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June 13, 2002

Michael Collins

NEPA Document Manager

11.8. Department of Energy Richland Operations Office
P.0O. Box 550 (A6-38)

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins:

‘While the proposed plan specifies an acceleration of Hanford nuclear waste cleanup, it does not do this in
the normally accepted ways. It proposes to try something totally new; a low-tech solution that has never
been tried before. This process probably will result in additional leakage into the groundwater and, thus,
into the Columbia River and Richland’s drinking water. It could also result in danger to workers. The
idea of grout never worked well for shower stalls. Every few years patching is needed. It is unlikely to
woik welil for nuclear storage tanks which are known to leak very hazardons materials,

I believe the U.S. Department of Energy and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency must use the best
available practices in treating and storing nuclear wastes. This appears to be the “worst available
practice.” I do not know if (he federal government has developed best available practices in treating
complex nuclear wastes which usually are combined with other hazardous chemicals, Question: does this
proposed practice meet the criteria for the treatment of other hazardous chemicals? I’ve never heard of
pouring concrete in wastes o *treal” them.

The floating layer of salis could be a huge problem in these tanks. What is the strategy? To pour wet
concrete on {op of these layers (which are very hard in some cases)? Or o pour dry concrete on top in
hopes some of the liquid sifis over the top and solidifies on top of the salt layer. There just are so many
inane scenarios to contemplate! Wil lignid wastes pour and bubble out the iop of the tanks?

What is the chemical reaction of concrete with nuclear and other toxic wastes? Will we end up with more
contaminated wastes than before? Could the vats explode? I am opposed to going ahead full force with
this plan. T has not employed proven technology!

Second, I urge the agencies to not bring any new high-, mid-, or low-level nuclear or other hazardous
wastes to the Hanford site. Placement of these wastes in unlined storage trenches is a huge mistake!
Washington state has more then its share of nuclear wastes to care for in perpetuity. Transport of these
wastes endangers residents all along the way. And, all along the roads, drivers of vehicles with nuclear
materials and people coming into nearby contact with them will be affecied by the wastes. Each state
shonld have its own waste storage.

1 remain concerned about all the nuclear waste stored above ground at Hanford. Terrorists likely are
looking at them as targets with which to harm as many people as possible. Vitrification will begin the
process of making the wastes safer. Do not abandon the Tri-Parly Agreement!

Sincerely,

Nancy N. Kroening
6536 Parkpoini Lane N.E.
Seattle, WA 98115
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June 28, 2002

To: Michael Collins-DOE
Fax: 509-372-1926

From: Jim Hauck, P.E.

Hauck Consultants

281-3534150

Fax: 281-288-0972

Re: comments on Draft EIS for Radioactive and Hazardous Wasiss

Michaei-

In the late 80°s and early 90’s I worked for Kaiser Eng, Hanford as a Principel Environmental Engineer..
1 wold like to make the following comments about the EIS:

1.) TMthﬁmmmmmmlomMﬁqumtmmm
industry (Gal54). This program should be investigated to recover radionuclides from T wastes

2.) onp.2.24 DOE suggests grouting MLLW . In 1988 we tried grouting and found that the grout cured
too quickly and failed to meet the concrete slump test.

3.) The original grout vaults lost imegrity to hold leachate and water from the grout curing process. We
used reinforced hypalon and found that sheets greater than 16” in height were distencied and stretched.
This caused them to fail to hold liquids in the grout vault. Be careful to overiap the sheets by 2° and
support the liner on vertical walls.

Regards,
Jim Hauck, P.E.
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August 14, 2002

To Michael Collins
U S Dept of Energy
P O Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

We are writing to express our concern over the storage of nuclear waste at Richland. As
pointed out in Beth Call’s recent letter to the Union-Bulletin:
1 1 There appears to be a lack of expressed concern over “the immediate risks of
terrorism or accident in” the shipment of nuclear waste to the spot;
2 2 “How can Hanford take on more waste when the present deadly waste in the
tanks has yet to be glassed™;
3 The Bush administration, while paying lip service to matters of the
3 environment, has once again ignored concern for the problem “propos[ing
rather] to cut funds for Hanford cleanup”; and, most important
4 The storage of nuclear waste in unlined trenches has far-reaching implications
for the contamination of groundwater and all the disastrous effects it can have
not only in the immediate future but “for thousands of vears.”

