 stable form. Until stable performance of the TRU and
low—level waste forms cam be demcnstrated using these tech-
nologies, selection of alternatives that inciude them would be
prematura. . -
o 1 vant Refererces sre ]nclud e DEIS

The DEIS tomprises three volumes. Volumes 2 angd 3 contain
technical appendices:in which conclusions and techniecal evidence
leading. to these conclusions are given. . The details of technical
evidence, - however, are too shetchy to enable revipwers to

.evaluate meaningfully the techhical analyses reported. or cited in

the DEIS. In most appendices, only summaries. of analytical
results are given. References giving details of work leading to
these results may or may not be given in the DEISB.

To enable reviewers to xndapenﬁent!y avaluate DOE's work,
is-imperative that all the relevant documents be referenced in
the DEIS and made avaiiable to reviewers s¢ that every component
of ‘DOE*s work tan be traced and spot checked.

it
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

FORWARD
YIN Copmant I
Pagets) vi

Comment: The DEIS states: *The Hanford wasies are. ... about
1/188th the a:t!vzty and ten times the waste volume of a commerw
cial repository containing 7@,000 tonnes of spent Fuel elements’.
The volume of Hanford wastes is actually. fourteen times that of a
commercial repository, according to the figures given in the DEIS
(41@, 000 cubic meters for Hanford defense waste and ‘29,000 cubic
meters for ceommercial spent Fuel in a geelogic reépository}.

Rlso, according to pape 1.7 of the DEIS, commercial spent fue! is
eighty times more radicactive than Hanfnrd wasten.

C 2t

- Papels) vii

Comment: The DOE has presented the DEIS. for final waste disposal
cptions at the Hanford Site before many of the final desipns for
procedures have been formnulated. The engineering techniques
choten for waste retrieval, trestment, handlinpg, immobilization
arnd/or disposal processes oould have a2 sigmaficant impact on
potent 1al environmental releases and future isolation of these
wastes, The prasent. and. fubyre envirormental effects of thase
ditposal techniques are of great cohcern to the vakima Indian Na-
tion, as the Hanford Site is within Yakima Ceded Lands under the
Treaty of 1845, and and these activities have potentially adverse
effects ‘on the Columbia and Yakima Rivers, wherein the YIN
ratains Treaty fishing rights: <Yhe DEIS should explicitly state
that future refinements to the options discussed theregin will be
the subject of zdditional drafi EIS's which will be circulated
for public comment.
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) EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

YIN Comment 3

Executive Summary

Papeis} ix — x

Eomment: The Executive Summary states that low—level wastes are
excluded from the scope of the DEIS. However, owing to their
transuranic {TRU} waste content, two classes of waste; previously
disposed of as low level, dre incliuded. The two classes are:

¢1) TRU-contaminated soil sites——soil contaninated by disposai of
liquid wastes in cribs, ditches, trenches, settling.tanhs, Franch
draint, and reverse wells, and (2} Pre-197@ buried, suspect TRU-
contaminated solid wastas.

Bn p. V.29 it is stated that large volumes of low-level
waste water and occasional releases of evonsiderably higher—level
discharges to pords and ditches have resualsed in the accumulation
of transuranic, fTission product, and acgtivation product in—
ventories. A total of 1.3 billion L of liguid was discharged
throungh 1982, and it waS estimated to tnclude 8.2 kg plutorium,
1588 kg uranium, 13.2 Ci 137(0s, and 22.6 Ci S0Sr. Concentrated in
oneg of the ditches, in addition to plutoniuem, was amerigium (p.
V.31). As noted on p. 4.12, effluents discharped to ponds and
ditches constitute an artifiecial source of proundwater recharpa.
Gpecifically, erosion of the confining heds of the Saddle
Mountaine Basalt north of the 200 East Area has created the means
for a direct connecttion between the ungonfined shallow aquifers
and the uppermost confined aguifers in the basalt, the Rattle—
snake Ridge aquifers (DE!S, p.4.163 Brahapm and others, 1984, p.
91}, In addition, Braham and eothers concluded that there were
two zones where a downward hydraulic head gradient permitted con—
taminants to move from the unconfined aguifer te the Rattlesnake
Ridge aguifer.

fAn analysis recently was made by BepTrans, Inc. on behalf of
the Yakima Indian Nation, Of available data on potentiometric
lavels in the Columbia River Basalt Group and the basal Ringold
Formation, There is a downward head gradient from the basai
Ringold to the Wanapum. South of Gable Mountain and in the vi-
cintty of the 209 West Area, mounds have develeped logally on the
potentiometric surface of the Wanapum, sugpesting that wastes
from the ponds have infiltrated (or at least have the potential

to infilirate) to that formation. " More comprehensive flow and

B T ort: ay be warranted, .

In view of the patential environmental effects of TR wastes
{including plutonium and americium), it is totally inconsistent
to include in the DEXS the two classes of waste mentioned above,
which were originally discharged as low-leval wastes, and to
explude the liguid wastes which are discharped te ponds and

RIS 8995 5
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ditches. It should be noted alme that Graham (1981, p. VIZ
estimabted the shallow gproundwater travel time from the 200 Weat
Brea mastward to the Columbia River as 8@ years, and from the 222
East Area to the River as 3@ years.

Referances:
Bratiam, M.J., $98%i. Hydrolony of the Separations Area, RHO-5T-
42, Rochwell Hanford Operations, Richland, Washington.
Graham, M.J., B.V. Las%, and K.R.. Fecht, 1984. @An Assesgment oF
uifer Intercommupicatio Pond-Gable Mountain Pond Area
ford Site, RHD-RE-BT-iRP, Hockwell Hanford Dperations,

Richland, Washington.

YIN Comment 4
Exgcutive Summary
Page(s) xi

Eomments: The differences in the risks associated with on— and

off-site transportation for the geclopic disposal alternative and

reference combination albternative are not clear. In both Table 1
and Tahle &, the on-site transportation risks for the gesleogic
dispesal and reference combination alternative are shown to be
aporoximately egual even though. the amount of waste to be
transparted is sipnifipantly greater for the peclogic disposal
alternative. When conzidering off-site transportation vrishs, the
risk levelg dp not change for the reference combination alterna-
tive, whereas for the peologic disposal alternative, the risks
double. One would -expect the risks for the refererce combination
It would appear from these
tables that the risks associated with the referewnce combination
alternative are downplayed.
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CHRETER 1

YIN Comgeny J.
Section 1.@-~Mhat is the Issue?
page 1.1 ’

Commentr The DEIS states that "The challenge is to obtain the
necassary leval of health amd safety in the most cost—effective
way." In fact, the entire comparative analysis in the DEIS is
overwhelmingly driven by cost comsmiderations. - In the Recommentda—
tion By The Becretary of Energy of Candidate Sites for Site Char—
acterization Fop the First Radiocactive Waste Repository, DOE/G-
a4, cost considerations are cvompletely discounted  in order to
ratichalize the agency's selection of Hanford, which is projected
to be by far (by over %5 kRillion} the. most qostly candidate site,
This diametrically opposite tEeatment of vost congiderations
depending on whether the high-level wante is frow commercial or
military operations cannot be rationalized. The Department's
analyses: would be.more credible if they were less opportunistie
in their selective use of cost arguments. DOE seems to have very
strict cost. standards when dealing with federal treasury funds
for health and safety protection, but a more cavalisr attitude
ahout sSpanding From the Nuclear Waste Trust Fund, which is sup—
plied by a direct tax on nuciear electricity. .

YIN Cgpment &
Section 1, 0~-General Sumnary
Bagals) 1.4

Comments: The DEIS states: “There are larpge volumes of waste.
but thay have & relstivaly low concentration of radicactive
material”. The DEIS does not provide any basis for comparison.
Thus, this. statement may be misleading to the. layperson, Hanford
defense wastes are less goncentrated than hlgh—lEVEl commercial
waste in the form of spent fuel rods {4 E. House of Representa—
tives, 1984),  However, many of Hanford defense wastes, particu-
larly those in the double-shell tanks, Aare quite concentrated and
ertremely hHazardous. This point should be stressed in the DEIS, -

Referencesg:
U §. ‘Mouse of Representatives, 1984, Pchigving ngn;mgnge ﬂh] BC—
tives for the Ernineered Barrier System, Subcommittes on Energy

Conservation and Power of the Committee on Energy and Commareca,
98th- Congress, &nd Session.
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YIN Comment 7

Bection 1.0~-Genmral Summary
Page 1.9

Comwent: The DEIE states, "...nearly all of the wastes that
leaked from single-wall tanks...wsre absorbed by the arid soil
next to the tanks.” This statement implies the waste not ab-
sorbed on the soil is inconseguential. That portion of the
leakad waste not absorbed by the so0il should be quantified, and
its environmental conseguerices discussed in the DEIS.

Yin mment
Bection 1.0--Beneral Summary
Page 1.11

Comment: The DEIS states numerous alternatives were considerad
and the ones chosen For- detailed analysis were selected so as to
bound the range of potential impacts. In Ffact, the three
alternatives considered in detail do not adequately bound those
which should be considered. At the “do -as little as possible"
end of the spectrum, the "In-Place Stabilization and Disposal™
alternative falls far short of what DOE must lepally do by way of
deferse HLW disposal, as.discusged above. Even the “Reference”
alternative as framed by the DEIS is very extrems in the extent
to which it would lpave high—level defense wastes "disposed of"
by shallow burials an option not legaliy availahle, t& DOE under
the NWPA and’ the Energy Reorgan1zatxun Act.

In sharp contrast, at the ambitivus end of the spectrum,
DOE's most ambitious alternative would still leave snormous
volumes of hew low-level wasies in shallow disposal at hHanford,
and a considerable quantity of high-level residues, :nntaminated
soil, ard contapinated storage tanks, as well. At this end,
DOE's "rarige of options" dues not go nearly far enough. The Han—
ford Site may prove to be unsuitable for eilther shallow or deap
disposal of radicactive wastes. HAlso, the Yakima Indian Nation
looks forward to the time when the Hanford area is once again ac—
cessihle to tribal members for the exercise of tribal religiocus
ohservances and tr8aty-puaranteed natural food-pathering rights.
The most ambitigus option should contemplate an effective clean—
up of the Hanford Site, leavlng it: in the apprnxzmate condition
in which the military found it in 1943,

vi L )

Section i.@-~Gensral Summary
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Page 1.13

Comment+ Caltulations of transportation related costs may be
artificially elevated due to the selertion of 3,000 miles as the
digtance to & repository. These calculations shauld be revisad
to reflect recent choices of raposltnry sites for character—
ization.

YIN Comment 1€

Section 1.@—General Summary
Page 1.i3

Comment: The discussion of the “"geologic disposal" alternative
i= internally inconsistent. One eentence states: “The geclopic
disppsal alternative would dispose of most waste in deep peslogie
repositorigs and the remainder near surface at Hanford."
{Emphasis added.} Three sentences later, it states: "The hulk of
the waste, containing small! guantitites of carbon—14, iodine-i29,
and other residual radionuclides, is low-level waste antd would be
made into a cement—based grount and disposed of near surface on
the Hanford Biie, " (Emphasie addad.) Both of these statements
cannot be correct.

YIN Comment 13
Section 1.@--Beneral Summary
Pape 1.14

Comment: The DEIS states that, "The waste is at an elevation
that would rnot be veached by any reasonably postulated surface
flood,® The flood potential from Cold Creek doss exist. Addi-
tionally, since near surface disposal is permanant, future flood
protection relies on the Continued maintenance of existing dams,
It is reasonable to pestulate that during the hazardous 1ifetime
of the wastes upstream dams may fail due to lack of maintenance,
natural calamity, or war. Also anmothevr glacially-related flood
is pertainly posgible within the period of interest:. DOE is
reminded this site was flooded during thé last icé ape and sig-
nificant topolopical mcdification to the geclogy resulted. On
eight foot soll barrier may be insignificant when faced with this
type of flood recurrenca.

YIN Comment 18
Section I.g—Beneral Sumnmary

Page 1.14 ’ . X

- 18 —

nt: The stat that "little or no watar is availabie teo
infiltr:te waste mitem and move the waste materials" is contrary
to DOE's own published research fFindings. The on—anite data sug—
pest significant amounts of water can drain through arid sites
where goils are coarse textured and precipltation eccurs during
fall and winter months, as is the case at Hanford.

Eerergggss

Gee, G.W. and R.R. Kirkham, 1984, "Transport Assessment — Arid:
Measurement and Prediction of Water Movement Below the' Root
Zong, " in Proceedings the Annhual Partigipants Informa—

jonal Meati BOE L ow 1 Waste eyt m, CONE—
B4@F115, National Low L=vel Radicactive Waste Management Prn—
pram, Idaho Falls, Idaho.

YIN Cogment 13
Sgction i. 0—General Summary
Page 1.14

Comment: While the waste is located above the water table, this
is no guarantee that centamination will not be transmitted to the
water table aguifer. One ne=d only look at the curvent con—
tamination problems at Hanford to realize that the unsaturated

zone dees not provide adequate protection from gontaminant migra-

titha

YIN Comment 14

Section L.B——Eenefal Eummafy

Page 1.14% .

Eonnenty RArchaeolopgists have typically losked for mounds as
gites for investipation. Specific examples are Indian burial

mounds.  Thus, mounded burial sites may attraét intruders, as has
been historicially the casw.

YIN Comment 15

Se:tipn 1. @—General Summary

Pagels} 1.23 . ..
Commentss Thé DEIS states: ”Tﬁe reference ‘alternative has in-
termediate costs, low releases and exponures, and accords with

the current policy of disposing of all new and readily retriev—
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YIN EComugnt 18
Section 2.@-~Purpose and Need
Page 2.3 .
Comment 1 The DEIS states disposal of lew-level DOE wastes are

outside the scope of the investipgation. This omission is not aoc~
ceptabie since generation and dispossl of vast guantities of ad-
ditional low-level waste is & very large part of each of the
alternatives considered in thiz dotument. Many of these low-
level wastes are to be disposed of as relatively unstable waste
forms and will therefore be susceptible to leaching of
radionuclides, and potentially larpge environmental impacts.

it should be obvious that DODE may nat axclude from con-
gideration in this EIS§ the nacessary tonsgguences of the actions
it proposes to take. An analogous situation would-be an EIE for
a propoged harzardous wasts incinerator. whieh declared that the
s0lid waste output from the incinerator was outside the scope of
the EIS., Since extensive fractionation of wastes and generation
of new low—level wastes arg necessary components of all the op~-
tions DOE considers, the environmental conseguences resulting
from those low-leve)l wastes must be discussed in thia EIS.

Comelei e
Al g 1986 Uz
i
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CHAPTER 3

munegnt 19
Bection 3.Q9—Description and Comparison of Alternatives
Page a1

Eomment: The impacts penerated are highly sensitive to the
amount of water recharged intoc the system. This guantity is cur—
rently unknown at Hanford. DODE has based its entire conseguence
analysis on a range of flux that covers only. one order of mag=~
nitude, - Given the importance of this parameter, rconcegquences
should Have been calculated on wide ranges of flux—— ranpes
covering more than an oirder of magnitude (possibly up te-15-2@
cmn/yrd. .

YIN Comment
Sertion 3. t—Backyround of Waste Ganeraticm
Pageis! 3.2

Comments: The DEIB does mot take into account proposed chanpes
in plutonium and uranium preoessing and waste treatments, One
such proposed change is the Proeess Facility Modifications to. the
PUREX Plant. This front—end modificatibn could potentially alter
the envivonmental impacts of the PUREX Piant. Therefore, mention
of propesed changes to processing propedures should be made in
the BEIS. -

Referances:

DOE, April 1986, Draft Envirngmenté] ]mgact‘sggtemgnts Process
Facility Modifications froject, Hanford Site, Richland,
Washinpton, DOE/EIB-B11% D, Richland, WA,

YIN Comment £1
Bection 3. 1. 4-—PUREX Process (A’ Plant)
Page (s} 3.3

Comments: The DEIS statest. “The PUREX Piant was built betwesn
April $953 and Outober 1955 and then operated until 1972. It
began operating again in November 1983, and is expected to con—
tinue operating until the year lBBE.f The Draft Environmental
Impact Statement -for the Propess Facility Modifications to the
PUREX Plant,; however,. i based on & 2@-year operating lifetime
for the PFM/PUREX Plant, with a start-up date in 1993, This

pUG 8 1486 o
vk TN

[gten

3.5.3.2

3.1.7.6
3.2.3.5

3.1.7.2




0s€

3.1.7.2

3.1.1.3

3.1.4.22

AT
o
o

o

G

215

- 23._

would mean an operating lifetime for- the PUREX Plant that would
last until &013. This larpe discrepancy in the assumed Final
date for PUREX Plant operatien it unacespbable. The Draft En-
vironmental Impact Statement for the Process Facility Modifica-—
tions Progect and the Braft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level, Transuranic and Tank
Hastes were released within @ months of pach other and should be
consistent. The Draft Envirormental Impact Btatement for Hanford
Wastes should adeguately address the predicted lifetime of the
PUREX Plant and any proposals to prolong its ‘lifetima.

Referencesy
DDE, 1986, PDrafl Envir ct Statement:

al Im rocess
Faciiities Modjfications Projects. HWanford Site, Richland,

Washington, DOE/EIS-@115 D, Righland, WR.

IN Commen 2
Secticn 3. 2-—Waste Classes, Sites and Inventories
Page 3.3

Comment: The locations of the different types of wastes are not
adequately described/delinsated in the DEIS. & comprehensive map
of exactiy where the subject wastes are jocated should be in—
clutled in the DEIS. This map should have insaets for those areas
that rneed detail. This map could be comprised of several maps,
cach with an appropriate sczile to adequately Jocate the particu~
lar waste units (i.e. tanks, cribs, ebtc.). These maps should be
in sequence and adeguately cross-referenced. .

YIN Copmment 23
Section 3.2,1—-Existing Tank Waste

Page Numberi{s): 3.5-3.6

Comments: The DEIS states that thers are fourteen double-shell
tanks useéd to contain waste. This figure contradicts a 1982 EPA
8ite Visit Report which stated that a tatal of 11 million gallons
were Mept in gighteen dochle-shell tanks, Considering that the
PUREX Plant has been operating since 1983 and penerating addi-
tional liguid wastes, one wWould expect ifhat .more than eighteen
tanks would be in use today.  .The DEIS should resolve this dis-
creganty.

Rafgrencese - .
EPA, 19832, Bite Visjit and Bripfing on Maste Disposal Activitips

at_Department of Energy (DOE) Hanford Mashington Facilitv, Octo-
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1ig-1 83, R-BE~-2, II~E-18®, Envirormental Protection
Agency, Washington D.C.

YIN Compnent &4
Section 3.8, i—Existing Tarik Waste
Pageis) 3.5

The octurrence of fractionation .and mixing in sinpgle-—
shell tanks may lead to difficulties in identifying existing in—
ventories in tanks. ' The DEIS states: "Betause of fracticnatien
and mixing, neither the single-chell nor the doubla—shell tanks
rontain waste typical of HLW as initially produced by the PUREX
piant.”  Identification of the HLW contained in tanks is cruclal
to assess the potential environmental impacts for each proposed
alternative. -Impacts velated to worker and public health con-
cerng rannot adequastely be determined without accurate identi—
fication of inventories storad in tanks.

YIY Cowrent - 25
Section 3.8.1-—Existing Tank Waste
Pagals) 3.5

Comments: The DEIS discusses efforts to renove moisture from the
tanks and states that "The need for drying of the residual solids
is being considered as part of disposai operations." Such drying
operations, -although they may enharnce the case of dispasal,
should .be viewed with great caution.” Due to the presence of
organic compounds and certain inorpanic salts in the tanks, fail-
ure to maintain an aguecus, alkaline environment with tempera—
turses under 300 degress Celsius could lead. to the formation of a
hazardous, explosive stbstance by the nitration or
nitreoesterification of orpanic compournds. This is patentially an
extrenely hazardous situation. Altheough sufficient moisture may -
be contained in the salt cake te prevent the occurrence af explo-
sion, the DEIS should address this 1ssue and provide evidence
demonstrating that the patential for explesion is minimal.

References:

Martin, E.C., 1985, Compiexant Stability Investigat on _Task -
Brpanic fomplexants, PNL-5453, Pacific Northwest Lahoratories,
Richland, WA.

YIN Comment E6

Section 3.2.1--Existing Tank Waste
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3.1.1.8

3.1.4.32
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Pagei{s} 3.6

Comments: ‘The DEIS lists the guantities of TRU wastes and fis~
sion products contained in each particular waste class. No data
concerning the physical characteristics of these wastes or con-
centrations of radionuclides within these wastas are given. Buch
information is crucial for assessing the hazards of differant
waste classes, and should be included inm this aection of the
DEIS.

Also, no data concerning the types, physipal tharacter-—
isties, and quantities of potentially hazardous nonradicactive
wastes in particular waste classes have been provided in this
section, There are a number of hazardous inorganic substances
suth as lead, #Marcury, and cadmium in the wastas (Martin, 1983,
These exist in larpe gquantities.

Another danger is the potential for aexplosions within the
tanks., ' Nitrate salts could react with the orpanic compounds in
the wastes to form explosive substances. There are over 168, 20Q
tons of nitrate compounds in the tanks (RHO, 198@). Orgahic con—
pounds ocour in the tanks as a result of different processing
procedurds. 1% has besn estimated that there are 7€ tons of
organic carbon in the inferstitial liguid of single~shell tanks
{RHO, 19P@), E2£@-55@ tons of orpanic carbon in double-shell tank
slurry and an additional 8@@-110@ tons of organic carbow in the
comples concentrates in double~shell tanks (DOE, 1980).  Although
to date these wastes have been stable, it is not clsar what
hazards may exist as a result of miking rtaused by retrieval pro—
ceduras,

The DDE should provide the most complete tharacterization
posslble of the contents of existing $anks to ensure tha nafaty
of retrieval operations.

Referernuess
DDE, 1988, Fina) Environmental Inpact Stateme Waste Handngment
Operations, Hanford Si Doyble=Shell Tanks for Defense Hi

Leyel Radicactive Waste Storage, DOE/EIS-0RES, U,5. Department of
Energy, Riehland, WA.

EHDH. 1975, Einal Envirnnmentai Statement (Decgember) ERRA-1338,
Waste Mananement Opersbions, Hanford Reservation, Yol. @, Everpgy
Research amd Developmerit Administration, Richland, KA.

Martin, E.C.,

Organic Complelants.
Richiand, WA.

1985, Conplexant Stabi Investigation Ta
PNL-5453, Pacific Northwest Laboratory,

RHD, 1984, Jechnical Aspects of Long~Termn HMansagement Alternatives
for High-level Defgnse Waste ai the Hanford Site, AHD-LD-141,
Rockw2l] Hanford Operations, Richland, WA.
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YIN Somment £7
Section 3.&,3--Strontium avd Cesium Capsules
Paga(s) 3.8

Comments: In the past, the DOE has zeparated strontium and
cesium from wastes teo vesuce heat genpratton in the tarnks. The
DE1S, however statés that thers are no plans at present to seps—
rate strontium or tesium from future Purex wWwastes and that, in
the case of in—place stabilization and disposal, only cesium
would be remeved frem future wastes. The rationale for such an
action is not explained in the DEIS.

1t is not clesr why the high temperatures induced by
styrontium ant cesivm would be any less of a problem in the fu-
ture., It is Iikely that curraent storape practices will continue
for a number of years, repardless of the alternative chosen,
until the necessary resesrch is completed. In this interim per—
iod of time, it ik important that safe storage be achieved. An
increase in tank Storape temperatures to above 3@@ degraes Cel-—
sius would result in extremely hazardous, potentially explosive
reactions of waste compongnts (Martin, 1985). Also, the effects
of high temperatuires on tank performance are not known, ‘The DEIS
should éddress this issue in light of the poasibility that cur-
vent methods of storage may continue for some time.

Alsg, the DEIS fails to justify why the removal of only
cesium, under th2 in—place stabilization alternative, would be
sufticient to Heep temperaturas within the tanks at safe levels.
The DEIS should provide calculations of the tank temperatures for
bath the ho disposal and in-place stapilizationm alternatives in
light of the cessation of cesium and strontium gyproduct remaval.
The effects of tempgrature on tank performance should be dis-
tussed and subsequent actions justified,

Refaren {]
Martin, E.C., 1983,

roanic Qcmgleggntg
Richiand. WA.

omplexant Seabil vest] ion_Task 8-~
PNL-5453, Pacific Northwess Laboratory,

hd ent

Geetion 3.2, 4-—Retrievably Stared and Newly Generatad TRU Bolid
Wasta

Page(s) 3.@

Eomment ¢
solid waste wWas estahllBhEd as 19 nCi TRU/Q in 1973

The classification for segregation and storape of TRU
Howevear,
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that elassification was chenged to 102 nCi TRU/Q in 1984. The
Justification for the new, less strinpent classification should
ba presented in the DEIS.

YIN Comment 29’

Secfiohs.3.2.5——Tﬂu—contam;natéd Eoil Sites
. 2. 8. 6~~Pre-1970 TRU Buried Solid Waste

Papge (s} 3.9

Commant: - The definiticon for TRU-contaminated soil and buried
waste is ynclear. If was noted in an earlier comment that the

oriteria to judge TRU waste has been changed from 1@ nCi TRU/g to

1@ woi. TRU/p for solid waste; hokiever,- it -is uhclear whether the
eriteria has also been changed for TRuurnntaminated =0il and
buried solid wastes.,

Furthermore, TRU-wastes in the above noted catepories are
...cansxdered tc have been dispesed of but are being reviewsd to
determine whather further action is warranted. in terms of en-—
vironmental profection.” Die to the pautity of record keeping in
terms of waste disposal artivities, it would be imprudent to give
these sites a lessar priority than other waste c!asses in regards
to permanent d1spo=al.

¥YI i a
Section 3.2.5-~TRU-Contaminated ‘Soil Sites
Dage(s) 3.9

Comment{ The DEIS does met provide sufficignt information to

-altow assessment of the riassification of TRU~pontaminated soll

sites., For example, it is stated that. the definition of a TRU-
contaminated secil site is basdd on characterization data that
shows the TRU concentration to degrease rapidly with intreasing
It is not glear what is meant by “characterizration data"
or how quantitative these data are. The definition for TRU-
contaminated soil sites should be clarified,

¥IN Comment 31

Section 3.2.5--TRY Eontamina{eﬁ Soil Sitea

Page 3.9 A

Comment: The DEIS states the TAU contamimated wmoils are “being

reviewed in this EIS to determine whether further action is war—
rantad in terms of snvironmental prutact:on. Aketehy data and
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ng evaluation is given here or in Appendix A (Waste Site Descr{p—
tions & Inventories) regarding the long~term migration of the
radiconuclides and accompanying chemical wastes. Soil perosities,
soii chemistry, retardation Factors and adsorption properties of
the goil/radionuclide interactions should all be included as
basic data. A remedial investipation should be performed to
delineate present and potential migration. Only in this way can a
proper judgment be made whether to clean—-up these sites or leave
them dnd consider them “disposed of" (p. 32.9).

3.1.4.26

IN Coume e K . o
Section 3.2, E~—Pre-1970 TRU Buried Solid Waste
Pape 3.9

Commént: Some of the waste farms of the Pre-197¢ TRU Buried
Solid Hagtes are not stabie and will likely fail over the jong
tera. The altermnatives propossd for prevanting failure and sup-
sidence of the overlyinhg mateirial include ‘injecting grout (in-
place and referance altersatives) or backfilling and covering -
(peclogic alternatival. The reliadility of the arouting method
is not demonstrated in the DEIS. . It is natlapparent that- the
grouting will effactively fill void space {orucial to &tabilizing
the waste in terms of subsidence) within the cardboard hoxes,
steel drums, or some of the other unspecified containers. IF
these intgrior void spaces are not filled, the drums, bonres,. and
other containers will most likely fail, promcting subsidence of
the overlying materla!.

3.1.3.11

¥YIN Gonipent 33
Sectidn 2.2.6--Pre~1970 TRU Buried Solid Waste
Page 3.9-3.10

Comment § As commented in section 2= 2.5. the TRU Buriled Solid
Wastes should zlso undergo 8 remedisl investipation to determine
present and future ground water contemination. The DEIS states -
these sites are “being reviewsd to determing whether Further ae-
tion is warranted in terms of environmental protection.” The
DEIS should explain the specifics of this review ang what
criteria are used to “warrant® environmental protection.

3.1.4.26

YIN Copment 34
Section 3, Z2—Disposal or Management thgrnatives'

Pagei{s) 3.ttt

Rela™E 7 2Tl
AGE 1986
oz
VIR DN ISON



£5€

3.5.1.36

3.3.1.4

g
i,
il

b

Faczesttic

wdO

- 29 =

Comment: The DEIE indicates that riprap-filled trenches will
control intrusion by burrowing animals. Animals indigenous to
thics area may burrow under such a trench and may, in faci, bBe ate-
tracted to the site because the riprap would offer support and
protection for $heir wnderground dwellings.

Furthermore, the i.S5-m—thick layer of Fine—textured. soil
that will ceover theg trench can he burrowed ivite by animdls such
as these described above (Eline et al., 198@). -These burrows
would then provide conduits for infiltrating water to enter the
urderliying riprap, which will offer little resistance to in—
filtration.

fevrencast

Cline, J.F., K.A. Bano, and L.E. Roger; 1988, "lLoose Rock as
Biobarriers in Ghallow Land Burial," Health Phygics, Vol. 39, pp.
497-504.

N e 25
Section 3.3.1--The Geelogic Disposal Altermative
Page 3.1z

Comment: In disrussing Disposal or Management Alternatives, it
is stakeg that the objective of the geclogic disposal alternative
is to retrieve and process most of the waste within the scope of
the DEIS, to package some, and Yrangsport it for disposal either
in an onsite or offsite deep geelogic repository for high-level
waste or im the WIPP site for transuranic (TRU) waste. The
postulated onsite repository would be a mined basalt cavern about
999 m beneath the site. - Im a technical review of the
radionuclide wastes at Hanford, the National Research Council of
the National Academy of Boiewnces {1978) recommended that the pos—
sibilities for ownsite waste isnlation be studied. The council
discussed two alternative methods for the study: (1) a vault
system in basalt under the 200 Area, and (2) a vault system in
basalt in the Rattlesnake Hills. The first alternative is the one
considered in the DEIS. The setfond would consist of & system of
vaults ‘at- the end of a Tummel irto the Rattlesnaksd Hills, the
system bpinp above, rather than below, the regional water table
(National Research Council, National Academy of Sciences, 1978,
p. 108-116}. If this alterpative disposal or waste management
method was ever investigated, it should have been discusted in
the DEIG, including. a detailed comparisort with the deep geologic
repesitory scheme that was selected.

References:

Nat ional- Research Council, Nakional Arademy of Sciences, 1978.

Radiopzgtive Wask at_the Hanfo Res atign: Technic,
Review. Washington, .E.
fuiwe tam o SI
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Coj it
sSection 3.3.i——The Beologic Dispssal Alternative
Page{s) 3.12

Conment: The DEIE states that essentially all (984 by activity?
of thie high-activity/low-volume and TRU wastes (to the sxtent
practicable} wil) be removed and steored in repositories. How—
ever, the DEIB does not glearly define what is meant by the
terminology "te the extent practicable” and what pessible con—
atraints (i.e., worker safety, economics) will be considered.
Furthermore, it is untlear which apencie=s (i.e., DDE, EPR, NRC)

‘will define the extent to which TRU and hiph—level wastes will he

removead.

¥I iy 37
Section 3.3, 1. 1-~Goologic Disposal of Existing Tank Waste
Page(s) 3,13 )

Comment: Tha DEIS states thai, in the "geclogic disposal"
alternative, "The tanks and their residusl contents would be dis—
posed of in plapce by filling with crushaed rock, sand, soil, or a
grout contairning the decontaminated salt, and govered with a pro-
tective barrier.” The DEIS does not cite or refer to any analy-
sis showing that the tanks and their residual pontents are not
high~lavel waste, requiring geclonic disposal. The alternatives
considered would more adeguately bound the possibilities if the
most ambitious one, the “geclogic disposal" alternative, con—
templated a wore genuinge clean—up of the site.” If further analy-
&is shows that the site canmot provide sufficient isclation, com—
plete removal of all s1gniF1cant contamination may be necessary-

¥YIN Comment 38

Section 3.3. 1. 1--Beclogic Disposal of Existing Tank Waste

Pagets) 2.13

Comaent: The DEIS implies that only waste retvieved from double-
shell tanks would be treated, . as reguired, fo destroy organic
conpounds, It is not specified whether waste retrieved from
single~shell tanks would be treated to destroy orgsnic compounds,
A discussior should be presented to ewplain the rationale for
differing treatments of wastes from one type of tank as opposad

- to another type of tank.
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Section 3.3.1.1—Bealogic Disposal of Exiating Tank Waste

- Page 3.13

Comment: The DEIS states that the contents of single shell tanks
tmetal compounds) reduces the efficiency of waste loading in
borosilicate glass. Howevar, there is no justification Tor this
statement nor are any references listed. The DEXE should state
the speeifice regarding guantification of "reduced" efficienty
and tosts invelved. - . !

.¥IN Commant, _.r;' 1]

Seetlon 3.3.1.1—Beologis Disposa)l of Existing Tank Waste
Page{s) 3.13 . .

Comment: The DEIS states that double-shell tank waste will be
treated as required to destroy organic compounds, but does not
give any- indication of the treatment method. It is, therefore,
impossible tc assess the efficiency of organic complexant  removal
from the waste. It 'is unlikely that any treatment method would

. be. capable -of removing 10@0% of the organic compengnt . from the

wastes.: The importance of removing the maximum possible amount
of pomplexants usinhg the best available sechnology should be
emphasized., - . . -

. Hanford wastes contain large quantities of these orpanic
compoungs from various processing techniques.  Allien (1976}
estimates' that between 1944 and 1975 over 160, 8@0 kg EDTA and
75@,00¢ kp HEDTA, two Strond compliexants, were discharged with
Henford tank wastes. EDTA can complex tobalt-60, plutonium, and
uranium and ic known to be ektremely persistent in the natural
ernvironnent {Means, 1978). EDTR and similar comploxants have
been observed to enhance radionuclide migration at concentrations
as low as I@-6 M and less. Thus, it is essential that the method
of organic complexant removal is assessed te ensure the safety of
high-level waste in the geologic repository or stabilized in—
place in near-surface trenches. ’

Refergnces:
Allen, G.K., 1976, Estimated Inventor pmicals ded to Un—

Ll
derground Waste Tanks, [944-1975S, ARH-CO+-S1@8, Atlantic Richfield

Company, Richland, WA.

Martin, E.LC.,. 1985, lexant, Stability Investigatjon Task -
. Organic Complexinis, PNL~5423, Pacific Northwest Laboratory,

Richlang, WA. .
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Meavs. J.L.y D.A. Crerar, and J.Q. Duguid, 1978, "Migration of
Radioact ive Wastes=: - Radionuclide Mobilization by Complexing
Agents, " Sgience, June 3@, 1978; Vol. 200, pp. 1477-1481.

N T
Section 3.3.1.1—-Geologic Disposal of Existing Tank Waste
Pageis) 3.12

Eomment: The DEIS claims that berosilicate glass provides a
waste form with properties of low dispersibility, low -
leachability, and relatively high thermal stability.. Although
borosilicate glass has been choSen by the DOE as the waste form
to solidify liquid wastes, it has not been conclusively shown to
bhe the best possible form (U.S. House of Representatives, 1984).
Further studies.that. evaluate the leachability, stability, and
waste loading should be performed and referenced to fully assess
possible environmental impacts.

3.1.8.11

For example, the DEIS states that insoluble méetal compounds
in single-shell tank waste reduce efficiency of waste loading.
Therefore, these wastes will nok ‘be sclidified. in the reference
alternative, but will be solidifikd in the geologic alternative.
fAdditional detail is necessary to assess the effects upon waste
isolation that these insoluble metail compounds will have in the
geclogic alternative. A brisf desoriptien should be supplied te
explain whai. will be done with these compounds in the reference
alternative. | : . -

References:

U.5. House of Representatives, 1984, fchieving Perfoymance Ohipe—
tives Tor the Engingered Barrier System, Subcommittes on Energy
Congervation and Power of the Committee on Enerpy and Commerce,
F8th Congress, 2nd Session, Washington, D.C.

YIN Comment &
Section 3.3.1.1--Geologit Disposal of Existing Tank Waste
Page (s} 3.15

Eommwents The DEIS states that, urder the geologic disposal
alternative, residual tank waste and tanks themselves would be
disposed of in-place. The DEIS projects that this residual waste
will be less than 5X of the initial inventory of single-shell
tanks and less than B, 52 of the initial -inventory of double—“shell
tanks.. . Specific amounts of radichuclides or radicactivity
remaining in residual wastes arnd tanks have not been discussed in

3.1.4.1
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the DEI8; thus, it is unclear whether this policy of in-place
stabilization of tanks iB consistent with TRU and HLM waste dis-
posal policies and existing law.

Considering the huge quantities of defense high-level waste
stored in Hanford tanks {according to 1983 EPR figures, 400, G0
gallons of Wwaste in single-shall tanks and 11 million gallons in
double-shel] tanks), even small percentages of these volumes
would pesult in large amounts of highly toxic waste. Conceivably,
theve may be residual wastes or tanks that have radiocaptivity ex—
ceeding the definition of a TRU solid waste sita: 190 hCifg.
Plans to test residual waste and kanks Should be formuldted by
the DOE. Consistent disposal meagures should be implemented fou
noth tanhs/residual wastes and FRU solid waste sites.

Refergnces:

ERR, 1983, Site Vigit and Briefiny on Waske Disposal Activities
at _Department of Epergy (DOE) Hanford Washington Facility, Oetoe-
ner 18-19, 1983, R-82-3, [I1-E-1@, Washinmgton, D.C.

YIN Comment 4
Bection 3.3.i.1~—ﬂeolngic Disﬁnsa! of Enisting Tank Waste
Page(s) 3.15

Cowment: The DEIS states: “Contaminaked soil around and under
tanks resulting from tank leaks in the past {ERDA, 1975} would be
left in place. The residues from leaks are a small frartion of
the 5% residual waste in sinple-shamll tanks (ERDA 19735 Sections
I7I.1.1.4.5 and 111.2,&.2), avd do not contain sufficient TRU. to
qualify as TRU~gontaminated soii sites as defined in Section

A. 2.5 The DEIS parmot adequately chavacterize the. potential
hizards of contaminated Soil from tank leaks hased wpon dated,
urretiable information and failure to consider the effects of
various fank waste components.

The DEIS, by only referencing a 1975 ERDA report, does not
appesr Yo be using up~teo—date information cohcerning tank laaks
at the Hanford Site.  In 1975, there were eighteen fank Ieaks,
raleasing 50@, 022 gallons of waste to the soll’ (Meintosh, 1984).
By 1983, twenty—seven of the single-shell tanks were leaking
(EPA,” 1983}, With an additional thirty-one tanhs suspected as
having guestionable integrity {(Murthy, 1983Y. Although it is es—
sential that the most curvent information be used, it is not
certain that using this information regarding tank leaks will
lead to adequate characterization due 3o the unreliability of
tank leak assessment methods. For' a majority. of the single-
shell tanks, thg leask detection systen consists of a manual tank
liguid level measurer and a number of dry wells suriounding the
tank. “in many cases, the liguid level measurer has failed due to
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encrusted salt cake. " It is possible that as much as 117,000 gal-
jons of waste could escape from a tank before the leak is
detected (Isaacsoh, 1981). The larpest known tank Ieak to date
was 115,092 pallons from the 241-T-106 tank {Murthy, 1983), Thes,
the DOE cannot reliably determine whether soil gontaminated Trom
tank leaks can be classified as TRU-contaminated soil sites until
further testing is conducted.

in addition, the chemical components in fhigh-level waste
tanks are vot typical of TRU-contaminated soil sites and should
be judged by different criteria. These tanks contain organie
complexants that could erhance the migration of certain
radionuelides. For example, the tanks in the BX farm hold Firat
Cycle Bismuth Phosphate Process wastes which contain tributyl
phosphate {(Jungfleisch, 1980). R number of tanks from this farm
have been neted as leakers (102BX, 1@8BX) or as having X
guestionable integrity (1118X)  (EPR, 1983}, . In the presence of
tributyl phoSphate, radionuclides can travel distances exeeeding
{Makhijani, 1985)}. Instances of
plutonium migration have already been noted en the Hanford. 8ite
(Price, 1976}, As a result, assessing soil contaminaked by tank
waste solely by TRU concentrations may wot be legitimate.

Referencess:

EPR, 1283, Site Visit and Briefing on Waste Disposal Actiyvitieg
at Department of Ener DOE} Hanford ashington ilitv, Dcto—
ber 18-19, 1983, R-82-3, II-E~1B8, Washington, D.G.

nal Enviro ot Statempnt on Waste Manage—

ERDA, 1975,
ment Dperaticns, Hanford Reservation, £ vols., Engrgy Research

. and Developmént Administration, ERDA-1538, Washington, ILC.

Isaacson,-R.E., and K.N. Basper, 1981; A . Scientific Bagis for Eg-
tablishi 1 =11 mitori Freguencies, RHD~3T—3#, Rockwell
Hanford Operations, Richlarnd, WR. . . .

Jurigfleiseh,  F.M,, 19808, ﬂaﬂforg High=level ngfenge Waste Charpow
terization, B Status Report, RHO-CD-1@19, Roclwell Hanford Opera-
tions, Richland, WA.