The magnitude of the problem requires immediate action against such a plan. We would
appreciate a response by you to our concerns which would include a reply to our letter.

A AT
{%-{—'&ﬁ Lesn PVEC M»m&&l

Kathleen and Michael McClintick
1104 Isaacs
Walla Walla, WA 99362
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2209 Willow Drive
Newberg, OR 97132
14 August 2002

Michael Collins, NEPA Document Manager
Department of Energy

P O Box 550, Mailstop A6-38

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins:

I recently returned from vacation to learn that the Department of Energy plans to ship truckloads
of radioactive waste from all around the country through the state of Oregon to Hanford as part
1 | of a “national solution to the nuclear problem.”

This proposal is obviously no solution; it simply increases a terrible contamination problem
already existing at Hanford. This proposal just further endangers the health and lives of
Oregonians.

Please insist that the health and safety of Oregonians not be endangered by this plan. Please
insist that the Department of Energy solve the nuclear problem wherever it currently exists

3 | instead to foisting it upon others to deal with. Please insist that Oregon is NOT the nation’s
nuclear dumping ground! Please insist that the Department of Energy learn how to dispose of

4 | nuclear waste safely before producing more of it! We’re already trying to clean up Hanford. Let
5 | ecach American city clean up their own front porch and not dump their trash on their neighbors!

Sincerely,

L YNt

Betty L. Martin
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8 August 2002

Dear Mr. Collins:

I attended the DOE Public Hearing in Seattle where you spoke lastnight about plans to
transfer 12 million cubic feet of radioactive waste to Hanford for storage. I appreciated
4 | your effort to inform concerned citizens such as myself about proposed Envronmental
Impact Statement of this undertaking in its draft form. I am grateful to live in a
democracy that is based on the ideal of taking into account the will of the people and I
hope that your taking comment on this issue is a means to actaulize the democratic
process.

I want to let you know that I am troubled by what appears to many as an insubstansive
2 and woefully inadequete EIS. In researching the circumstances, it is evident that a
situation involving so many risk factors demands a more comprehensive plan. I am
concerned the culmative impacts have simply not been addressed in the E.I.S. as it
stands. I see great harm resulting from the short sightedness that operates on the
3 principle of "out of sight, out of mind” that leads to even entertaining the idea of using
unlined trenches to bury such hazardous waste. I consider myself to be, “in league with
the future” (in the words of Joanna Macy) and urge you to brodean your vision to
encompass the generartions to come who will inherit what is left behind at Hanford. We
have the opportunity ,now, to make decisions that will determine how well guarded these
5 | invisibly dangerous subtances are and I urge you consider responsible alternatives to
what has been suggested.

Progress is slowly being made to clean up the vast amount of perilous waste already at
6 | Hanford, and 1 see this additional burden of insufficiently thought through dumping as a
huge step backwards. There are a range of factors to consider, from groundwater
contamination eventaully leaking into the Columbia river, which is already suffering
devastating pollution, to the health of workers ( (i.e : the carbon tetrachloride 167 times
7 | the federal worker safety standard set by OSHA) . I don't feel a need to go into the
specifics here because they have been skillfully covered by the EPA evaluation of the EIS.
I strongly support their recommendations and insist on these being taken into account in
this process.

Thank you,
Letter: L0010
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August 8, 2002

Mr. Michael 8. Collins

HSW EIS Document Manager
U.S, Department of Energy, A6-38
P.0. Box 530

Rick'and, Washington 99352-0550

Dea- Mr. Collins:

Response to the Draft Hanford Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program
Eavironmental Tmpact Statement

Issues:

. The HSW-EIS should integ-ate all waste site analyses to determine the full cumulative
impacts. It must show how much waste in all forms Hanford is scheduled to keep. It
should state how much will ke exported and how much new waste will be accepted.