Makhijani, A., and K.M. Tucker, 19a5, ty Hi Watey, and Rock
.Instability at Hanford, Health and Energy Institute, Washington,

D.C. .
Mcintosh, W.W., 1984, Radicactive Waste Disposal History and Cup=
rent Status, Nuclear Waste' Information Report, Washington In~
stitute For. Public Policy, Olympia, WA: .
Murthy, H.8., L.A. Btout, B.ﬁ-.Naqjer, A.E. Reisensuer ard D, K.
Landstrom, 1983, Assessment of Sinnle-Shell Tank Residua) Liguid
sosues at Hapford §5i Washinnton, PNL-4688, Pacific Northwest
Laboratory, RichHland,’ WA . L .
- R
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Price, S.M., and L.L. Ames, 1976, Transurani T = _thi
Envivenmont, International ARtomic Energy Agency, Viennz, Austria.

in me
Section 3.3.1.2~-Geologic Disposal of Future Tank Waste
Pagela) 3.15

Comment: The DEIS does not provide atlequate data to assess the
lonpg—term mffects of carbon—14 and ifodine~129, Carbon-14 and
iodine<129 would not be saparated from the liquid phase, but
would he conhverted into grouwt and disposed. of in shallow tren—
ches. Binoe iodine-129 has an overall hazard ranking of twe
(Barney and Wood, 1980), it is erucial that every precaution be
taken to permanently isotate this radionuclide from the bio—
sphere. Therefore, the DEIS should demonstrate that the conver—
sicen of liguid wastes containing fodine-129 into grout will pro-
vide a lomg=term solufion, Studies should be included that
evaluate the long-term stability of prout disposed of in shallow
trenches.

Referehces:

Barhey, B.5., and B,J. Wood, 1988, Identification of Hey
Radjonyc)ides in a Nucleay Repository in Basalt, RHO-BUI-5T-9,
Rockwell Hanford Operations, Richland, WAR.

YIN Comment 45

Gection 3. 3,8-—In-Place Stabilization and Disposal

Page 3.19

Commentt” As noted in our Major Comments, DOE does nat legally
have the option to “permanently dispose” of High-level defense

wastes other than in a repository. Therefore, this option is not
one which the agency may seriougly consider. .

YIN Copment 46

Hection 3.3.2-—Irn-Place Stahilization and Disposal

Page(s) .19

Commenti The DEIS states that there will LE very little ﬁrn:—
essing or treatment of wastes kepgt in single~shell tanks, This

woulg mean that orpganic complexantz existing in the wastes would
ke left in the tanks. Orpanic conplexants can greatly enhance

- a5 -

the migration of certain radionuclides {Means, - 1978). Many
single-shell tarks are known to be leaking waste into the sur—
rounding sofil (EPA, 1983) and it iw likely that additional leaks
will gevelgp in tha 'Futur!.

Refqrences:
EPA, 1983, g;g Visit and Briefjn aste Disposal Betivi
. Etu Ener L} i o lash i O lity, Octo—

bher 18-19, :_933. R-62-3, 1i-E-1@, Washington, D.C.

Means, J.l., D. A. Crerar, and I.0. Duguid, 1978, "Migration of
Radicactive Wastes: Radionuclide Mobilization by Complexring
Agents, " Bcignce, June 30, 1978, Vol. 208,  pp. 1477-1481.

YIN Comment A7
Section 3.3.2.1~-In-Place Stabilization and Disposal of Existing
Tank Waste

Page 3.2@

Comment: @As noted in our Major Comments, DOE does not legally
have the option to "permanently dispose” of high—level defeanse
wastes other than in & repository. Therefore, this cption is not
one which the agency may seriously consider.

HN_GQMA.&

Section 2.3.2.1—In—Place Stabillzatxﬁn and Dispo=a1 of Enxstlng
- Tank Waste -

Papa(s} 3.2@

Comment: The DEIS states that res:dual lzquor and oth!r liquxd
waste from double-shell tanks would be retrieved and treated if
required to destroy organic compounds. The DEIS should provide
additional information conterning the basis for determining if
treatment is required and the methodology for such treatment.
Also, the rationale for treating double-shell tanks to remove
orgasic complexants; but not single-shell tanks, should be ex—
plained- .

¥IN Comment &9

Section 3.3.2.1--In-Place Stabiltzation and Disposal of Existing
Tank Waste

Page(s) 3.21

B e -
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2.4.1.6

3.1.4.21




LSE

3.1.4.23

3,1.8.5

3,1.8.5

2.4.1.6

wastes other than in a repository,

R

-,
1

S

- 37 -

Comment: The DEIS should explain the basis for providing only
twelve fanks with passive heat pipas to disperse heat generated
by radicactive decay.

YIN Comment S0

Bection 3.3.2.1-—In~Place Stabilization. and Disposal of Existing
Tank Waste ’

Page (s} 3,21

Comment: It is not clear that grout will provide 2 long-term
barrier for contaminants from the accessible environment. The
DE1E states that ali pipes and other entries to tanks {(except
heat pipes and. somr inaccassible horizontal connections between

Ltanks) would be filled with nonradicactive prout or other

material, isslating the tanks and -their contenkte fron external
liguids. The purpose of the prout would appear to be twofolds

to retarg contaminants from reaching the biosphere and to impede
liguids From ceming into contact with the waste. However, gues—~
tions aritse as tp the ability of the grout to achieve both of
these reguiremants. For example, what is the long-term stabllity
of the grout, especially when subjected. te hiph temperatures, and
how easily is the waste incorporated inte the structure of the
arout?

It is also noted that "inagoessible herizontal ponnhections
bBetween tanks" will hot bhe filled with grout. Since these cone
nections are probakly contaminated, it is imprudent te leave them
untreated.

YIN Cemment i

Section 3.3.2.2;-lnwplacé Stabiiization and Disposal of Future
) Tank Waste

Page 3.2t

Lomment: Hs noted in our Magor Comments, DOE does wob lepally
have the option $o "permanently dispose" of high~-ieval defense
Even if the apercy could
legally choose such an. option for wastes wpich are not "readily
retriavable”——which it cannot——it ecertainly. ceuld not chocse such
an optien. for "readily vetrievablae” or future HLW. - If DOE need
not dispose of -such wastes in.a repository, then there. is no re-

squiremsnt fer repository disposal of any defense Wastes at all.

Even the most cursory reading of the NWPR and the- Energy
Reorganization Aot of {974 reveals the absirdity of this proposi-
tion.. Therefore, this option is not one which the apency may
seriously consider. .

RO

086 2l
S

- 38 -

Yiy _gomgent S8

Section 3.3.2.3--In-Placa Stabilization and Disposal of Sirontium
and Cesium Capsulas .

Page 3.23

Comments A= noted in our Major Comments; DOE dees not logally
have the option te “permanently dispose" of high-level defense
wastés other than in a repository. Therefors, this option is net
one which the apency mey sericusly consider.

YIN. Comment 53

Section 3. 3. 2. 3»—In-Place Stabilization and Digpesal of Birontium
o . - and Cesium Capsules

Paga 3.23

Comments This sectlon discusses (and references in Rppendix B)
potential use of drywsll storage for cesium ‘and strontium cap~
auled. In neither section is adequate supacrting discussion pro—
vided as to the technital frastbility of or lepal authority for
such disposal. For instance, where and how were the guidelines
listpd on page B.19 developed? Alao, temperature,. pressure, and
activity mohitoring ave proposed. However, the EEIS doe=o not
state what type of cvonditions (temperature, activity levels,
etc. ), as indicated by the monitoring, would require mitigative
measures. . Noy is it stated what those measures might ba. I
such plans are not detailesd, making acrangsments for meniforing
doms not appgar to be worthwhile.

YIN_Comment

Sactiﬁn 2.3, 8. 4-=In—Place Btabilization and Disposal of | .
Retrisvably Stored and Newly Benerated TRU Soelid
Waste

Page 3.23

Cchmenfz The DEIS proposes pile—driving as a msasure to ade~
quately stabilize TAU Burial grounds with significant pofential
for subsidense.  Howsver, there is no support provided in this
section or in Appendix B for the proposition that this mathod
will be successful. Inasmuth as avoiding subsidence . is crucial
to preventing infiltration of precipitation into the waste, this
technigue of waste stabilization should be demonstrated as being
retiahlas. Fuethermors, the DEIS does .not state under whab
criteria oF circumstarces & particular waste would be considered
to have "sipnificant potential for subsidenqe." Theea priteriu

2.4,1.6

3.1.2.1

3.1.3.12
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shoyld be developed prior to tonsitdsration of thias stabllization
method.

IN ment

Seotion 3.32.8.4~—In-Place Stabilization and Dispogal of
Retrievably Stored and Newly Generated TRU
Selig Waste

Papeis) 3.23

Comments  The methodolegy te control subsidence of TRY seolid
watite is guestionable, The DEIE states that "suspectad* TRU
solid waste burial grounds would be stabilized as regquired to
contrel or correct potential subsidence. (ke potential method
for stabilization would use & vibratory hammer. Blthough use of
a vibratory hamwmer may control subsidence, it is not eertain that
this method will prove te be safe, The hammer. may rupture or

‘damage burisd drums and containers and allow waste to eszape,

especialiy since the exact lorcations of the sites are not known
{l. 9., "suspacted" sites). In addition, it is noted in the DEIE
that contaminated rods, used during stabilization, would meraly
be redriven for in—place disposal withoui any safety precaubions.
It would appear. that use of & vibratory hammsr te tontrol sub~
sidence may be imprudent.

Y¥IN Comment S6
Section 3.3, 3——Referance Alternative
Pape z.24

Comment! As noted in our Major Comments, DOE does not lepally
have the option to "permanently dispose® of high-level defense
wastes other than in a repository, A key aspect of this option
is to- "stabjlize®" the majority of Hanford HLW; which resides in
single—shell tanks, in place jJust a few fepil below the ground
surface. Therefors, this option is not one which the agency may
seriously consider. . - .

¥ Com rd

Section 3.3.3--Reference Alternative

Papetis) 3.4

Comment: The YEIS defines the potential for dispersion as the
prihcipal basis to deterwmine whather waste will be retrieved or

not. This gefinition is far too vague and qualitstive. In light
of the vast differegnce in isglation strategies which DDE proppses

Vi Dot
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to implement between commercial HLW and comparably risky Hanford
defense wastes, the DEIS should provide a mugh nore detalled and
guant itative description of the rationaie used to determine
whether wastes are "readily retrievablae. *

IN =] 1]
Section 3.3.4. t=-Continued Storapa of Existing Tamk Waste
Papeis) 2.89°

Cotments:  The DEIS does not discuss plans and specifications for

.doubla=shell tank construction at 5@ year intervals. The con—-

tinued transfer of double-shell tank waste to new tanks every 50
yedars wWould neressitate construction of new double-shell tanks at
periodic intervais. This vonstruction would prove costly and en—
hiance the possibility of contamination to the environment. In
addition, procedures to deal with the ussd contaminated tanks and
associated residual wastes should be discussed.

3.1.4.22

A distussion pertaining ts ponstruckion,. tr&nsfer. moniter-
ingy, antd mitigation measures should be included in this section.

YIN Comment 59
Section 3. 3. 4. Rw-Cont inted Etﬁraga of Future Tank Kaste

Page(s) 3.3@ .

Gomment: The DEIS states that strontium and c2sium will not be
separated from future tank wastes. The radicactive heat would be
such that circulators would be required for several decades to
prevent gkcassive boiling of wastes. The DEIS fails to address
the pogsible failure of these circulators or other circumstances
that could lead to dangerously high temperatures in the double-
shell tanks. Martin (1989) states that the porsibility of ex-
plosive reactions between the organic and irorpanic components of
tank wastes increases with failure to maintain an alkaline,
agueous environment with temperatures bslow 30@0C. The DEIS
should discuss expected tank temperatures, and mitigative ac—
tions.

3.1.4.23

Referencesy

Martin, E.C., 1985, mplexant Stability Invesgtigation Task =
Orpanic Compjiexants, PNL-5433, Pagific Northwest Laboratory,
Richland, WA.

YIN Comment G@
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Bection 3. 3, 5—Dicposal Alternatives Consideraed But Dismiased
from Detailwsd Consideration

Paga{a) 3.3t

Fommentss The DEIS does not provide suffigient information con—
cerning. the ratiorvaie for aliminating "other disposal options®
from investigation. QOther alternatives (e.pg., seabed disposal,

-dpace disposal, deep hole disposal, ice sheet disposal, -and is~—

land disposal) have been considered, analyzed, ant exciuded from
further consideration by the DOE, The DEIS states that 27 plans
have been sxamined and reduced te the three disposal alternatives
tdescribed.
be gprovided,-

YIN Comment &1

Bretion 3.3.5--Disposal Alternatives Considered But Dismissed
from Detailed Consideration

Page 3.32

jCommant: The DEIB eng]ains that the alternativé of geologic

repository disposal of gntire tand contents was eliminated from
detailed consideration entirely on the basis of costs and addi-
tienal risk (which manifests itself as added cost). This iz in

. sharp contrast to the same Department’s treatment of cost cone

siderations in recomménding sites for chavacterization for the
first commercial waste repesitory (I0E, 139B61. In that analysis,
cost. considerations were ignored entiraly in order o justify the
recommendation. of the Hanford Bite for characterization in sSpite
of its projected %$5.45 billion disadvantapge relative to ail the
other sites. DOE should explain why costs arve so important when
considering defense waste dizposal opbtions, but. not impertant at
all when considering commercial waste disposal options. Mare—
ovary. -the basis for DOE's 22 billion estimate of the coit of
this option is absent from the DEIS.

Referencesy
DOE, 1988, Recommengation By the Secretary of Enarpy of Candidate

Sites for Site Characterization for the Fipst Radicactive-UWaste
Repagitory, DOE/S-2048.

YIN Comnent 62
Seétian_3.4~—nompariann of Impacts from Alternatives
Page 3.33

Comment: The analyses to assess envirormental Empaceg do not
take into consideration the contamination that has already taken

The ratiernale for elimination of these gptions should

215
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placa. {Price et ai, 1985) The impacts may be more signtficani
than any predicted impacts from the proposed disposal alterna-
tives. OF particular importance is the existing ground water
centamination. Consideratior sheould be piven to recioration ef
the entaminated, unconfined aguifer.

EE_, fergnces ¢

Price, %-f., et al., 1985, Egvirormetnts) Monttoring at Hanford

for 1984, PNL-S54@7, UC-4i-11.

YIN Coumsnt 63
gegtion 3.4.1.i——Radioclogical Impacts from Routine Operations
Pape 3.34

Comment: The DEIS wtatmes the 1993 pepulation in the Hanford En-
virons would be 42@,082. - The DOE ahould provide the basis for
this estimate. . .

YIN Commant 64
Section 3.4.1.1—;Radinlogséa1 impacts from Routine Operations
Page 3.34

Comment:  The 2,509,900 man-rem figure calculated from naturally
occurring radicactlve sources can be duplicated by meking the
following assumptions: 1) . Diappsal period runs from 159¢ te
2052, (60 years). 8) Population estimate equals a consiant over
this time frame (420@,000). 3) Annual dose To each person frow
naturally occurring sources is about @,1 vem This number could
change drastically if population estimates are nob accurate. DDE

. mhould provide justification for population estimakas over time

remaining constant, - .

YIN Comment 635

Section 3. 4. 1. 6«-Bocisscononics

Page 3. 38

ﬁamment: There is no mention of sociosconomic impact to the
Yakima Indlan Nation or other affected Imdian.bribes in this sec-
tion. . The sonioeceonomics section only deals with impacts to the

Tri-Citims arest and on tourism, Impacts on all segments of the
surrounding population should be EVBIUEtBﬁ-
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IN i &i
section . 4. 1.7~—Costs
Page .41

Commentt There is no documentation supporting the cost figures
displayed in Table 3.6. This is a major oversight in the DEIS.

YIN ‘Comment E7

Section 3.4.2-—LComparisen of Lorg-Term Impacts Hmong the Diszposal
Rlternatives and No Dispossal Action

Page 3.#43

Comment: The range of average annual recharge to the system is
from 8.3 cm/yr to 5 cm/yr. These rates apgpear to be low based on
work done by Gee and Kirkham, 1984. Since precipitation at Han~
ford is approximately 135 cm/yr and is predominantly accumulated
in the winter months as snowfall, the analyses of impacts based
on theae estimates should be revised to handle a larger range of
recharge values, '

N _C. ent_68

Serction 3.4, 2. 1-~Comparison of Long-Term Impacts of Alternatives
Where Conditions Remaln Unchanged

Pageis) 3J.44

Comment:z The DEIS compares EPR standards to calculated con-—
centrations Of cheémipals in radioactive waste even though "...the
standard is not applicable since Hanford groundwater is not used
as a source of public drinking water". Despite this statement
from the DEIS, Hanford groundwater is carvently used as a drink-—
ing water souree, HNater from the unconfined aquifer is used for
drinking purposes at the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF), the
Patrol Training Eenter ang the Yakima Guardhoyse, Based on
estimating & limited exposure to this water, it has been calcu-
lated that Hanford workers receive a dose ©of & mremsyr (DOE,
19861. It is certainly possible that usage of water from the un-
confined aquifer may continue on the Hanford Site, and as in-
stitutional controls ceasa, usape of this water by the peneral
publtc may ensus.

afe =53
DOE, 1986, Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Process Fact

Mogificgtions Project, Hanforg Gite, Washinoton, Rpril 1986,
DOE/EIS-Q115 D, Richlard, WA
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Commgnt

Section 3.4.2.1——Comﬁari=nn of Luhu—TEFﬁ Impacts of the Rlterna-
tives Where Conditions Remain Unchanped

Page 3. 44

Comment: The DEIS references YTitle 4G CFR t41.11 as containing a
nitrate atamdard for drinking water of 45 mpg/l. This is incor—
rect as the valus ig 1@ mg/l. It shouls be noted large arzas of
the Hanford reservation exhibit concentrations above this stand-
ard. This is true for tritium concentrations as well. The
tritium standard for drinking water is 28,000 pico-curies.
Samples in Hanford pround water commonly exceed 320,000 pico-
curies. (Price st al, 1364

2.4.1.16
3.5.3.23

Reference:

Priee, K.R., and others, 1985,
fopg for 1984, PNL~5487, UC-41-11.

irenmental Monjtorj at Han—

YIMN Comm nt

Section 3 4s 2. 1--—Comparison of Long-Term Impacts of the Alterna-—
tives Wheie Conditions Remain Unchanged

Page () 3. 4&

Comments: The DEIS does not discuss health effects related to

organic complexants. It is not cilar how pmsslble health effects

resulting from chemicals associated with radicactive wastes are 3 5 5 ]_6

assessed in-bhe DEIS, Ll
Aitso, Hanford groundwater tay be used for irrigation pur—

posesy, which may result in additional health hazards. Therefore,

the DEIS should assess the impacts of chemicals associated with

radicactive wagtes in a detajled and complete manner,

YIN Comment 71
Bection 3. 4.2, 1~~Comparison of Long-Term Impacts of the RIte#nan
tives Where Conditions Remain Unchanged

Page 3. 44

Comment: No supporting rationale is pravided in the DEIS for se~
lecting nitrvate, cadmium, chreomium, mercury, and fluoride as rep-
tesentative of chemicals associated with the single-shell tank
wastes at Hanford., How these constituents were selected should
be documented and discussed” im relation to Table LL'1,’

3.1.6.1
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YIN Qomment 72

Bection 3.4,E.R~—Comparison of Lonp~Term Impacts of the Alterna-
tives Where Disposal Systems are Disrupted by
Postulated Natural Events

Bage{g) B 4%

Commantst The DEIS doms not provide a complete listing of all
postulated natural svents that may impact waste dispesal. Future
impacts from three naturally. epcurting events ware considered in
the DEIS, althouph the DOE claims that "numerous postulated
events were reviewed.”" A complete listing of all posmible postu-
iated gvents should be ingluded, Wwith a brief explanation For ex—
clusion from consideration.

- YIN Comment 73

Bection 3.4, 2, @~-Comparigson of Long~Term Impacts of the Alterna—
tives Where Dispbsal Syatems are Disrupted by
PFostulated Natural Events

Page 3. 45

Comment: The secontd type of postulated barrier failure
{functional failure) is not adeguately conservative, Inasmuch as
@.1 em/yr infiltration 1s only 1/308th of the assumed 38 cm/yr
rainfall, this pcenario represents a rather insignificant fall-—
urg., It would be more apprgpriate %o assume a larger percentape
of the rainfall, perhaps 10x%, infiltrates through the barrier,

In tight of the current uncertainty concerving quantification of
recharge .in arid climates, an assumption of recharye egqual to say
12-30% of annual rainfall under funotipnal barrier failure is

more appropriate.