. Groundwater remediation has been a foremost concern for me for many years. There is a
failure to disc'ose impacts to groundwater and human health at the point of compliance
for waste management units. This is imperative. There should be no further degradation
to groundwater beyond the sdge of the waste management unit. In apparent violation of
appicable standards, and without justification, the HSW-EIS provides only a partial
descrintion of groundwater impacts for a sing'e well, cne kilometer away from the burial
groands. This is totally insufficient. This has been a major concern for me for many
years.

. Also, drinking water standards are no! addressed when evaluating radionuclides in
groundwater and the scientific characterization of their impacts. There should be no
furtaer importation of waste to the Hanford site until a comprehensive, site-wide
groundwater remediation program is in place, funded and the scope of the remediation
bounded. Taere must be adequate documentation that there will be no impact of
importation of waste to the remediation of Greundwater at Hanford.

. [ expect this document to bacome the blueprint for evaluation of cleanup activities which
will be implemented, but thsre must be farther documentation on TRU waste. [ need to
see an estimae of pre- 1970 TRU. It could potent ally elevate the amount of waste
gecmerically - we have no clue. The term “suspect TRU” is referred to on page S.6, but
its not clear if this waste is included in the analysis. If not, why not? What are the
voluroes? This could drastically elevate the number of trenches needed, causing a
funding nightmare which could potentially impact cleanap.

. Current Hanford documents which have analysis on cleanup of sites should be folded

inte this EIS. It is past time for us to have to roam from document to document to get

the” waole picture”. For example, the Hanford Site 200East and West Areas 2001 EA,
and the Waste Management Programmatic EIS ROD,

There is an inadequacy of NEPA assessment for endangered species.

Modeling and invertory assumptions are not explaiied and appear inconsistent with

Letter: LO011
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(cont)

8

10
11|

12

13

14

15 |

16

17

known data on the movement of radioactive and hazardous waste at Hanford.

. Failure to include a true “No Action™ alternative that does not import and bury offsite-
generated Low [evel Was'e and Mixed Low Level Waste from DOE sites and other
generators. [t’s the law!

. There is a failure to include an alternative to end the use of unlined soil trenches for
disposal. Include it.

. There is a failure to integrate and consider the cumulative impact of all Hanford waste
decisions This mast be done.

. Long term stewardship considerations are not evident.

. Ful cost of imported was'2 must be racovered if waste comes to the Hanford site.

Acceptance o7 waste should not impact the already zgreed upon cleanup milestones at
Harford, nor sheuld it impact potential sites needing remediation which have yet to be
negotiated into TPA milestones.

. Currently disposed waste at Hanford needs detailed aralysis. DOE should stop disposing
offsite wastes ir. the low level burial grourds uatil they are fully investigated.
. It is vital that groundwater monitoring around the burial grounds be substantially

upzraded. Many weils are dry, or soon will be, and the burial grounds lack any leachate
menizoring and collect-on system.

. ‘What are the pronosed number of shipments Oregon would see on our freeways?
. This EIS does not even give a nod to the issuz of transport of waste. It is not enough to

add the already published transport analysis in the Programmatic EIS to the HSW-EIS. 1t
is a generic transport mode. which fails to capture, in the slightest, the risks associated
with t-ansportation of waste through the State of Oregon. I want to see a model based on
the actuz! freeway miles between Ontario, Oregon and HWY 395, where the trucks
werld turn nerth to Yeac to Hanford. The risks of accident are too great in Ladd Canyon-
to the east cf La Grande. Oregon, and the Blue Moun:ains, to the west. I want to also
se¢ Included & risk analvsis for transport up Interstate 5, in the Willamette Valley, and
threugh the Columbia Gorge, another terriblv dangerous stretch of HWY, especially in
the winter. Laleed, there shculd be models *or transport through every state. This truly is
a stel. gzme that does not :dequately address the programmatic issue of the cumulative
and route specific effects of transporting waste from multiple sites to Hanford.

. Tae Draf: cocurment shoul: de withdrawr and reissued once appropriate analysis and
disclosure are included. 1 expect another round of public hearings, and 1 expect that there
will b2 adequate consultaticn with USEPA, Washington State Department of Ecology,
the State of O-egon, and the Tribal governments.

Thark vou.,

Shelley Cimon

1208 First Street

La Crande, Oregor 97850
(541 5 963-0853
scimoni@garegontrail.net
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Michael Collins

U.S. Department ol Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins —

My name is Liisa and 1 live in Portland. Oregon. I am writing 1o you as a very, very concerned citizen
who is concerned about the cleanup of Hanford. This place is one of the most contaminated places in the
world. If'we are not careful all this could blow up in our faces. ‘The U.S. Department of Energy is
proposing to double the amount of radicactive waste buried in unlined soil trenches at Hanford, which
double the risk of more soil and groundwater contamination. ‘The Department of Energy has failed 1o
adequately address the human health and environmental impacts of adding this radioactive waste 10
Hanford in your Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement. [ beg of you to please redo your analysis
and stop importing more waste until you have cleaned up the huge radioactive mess already contaminating
the Columbia River at Hanford.

The SWEIS is failing in several ways. Currently, Hanford receives waste from other Nuclear Weapons
Plants, Labs and even private companies. This waste is dumped in unlined soil trenches with limited
groundwater monitoring. Even our kitchen garbage cannot be buried like this! The SW EIS offers no
alternative to line and monitor these trenches. Dumping more radicactive wasle will contaminate
groundwater flowing towards the Columbia River for thousands of years. It will effect the water people
drink, the health of the ecology on the stream, and the health of many throughout the NW. By increasing
the waste coming to Hanford also brings with it extreme risk. The transportation risk of importing over
70,000 truckloads of radioactive waste, including dangerous plutonium-laden transuranic water is not even
considered in the SW EIS,

‘We are spending, billions of dollars cleaning up the radioactive mess at Hanford. Why would we risk
adding more waste to the already contaminated soil and groundwater? I ask again that you reconsider all
the impacts to our region before making a decision based on faulty analysis. The Solid Waste
Environmental Impact Statement is utterly deficient.

Sincerely, g

’ ‘ n../“f" L'(./’l !'e-‘
[.iisa Wale

4205 SE Madison
Portland, OR 97215
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PETER VAN DER VEN, DMD
2429 NW 61 ST
SEATTLE, WA 98107

Mr. Mike Collins

U.S. Dept. of Energy
P.0. Box 550, 6A-38
Richland, WA 99352

August 4, 2002
Re. Hanford waste proposal
Dear Mr. Collins,

| am writing regarding the U.S.D.E.’s preliminary proposal to
truck upwards of 70,000 truckloads of low-level radioactive waste
to Hanford to be dumped into unlined pits, as a means of
storage/disposal. This idea is patently unacceptable, and whoever
dreamed it up was either motivated solely by politics and job
pressure or else is totally incompetent. Household waste is
dumped under more stringent requirements than what is proposed
at Hanford. The very real danger of radioactive waste leaching
into the Columbia River at any time in the future is terrifying. The
implications for health, recreation, and the state’s economy (and
Oregon’s) are all profoundly and unarguably negative. The
bureacrats responsible for making this proposal must not be
planning to raise their families out here.

Furthermore, the thought of 70,000 trucks driving on the
highways across our country to Washington, loaded with
radioactive waste, is bizarre. Do you want to be out on the roads
with that kind of unnecessary risk? Again, the health and moral
implications of the accident risks are staggering. If your
department is going to argue that the “low-level waste” poses only
a low-level risks, then let the waste stay where it is. If it’s not
safe enough to stay in Maine or Tennessee or Texas, then it’s a
poor risk to ship to Washington.

P. van der Ven - Hanford waste proposal - pg. 1 - 8/4/02
Letter: L017
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A far better long term solution for the nation’s radioactive

5 waste needs to be arrived at before half-baked ideas like the
current Hanford proposal are floated. Otherwise, we shouldn’t be
generating so much of the stuff.

How much effort is being put into finding alternative, clean
sources of energy (solar, wind, tidal, fuel cell, etc.) and how much
effort is being put into conserving energy, instead of consuming it
and wasting it like there’s no tomorrow? Energy companies should
be forced to invest 20% of revenue in alternative energy and
- energy conservation research. Both could be hugely profitable and
would benefit our society and the world in many ways while still
protecting corporate earnings.

Respectfully,

Peter van der Ven, DMD

Cc: Heart of America Northwest

P. van der Ven - Hanford waste proposal - pg. 2 - 8/4/02
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Mr. Michael Collins
USDOE

P.0O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins:
Please forgive us if we seem terribly confused.