YIN Comment 74

Sertion 3. 4.8, R--Comparison of Long—Term Impacts of the ARlterna-
tivas Where Disposal Systems are Digsrupted by
Postulated Natural Events

Page 3. 46

) Comﬁent: Dther than for the wo—action alternative or when thers

is barrier fallure, it is not clear what insight is pained by
varying the amount of recharge when it is assumed that the bap~
+ier completely prevents any infiltration from contacting the
wasta.

AIS B 1986
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YIN Compeng 78

tection 3. 4.2.8--fomparison of Long—Term Impacts of the Alterna-
tives Whare Disposal Bystems are Disrupted by
Postulated Natural Evente

Page 3. 48

Comment: Tha climate change mcenaric is neither realistic nor
conservative. If glacial floods excavate stored wastes, uome of
the waste would cenceivably be carried through Wallulas Bap. To
assume all contamination Would be reworked in the Pasco Basin iw
riot yealistic. The assumption that all the waste would he
rewerited in the upper four neters in the 6x13 km disposal area’ is
alao not a congervative assumption. This scemario sheuld expect
waste to be distributed over the Tri-Cities areas 4s wal} as down
atwean. Impacts may be pgreater under these assunptions rather
than igolating the waste in the 200 area platrau.

YIN ment

Bection 3. 4.2.2--Conparison of Long-Term Impacts of the Alierna-
tives Where Bisposal Systeps are Disrupted by
Pestutated Natural Events

Page 3.4%9

Comment: 1t s not ciear why the snalysis of chemical con—
taminant migratiom was not performed under the scenariols? of
barrier failure (i.e. higher recharge flux). Without this analy—
sis, the agsessment of impacts under %his scenarie is incomplete.
1% would be appropriate to list the predicted ressltant con—

. centrations in ground water in areas downgradiant of the wastah,

rather than ligting concentrations in the Celumbia River which
would greatly dilute such contaminants. A ressonably conservae—
tive approach should assune that ground water at Hanford may be
uapgd for drinking water in the future.

YIN Commernt 77

Bection 3. 4. 2. 3~—Inpacte in the Long—Term from Postulated Human
lntrugion inte Waste Sites

Page 3.51‘3.52

Eomment: Doses cal:ulated here do net identify major aasumptionn
in the transport eguation, i.e., ground water velocities, retar—
dation valums, or valuss of effective porosity used. A review of
the Appendices failed to explicitly identify these parameters.
These major assumptions should be explicitly stated or referencaed
so their validity can be assessed.

RECkIvin, 1 il
AUBB 986 2
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IN ment 7,

Gection 3. 4,2.3~-Impacts in the Long~Term from Postulated Human
Intrusion into Waste Gites

Paga 3.60

Comment: The DEIS states peak arrival times for chemicals are
about. 398 antd i,280 years for the no disposal action alt-rnatavﬁ
under high and jow Flux scenarios, respectively. If these
predictions are valid, the DOE should explain how the current
contamination--nitrate in excess of 2045 mp/l (Price, et al.,
13985)—has reached the Columbia ‘River from the 200 E area xn less
than the 4@ years of disposal at Harnford.

e =1}

Price, K.R., and others, 1985, Environmental Monitering at Han-
ford for 1384, PNI.-54@7, UC-41-11.

¥ |:'en )

Section 3.4 £ 3——]lwpacts in the Lomng~Term fron Postulated Human
Intrusion into #daste Eites

Pape 3.68

Commgnt: - The evaluation of chemical contamination was done only
for a very low range of recharge flux. The caltulation should be
Existing background
roncentrations should alse be considerad in the prediction of
ground water contamination. An analysis to determing the
racharge flux necessary to create the presSent extent’ of canw
tamination in the unconfined aquifer 'should be wndertaken téo
refine the recharge estimate.. It is probable a much higher Flux
woluld be reguired o $ransport contaminants to thexr current dis-
tributjon than has besn estimated by DOE.

AU B 1986 7
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YIN Gommeni 8@ V
Section 4. 0~-Affected Environment
Dage(;) 4al :

Conmeénttr The introducktion to Chapter 4 {Affected Envirorment)
provides information reparding the lecatier and use of the Han—
ford Site. Howbver, there is no mention ef the high-level
nuclear waste repository for which the Hanford Site is one of
three sites proposed for detailed study. Site charactarization
activities connected with the possible repository have been
scheduled and will affect the Hanford environment.

YIN Comment A1
Section 4. l1-—Background Radiation
Page{a) ﬁ.!

Comrent ¢ . The DEIS states- "Spenific airborne radionuciide con-

centrations were similar among the onsite sampling locations, ed—
cept that the levels of 8SKr, 1297, 3H, and 239,242Pu were hxghw
very near the PUREX facility, locited in the 200 West fArea

(Price &t al.,. 1985;."
concentrations, © Alsos the DEIS should mention. the possibility

that these airborne concentrations are likely to sipnificantly

increase should the addition of the Process Facility Modifica-

tions to the PUREX Plant be implemented (DOE, 19B86).

References:

DOk, 1985, Draff Environmenta et Stgtgment- Prg;gss Fgcllltz
Modifications Project, Hanford ﬁ; e, Washington, DDE/EIS-@8115 D,
Richland, #WA.

YIN Comme B

Saction Figure. 4.2——Feature§ af tha
Hanford Site

Pags(s). 4.2

Comment: Figure 4.1 shows the close proximtty of the 202 West
and East Arsas to the BWIP Exploratory Shaft. Although the DEIS
is not meant to provide input to repository siting procedures,
the pessibility that excavation of the exploratery shaft may af—
fect final disposal operations at the'Hanford Site should not be
ignored. Nowhere in the DEIS is this fact addressed, although it

LJZ8 1985

porm o 0%

The DEIS ghould list these radionuclige -
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is ef great impertance to the safety of the general population
surrounding the Hanford Site. The DOE should take responsibility
for the parallel sehedules of these two major projects, and
whould acknowliedge and addrese theiv gffects on one ancther,

Radicactivity may be enharced in airborne particles (Subtar,
1988) 1 thus, the possiblity of majer excavation in glose
proximity te clean up procedures should be addressed.

Réferenggil '

Sutter, S.L., 1986, nt § irbery Rplea om_Soil-l iry
Operatjons in a Contaminaied Area, PNL~3498, Pacific Northwest

Laboratory, Richland, WA.

¥l mment 8

Section 4. 1——Backpround Radiation

Pape 4.3

Comment: . A major deficiency of the DEIS is the absence of plume—

gelineation maps of ground water contamination on the scale of
Figure 4.1. It is-@vident from references such as Price, 1985

- that such data are available. Inasmuch as a large portion of
- this gontamination. is from defénse ackivities; these contaminants

are therefore, defense wastes and the impacts of not restoring
the pgiround water site should be assessed.

Reference:?

" Price, HK.R., and others, 19835, ironmenta nitor

ford for 1984, PNL-S407, UC-4i-11.
.

Yr mment
Eeotxon 4, g~-Beclopy and ﬁhysiography

Pape(s) 4.5

-Comment: The DEIS. states that the "...2P@ Arpas plateau has un—

dergone minimal prosion since formation by flioodwaters about
13 002 years ago."” The plateau was not "formed" but was sroded
by floodwaters,

Al=e the term "flocdwaters" is vagus and does not provide
information regarding source. This event, ohviously lmporéant to

the surface morpholopy ©f the ‘site, should be elaborated.

YIN Copment 85

U3E B85 52
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Section 4.3——Seismiclty
Pageis) 4.8

Comment; The DEIS states that "Shallow earthquake swarm activity
in the central Coiumbila Plateau is concentrated principally morth
ant east of the Hanford Site." Swarm activity has alse ovcurrad
within the Hanford Site and has bees particularly active in the
"Wonded Island" portion of the Columbia River (DDE, 1984). In—
formation regarding swarm activity within and adjacent to the
Hanford =ite should be ingiluded in the DEIS.

Referances:

bDE; 1984, Péft rv i rons tal BENE ‘Referance i
Location, Hanford Site, Washingtow, Vol. I, May 1986, U.S. De—
partment of Energy, DOE/RW-2B70.

YIN Comment 86

Sention 4. 3--Seismicity

Pageis) 4.1@

‘Comment 3 'The DEIS states that most sbtructures “gensrally die

eut" near the center of the Golumbia Blateaw (i.e., the Pasto
Basinlt. - Bravity and aeromagnetic surveys indicate that struc-
tures continue sasiward through the Paseo Bagin te the Columbia
River where thesy appear to be refracted seouthward {Deju and
Richard, 1975). Thus, structures do not "die out" in the genter
of the Columbia Plateau,

Referance:
DEJU, f.A. and B.H. Richard, 19745, A_Regionzl Qravity jnvestigaw

tion of the Hanfond Bgservgj;an, HAD-&, RAD Associates, Ken—

~mewicky WAL

YIN_ Comment &7
Section 4. 3—-Beismicity
Page(s) 4,10

Comment t fha DE!é states that faults most likely developed con—

s purvently with the felding event in the Pasco Basin. (Price,

19621, Thers are many models to explain the relatlonship betwean
faults and folds in the Pasco Baging not all agree that faulting
and folding took place moncurrently - {Caggianc and Duncan, 1983).
The statement shedld he clarified. to reaq that the ralationahip
betwean Faulting and folding is uneertain.

Rttt = —
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3.2.2.4

3.2.1.7

3.2.2.5
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Refgrencegs:
Price, E.H., 19828, Jtrypiural Beo ial Strain Distri ion, ang
niral Ew tar anum Ridge A Lompartsop
i er cied iitips withip Yaki Fold Str
South-Ce al b i n, Ph.D. Disseriation, Washinpion State
University, Pullman, WA,
Caggiano, J.A. and D.HW. Duncan, 1983.‘ - terpretations

qf the Tectonig Stability at the Referenpe Repository Locat jon,

id o 1] = . org £, RHO-BW-ST-1% P, Rockwall Han~
ford Gperations, Richland, WA. - :

Section 4.3—Selamicity

Page(s) %.10

Comment: ‘The DEIS states that the Pasco Basin is deforming at a
*“low to average rate of strain.” Thix wording is vague and

meaningless sinte no guantitative definition of "low" or
“average" is presented.

: . .o
Section 4.4 1-~Surfacs Waters

Page 4,12

Lumments The DEIS states the Yakima River recharpes the uncon-

fined aguifer . in the southeastern portion of the site. A com—
parison of maps from RHO-BWEI-S57-5 does not support this state~
ment. . It is thought the lower repaches of the Yakima, f.e.y
southeast of Two Bridpes, is a discharge zone ftor the unconfined
systen, Banchmarks nRar the river show elevations of 386 ang 380
feet cempared to water table eievations of 39¢ feet. This dis—
charge may have been induced due to ingreased water levelg in the
unconfined agulfer paused by human activities.

ot
Section 4.4.1--Surface Waters
Page(s) 4.190-4,16
Comment: MNowhers in this section on surface water hydrology tor

eisewhere in the DEIS) are the geomorpholegical and hydrological
ramifications of meander migrations and chanhnel avulsions hy the

heLe® 2o L0

i
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folumbia- River addressed. Lecpold et al. (1964) indicate that
channel avulsions, “particularly in semiarid regions", opcur reg~
ularly during magor flood events. Fipure 4.5 shows that flooded
areas from the hypothatical breach of the Grand Coulee Dam cover
vast areas of the major meander region, possibly allowing for a
major charmei avulslon, -Even if avulsion did not occur, natural,
non-rcatastrophic processes. of ereosion might =ventually cause .
maarder pinch~off and abandorment. Either of these possjbilities
might create: {1} & shortening of the distance betwesn stored
wastes -and the river, (2) steepening of the groundwater hydraulic
gradient, and {3} steepening of ephemerai-stream gradiemts. This
could. lead to shorter radionuclide migration pathwaya, and .
greater susceptibility for surface erosion, Thus, tonsidering
that the Hanford Jite sjits% in a major river meander, meander
migration and avulsion and their ramifications should be ad-—
dregsed,

| {:3-4]

Leopold, LuB-y M.B. Wolman, and JuP. Miller, 1964, Fluvial Prog—
espes in Geemorphology, W.H. Freeman and Company, San Franciseoq,
tA. :

YIN Commeng 9§
Section 4.4, 1-—Burface Waters
Page(sd 4.12

Comment: - The DEIS states that Flood estimates were made bas=d on
destruction of 23% and 30X of the Grand Coulee Dam as & yesult of
poasibie nuclear detonation, If a direct nuclear detonation were
to oceur, 100% failure could be possible. Tharefsre, Fleed im-—
pacts should be analyzed for '100% failure of the Brand Caulee
Dam. :

IN mment.
Section 4. 4. I-—~Burface Watars
Pageis} 4, 14-4, 15 '

Comment:  'The DEIS states that the results shown in Table 4.5 in-
dicate that water guality valuess at the Vernita Bridge (upstream
of the Hanford Bite) and Richland (downstream of the Hanford
Site) are similar. For the most. part, this appears ¢ be cor—
rect, but there are several parameters that are not similayr and
should be woted or explained. For example, the maximum fecal
coliform valug at: Richland is 2,5@@ times as great as the maximum
value at the Vernita Bridge. A statistica)l analysis .of these
data should be mades : - :
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YIN Eomn 92
Bection 4, 4, 1—8yrfaca Haters
Pagei{s) 4,12

Comment: The DEI1S states: *"The 200 Areas plateau has numerous
ponds and ditches (Figure 4.7), mostly wasteways for process and
rooling wWater. Effluents discharped to them sometimes contain
small guantities of radionuclides, both fission products and TRU,
and gonstitute an artificial source of groundwater recharge."

The DEIS should provide & more atcurate indiestion of ef-
fluent contamination than "small quantities of radionuclides".
During (982, 3.0 x 1@11 jiters of waste water were discharged by
Hanford facilities. Radionuclide concentration vaiues exceeded
guidalines for worker exposure in four of the effluent streams
and exceeded the guidelines for exposure to the generzl public in
two of the wasie gstresms, The B-Plant condensate stream, for gx«
ample, discharged radionuclide effluents at levels as much as 15
times above recommended corgentrationts (MoNair et al., 1983).
Characterization of waste ponds awnd measures to deal with these
ponds should bé addrassed -by the DEIB. Dismissing the existerce
of these ponds by stating that the levels of radionuclides are
lew is unacceptable.

eferpnces;

MoNair, VoM., R.C. Aldrich, B.R, Cok, M.H, Litzinger, 0.5. Meads,

and B.J. Bliger, 1983, Rochwell Cperation Ffiugnts and Solid

Waste Burials During CY 1982, RHD-HS—BR-82-1 P, Rockumell Hanford
Operations, Richland, WA,

YIN Comme o4
Section & 4.1 —— Surface Waters
Pageis) 4.14

Comment: - The DEIS does not show all past and present waste ponds
on the Hanford Reservation in Figure 4.7. This information
should be given in the DEIS to ensure complete disclosure of con-
taminated areas. A number of waste pends, ingluding the 228-8
Pund, - Redox Pond ant others, have not been illustrated in the
DEIS figure (NRC, 19835; ERDA, 1975). These additional ponds are
shawn on page 64 of the NRC Comments om the Draft Envirormental
Ascessnent of the Reference Repository Location, Hanford Site,
Washington.

References:

ERDA, 1975, Final Envipovmevtal Impact Statement on Wastg Man —
mant {psragisns, Hanford Rezervation, 2 vols., ERPR-1538, Wash-—
ington, TG

MRC, 1985, HNRC, Comments the DDE fy Envim enta) Ascpsse—
nk fergnce Repository Locagion,. Hanf ite, Washi N
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, B.C.

YIN Comnent 95
Saction 4.4, E——Broundwater
Pape (s} 4,20

Comment: In the discusgion concerning. artificial recharge and
the unconfined aguifer, the DEIS does not address groundwater
flow velocities or travel tines from the 200 Areas. These should
be discussed. in the 22¢ kWest Area, groundwater velopity is ap-
proximately I m/day, corresponding to an estimated travel time ko
the LColumbia River of BA-12Q years. In contrast, groundwater
velocity in the P@® East Area is approximately 87 m/day, cor-

‘regponding to an estimaied travel time to the Columbia River of

30 yeara (Braham, 1981). These facts should be woted in the DEIS
and differences in groundwater velocity cansidared,

Refsre B 7 . . . . B
Graham, M.J., 198}, Hydrolony of the Separations Ares, RHO-ST-42,
Rorivwell Hanford Operations, Richland, WA.

Y1 o t

Bection 4.4, 2--fround Water

Page 4.21

Comment: The DEI8 speaks of studies which determined that tha

upper confired system has been centaminated to the scuth and east
ot Bable Mountain pond. 1t fails 4e mention the contamination

‘located in the confined system nsar the horn of the Yakima River.

YIN Comment 97
Bection 4, 4, B—w Bround Water
Page 4.21

Eomment. The DEfS states that. the present Contamination in the
unconfined aquifer is expected to decay or dissipate prior to

REC
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3.5.2.33

3.5,1.66

3.2.3.1

3.2.3.2

Section 4.8—Bocigetunomics
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waste-related contamination from the proposed alternatives. It
is acknowledped that radicactive deray will significantly raduce
sche contaminants. However, Ehere is ng information in the DEIS
that supports this expentation in & guantifiable way. It is very
difficult to predict with any certainty how contaminants will
diagipate in an aquifer once they have polluted it. This is also
true for the contamination in the upper, confineg aguifer that is
briafly dispussed in thie ssption of the DEIS.

EWR: 55
Section 4.S5—Meteorological Conditions and Rir Quality
Page(s) 4.2i-4.26
Commant: Average annual pan aevapoaration ratés should be included
as a separate section or with the section concerning precipita—
$ior. UWater budpets cannot be assessed without them.

Eol nt
Sertion 4.3%.5-—Air Quality
Paje (s} 4.25
Commgnt i The DEIB-staéesr "Air guality in the vielnity of $the
Hanford Hite is genarally classified -as fuite good." No ecritevia
or data are forwarded to support this assessment. Nao quantita—
tive definmition of "guite good" is presented. The Natiomal and
Washington State nmbient_nir Guality Standards are presented in
Table 4%.11, but wno data Concerning air quality is presented with
respect to the Hanford. Area.
YIN Comment 9
Section 4.5, S-——Rir Ouality
Page 4,26
Camment1 The tescription of nitrogen oxide ‘tavals is incomplets
since only average annual levels are discussed. This: approach
does not portray naximum—minimum lavel data mor dessribe the num—
ber of days that PUREX was shat down.
YIN Comment (09

Spction 4. 7--Land Use

u

74 9

<15

- 568 —
Page{s) 4,30 - 4.35

LCommant: The DEIS states that the nearest historical places are

the Franklin County Courthouse, the Pasco Larnegie Library, and 3 2 5 1
the pasgo-Rermewick Bridge. In fact, the nesrest historical

plage is the Hanford arma itselr.

Hanford is the site of the Yakima ereation legend, and Gable
Mountain is the place where young Yakima boys were sent alone for
countlets generations to experience revelations about their
destiny in serving their pecopie, soietimes referred to as their
"vision quest." These argas are sacred tc¢ Yakima peoples, and 3_ 2' 5' 1
thair desecration by nuclear activities and investigations at
Hanford and inacgessibility to Yakimas as a result of those ac—
tivities is a source of ongoing injury to the religlous beliefs
and practices of the Yakima people, in probable violation of the
Amerdican Indxan Relxgzous Freedom Rct. 42 U.5.C. Ser. 1998,

Totally absent frdm the discussions of either Land Use or
Sociceconomics ars the effacts on traditional/religious practices
of the Yakima people resulting from continuing excglusion from
Hanford lands. Bacause of its low elevation and location at the 3 2 5 1
confluence of the Columbila, Snake, and Yakima Rivers, some of the
hative plants in the Pasco Basin, used in traditional religious
and medical practices as well as in the subsistence lifestyls of 2. 4. 2 .2
many Yakima people, are unique in the Columhia Plateau.

Prior to 1943, the Yakima people had considerable access to
those areas for the exercise of their Treaty Rights to hunt, 2 -4..2 ’2
gathet matural foods, and praze animals in open areas within
their. Ceded Lands, which inglude most of the Hanford Site. When
Tribal eldere patriotically gave tacit consent to the estab— 3 2 5 1
lishment of the Hanford Horks during World War II, they did not
contemplate that the area would be perpetually’ lnaccess1ble to
them, or that i% would be made a maticmal environmental sacrifice
arga. They alsé did not contemplate that the Fish wh;ch they
have the perpetual ripht to take from. usyal dnd accustomied plaves
would be contaminated by rad:oact:vity from Hanford.

The Yakima peaple have livad in the ‘same area for over
1@, eva years. They have the r:uht to and intend to remain in
that same area forever. As a people, they do not. accept the per-
vasive DOE ethos which holds that Hanford is a perpétual national 3, 72.5,1
envircermental sacrifice area. They look forward to the time when * *
their Treaty Usage Rights are restored, and the ecologically dis—
tinct and sacred Hanford area is mo longer contaminated or inac—
cessible to them.