It was only last year we wrote outgoing Secretary of Energy.
Bill Richardson, to thank him for cancelling plans for the
Fast Flux Test Facility, plans that had been taking time and
money away from the long-awaited, long-promised clean-up of
Hanford. It had taken 13 years, (!), but DOE had finally
agreed to live up to its part of the Tri-Part Agreement of
1989, and get on with it.

Would you please tell us what the hell is going on now!?

As if this l1little piece of the world was not already
polluted and dangerous enough, the papers say DOE is
planning to import more - seventy thousand truckloads more?

What do you say?

Has the staggering number of waste dumps, contaminated
buildings, leaking tanks, chemical spills, polluted ground-
water, decaying fuel rods and plutonium we haven't used yet
just overwhelmed you?

Is the nightmare that by the time Yucca Mountain is filled
up you will have just as much nuclear garbage still on your
hands keeping you from sleeping at night?

I'll tell you what makes us toss and turn - the thought of
doubling the amount of deadly junk already at Hanford by
adding "low-level" mixed waste.

Oh, nice! As if radioactivity weren't enough! Is it the
plume of tritium oozing toward the river, the already
deformed and cancer-ridden fish obviously unfit to eat, the
shoreline still not properly monitored for leakage, the
arithmetical enormity of the problem of a deadly river the
size of the Columbia - is it this partial 1ist of horrors
that makes it look like DOE has given up?

| Say it isn't so! Don't add more!

| DON'T GIVE UP ON THE CLEAN-UP.

i, o Bz -
//;;{?-/(?, “/fﬁ[?n L2l l EJ_A«,L:’& ;f/cy
r'J

/Fred & Marjorie ézhilling
8307 54th Ave. S.
Seattle, WA 98118

cc: Sec. of Energy, Spencer Abraham
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3206 NE 12% Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97212

August 1, 2002

Mr. Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

I am writing to ask that you take immediate steps to accelerate clean-up of the nuclear

1 | waste at Hanford. We have been told a number of times that the clean-up is moving

2 | ahead, but then for some reason or another nothing is done. Indeed, the most recent plan
is to move even more hazardous and radioactive material into this site that is already

3 | burgeoning with contamination. The very idea is outrageous. How many times must we

i say “NO™? Please honor your commitments. Stop adding to the problem and start

| cleaning up the site.

I have lived in Portland for nearly 40 years. In just the past ten I have seen an alarming
number of friends and associates succumb to cancer. Not older people, but relatively

5 | youns people who live normally healthy lives. Certainly some carcinogens occur
naturally, but we are all aware that the nuclear industry has contributed to elevating the
level of contaminants to unprecedented and intolerable levels that threaten the health of
populations living downwind, or downriver in the case of Portland.

6 | Surely this isn’t a condition of life you or I would want to bequeath to our grandchildren.
We need, as a society, to find more effective ways of dealing with hazardous waste of all
sorts. Burying it in anyone’s backyard is not the answer; it’s merely evading the issue.

Letter: LO019
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1703 SE Alder St. #3
Portland OR 97214

August 1, 2002

Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, AG-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

I am writing you as a citizen concerned with the cieanup of Hanford, one of the most
contaminated places in the world. The U.S. Department of Energy is proposing to double
the amount of radioactive wastc buried in unlined soil trenches at Hanford, which doubles
the risk of more soil and groundwater contamination. You have failed to adequately
address the human health and environmental impacts of adding this radioactive wastc to
Hanford in your Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement (SW EIS). I urge you to
redo your analysis and stop importing more waste until you have cleaned up the huge
radioactive mess already contaminating the Columbia River at Hanford.

The analysis of human health and environmental impacts in the SW EIS is

lacking in scveral ways. Currently, Hanford receives waste [rom other nuclcar weapons
plants, labs and cven private companies. This waste is dumped in unlined soil trenches
with limited groundwater monitoring. Even our kitchen garbage cannot be buried like
this! The SW EIS offers no alternative to line and monitor these trenches. Dumping more
radioactive waste will contaminate groundwater flowing towards the Columbia River for
thousands of ycars. Also, the U.S. Department of Energy's proposal to greatly incrcase
the waste coming to Hanford from these offsite locations increases the risk of accidents.
The transportation risk of importing over 70,000 truckloads of radioactive wasle,
including dangerous plutonium-laden transuranic waste, is not even considered in the SW
EIS.

We are spending billions of dollars to cleanup up the radioactive mess at Hanford. Why
would we risk adding more waste to the alrcady contaminated soil and groundwater? |
ask again that you reconsider all the impacts to our region before making a decision
based on a faulty analysis. The Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement is utterly
deficient. | encourage you to start over and provide me with complete information on all
risks from importing and burying waste at Ilanford. Until then, please stop burying
radioactive waste in unlined soil trenches.

Sincerely,

TS P —

" Jennifer Jowai

Letter: 1020
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July 28,2002

Mr. Michael Collins

LS. Department of Energy
P. O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

I am writing vou as a citizen concerned with the cleanup of Hanford, Washington, one of the most
1 contaminated places in the world. The U.S. Depaitment of Energy is proposing to double the amount of
radioaclive waste buried in unlined suil trenches at Hanford, which doubles the risk ol more soil and
groundwater contamination. You have failed to adequately address the human health and environmental
impacts of adding this radioactive waste to Hanlord in your Solid Waste Environmental Impact
Statement(SWEIS). 1 urge vou to redo your analysis and stop importing more waste until you have cleaned
up the huge radioactive mess alrcady contaminating the Columbia River at Hanford.

The analysis ol human health and environmental impacts in the SWEIS is lacking in several ways.
485 C urremly, Han1fo:~d t'egei\fcslwaste l.‘mm other mfciegr weapons plants, labs az'1d even private t:orppanit-:;.
This waste is dumped in unlined soil trenches with limited groundwater monitoring. Even our kitchen
garbage cannot be buried like this!

6| The SWEIS offers no alternative to line and monitor these trenches. Dumping more radioactive waste will

7| contaminate groundwater flowing towards the Columbia River for “thousands of years.” Also, the U.S.

Department of Energy’s proposal to greatly increase the waste coming to Hanford from these offsite

locations increases the risk of accidents. The transportation risk of importing vver 70,000 truckloads of

9 radioactive wastc, including dangerous plutonium-laden “transuranic waste.” is not even considered in the
SWEIS.

We are spending billions of dollars to clean up the radioactive mess at Hanford. Why would we risk adding
10| more waste to the already contaminated soil and groundwater? I ask again thai you reconsider all the
impacts to our region before making a decision based on a faulty analysis. The Solid Waste Environmental
11 | Impact Statement is utterly deficient. 1 encourage vou to start over and provide me with complete
information on all risks from importing and burying waste at Hanford. Until then, please stop burying
radivactive waste in unlined soil trenches,

Being a concerned United States citizen involves many responsibilitics. ‘This matter requires "wearing

another hat"--that of a concerned citizen for the entire world. Contaminated groundwater flows into the
12 | Columbia River, then to the Pacific Ocean, to eventually spread worldwide. Our planet needs wiser actions

to survive. The United Stales lawmakers need to be concerned about and take actions that impact beyond
13' her own borders.

Thank you in advance for responding, in detail, to my concerns.

Sincerely,

Mary Lou Gould
17340 Maple Lane
LaConner, WA 98257

Letter: 1023
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Lois Garlick

3014 Lynn St.
Bellingham, WA 98225
August 7, 2002

Aug. 7, 2002

Michael Collins

U.S.Department of Energy

P.O. box 550,A6-38

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. #Collins,

1 I I am writing you as a citizen concerned with the cleanup of Hanford. The U.S.

t. of energy is proposing to double the amount of radioactive waste buried in
ined soil trenches at Hanford, doubling the risk of more soil and groundwater
contamination. Iurge you to redo your Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement
and stop importing more waste until you have cleaned up the huge radioactive mess
already contaminating the Colombia river at Hanford.

384 | Currently, Hanford receives waste from other Nuclear Weapons Plants, Labs
and even private companies which is dumped in unlined soil trenches with limited
groundwater monitoring. The U.S.Department of Energy’ ‘:;Eroposal to greatly increase

5 | the waste coming to Hanford from these offsite locations will only increase the risk of
accidents. The waste, including dangerous plutonium,-laden “transuranic waste” is not

6 | even considered in the SW EIS.