For these reasons, the Yakima Irndian Nation insists that DOE
sihould consider an alternative for defense waste disposal which 2 2 ]-1
compreherds an effective clean—up of the Hanford site, to restore
1t to the approximate conditions in which the military found it
“in 1943. . The DEIS's failure. to consider such an alternative, or

REL: .
AUZE 1985 p,
103N
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“indication is piven as teo the accuracy of these values, There-

fore, a ranpe should be given for each radionuclide to show the
amount of uhoertatnty,

On page ®xvii of Volume 2 of the DEIS, it is stated that in—
venkory values have a4 urncertainty of +50/-30X. This is a very
large uncertainty anp should be explicitly stated in any tahle
that uses these values.

¥IN Conmern 7

Section 5.2.&.1——Long—1uﬁm Impacts Where present Conditions
Remain lUnchanged

Page 5.19

Eomment: The DEIS states calculations of transport to the bic—
sphere were mada using conservative bounding values of para-
meters. As has been commented upon previously, the parameters
canngt be accepted as conservative unleas. they are guplicitly
discussed and supported. This has not been done in the DEIS for
the vast majority of the input parameters.

¥I mmernt

Bepetion 5.2 %.2~-Lonpg~Tern Impacts Following Postulated Disrup—
tive Evants

Page{s) 5.21

Commant s The DEIS considers twe possible barrier failure
scenarios and calculates the additional dose to the downstream
poptlation as a result of failure of a barrier for a single waste
burial site for sach scenaric. These two calculations are then
combined to determine the overall impact. It is possible that
more than one waste burial site may fail over 10,002 years,; thus
resulting in a larger radiation dose than palculated,

en g
Section S5.3-~In—-Place Stabilization and Disposal
Page(s) 3.86

Comment: Active institutional ceontrols cannoct be relied upon for
meye than 180 years for the in-place stabhilization alternative.
Howaevar, the DEIBS dees not discuss monitoring or mitigation planus
te be used during the 108 year period of active institutional
control or focllewing the cessstion of active pcontrol. Such plans
are . essential to ensure the safe isoiation of wattes,

[

AUBB B85 (o

- 8@ -

¥YIN Comm 2
Section 5. 3. 2. 4~-Ecological Impacts
Page 5.30

Comment: Mining for Fill material (6-9 million cubic meters) may
impact archenlopgical sites in the Gable Butte vicinity. Especial—
ly damaging is the quarryinp operation itse}f and the construc-
tion of roads to the gquarry. Maps should be- provided Shawing
location of quarry ang road in relation to archeolopgical sites.

¥ mment 111

Section S.3. 4. 1--Lonp~Tern Impacts Where Present Conditions
. Remain Unchanged :

Page(s} 5.34%

Comment: Tahle 5.17 is entitled "Inventory of Key Radionuclides
Disposed of in the In~Place Stabiliration and Disposal Alterna—
tive, Ci". The source of this data is not given in the DEIB. In
addition,. the uncertainty associated with these data is »ot pre-
sented, This information is essential in assessing short- and
long-ternm health risks and environmental impacts and should ba
presgnted.

YIN Comme 11

Sectiom 5, 2.4, 1——Lang~Term Impacts Where Present Conditions
Remain Unchanged

Page (s} 5.324

Comment: The DEIS states that diffusion and transport of waste
throuph so0ile will result in a dose of about i@ man—vem over °
19, 200 years for the populationh downstream from the Hanford Site.
This dose was projected to peak in the year 12002 as & result of
technetium—99 ant earbon-14 effects. The DEIS claims that this
peak dosape would not be expected to prodyce any heaith effects;
however, it should be taken info actount in cdltulation of radia~

‘tion doses to the general public.

Nl e v i
AUSE 186 )7
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3.2.5.1

3.1.1.7

3.5.5.31
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2.4.1.9

3.1.4.30
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Comnm 13
Section 6. 6
Page- 6. 12

Comment: - The DEIS states that YL[DOE] believecs the wastes ad-
dressed in this EIS constitubte bypreduct material as defined by
the Atomic Enevpy Act of 1954, as awended...." Consequently, DOE
believes thede wastes “are not . subject to the requirenents of
subtitle C of the Resource Donservation and Recovery Aot (RCRA)
as.-amended, " The Yakima Indian Mation belisves that much of

these wastes, with their combined radictoricity ant chemical

toxicity, constitute "mixed wastes” subject to subtitle ©C of
RCRA. Bipgnificantly, the Environmental Protection Agency and
Muclizar Repulatory Commiseion sppargntly alec hold this view, and
the State of Washington has applied for EPA authorization to
regulate miked wastes at Hanford under RCRA

i1 114
Bection 6.7 .

Page &.11

Comment :
pears to be intentionally eryptie,

In its discussion of licensing by the NRC, the DEIS ap~
1% atates:

[Tlo the extent that any decision based on a fina)l [EIB] re-
quires defense [HLW1 to be plased in a repository gon-
strueted under the L[NHARI], or placed in other facilities,

- which a&*& autheorized for the express purpose of subsequent
long-term storage. of such waste (within ths meaning of Sec-
tion 202 of the Energy Reorganization Act), such a
repository or other facilities would comply with subzequent
applicable licensing requirements of the Copmission.

The Yakima Indian Nation is convinced that the NWPR requires
all defense HLU to be disposed of in a deep geolepic repository,
Section B of the Act contemplages no other options. As the DEIG
notes, all geologic reppsiteries--whether for defense wastes only
or for commingled defense and pommercial wastess-must be licensgd

by the NRC. ~ This should dispense with the isswe: .

The exeespive use of gualifiers and otherwisze "sguirmy" lan=-
guape in this passaye of the DEIS-——whigh DDE attorneys undoubted—
iy toiled many hours Grafting--suppests that the agency may har-
bor active notions of avoiding NRC licensing in "disposing" of
its Hanford defense wastes. Even if the apgency supposes thak it

Ao, s
KUG B

[
VAT e

1986 07

M TEF mp 4w
3 7 7 8

- &2 -

semehow Has legal authority to dimpose @f these woattes without
NRC licenzing, the Yakima Indiar Mation strongly urpes DDE not to
pursue that notion, antt to submit to NRC ligensing for whatever
disposition for these wastes it ultimately chooses.

If DOE's pghoice is safe, as the agency claims all of iis op-
tions are, then it will have no trouble ob%aining & license from
MRC. At the same time, the public accountability and mcrutiny
that licensing would entail would serve DOE very wrll in improv—
ing the ageney's migerable reputation with respect to past man—
agement of Hanford wastes.  On the other hsand, if the agency goes

- through extraordinary Iepal pymhastics to aveid NRC licensing and

publie scrubtiny in this endeavor, the public will be wall
Justified in concluding that the Department is simply trying to
cover up its past mistakes,

[
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YI cnnent
Velume Il--fAnalytical Methodology
Page (s} xuv

Commentt The purpose of an envirermental impact statement is to
aid ih making a dewcision. Thersafore, the information that such a
document provides needs to be as accurate and useful as possible.
For the mos$ part, the information in this case is. predicted en-
vironmental “impatts. - However, ‘because the impacts are products
of pompounded conservatisms in the analyses, the "relative" im-
pacts between fhe alterpatives may not be realistic. For exam-
ple, predicted health effects under a best—estimate analysis may
be two (2) health effects for RAlternative A and three (3) health
effects for Alternative B. However, in & contervative analysis, -
predicted health effects for Alternative A might be 188, and 58
for Alternative B, Clearly, deciding on-which alternative is
safest would hest be done by selsciing A -sirce the best-estinate .
would reflect the expected impacts. However, using the .
hypothetical conservative analysis, RAlternative B would ‘be -
selected. In.this case, this would be the wronp decision. The
only cartain way to avoid such a scenario from occurring when
uming tonservative analyses to make dercisions, is 0 insure the
amount of -conservetism is equal in the analysis of sach alterna-
tive. inasmuch as the impacts predicted in the DEIS are cal-

'ecuated using conservative analyses, the amount of conservatism

3.5.6.1 ¢

between alternatives needs to be demonstrated as bsing equal,
This has not fHeen dong in the DEIS.

YIN Comment 316

Voliume II--Analytircal Methodology-Waste Release Paramgters
Page{s} xxviij—wuxix ’

. .- .
Comments The DEIS states; “It seems likely that this range
repressnts & drier (than present) recharge rate 8.5 om/yr and a
wetter climete at the 5.0 ew/yr valua, Thia is a conservative
value to represent unperturbed soil/splant conditions for: the Fu~
ture recharpge conditions on the 200 Area plateau”.. It is unclear
what value the second sentence refers to as being conservative.

Chapter 4 of the DEIS suggests that - the amount of. recharge is un—

known but. is estimated to be between. @ and 5 cwm/yr. Therefors, O
cn/yr is not truly conservabive, but may be very near the actual
valua.

The DEIS zl=mc states that "enpineering judgement” was used
te establish a maximum {wet zlimate) infiitration rate of § |

WL e -

¥

A GEM0N

AUS B 1985 §;
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cm/yr.  This "“engineering judgement" was stated to be forwarded
by "rationally recognized consultants”. The DEIS does not ade-
quately reference these consuliants, nor dos=s it explain the
meithodolopy by which these consultants arrived at such a value.
Due to the possibility of renswed glaciation and the return to
wetter conditioms, it 1s important that a tonservative, vet
realistic, maximum infiltration rate be used in the DEIS.
Criteria for selecting S cm/yr as the maximum expected infiltra-
$ion rate should be included in this discussion.

YIN ment 1
Volume #-—inalytical Methodolegy
Page(s) Hxix

Commentt The DEIS states: “No future Z@@ Area gnsite systematic
irripation effects such as sprinkling, leaky pipes and canals are
assummed.  Althoupgh to assume no onsite artificial recharge is
not conservative, it is consistent with the assumptions made
regarding systematic intrusion within the boundary system with
its warning markers." This assumption is certainrly not conserva-
tive and should not be made.

In the future, there will be wrtificial recharge in the 200
areas. Hanford waste manapement antivities are predicted to con—
tivue until at ieast 2013 (DOE, 1986}. Currently, there are
four large ponds on the Hanford Site that receive discharges from
the& processing facilities: U-pond, B-pond, Gable pond, and West
pond, There are also a number of stroams and ditches which con—
tain wastewater (Emery ant MoBhane, 198@), It is likely thag
discharpes to these ponds, streams, and ditches will continue For
many years., Artificial recharpe from these ponds have had a sig—
nificant effect on the unconfined aguifer on the Hanford Site.
Dver & x tQFI liters of wastewater have been discharped as of
1979, causing the formation of large groundwater mounds (Graham,
1981). Considering the profound effect artificial wecharpe has
hag to gate at the Hanford Reservation and the fact Shat such
waste disposal practices are likely to continue for some time, it
seens unreasonable to use the assumption that there will be no
onsite artificial recharge,

In addition, site characterization activities for BWIB, such
as extavation of the exploratery. shaft will use larpe Quantities
of water, This should be taken into accbunt since Hanford haa
been chosen for characterdization. - :

Referenta(=)

DOE, 198&, Draft virgnmenta
Modificati Prozges, Ha rd Site
Washington, D.C.

act Statement; Proress Facilj
ton, DOE/EIS-B115 D,
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3.5.2.19

3.5.2.29

3.1.1.1
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In addition, whereas many radiohuclides are tations, some
may form anionic complexes under certain conditions as governed
by pH, Eh, and organic-acid content.

The discussion of transport in the vadose zone is poorly
referenced in regards to diffusion coefficieants. The DEIS states
that the value uged is approximately twice the pited values and
the partial saturation correction is realistic. Documentation of
what ¢he cited values are and how the partial saturation correc-
tion was determined should be included in the DEIS.

Rsfaran:ﬁ(gg:

Drever, J.I., £982, e Geochanistm
Hall, Ingsy Enjlewood CIiffs, NJ.

Waters, Prentice-

Y Eom 't
Volume lI-—Analytical Mathnduingynﬁeuhydroiagic TFanspnrt
Page (s} xixvii

Comment: The DEIS states transmissivity values were, "adjusted
through model calibration to reproduce the water table under
transient modeling. conditions". .7The term “transient modeling
conditiong" is ambiguous. Perhaps what wWas meant was  "current
cornditions” or “post transient ponditionsY, -or possibly
"transient coviditions™. An aguifer can not be under any kind of
"mogel ing conditions®. Furthermore, the statement .of pood cor-
—=alstion between. actual and predicted travel time in the urncon—

vwetd aguifer should be supported hy some quantitative vali-

RO ™Y - - .

BPRENDIX A

IN Jlnl=) 12,
Appendix A—-Waste Site Descriptions And Inventories
Pagei{s) A.1

Comment : The DEIS states that "The existing waste inventories
are based on historital rerords and are believed to be adequate
for the generic waste class descriptions”. The radionuclide in-
ventory of the existing wastes is the basis for all evaluations,
risk analyses, anc geclsion making voncerning waste disposal
alternatives antd operations. A database using histerical records
with no specification of the time, frequency, or guality control
of gata gollection is inadequate to base objective decisions con-

- BA -~

cerning long-~term waste management, A retiable estimate of vari-
cus radionuclides in the waste tanks is recessary before any
Waste class description can be made.

¥IN Comment 4,

Section A. 2, 1.2—~High~lLevel Waste {(HLW

Papge (s} A. 11 . '

Commentt The DEIS describes plans to wash sludpe waste to remove
sUlfate and aluminate in an effort to reduce the ampunt of glass
needed to solidify the sludge. The DEIS, however, does not state |

what wili be done with this sulfate/aluminate wash. The DEIS
should state plans to deal with these secondary wastes.

3.1.4.13

IN | me)

Section A. 4--TRU~Contaminated Boil Gites
and A, 5——Pre-197@ TRU Solid Waste Burial Brounds

Page (%) A.19 and A.22

tComment: Tables A.18 and A, 12 showing radionuclide inventories
for TRU-pontamirated seil sites ang pre-1970 TRU solid waste
mites do not indicate the uncertainty associated with the levels
listed. Dotumentation must be mage concerning the accuracy of
these values.

W W
=

-
[F% I
.
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 APPENDIX B

I mment 1

Section B, l.l.}--Mechanical Retrieval from Single-Shall Tanks
Page{s) B.1

Comment: The DEIS describes plans to mechanically retrieve the
contents of poor integrity singie-shell tanks. This process

would avoid the addition of liguid that could cause tank leaks.

The DEIS cites Murthy et &l. (1983) as stating that 256 of the 4% 3
sitple-shell tanks are leskers. The DEIS, however, does not men—

tion that Murthy =2¢ al. (1983} alsc state that an additional 31 3
tanks are suspected as having peoor integrity. The implicationa

of the contents of these tanks being retrieved if they are of

poor integrity should be stated in the DE1S..

Refarence ]
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3.1.3.24

3.1.6.1

3.4.1.1

- B9 —

Murthy, K.5., L.P. Stout, B.A. Napier, A.E. Reisenauer, and
- .E. JDLK,.
Landstrom, 1983, gzessment of Single~thel] Tank Restdual Liguid
Ssues Hanford Bjte, MWashington, PNL-46B8B, Pacific Northwest
Laboratory, Richland, WA.

YIN Comment 127

Bection B, t. 1. 3~—Mechanical Retrieval of TRU-Contaminated Soil
and Bolid Waste Sites

Pagets) B.7

Comment: The DEIS states: "Dust within the pit would be con—
trolled by spraying the working face of the pis with & dust sup—
pressant..“ 1t 1g not clear what this dust suppressant ig,. In
Figure B.6; & water truck is shown with the label “For Dust éup—
pression”. The chemical constitusnts of the suppressant, as wall
ae an estimaie of the volume of suppressnt to be used in this
capacity, should be made in order ko evaluate the effect on TRU-
contaminated soil.

YIN Comment 12

Bection B.l.e.l"—Radionuulidg Concentration for Beolopic Disposal

Pape (s) B, 12

Comppants The DE1S states that the wastes will be recynled
through the treatment process until "satisfactory destruction* of
arganic ‘complexants is accomplished. The DEIR should state; 1)
what rvemaining concentration of organics would be considered
"satisfactory destruction”; and &) what methodolopy will be used
confirm whether “"satisfactory destruction” has taken place.

APPENDIX F

YIN Comhent 129
gection F.1—-Doses During the Operational Period
Pageis) F.1-F.2

Connent: The report bases future occoupational radiation axposure
levels on historical averages., While this approach may be ap-
propriate in song instances, it would not he in this rcase because
of . the very real possibiiity of future activity, primarily
geologic disposal, introducing an additfienal source of radiation
which may not have been encountered in past work at Hanford. Nat-
ural radicactivity from basalt mining, =such as radon gés and
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thorium, tould significantly increase exposure doses to
vepository workers. In addition, vadon releases could intreasne
public doses through chronic releass to the atmosphere.

YIN Comment 138

Section 1. t.i——0Occupational Dose-Methods for Calculating Radia—’
tion Dose

Pagel(s) F.1

Comment: The term “radiation work" is smbipuous when describing
the types of activities performad at Hanford. It is not clear
whethar this term relates only to work in direct contact with
radioactive materials such as waste reprecessing, treatmant, han—
dling, etp, or whether this term is used to describe all ac—
tivities related to disposal operations.:

¥I g 1
Section F. 1. 1. 1-+Occupational Dome
Pagei{s) F.1

Comment: In epaltulating ccrupational radiation doses, the DE1S
sees a historical average annual dose for Hanford workers. Since
this value is an average, 1t is apparently the cumulative sum of
all workep radiation dgoses, both large and small, divided by the
nunber of MaN-YRAarS.

The averape dose measurement, as used hove, masks the high
erposure occupaktions by averaging them with many low Bxposure oe—
cupstions. In this case the average may not be a helpful
statistic to the decisiovmaker. A more useful approath might in-
clude & deseription of the high and low bassline ronditions or a
description of the entire distribution of doses ia cunutative
fregquency distributiend. This approzeh would show the ranpe of
exposure levels to individual Hanford werkers, not just the group
average. .

YIN Comment 38

Sertion F.l.i.l«—Uccuﬁational Dose

Page(s)_F.i

Comment:  The nEtErstatés the future dimposal alternatives are at
a "conteptual stage of development and therefore cannot be used

to develop” estimates of exposurs times and O0Se rate (p. F.1).
¥et throughout Chapter 5, ®ach atternative liste an estimated
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time of radiation work. For example, p. 5.8 estimates "“28,200
worker—-ygars of radiation work" would be wequired for peclogic
disposal and p. S5.27 liste "4, 880 man—-years of radiation worlc"
for in-place stabilization. IT the alternatives are still in
thair conmeptual stage and cannot be used to project axposure
times, how were the values for worker—yesrs of padiation work in
Chagter 5 determined, and why can ehese values not be applxed to
nppandzx F7

YIN _Gomment 133
Eection F.l.1.1—-Decupat ichal Dose
Pogel(s) F.1

Commegnt: Horkera at Hanford are considered in the report as
being exposed only to occupational doses of radiation. Since
most of the Hanford workers live in the yeneral vicinity of the
Hanford facilities, they may also be sxposed to the actidental
and routine radiation releases described in Section F.i,1.8, Pub-
lic Dose. The Full radiation dose For Hanforg workers will be
the accumulated total of ocrupational exposure and envirormental
EeXpOSUrE.

;N Eomment 124
Beckion F.3.2. i1~-Populstion Distributions Tahle Fa &
Page (s} F,19-F.28

Comment: Table F.& does not seem to accurately vepresent the
probable digstribution of population in the year 1933, Current
popuiation of the Tri~Cities falls to the S5, BEE, and SE and
should excesd 40,000 people. This table shows the maximum popu-
lation appears to the W, W5W, and SW directions. This is basi-
cally in the upwind dirgction. These estimates do not appe=ar to
realistic. The 1988 combined population for Richiand, West
Richland, Kennewich and Pasco is approximately 89,908 and is not
shown in the table. - It appears that the SE sstlmats besn ac—
cidentally omitted firom this table. ' IFf the Tri-Cities ares popu—
lation has been underestimated, then the cred:bxlity of these
modeling’ prEdi:tlnns is in guestion,.

YIN Comment 335
Bection Fuo3.2.28--Terrgstrial -and Aguatic Pathway Pavameters
Page(g) F.19

Comments It should be pointed out that organisms at the top of
the food chain (including beef, pork, and fish) can contain ac+

9777
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cumulated doses of radiation from lower members, such as prass
and water. For instances, beef can contain the agcumulated do=a
of 38 days of grazing slightly radiocactive grasses. Although the
prasses may not be at a hazardous level! thamselves, the acoum—
lated doses within the upper food chain members pouid be
sighficant.

YIN Comment 136

Bection F.3.3.2--Lomparison uf_]ﬁtruder Beenario Model tn_NRE's'
i@ CFR 681 Models

Pagel=) F.32

Comments The DEIS sttributes the hipher concentration of cesium
in the MAXI rode to “some additional considerations incorporated
by MRC." It appears that this discrepancy actually means that
the MAXI tode is less conservative with respect %o cesium. This
should be eMplicitly stated in the DEIS.

YIN Comment 137

Section F.3.3;B——Compar150n of DITTY and ERFA Lonpg—Term Environ-
. mental Dosimetry Models

Page(s) F.39

Comment: Site specific information regarding averapge ingestion
rate of fish may be much too low to be representative of the
Yakima Mation. Recause the YaKima tommoniy. consumne more fish in
their diet than the local non—Indian populaticn reforences should
be pravided that indicate some understanding reiative to the digt
of the affected people,

BPPENDIYX B

YIN Comment 13

Section B——Method for Calculating Nonradiological Injuries and
Ilinzsses

Page(s) B.2

Comments Postulated incidence rates inglude transportation acci-
dents for Hanford workers. Neither Appendix B, nor Appendix I
{Transportation Impacts) mentiors transportation accidents in-—
volving civilians, nor any injuries or fatalities civilians may
incur throupgh these accidents. Considering that Hanford workers
transporting waste will be in large trucks and trains, and

3.5.5.1

3.5.6.48

3.5.5.38

3.4.2.1
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pivilians invelved in transport accidents will mest. likely be in
smaller automphiles, the chances of injury/fatality are much
greater for the civilians.

YiN Comme =9

SchiBﬁ B-~Method for Calculating Nonradiclogieal Injuries and
Ilineusses

Papeis) G. 2

Comment: Table B.1 uses DOE and contractor inmidence rates for
the five (3) year period of 1976-1582. Wnat evidence is there

that this period is long enough to be statistically representa-—
tive of future potential incidence rates?

YIN Comment 148

Bection G——MethoB for Calculating Monradiological Injurizs and
Illneaszes

Page{s) B.3

Commentt Table 6.2 lists manpowsr reguirements for repusitory
construction and operation from DOE references dated 1979 and
198@. More recent eastimates for repesitories in basalt can be
found in the graft BEnvironmental Assessment (DOE/RW-8917) p. 5
56, 5459 and for repomitoriss in pereral in the Record of
Responses to PBublic Comments on the Draft Mission Rlan (O0E/RKW-
®02s) Vel. 2, p. 79-88. - Appendix K also gives mors recent -fig-
ures for manpower regquirements,

APPENDIX |

Eonme: 14

Section L.2, 4——Costs

-'Fage(s) .3

Comment: Estimates for the off-site repository (granite) are
believed higher than basalt because the vertical smplacement
stheme is assumed. This assumption.is not appropriate for the
following reasons: (1) . The preliminary repositary design is not
womplete fop corystalline repositories. {2} The crystalline pro-
Jjeckt has been suspepded. Therafore, a salt or tuff off-site
repository would have been more appropriate. ...

RELET

AUz g 198 s

VAARDRS T

- T4 -
BPPENDIX M

YIN Comment: 148

Section M.i——Preliminary Bnalysis of the Performante of the Pro—
tective Barriler and Marker System

Pagels) M.1
Conment s - The DEIS-references several field gstudied that have

bBeen partformed to evaluate rmulti-layer cover systems. Un—
forfenately, the JEIS does not inclute any disrtussion of the

‘resulte. of these studies in terms of how well these covers per—

formed. The DEIS sepems to imply that these covers work flawless~
1y, howevar, wWithout the supporting documentation this can not be
confirmed. - . )

IN Comme:
Section M. 1. i-~Mulitilayer Concepts
Pageis) M. 3
Fommentst The DEIS states agrortding e the putflow jaw, water

carmot -enter-an open cavity uniess that water is under atmos-
preric pressure or grsater. While tru@, this principle pay not

- always prohihit the flow of water from a fipnestextured into a

coarse s0il under unsaturaiepd cenditions. [oarse soil is net
made up of iarge, perfectly dry cavities, buk rather it contains
a distribution of pore-sizes, most of whith are relatively
larpe——howsver, Some poras are small. Furthermore, filps of
water may bce present along the &Surfacds of grains which may be
capabla of transmitting water. Understanding water flow along
this type .of thin Film is ai1ll in the early stages of research.

Taking into consideration these types of partial saturation
conditiong, zituations can resull where water can move under un—
saturated congitions from a fine-textured seil, t0 a coarse=-
textured soil.. An example of surh a situation would he a steady-
state system where the armual degep recharge rate is perhaps 5
cn/year, and the downward hydraulic gradient in the vadose zone
is unity. Under this scenario, a fine-textured so0il with a
saturated hydraulic conductivity of preater than 5 om/year would
remain unsaturated with & uniform (with respect te depth! mcia—
ture content. An underlying coarse layer (with & satweated
hydrautic conduttivity greater than the fine—textured soil) would
Blso be .unsaturated with a uniform moisture contént dependent on
unsaturated hydraulic conductivity function.  This situation
Would not viemlate the outflol law gince the large pores in the
toarse s0il would not be taking on water (ji.e., moisturse contact
would not chargel) since the system would be under steady—state
conditions.

3.5.1.57
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What is an igwue is whether this unit-gradient, steady-state
situation could establish itself over time after emplacement of
the cover. #Hrocesses such as vapor fransport, flow along thin
films of water, ard intense, episodic precipitation events might
all contribute to the establishment of such a system.

Unteratanding highly eplisodit precipitation events {e.pg.
showmelt, . thundergtorms) and their contribution to recharge alse
is of critical to predicting the performance of the barrier. It
is not apparent such events were included in the DEIS assessment.

YIN Comment 144
Section M. 3. 1-—Hater Infiltration Control
Pagei{s} M. 9

Comments The DEIS states, "A multilayer cover consisting of fine
s0il overlying coarse materials...can be Hesigned to pravent
water transmission below the root 2one even for prasent or future
wet—year conditions if the materials are properly chosen”. The
presentation of such verbage implies this statement is & well-~
known . fact. This is not the case. The DEIS or any other study
has not demonstrated, particularily in the field, that these
covers absolutely prevent any downuward percolation, especially
during extreme precipitatior events,

N Comment 14

Section M,3.2-~Biaintrusion Contrel

Page(s) M, 10

YIN Commpnt 146

Seption M. 4——Reduction in Risk of Inadvertent Intrusion Through
Pasgive Institutional Controls

Pegeis) M.14

Comment: The final estimate of the number of intrusions into the
barrier—covered single-shell tanks is less than one in 10,000
years. This was arrived at by making assumptions of the prob-

ability of certain components of the protective barrier system.
One cther type of eStimate could have been incliuded in the DEIS
cancerns the historical recerd of unearthing. burial grounds of
1t would appear that curiosity over the
This

one type or another.
lomg term would Jead to eventual disturbance of the waste.
possibility may be gnhanced if the languapge (Enplish) incor-
porated into the barrier changes or is replaced over time,
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YIK _Comment 147
Section M. 5.1.1-~Input Data Requiraments
Page(s) M.17

Comment; The modeling diﬁeﬁssion presents the types of input
data necessary for the modeling. However, a list of the actual
values used in the simutations is not presented, This is a
gerious omission and prevexts the reader from gaining -insight
into the modeling.

3.5.1.61

For example, -the discussion of precipitation input into the
model does not state if actual hourly values wers used or if sea—
sona;]y averaped values were uskd. The specifics of boundary
conditfons, time steps, grid spacing, and particularily, initial
conditions should have been clearly presented in the DEIG,

YIN Comment 148
Section M.3.2——Simulation Results
Pageis) M. 13

Comments The DEIS discusses the guestions still remaining con—
cerning some of the crucial input' parameters such as initial caon—
Because
these questions will rot be answered until after a multi—year
field research study, the performarce of the barrier should not
be assumed.to be 190% successful.

3.5.1.57

YIN Comment 149
Bection M.5. 2, 1--Test Cases
Pape(s) M.21

Comment: In the dispussion of the test cases, equilibrium was
assumed to ocqur when evapotranspiration nearly egualed rainfall
averaped over a.year. Any swhal! difference was assumed to be
mass~balante errors. It appears however, in some cases 18,3, and
E‘Table M. 7} that the difference between rainfall anhd
evapotranspiration at the erd of the simulation time (8 years) jis
dug in part to increasing storage. Thi=s indicates that equi-
tibrium has not occurred and that the possibility of drainape
into the pravel layer could obcur at a later time in the simula—
tion. Tharefore, thete cases should be rerun for longer -
periods-—until storage i= constant such as in cases & and 5,

3.5.1.64
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YIN Conment 15@
Section MO, 2, t~—Test Cases
Pagei(s) M.21

Comwent ; Table M.7 doea not list mass balance# errers associated

.With eath simulatlon. Mass balance ervors for the first year

simulation appear to be hifih {(i.2ct opt of 30.1icm totall., DBrid
spacing, storage, oOr transmissivities assigned to adjacent grid
cells may be responsible for this error, but since thie informa-
tion-was not provided, 1t could not be assessed., The Final EIS
should 1ist the input paramesers and grid information used in the
simuiations and also should sppecifically list mass balance er—
Tors. .

YIN Col il |

Section M.5.2.8~~Precipitation

Page(s) M.21 '

Comment: It is no¥ clear why petential evapttranspiration was
assumed to be highar during the fall rainfall condition. This
difference shouid bp esplained in the text of the finak EIS. By
using this convention, another variable has been incorporated and

therehy makes the interpretation of the results that much more
gifficult,

X e 2

Sectlon M. 5. 2. 2=-Precipitation

Papeis) ﬁ.EE

Comment: The DEIS states, "1n some way, distributton of the
spring rain was more conducive Yo the ramoval from t{he profile by
evaporation.” This statement is an mxampie of why parameters
such as rainfall digtribution =bould have been clearly documented
ir the DE18, - R comparison of this input and the actual rainfall
records from the site should also have been presented in order to
better demonstrate the fact that such as extreme precipitation
events have been adequately incorporated inte the medaling.

b e 14} 5

Saction M.5.28.3--8Boil Texture

. Page(s) M.28
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Comment: In the comparison of case & and case 8 (with and
without the gravel layer), the fgravel layer obviously prohibits
any movement af water out of the overlying, Tire soil. The par-
formance of this gravel layer may be very dependent on the ini-
ttal condition and hydraulic conductivity versus pressurs-head
relationship assigned to the gravel layew. If the pravel wae as-—
sumet to be an assemblape of large rores that raemain perfectly
dry after emplacement, then it would apé as a bavrier to flow up
until near saturation in the overlying secll. On ‘the other hand,
+f the initial conditions in the gravel were assumed to have a
finite moisture content and a unit downward gradient (uniform
woisture content with deptit), then flow would oceur ugion the be-
The magnitude of this Flow would ini-
tially be mqual te the hydraulic conduntivity of the pravel at
the initial pressure-head Condition, Therefore, it is evident
that the initla) condition and unsaturated hydraulic conductivity
of the gravei are very important to the performance of the. cover
system. FHoth of these variables are very diffigult to determnine
and unless they can be determined adeguately, preferably in the
field, a senmitivity analysis covering a range of conditions and
propertiss of the gravel should be performned.

Y Cojame dy
Section M 5. 2. 4—Plant Cover

Page(s) M.23

Comment: Some discussion is warranted in the DEIS repgarding the
two-dimensional aspects of plant/root uptake of moisture. This

_ type of multi—dimensional flow is lost in a one-dimensional model

such as UNSATID. Depending .on the spacing of cheat grass and its
rooting patterwn, there may be areas between plants where water
would not be affepted by ropts under fairiy extreme precipisation
event=s. It is scknowledped that the ro-plant scenariae would con—
servatively sncompase this situation.

YIN t
Section M.S5. 3—Model Simulation Summary

Pageis) M.24

-Commert: The DEIS states, "A proper tovar can be desipnrd using

onsite materials, layered a0 as to maximize evapotranspiration
and wminimize drainage". Because of the appreciable amount of un-—
certainty in the modeling pointed out abeve, the performance and
feasibility of proper eonstruction of this type of barrier should
be demonstrated in a pilet project that is instrumented to
monitor moisture movement.
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¥IN Comment 156
Section M.S.4--Cover Disturbance Considerations

Pageis} M.24

Comment: The DEIS di the pr of sone glaclalvfluvial
sediments somprised of coarse gravels everlain by fine-textured
sedimants. ' These setdiments would appsar to be a reasonably good
analog to the multi-laymr system. Instpumentation and other
types of water-movement investigations should be pursued at these
logations in addition.to gestechnical stability studies.

Eoinment 7
Bection M. 5. 4-—Cover Disturbance Considewations
Pagets) M.24

Comment :  Earthouake sciivity may be an important element te the
preservation of the protective cover. VYibration and shaking
could cause a mixiag of the fine soil inte the rip-rap, No
evaluation was made of the vibratory effects of repository con—
struction, surface building and blasting at depth. A1l these
factors may weaken the barrier 1f the first repository is con~
structted at Hanftoid in close proximity to the 222 areas.

Commant 8
Seckion M. 5. 4—~Cover Disturbance Considerations
Page (s} M.ES
Comment: The subsidence of the pover system due to collapse of
waste containars is only discussed in terms of the tanks. It
would appear hewsver, that the Pre-197@ buried TAU wastes in
cardboard boxes, steel drums, and other containers, would be the
most susceptibie to failure and subsidence. The proposed grout—
ing solution tao this problem should he investipated over the next
few years along with tank stability research.
YIN Comment
Section M.&.im-Disruptive Failure Scenarie

Pageis} M,E5

Comment: The asseriion that 15 cm/yr of recharge is econservative
should be explained since earlier in Appendix M, modeling results

- B8O ~

are reported whare two-thirds of the yearly precipitation in-
filtrated through course Soils (Case 1| — Table M.7). This would
amount to spproiimately 20 cm/ysar of recharge. This valus of 20
cn/year should have been used as a realistis value for the dig-
ruptive barrier failure, rather than 13 cm/year.

YIN Coment 180

Section M. &, 8--Functional Barrier Failurs Scenario
Pagels: M.26

Comment: To assess the impact resuiting from disturbance of the
protective barrier; two bharrier failure scenarios were hypotha=
sizedt. the disruptive barrier failure scenaric and the func~
tional barvrier fallure stenario., In the latter, an attempt has
been made to test Failure of a large barsier area, The funo-
tional barrier failure scenario has been defined such that S@% of
the barrier arega allows @.1 cm/yr to infiltrate the underlying
wastes with precipitation ronditions of 3@ cn/yr. However, this
value of 8.1 emsyr has been chosen arbitrarily. The sinulations
cendurted to test the multilayer barrier efficiency demonstrate,
for all cases.where protection i effective, a total infiltration
rata. of less than @1 oplyv. . Ths value of B.1 em/yr, as the DEIS
stated, refers to the terminal mass balance ervér in the simula-

tion (page M-8i), Hence, a value of V.1 ow/yr may occur, even if

the barriers perform as expected. In that case, the choice of a
value that may oceur uncer normal conditions is inadequate for
usg in gimulation of a barrier fallure scenario.

IN Comment 16
Section M.?quumméry
Ragai(s) M.26
Comments The summary discussien of the protective barrier makes
no mention of any uncertainty in the. infiltration s:mulatlon, Lut
rater implies that the barrier will work perfectly. 'This is

simply not demonstrated in the DEIS and this untertainty should
ba acknowledged in this suimary section.

APRENDIX [

YIN Comment 168
Section 0. i~—Stratigraphy Beneath the Hanford 2090 Areas

Pageis} 0.4
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Comment: The text states the sediments of the Ringold formation
approach a thickness of 365 meters (1200 feet) in the Pasco
Basin. This atatenment is not supported by maps published in RHO-
BI1-5T-5, plates III-2 and III-3. - Maximum Shickness over the 200
areas could approach 400. fegt. The authors myst have meant 365
fert; not meters. | .

YIN Comment 163
Bection U. 1—~ftratigraphy Bénaafh the Hanford 200 {ireas
Page(s) 0.5 - .

Cemment: A .basic piece of information to hydropeoidgic desScrip-
tions . is a grologic cross—section tisd %o wells from which log-
ging data has been extracied. . Other than Figure 4.3, which is
too peneralized and exaggerate=d to allow the veadar to gain a
proper perspective of the subsurface, such a crogs-section is
missing from the DEIS. . . -

YIN Comment 164
Section D.2~-Physice and Chemistry of the Aquifer System
Pageis) 0. &

Comment: The assumption of hydraulic isolation is determined %o
be not totally valid by Dove, et al 1982, We apgree with Dove on
this point., ' We do not agriee with the statement that aguifer in-
tercommunication effect is megligivle from the. standpoint of con-
taminant. fransport,  There are citations of contamivnation in the
confined system as. far away as the horn of the Yakima River whitth
are gurtently unexplained., Berause of this, the statement:

“"eus the aguifer intercommunication effect, if any, sfems hegli-
gible from the standpeint of contaminant transpori® needs to be
substamtiated. This is especially necessary in Light of the pos-
s5ipility of epresiona)l windows where upper basalt units have been
removed and the unconfined aquifer is hydraulically connected ta
lowar confining agquifers {Dove-et al., 1282).

N Luinl=}; 185
Section D.E—-Physics and Chemistry of the Rguifer System
Page (s} 0.7 ' ‘ i
Comment: In view of the fact that chemical/radiation processes

that are trigoered by the introduction of radionuclides in the
geochemiCal environment are'ndt-aﬂequqtely understood in the

v LR

[t S

W38 WG

O

- a2 -

laboratory, the assumption of ssteady state instantaneou=s agui-
librium reactions carmot be justified, The DEIS analyses of
geochemical interactions of gontaminants in Oround water are
based on the assumption that eguilibrium occurs instantanecusly
iy retardation precesses. TFhis is not a conservative assumption
in many cases, and in the case of adsorption reactions, sommonly
lgads to underestimation of resulting concentrations in ground
water, ' The raticohale of the lonyg period of interest in the DEIS
anglyses ias, for the most part, irrelevant to the issue of
geschemical eguilibrius. Long residence tinmes {very slow-moving
ground water) in some cases could Justify equilibrium assumptions
but this is nok what the DEIS is referring to in this section of
the document.  Furthermore, other processes (s.g., colleidal
transport, radiolysis) which are importawt in the prediction of
radioruelide migration are not taken into acdount. - .

The DEIS assumes equilibriium conditions based on the lonp
time period (i.e., thousands of years) involved. Even though
many reactions do po te equilibrium in.a short paricd of time, &
few reactions, important in modeling an aquifer system, may re—
quire as long as ten thousand.years to reach eéquiliorium. An ex-
aple is the reaction between calgite and dolomite in a regional
aquifer in South Dakota (Back et al., 1%83). 'Using carbon-14 to
date the Water, it was found that the reaction between calcite
and dolomite {in the presente of ‘Gypsum) had not reached equi—
librium after 10,000 years. Therefore, the DEIS should include
an assessnent of poscible conditions and reactions that may net
reach equitibrium rapidly.

Refere: efls) ¢

Back; #W., B.B. Hanshawy M. #lummer, P.r. Rahn, C.T. Rightmire,
and M. Rubin, 1983, "Process and Rate of Dedolomitization: Hass
Transfer and Carben—14 Dating.in a Repional Carbonate Rguifer,®

§.5.A; Bull,, vol. B4y p. 1415-142%.-

Dove, F.H., et al., 1982, AEBIS Tephnolooy Demonsivation for g
uetlpar st epesitory in PBasalt, PHL-3632, Pacifis Northuest
Lahoratory, Richiand, WA, p. 3.1— 3.46.

N mient
8Section O. 2.-Physics And Chémistry DFf The Aquifer System
Pageis} 0.8

Bommerit:  The DEIS mstates that ... too little guantitative data
have been derived to intorporate mierchiclopical effects in
transport equations,” Whereas empirical data is lacking on the
role of migrobes in trace-element and nuciide partitioning and
attenuation, studies have indicated their importance in the role
of controlling partitioninp.  Thigba 1 ferron ng AN

RECE™LI,
AU 8 1995 (i
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_catalyze the oxidation of Fel{II} and subgequent precipitation of

farrén hydroxide, which can act as an adsorbing substrate and co—
precipitate (Singer and Stumm, 19693 Forstiner and Wittmann,

1979).  Furthermore, methylated trace—slement metabolites are
oftén much more mobile than their inorganic tounterparts (Jenne,
19774 Holm et al., 1979}. Therefore, the role of bacteriz in
nuclide partitioning and attenuation cannot be ignored.

Bg! errg! ce{m) 2

Forsther, U. and G.T.W. Wittmann, 1979, 1 n_in_th
nt, Springer-Verlag, New York, NY.

Molm, T.R., Andarson, M.R., Iverson, D.B., and &, 8. Stanforth,
1979, "ﬂetzrouena?us Interactions of Arsenic in Aguatic Systems®,
in thm;:§1 moqglfgg inp Aougous Systems, E.A. Jerme, ed., Amer—
fran Chemical Sotiety Symposium Serigs F3; p.711-735.

Jernag, Eiﬂ., 1977, "Trace Elament Sorptiun'by Sediments anmd
Sejls— Hites ant Processes”, in Mmposium gn bdenum in thoe
Enyironment, Vol. 2, W. Thappel and K. Peterson, eds., M. Dek~
ker, Inc., New York, NY.

Singer, P.L. and.W. Stumm, 1969, enati of Ferr Irgng

Ra aterming =1 in the rmation o i ¥

Fi B: Report, Federal Water Pollution Control Atminia—
tration, U.5. Department of Interier Water Pollution Control Ra=—
wrarch Series PB 189 233.

Y omment
Section 0.3, 1. 1~~Functioning Protective Barrier Implace
Pageis) B.9

Lomment: The protective barvisr performance is not raliably
demonstrated. The DEIB assumes that wastes at Hanford can be ef—
fectively isolated with a properly engingered and undisturbed
protective barrier baged on preliminary assessment modeling and
field experience at other sites. As it is stated, a performance
assesswent of the protective barrier wili require am accurate
model of water balance within the bsrrier, including source
release and migration through the vadosg zone to the water table.
Due to limitations of data, modelinpg assescwent is highly
guastionable. The REIS states the conceptual model of the flow
in the unsaturated zone tontains appreciable urncgrtainty, but
this is compensated for by erring on the side of conservatism.
The fellowirp page however, QoBs oh to assume absolutely no water
infiltrates tho wastss and underlying vadoss zonm, This does not
appaar to err on the conservative side.

The Fact that the same type of barrier design has protected
the Siila Dynasty Tomb in Horea for i5@0 years from water im— -

L3
"
L35
fad

<15

-84 -
filtration {(page ‘1.14) does not prove that the example can be 3 .5. 1
transposed to tha Hanford Site, espegially for 10,000 years.
Rerformance of the enginesred barrier is too important to traval
time calculations and radionuclide releasss to the environment to
use an assumption Based on a praliminary assesswent.

nept 168

Section 0.3.1.1~-Water Movement in the Vadose Zone—FunEtioninﬁ
© Protective Barrier inplace

Pagel(s) D.9

Comment: No supporting information is presented in the DEIE that
vonfirms the lack of lateral movement under the sides of the bar—
rier or delineates the flow paths indicated in Figure 0.2, Of
particular note is the possibility of lateral mpreading of per—
colating infiltration due to anisotropic gonditions that may be
present in the Hanford sediments. The DEIS states that the flow
path labelled {a) in Figuré ©.2 is "essentially vertical'’. How—
gver, a8 shown, it appears t6 be the most curved of all paths il-
lustated. Eventhough gome of the flow paths appear reasonable,
others (b and c) appear somewhat quettionmable as presanted in the
figure. The discussion is confusing.

3.5.2

YIN it 16!
Seetion @. 3.1, 1—Functioning Protective Barrier Implace

Pageis} 2.1@

Comment: The DEIG states that, after emplacement of the pro—

tective barrier, ".., existing soil moisture will drain from the

acil profile more slowly &5 the new cCover moisture equilibrium is
agproached".. The opposite is likely to occur. In section 4.5.3 3
of the DEIS, it is stated that precipitation is 16 em/yr™, on the
average. High evaporation rates, combined with this low 3
precipitation rate, should cause & net upward flux of water in 3
the s0il. The protestive barrier shouid seal off the avenue for
evaporation, %hus increasinp or stabilizinp the moisture content

of the soil underneath the barrier. The resultinpg condition

would not be one of slower dreininp but faster draining. There—

fore, the explanation of decreased drainape underneath the bar—

rier shouid bs re-assessed. .

YIN Comment 170

Section 0.3, 1.2--No Barrier or Less~than-Optimal Barrier Per-—
formance . _ - .

.30
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Conment: "After the discussion of the problems and failure of the
two-dimensional unsaturated Flow modeling alomg the edye of the
protective barrier, the DEIS states, "the solutisns obtained
{from the Z-D modeling}, albeit flawed, reinforce the intuition
Ehat isolation is athievable if the waste is positionemd &uffi-
ciently far from the barrier gdge." Such statementa are inap—
propriate since the modeling reaults are obvicously not reiiable
and probably cnly reflest the built-in assumptions that
raagresented the investipatior's intuitions prior ta modeling isae
above comment on gection 0.4, page 0. 16}: The DEIS should be
revited to simply state unsaturatsd flow along the edge of the
protective barrier is not presently understcod. Further, this
uncertainky should be factored tontervatively inte the-analyses.

YIN Comment, 183
Gection O. 4. 1. 4»~Moigture Movement Beneath a Protactive Barrier
Page{s) 0.23

Coimment: The DEIS does not preseht the results of the 5 om/yr
infiltration rate condition and regarding redistribution of
antaecedent soil moisture following plarenent of the cover. Clear—
1y in this case, relative t& the 8.5 gm/yr case; there will be
move 5611 moisture for this vedistribution.: This case (net the
8.5 cm/yr case) should be the basis for judging whether moisture
criginally in.contact with the waste might significantly migrate
downward towards the water table. :

YIN Commen: 184
Section O.4.1.4A--Moisture Movement Benmath a Protevtive Barrier
Pageis) 0.23

Comment; Since $he model of the Protective Barrier failed to
converge on & solution in the steady state tase and numerical
aromal ies ococurred in the. transient simulation, no gconfidence can
be had in any precictions made from these simulations. It is
clear DUE needs to re-evaluate their approach to analyzing mois—
ture movement beneath the barrier. Until this is done, the DEIS
is unconvincing as to the amount of protection which can be ‘sup-
plied by the barriar.

Eom t 58
Bection 0. &.2-—HWater Movement in the Unconfined Aguifer

Page{s) 0.24

o
"
L0
o

- 899 ~

Connents The applicabiliiy of the present . calibrated version of
the mathematical model for the unconfined aquifer has wot been
demonstrated. The movement of groundwater in the unconfined
agutfer im considered part of the transpert methanism for wastes.
To estimate the travel time in the unconfined aquifer, the DOE
usgs & mathematizal model: the VIT model. The VIT model takes
into account the spatial variabllity in the bydraulic cenduc-
tivity. Since (he spatial variation in hydraulic tonductivity is
not known due to lack of experimentation, hydraulic conduc—
tivities are artificially galibrated in such a way that the cal-
culated head values match the actual observed values, This proc—
ess, called the calibration of the model, has-been performed
using a routine transnissivity iterative calculation and is a
gontinuing process as stated in the DEIS (pape 0.8%). The VIT
modei used by the DOUE has been calibrated to.a water table
pertuvbed by past water diaposal practices which have crsated
artificial recharge. There are twe problems associated with this
methodologys

First, the DOE did not aseess the woliability of such a
calibration. A reliable galibration procedure is hased on &
thoirough understanding of all disturbances in the aguifer (e.g.,
artificial recharge, pumping, infiliration)., The DEIS stated-
that the palibration nfas deen performed for a water table aguifer
whingh has heen perturbed by liquid wapke dimposal prastices. - The
palibration of a model depents upon the number of talibrated pas-—
ameters one introduces into the mogel. . The main problem is
whether tHis calibration has been validated against real data.
Baced on the statement: "An effort to improve dekailed unter—
standing ... and modeling capability ... is currently under
way..." {pags 0.&85), and therefore it does not appear that the
calibration ‘has been validated.

Secondly, t0 assfus the long-term effects, the aguifer is
assumed to eventuslly resume pre-i960 gonditions {i.e., nepli-
gible withgdrawal of groundwater by punping). In other words, the
previously calibrated wmodel will be used for an agquifer-stressed
state with pumping conditions different from those used in the
calibration propess for which the numerical model has heen devel-
oped. This theoretically can be dong, however, with some
restrictionst

{a) The calibration process must be performed. in an

fashion {e.g., no depéndence of tha parameters on the aguifer
candition used to perform the calibrations). This must be
demonstrated throupgh screening and testing procedures.

(b} Ewven if the general equation presented (page D.2%) is ahown
to be time deperndent, the DDE seems to.use a stmady state analy-
pis. . This is wvalid only if eguilibrium of the aquifer can be as-
sumpd throughout the whole simulated period,. In the present.
case, tWo questions arisal

ST T
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£} ecan eguilibrium of the aguifer be assumed for a 18, CEQ
year period? .

(ii) Wam the pre-1960 aguifer ir eguilibrium?

Unless the above conterns are addressed, the DOE modefing
efforts remain hiphly questicnable.

It would seem the best approach to predicting the tconfigura-
tion of the water table wWould be to take the existing VIT model
of the Hanford site and eliminate the sourte (mounding) terms
that are attributable to current cperaticons. This transient
simulation would also allow evaluation of the length of time
needed for these man-made sffects on the water table to dis—
sipate. :

M Col nt
Bection 0. 4.8~~Water Movament in the Uneonfined unifar
Pagetls) O.23

Comment: Bhould Hanford be chosen for a geclogic repository,
surface support facilities must be constructed and opsrated, This
possibility was not taken into account in the DEIS and may refute
the "ke=y assumption" that "after closure the aguifer reverts to
pre~1948 conditions". 1f the geeologic repesitory is locatwed at
Hanford, the consiruction may reguire water withdrawals that
could significantly alter the water table and severgly stress the
appligability of the present model. The key assumption that no
withdrawal $akes place from the aguifer is rnot conservativa.

Mot ‘of the scenarios envisioned in the future contain some pump—
ing from walls. The model should incorporats these scenarios.

IN {1{=14)

Section O. 4. 8—Water Movement in the Unconfined Rquifer
Page(s) D.26

Comment: The DEIS discusses the travel time (water particlel
results of the VTT code in terms of longitudinal disperson and
transvarce miking. Dispersion and mixing have nothing to do with
the caltulatidn of average travel times. Consideration of dis—
persion is part of the transport analyses, not the determination
of hydraulit head which 18 what the VTT modal was u=zed For,

Y =111L1] 8

- g2 =

Segtion O.4.3—Tr ]
Aquifer

Zone and the Unconfined

€t in the vad

Pape{z) 0.27

Comment: The DEIE states long-term transport models camnot be
validated since only 4@ years of monitoring data are availablam.
4D years of data is-actually an excellent data base compared to
most hydrogeolopic data bases.. Clearly a long—térm .{on the . order
of thousands of years) mode) cannot be proven to be accuprate,

. however the exjstinp pontamination affords an opportunity to

refine and bound the medeling effort.

Hore importantly concerning. the existing contamination is
the lack of discussion concerning any prospects for restoration.
It is by no means obvidus this contamination wiil be reduced to
below EPA standards by the time 100 years after closure has ar—
rived. It must be asaumed at fhat time use of ground water is
possible and therefore a prediction of concentrations at the year
2152 and beyond should be included in the DELS,

YIN Cimment 163
Section D.4.3.6——Application to the Hanford Site
Pagais) 0.33 .

tomment: More discussion is needed in the DEIS reparding estab—
lishment of a constant dispersion poefficient over the entire
flow system based on dispeprsion in the unsaturated zone. It would
appear dispersion coefficients could possibly be calculated from
existing contamination. It i not ciear how the dispersion coef-—
ficient was galculated from the unsaturated zonel Some aspecis or
rases of dispersion in unsaturated media may lead to overestima—
tion of dispersion components {e,pg. tortyosity) relative to

" saturated conditions.

YIiy Comment 19
Sectien {, 4. 3. 6-—Application to the Hanford Site
Pagats) 0,33

Comient: Retardation factors are not listed in Rppendix P as
stated in the DEIS) rather.Kgs are listed. The wording should be

_changed to raf!gct this.

YIN Comment 191

Section D. 4. 4——Beachemital Interactions——Retardation

wdi
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3.5.2.21

3.5.2.13
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Bage(s) 0.36

Comment: The ‘use of the Lanpmuir Isotherm instead of the Freupd-
lich Isotherm, which is uged in the DEIS, would provida a more
vealittic representation of morption. The Freundlich lsstherm is
limited bgocauser {1} it predicts infinite adsorption at infinite
concentration (i.@., no maximumd, and {2} it dors not pass
through the origin (i.e., no "zeroe" adsorptien). The Langnuir
lsotherm, on the ather hand, is a guadratic expres=ion that: (1)
provides for a maximum, and {2} passes through the origin. Rubin
and Mercer (1981} inditate that the Langmuir Isotherm is much
more preferable te the Fraundglich lsotherm where sufficient data
exists, Therefore, the adsorption data should be reconsidersd
With respect to the Langmuir model.

Referencais):

Rukin, A.J. arnd D.L. Mercer, 1981, "Adsorption of Fres and Com-
plered Metals from Solution by Rctivated Carbon®, in Adgorgtion
of Inqrospics at Seljd-Liguid jnterfaces, M.A. Anderson and A.J.
Rubin, ed., Ann Arbor Bcience Publishers, Inc., Arm Arboy, MI, g,
295—325.

YIN Commant 3198
Section 0. 4, 4—Becchemical Interactionm--Retardation
Pageis) 0.38

Comment1 The DEIR states that pH effects on adsorption are
“anothar way to refer te gohmpeting W+ ipns". This incorrectly
implies that H+ competition is the only way pH manifests itself
on adgaorption. The DEIS does indicate that pH can affect the
stabiliky of the adsorbinp medium (especially metal hydroxides).
However, pH affecis the surfice charge rathér than competes with
ions for adscrption gites. It is the relationship between the pH
of the solution and the pH of the iseelectric point (a character—
istic of the adsorting medium) that determines the charge on the’
surface and, in part, the degree of adsorption. The naturé and
charpe of iohs in solution are also affected oy pH  (Drever,

1988; Sbumm and Morgan, L98%).

Reference (5}

Drever, J.1., 1288, The Gecchemistry of Natur
Hally, Inc.y, Englawcod Cliffs, NJ.

Haters, Prentice-—

Stunm, W. anrd J.J. Morgan, 1981, Aguatic Chemistry, Br Introdue-—
tion Emphasizing Chemi wiljbria in MNatural Waters, 2nd ed.,
Wiley-intarscienca, New York, NY.

e,
T
L3

2

-84 -

M 119
Section Q. 1-~Introduction
Pagaels) 0.1

Conment: The scenaries used are not Worst-case scenarics. The
choice of seenarios greatly influences the ocutcome and assouciated
impacts, DOE should study more realistic scenarios. For exam-
ple, farm irrigation wells within § km of the site would be more
realistic and probable.

dulin] 4
Section Q.2--Scenarios and Assumptions
Page(s) Q.28
Commenkt: . The functional barrier failure assumpbion of 9.1 em/yr
infiltration in the caxe of 3@ cm/yr precipitation not ap-
gropriata. Thit fallure should bave been pevhaps 1@-2a% of an-
nual precipitation as in the case for the @,5 cm/yr precipitation
case {gee above comments).
YIN Comment 19!
Sectien Q. 4--Rouifer Modeling
Fagels? 0.5
Cemment: Figure B.1 indicates flow poing around to the soutn af
the Oable Mountain structure, yet water table contours indicate
flow could diverge and meove northwartd bhetween Gable Mountaln and
Gatlp Butte and enter the Columbia sooner Yhan is shown on the
figure. The reason this pathway was not considered should he
made clear.. L
¥1 omment 19
Section W 4-—Aquifer Modeling
Page{s) 1,9 )
Comment: The results of the modeling are presented in this gec—

tiopn of the DEIS, however; they are not very meaningful since
many of the inpit parametBrs are unknown to the reader, Soil-

el
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3.5.6,29

3.5.1.74

3.5.3.24

3.5.3.25
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3.5.3.11
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water charackoristics curves, hydraulic sonductivity, effective
porosity, and boundary donditions, and their justification, are
all necessary piecea of information that belong in the DEIS.

Rather than reproducing Appendices M and D, which is basi—

‘ually what much of this appendix is, the specifics of the input

parameters should have bgen thoroughly discussed.

IN_Comment 197

Section G.B5.l1-—-Results of the "Dry Climate™ Bimulﬁtians

Pageia) G.14

Comments There is ne discussien of resul$ing ground watsr con—
famination in terms of applicable EPA stardards for drinking
water (4@ CFR 141.1&). For exadple, the goncentrations in the T
km—well under the @.5 cm/yr th-place scenario results in a yearly
dose of over 13 mrem/yr (Table R.B5) to an individaal in the year
715@ . {5Q0¢ yeoars after d:sposal).' This dose exceeds 180 CFR
141.16. Another example is the disruptive barrier failure foi tha
in-place stabillization and dxsposal alternative under I cmfyr
recharge. In this case, the standard of 15 pCisl Tor pross alpha
(4 CFR 141,15} is exceeded by a factor of approximately 680. By

‘not ackrowledging these nov—compliante situations, the DEIS is

incomplete.

In 24 198
Section B.7--308 Area TRU Burizl Grounds
Page(s) (.31

Commentt The dispussion and presentation of the results of the
518 Burial Ground Bites is inadequate since anly the results of
the no-barrier 5!tuat:on are presented {Table R,i16).  Results
should have been preduced for the case of an nparat:ve bartier if
that is plarmed for these sites. It is apparent the predicted
ground water contamination without a barrier is well above EPAR
water quality standards {40 CFR 141.16 — e.g. the strontium
atandard is exgepsded by a factor of 30@),

Compent 199

Sectipn O. a—-Nater Table Changes Resulting from Potential Irriga-—
tion Szsnarios

Page(é; a. 31

Commentﬁ Tha 1r}19htibh scenarios do not assume irrigation on
the 200 or 289 areas. This 15 not & conservative approach, how

[y
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iz it realistic in light of the increase in irrigated Ffarming
over the past 10 yesrs surrounding Hanford. There is no reason
why the 200 areas would not be selected for irrigation in the fu-
ture. Past irrigation practices, i.w. before 1950's should not
determine the location of future irrigated areas. Original
settlements werg probably irrigated by wells in'these regions ba-
cause of SHallawer water Lables near the river; Current and fu-
ture techndiogy allows for the construction of desper wells and
should be insgrporated into the scanario development.

3.5.3.1

mmant
Bection B.9—Conrlusions from Irrigation Modeling
Pageis) .33

Comrent: The pradicted effects of irrigation on the level of the
water table raelative to the Wye and 308 area= should be assessed
i the DEIS. Because the depth to water in these areas is rela-
tively ‘shallow, this could bg an important issue, FurEhermors,
the resulting conmentrations ard travel-times of radionuclides in
ground water should he calculated.  Because the travel-times
would be shorteved by the predicted higher water table, this
scenario May prove to cause unacceptable impacts. By not recal-
;ulativg envirormental impacts, consideration of the irrigation
Gcenaric is mzaninpgless.

3.5.3.1

APPEMDIX R
YIN Comment 201

Section R-~Assessmant of Lonp-Term Performance of Waste Disposal
Systzms . .

Papetis} R.!

Comment: The DEIS states under “all" scenarios for the disposal
alternatives that consequences to off-site populations would be
regligible compared with the consequences from naturally ccoyr-—
ring radiation seurces. The DEIS has not demonstrated this to be
the casr since worst—-case scenarios have not be considered (see
above comments}. Rather it appears that non-conservative and yn—
realistic scenarios hsve been used in the consequerce arnalyses.

3.5.5.20

\";‘N QQmmg.m g’gg
Section R.l.1--Climatic Considerations

Page{s) R.&
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3.5.6.2

3.5.2.51
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Comment: The DEIS states that a change to more arid conditions
would not be expected to disturb waste sites. HRithough the DEIS
recognizes that a dryer and windier climate could incraass wind
erosion, it fails to address hew this climatic change could ae—
tually increase infiltration., A dryer climate (and the pre-
existing dry ecovditions) result in sparse vegetation. The com-
aination of wind and poor vegetation can lead to erosion of cohe—
A5 the top s0il erodes, veoetation roots are
undermined, leaving infiltration avenugs for pracipitation.

. It is important to recognize that precipitation in dry
climates otcurs as & few brief but intense evants that saturate
the top soil. The intenzity of these storms result in strong
erosive forces on barren, qobesiontess scii (Wischmeier and
Smith, 1978), . Sheet erosion tan further promote seil and vegeta—
tion less. The resulting ronditions due to climate may be: {1}
detrease’ in vegetation, and (28) increase in soil erosion. The
fFinal result may induce greater infiltration during pericds of
precipitation, as well as erosion of the protective soil cap.

Refarencels):

Wischmeier, W H. and D.D, Bmithy, 1978, 9 ting Rainfa Evyo-
fion Losses-—2 Buide to Conservation Planninh, 4.5, Department of
Rporiculture, Agriculiural Handbook, no. S537.

YIN Comment 2@}

Section R.l.3~Migration Analysis

“Pagels) R.4

Commentsi The DEIS states that & samples were taken from pach
soil layer for gsoil~paramcter analyusls, Six samples are inSyffi-
cient. to dalireate the characteristics of .a population. At least
30 samples from each unit are necdssary to establish the
variability within a sample pepulatjon. Little . inference to the
charapheristios of the population gan be drawn from 6 samples.
Furthermore, the sanpling scheme was not presented (i.e., the
wramplés may Have been taken randomly, stratified, systematically,
or multi-stage’, Considering that the results are the basis for
the determination of downward radienuclide migration, this sam—
pling scheme is inadéguabe. .

Refaronce (s) s

Koch, Jr., G.S5. and R.F. Link, 1571, Statjistical Analysis o
Geolagic Dats, Vol. ‘1, Pover Publications, Inc. New York, NY.

¥1 mery 14
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Saection R, 1.4--Désimetric Analysis
Pageis) R.5

Comment: The DEIS states calculatad water contaminant concentras
tions chahge relatively little from the point of contaminant
entry to dewnstream locations. This sentence is in contrast te
previous disguesions which supgest considerable retardation of
radionuclides takes place during transport. This contradiction
should be resclved in the DEIS.

YIN Compent 203
gaction A, 3--Drilling
Pagel{a) R.6%5

Comment: The drilling scenaries do not include opening a direct
recharge pathway from the surface through the wastes and more
vrapid movement of pontaminants to the water table. This sShould
be considerad in the impacts. .

YIN Comment £06
Baction R. 3—~Drilling
Pape(s) "R. 67

Comments: ' The DEIS assumes that a driller will spend 4@ working
howrs at the site, drilling through the wastes. To avirage that
expoture over one year (as described in Table R.S51 of the DRIS
for occupational accidents) is very misleading. A large exposure
over a short time period (subwacute to arute exposure) has
markedly more seyere physiological impacks than that Same ox-—
pusure averaged over 1 year (sub-acute to eironicl.” This is
mepeclally misleading due te the almost—instantansous absorpkion
resulting from inhalation.

YIN Comment 207

Senting R 4——Major Exgavaton

Pageis) R.7} :

Comment + - Assumed mass leading rates are not referenced, Thé

basis for these loadings should either be discussed or
raferenced. : .

{IN Copment 208
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Hoction R.5.3--Postdrilling/Excavation Habitation
Pape (s} R.B1

Comment: The basis for the resuspension rates as well as nass
loading rates should either be raferenced or discusksd.

MM

Bection R.5, 4=-Multiple Bmall Farms

Page(sa) R.83

Comment: The text states the Qquantity of available ground water
wan bhe estimated by integrating the flow across a north-south

lire connecting Gable Mountain and Rattlessnake Mountain. This
approach would be fine if most of the flow is crossing this line.

" However, the map refereneed is Figure QI 3, which is the map for

the 5 om/yr recharge rate. Fiow from the 280 areas is to the
north with a grourd wuater divide located in this region of the
north south cross sgction. Figure .2 should be referenced here,
if in fact eastwarg flux across this line is considered. It
should be noted under the 9.5 emfyr recharge rate that some. fiow
®till ocours to the north. By taking a north~south Cross seg—
tion, the amount of avallabie water may be underestimated.

Comment: The 5 cm/yr scenario incorrectly references Figure G-2.
This shouid be Figure 0. 3.

Comnent: The affacted population of 250 people does not consider
the Farmer =seiling any of his preops. This an unreasonahle as-
sumpt ion.

Lomment: Intrusion scenarios are rot conservative individual
farnm scenarios. The waker drawn for irrigation purposes could
come fron areas closer than § km from the waste. Further produce
could be shipped out to contaet many people, as is presently the
case with crops grown lopally, Therefore impacts have very like—
ly been underestimated. .

YIN Comment g:g

Sectjon R.6--Glacial Fleoding

Page{s) R.8&9

Commentt The DEIS states: "Studies conducted in support of this
EIS effort sugpest that recurrence of the advance and retreat of
ice rflows sufficient to result in . catastrophic ficeds of this

magnitude might arise 40,002 to 59,000 yepars .from now.” No
referente is provided in the DEIB. It is impessSihle to assess

MEB W g
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. pounds may have an adverse envirohnental impact.
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the adeguacy of the conglufions of a study if the study para-—
meters, methods, and conditions are not provided. Therefore, the
information should be provided or refersnce souwrces cited that
will provide details of potential catastrophic flooding at the
Hanford site,

3.5.6.8

mrmx_m

Saction R.18--Seismic Event;

Page{a} R. é# :

Comment: The DEIS states *... underpround motion will be ons—
half to two-thirds that of the surface in an undigturbed med{ium".

Thr DEIS does not state at what depths these numbers have been
caloulated.

3.2.2.8

BRPENDIY W

YIN mrent
Section U. i—-Introduction

Papeis) .1

Comments: The DEIS states that organic compounds were not ana— 3 M 1.4. 26
lyzetd in the study of non~radicactive contaminants. Organic com—
v k In addition,
their reaction with toxic $race metals such as chromium, cadmium,
ant mercury must be examined. Jenne (1977} notes that organic
acids tend to almost always make trace metals more mobile by the
formation of less-reactive organic complexes. He further indi-
cates that this process nust be considered as important as ad-
sorption in the fate of trace setals in natural waters., It is
clear a thorough investigation of the organic-type and related
wastes in “all"” waste clas=es, In terms of their guantities and
hazards, muct be adeguately carrisd out “prige” $o any‘decisinns
being made concerning alternatives,

Reference(s):

Jevne, E.A., 1977, "Trace Element Sorption by Sediments and

Soils—-Sites and Processes", in BympoSium on Mplybdenum in_the
Environment, Veol. 2, W. Chappel and K. Peterson, ods., M. Dekkar,
InG., New Yoru, NY.

3.1.6.1

YIN Comment 213

Saction U.#—Mﬁesults
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Pageis} U.4

Comment: The rasults of the non-barrier scenaric include
predicted well concentrations that eswceed water guality astandards
(48 CFR t41.11) for chromium, mercury, and nitrate. These stand-
ards are not exceeded for the 109% effective protective barrier
cas@. - Because this latter case is, by definition not conserva- .
tive, analyses of partial failure of the barrier is necessary to
deternine at which point, compliance with federal regulations is
attained. At that point, the degres of conservatism tan be taken
into consideration in the decision of selecting an alternative.

APPENDIYX W

IN mment
Seriion V.2--Cribs
Page(s) V.6

Commants The DEIS states, based on results from monitoring
ground water below Crib Bi6-Z-128; plutonium d¢id not reach the
water table. However, since this crib was last operated in 1973,
the ground water beneath the grib now may not show sipnificant
effects from the overlying corib.. It might be more appropriate to
monitor areas downgradient for radioruclides released from $he
crib in guestion.

YIN Comment 215

Section V.2--Criba

Papei{s) V.14

Comment: The DEIE states dums. to caliche layer {(the thickness of
which is not specified), acidic uraniuym contamination could not
have reached the pround water without some type of man-made dis-
tu?bance. Mo informatiom is provided to support this glaim that
this contamination could not have infiltrated by conventional
mears (reot along well bores). The fact the waste fluid was prob—

ably acidic would allow for possible dissolution of the caliche
layer.

YIN Cemment 215

Section V.5—Reverse Wells

Pape{s) V.29

Azg 1985 &
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Comment: The DEIS claime radionuclide contamination of the
ground water from Reverss Well 216-B-S5 has vesulted in little
migration. This claim is not adequately supported in the DEIS
since only sediment samples were analyzed for specific
radionuclides (Pu, (s, 5r}, Ground water wams not analyzed for
specific radienuclides and therefore the claim that migration has,
not ogcurrad is inappropriate. Some discussion of tha other -
reverse wells and the likely centamination that has resulted from
their use vould be appropriate.

ent
Hection V.5—Disposal Ponds

Papai{s) V.32

Comment: The DEIS implies in the summary of the disposal penp

 diseussion that the sesium, plutonium, and strontiuem lavels in

sedinent samples fully delineate the extent of contamination
caused by these ponds. This is simply not the case and should b
flearly stated otherwise since these three (3) radionuclides tend
to be retarded. Dther constituents, such as Eritium, rutheniuom
and uranium are more mobile and have migrated substantially in
the unconfined aquifer {(Priga et al, 1985 and Braver and MoFad-
den, 1975},

Refersnce{s): .
Braver, F.P. and McFadden, K.M. 1975, lodine~1#Y, Cobali-66 and

uthenium—196 Measure| Water Ssmples from t anfor o
iect Envirgns, Draft Report, Pacific Norttwest Laboratories.

Priee, K.R. and okthers, 1(985. Envirvopmental Monitoripg at Han-
ford for 1984, Racific Northwest Laborateories, for U.5. DDE.

YIN Domment 2:8
Section V. 7--241-T-126 Tank Leak

Pageis) V.32

Comment: It would have been instructive to show both the 1973
and 1979 distribution of contaminantu. [t would then be possible
to assess the diztance travelled in that six (&) year period. It
would also be of interest to see turrent distributions, If any
have been measured. Plans to continue monitoring movement of
these tank leaks zhould be discussed.

Y¥IN Conment 213
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Section V.8——Summary and Conelusions

Page{a} v.33

Comment: A major oversight in the Site Monitoring Appoendix V3,
and the DEIS in general, is the lack of discussion concerning
present ground water contamivation levele. Sediment samples are
the fotus of Appendix V ang while these are important, the con—
famination in ground water should be of primary concern cince it
PosSEs 4 mMore serious and far-reaching environmental problem.
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BENERAL. COMMENTS——-TECHNICAL. -
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save the Resources Committee (SRC)
rage 1 af 9 pages

Comments concerning DOE s Draft Environmental Impact Srdtement {DEIS)
PISPOSAL OF HANFORD DEFENSE HIGH-LEVEL, TRANSURANIC AND TAWNK WASTES
(DOE/ EIB 0113].

Save the Rescources Commi: ttce (SRC) is an environmantal
craganization on ths Olympic Peninsula located in Port Townsend,
Washington. We are concerned that there are numercus flaws
in the DEIS. encugh to warrant a total reassessment of the
process -by which this document was drafted.

The scope of the DBIS is inadoguate. The document doeg not
give a full inventory of all on-site radisactive and toxric
defense waste at Hanford. 1t does not outline a program for
permanent. disposal of chemical wastes which are a result of defense
activities, nor does it address permanent dispesal of all
wastes in the 100 areas of Hanford which are & result of defense
activities. The wastes included in the Surplus Yacilities
Management Program should be -addressed in the EIS, The DOE
should open all records concernlng the entire 1nventory of
wastes at Hanford to public review and analysis by independent
scientific teams, The scoping process should then be reopened
which would include scoping hearings with £ull. public participation.
Notification of the scoping hearings:should appear in every mallbox
in the states of Washington and Oredon as well as the majer news
media, giving adeguate time for full public participation.

Because the DOL waived the scoping hearings, we at SRC cannot
bellieve that the DOE seriously wanted full public rarticipaticn
in the process of safely handling nuclear wasteg at Hanford.

We are disturbed by reports that the DOE routinely destroyed
key decisional dcocumants pertaining to the selection of Hanford
as one of three finalists for a high-level commercial radwaste
repository. A1l such documants should have been and must be
placed before the public to allow an informed public to participate
in the decision-making processes concerning the handling of
high-level nuclear wastes. It is for the public to decide
whether or not these dociments are relevant to the issue cf
handling high-level defense wastes at Hanford,

Likewise, all current and historical documents pertaining
to the handling of all defense wastes at Hanford should be placed
before the public and adeguate time should be given the public
to analv;e these documents. This would not compromise naticnal
security 1nterests since these documents deal with the back-end
of the weapons production cycle, and it is clearly in the national
interest te safely dispose of all of hanford's high-level nuclear
wastes,

Linkage of the issue of handling defense wastes at Hanford
and the handling of commercial wastes including commercial
waste repository characterization and construction is lacking
in the DEIS. The issue of comingling defense and commercial wastes
is not addressed by the DEIS. The DOE should state clearly and
thoroughly its intentions within iz EIS, 1nclud1ng any plans
for comingling wastes and any plans or objectives for reprocessing
civilian nuclear wastes for defensc plutonium production which
would result in production of more defense wastes.
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The principal flaw inh the DEIS is the fact that the DOE has
ignored as one of its options the only.empirically proven method
of safely handling nuclear wastes: namely, to not produce nuclear
wastes in the f£irst place, As a reault, it is clear that the DOE's
primary cbjective is to continue producing nuclear weapons and that
public health and environmental safety issves are of much less
importance to the DOE,

Because of their fundamental 1mportance to national security
and the obvious high huoman stakes involved, public health and
environmental safety must always be of primary importance.

Further production of new defense related high level nuclear
wastes should not commenfe until it is proven empirically that
thare is .a truly safe way to permanently handle all existing
high level nuclear wastes. Simply reclaesifying the waste does
not solve the problem aof permanent disposal.

The DEIS reguests us to choose among three options for permanent
disposal, none of which have been technologically proven, The
sheer volume, toxicity and radicactivity of existipg high level
wastes warrants a solution teo the permanent dispesal problem
before this inventory is added to via further weapons material
production. There-is clearly enough plutonium 23% and highly
enriched uranium 235 in the United States' inventory of special
nuclear materials to produce the number of nuclear weapons needed
to deter a nuclear war. Further reprocessing for new weapons
grade plutonium is not needed and in fact poses a serious and
unnecessary hazard. At present it appears that with the DEIS the
DOE is simply satisfying its minimum legal regujrements to
anable further production of plutonlum for nuclear wsapons. This
leaves us to wonder if the DOE is paying any serious attention
at all te criticisms from the public in the DEIS process. In the
DE1S there does not appear to bé any major change in existing
approaches. to the npoclear waste problem, and majcr chahges in
attitude and approach are neaded if full protection of the
environment is to occur.

We seriously gQuestion the cnmpetence and integrity of the
pecple who drafted and edited this DEIS documant. Anyone who
dopes not know, remember or acknowledge that the isotopic and chemical
composition and concentration of defense wastes differs
from naturally cccuring radiation sources {ie. backgropnd
radiation) should not be placed in a position to determine policy
concarning nuclear producticn and nuclear waste matters., For
example: when calculating the health effects of radioactive sources,
one can not make a direct correlation between naturally occuring
uranium ore and defense waste, or cosmic rays and defense waste.

It is appalling to us at SRC that the United States Department
of Energy (DOE) mist be reminded that the government of the
United States of America was founded as a government ©f, by
and for the people, and rnot as a govarnment of, by and for nuclear
Weapons. 1t is the responsibility and duty of the DOE as a tax
supported and public entity to fully participate in public
meetings and debates sponsored by citizen groups, to be accountable
to the citizene it should be serving, and to use these meetings and
debates. as gpportunities to inform the public about DOR's policies,
programs and activities. Instead, we have seen that the DOE has
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failed to accept invitations by organizers Of publlc forums Of_the S5illa bynasty®s nuclear operations before we can accept
on nucledr waste issues when the DOE sub}ectlvely jubged these  this as a valid precedent or comparison. Likewise for the
meetings to be “adversarial", and has in other instances -statement: "The natunral examples, gravel l(or Cobble] .layers on
provided to such meet;nqs speakers who are not thoroughly the Columbia Basin plateau, are of special interest since distinct :3 5 1 3()
familiar with the issues covered in the meetings. silt/cobble interfaces have parsisted at Hanford for more than
* The public must be involved in each part of the EIS process, 12,000 years,” {1,14), The DOE should provide clear documentation
This must include full access to information, full public discussSion, of natural nuclear reactions on the Columbia Basin plateau,
and full scope scientific review by independent scientific teams. clearly iilustrating the geological characteristics and containment
2 3 2 8 It is unfortunate that in the DEIS the DOE has relied prlmarlly of the resulting nuclear products. and.byproducts. (It should be
on in-house data and DGE subcontracted data as a basis for its Clearly noted here that the natural nuclear reactions which took
assumptions. Because the DOE has been given the mandate to build place under Gabon, West Africa occored 1.7 hillioh years ago,
nuclear weapons as its top priority, we cannot expect or assume and thus they offer no precedent or comparison for currént
that the DOE will be objective in analysis of safety and nuclear waste storage practices,.}
envirenmental issues as they pertain to the permanent storage Concérning the barrier sSystem: The DOF must conduct a separate 2 5 7
of ‘auglear wastes. When searching for a solution to a problem publiec process to allow full citizen participation in the process
2 .3 .2 .9 as technologlcally complex as the permanent storage of nuclear wastes, of m#king any decision concerning- the selectlnn of land for
it is-imperative that the research and analysis of Qata be conducted condennation,
by a variety of institwtions and organizations concerned with the X Mo, lands should immediately be written off as "actual disposal 2 5 7
isgue. Federal funding should provide for participation by a - s;tes".Technc]ogies may someday be developed which can effectively R i
spectrum of publi¢ and. private organizations. ¢lean Jp areas now thought to be "irretrievably contaminated".
2 3 2 1 ﬂhat we find ir the DEIS are conclusions which seem to be Daveloping such technologies sheuld have been and -should be a
0 designed -to promote the further funding of DGE operations at priority for the DDE superceding any drive to produce more
Hanford. .In the DEI5S the DOE is ludicrously optimistic in its weapons grade plutonium. .
[ 78] bounding criteria. The DOE relies on assumptions which are There is no way to illustrate or prove the effectiveness of 3 5 1 2
o clearly wvnfounded. Valid scientific studies by lndependent groups the proposed basic barrler design in. relatlon to the storage
RV have bheen ignored. of nucléar waste. The marker system is not a’ viable concept.
. The DEXIS leaves open-ended the quéstien of exactly how much and Many archaeologlcal sites which are less than a few thousand vears 3_5 1.30
what high level nuclear waste will be created by defense activities old remain an enigma to modern archaeclogists. In fact, arch- *
) in the future, In fact, tle DEI5 seems .to give the DOE carte hlanche asologists in the furure would likely wish 'to excavate a markered
- to produce ag much new defense .related high level nuclear waste area to See what is there.’
3 1 7 .2 ds it '‘may with. The DEIS does not specify anvthing beyond 1995 in " Appendix “"M™ is lnadequateiy documented by references cited, It
bl temms of production, repository size,nged,amount- and character of is unduly optimistic regarding performance of ‘engineered barriers. 3 5 1 3
new wastes to be produced. If plans for & second national . The technical reférences in DEIS appendix "MY are in mnore than
commereial radwaste repository are being delayed or terminated, this gg%ggvscgﬁesdmls;pplied ?he refS{ggCEﬁeﬂgf?ggtsaggc{t th eE
- g=tuil
iggngtér:e;;QSZGq3§32;021:§e§0th;h§ Slzgnind f:paclty af the EDgln;e;edsnaigger apgegr moﬁé eifective or nore hlgh?)mgeveloged
the deep geological repositor alterﬁaizve € alternative-or than the references stated, .or to-drop gualifiers in the text.
The DEIS. does not ?ace enﬁu h. emph 15' tabili th Anather major issue not addresseq throughout thg DEIS concarns
. - existing wastas at Hagford whlgh c]ia:? sggufd b; izing 2 the affected 1ndian tribes, in particular, the Yakima Indian Natien. 2 .4 .2 .1
3 3 2 2 Waste calcining should be. done immediat { a 2 priority. © The Hanford site is included in the ceded tands agreed to in a. -
meatre g ely as an emergency ) Treity of ;855 The Yaklm; N;t;on still holds cer;a;n ln?llenable
- - : - rights within the terms of the treaty. Permanent isposal scenarios
tanﬁzaigmfgigeT;c;ngin ?2;i§1z§2twgzglén:;gdgcei - ;hi (512915 shell)  directly impact the- rights. of the Yakima Nation.. Tt i§ imperative
of Contents ¥ ' donb anks and transters that the issues of possessory and useage rights, and issues.
con Lcaw some doubt as to- their actual contents and concerning cultnral heritage be fully addressed in the EIS. This
3 I .1 1 their present chemical speciation,” {xxxv) tell us that the ) be d £ hi £ .
. . . DOE does not even know what it is dedling with now with ewistin mpst also be done for' other affected tribes.
niclear, wastes, This confirms our belief-that the DOE dogs not E ve Before the DEIS was written, twenty-seven d;sposal methods 1 7 3' 3' 5*'2
enougli knowledae .of the nucle aste problem t : ==, ay were considered and all but four:were. dismissed. Thers should be oo
g i ! ar, waste problem to continué generating in the RIS a complete listing of -all. fwenty-three :alternatives.
more new nuclear wastes. The In Piace Stabilization and pisposal that were dismissed, with a-detailed explanation for their
:iternat;ve is ancther way -of saying "wWe don't know what to 5o with dismissal P
ese wastes, let's sweep them under the rug for a few generations.” In the.DEIS the DOE does not state a referred alternatlve 1f the DOE
o - The Statement concerning the barrier system: "The barrier. : had a preferred alternative before the dgaft EIS was issued) '2' 3' 2' 2
employs the same basic engineering design that has protacted the hi d " a fied A a Qetailsd 1 ti
3 5 1 3() Sille Dynasty tombs in Korea for more than 1,500 years" (1.14) this alternative should be identified, an tailad explanation

needs guatification. The DOE should provide deta;led dacumentation
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