We are spending billions of dollars to cleanup the radioactive mess at Hanford. I
ask again that you reconsider all the impacts to our region before making a decision
based on a faulty analysis.

Sincerely,
iy Londoid
Lois Garlick

Letter: L025
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August 8, 2002

Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

[ am writing you as a citizen of Portland. Oregon concerned with the cleanup
of Hanford, one of the most contaminated places in the world. The U.S.
Department of Energy is proposing to double the amount of radioactive waste
buried in unlined soil trenches at Hanford, which doubles the risk of more soil and
groundwater contamination. Your team has failed to adequately address the
human health and environmental impacts of adding this radioactive waste to
Hanford in your Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS). I urge
you to redo your analysis and stop importing more waste until you have cleaned
up the huge radioactive mess already contaminating the Columbia River at
Hanford.

The analysis ol human health and environmental impacts in the SW EIS is
lacking in several ways. Currently, Hanford receives waste from other
Nuclear Weapons Plants, I.abs and even private companies. This waste is
dumped in unlined soil trenches with limited groundwater monitoring. Even
our kitchen garbage cannot be buried like this! The SW EIS offers no alternative
to line and monitor these trenches. Dumping more radioactive waste will
contaminate groundwater flowing towards the Columbia River for “thousands of
years.” Also, the U.S. Department of Energy’s proposal to greatly increase the
waste coming to Hanford from these offsite locations increases the risk of
accidents. The transportation risk of importing over 70,000 truckloads of
radioactive waste, including dangerous plutonium-laden “transuranic waste,” is
not even considered in the SW EIS.

We are spending billions of dollars to clean up the radioactive mess at
Hanford. Why would we risk adding more waste to the already contaminated
soil and groundwater? I ask again that you reconsider all the impacts to our
region before making a decision based on a faulty analysis. The Solid Waste
Environmental Impact Statement is utterly deficient. [ encourage you to
start over and provide me with complete information on all risks from
importing and burying waste at Hanford. Until then, please stop burying
radioactive waste in unlined soil trenches.

I would appreciate a complete response to my comments.

Sincerely,

Jal 7
Letter: L026
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Shelby Rihala
18535 SW Edgewood Ct.
Lake Oswego, OR 97035

Michael Collins, NEPA Document Manager
US Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office

PO Box 550 (A6-38)

Richland, WA 99352

August 8, 2002
Dear Mr. Collins,

I'am writing to express my strong opposition to the shipment of 20 million cubic feet of
1 | nuclear waste to facilities at Hanford. This plan is irresponsible, creates more problems
than it solves, and is of no benefit to the people of the Northwest.

First there is the concern over transportation. Oregon's roadways are no place for 70,000
truckloads of radioactive waste. According to Oregon Department of Transportation
statistics for 2001, there were 1,827 accidents involving trucks each year, or about 5 each
day. The majority of these crashes occurred in Multnomah County, Oregon's most
populated. Of these accidents, 2.08% or about 38 crashes, were trucks carrying
hazardous waste. And these statistics do not even address the potential threat of
terrorism. Looking at the whole picture, sending 70,000 truckloads of nuclear waste
through the middle of downtown Portland is unjustifiable.

Assuming all 70,000 trucks safely reach their destination, unlikely as it seems, it then
becomes necessary to address the health and environmental impacts once the waste is
deposited at Hanford. Still considered a relatively new area of research, there are many
questions yet to be answered about the storage, treatment, and risks of nuclear waste.
What we do know so far is that plutonium remains radioactive for 500,000 years. We
know that it is one of the most potent carcinogens known to man that that one millionth
3 | of a gram, if inhaled, is a carcinogenic dose. We know that plutonium originally buried
20 feet underground at the idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory
has now been found at depths of 240 feet. And we know that according to the National
Academy of Sciences, two thirds of government sites inyolved in nuclear weapons
production will never be decontaminated. Questions we still have are how will
radioactive waste affect the people near the facility? How has it already affected them?
What are the long-term affects to the environment resulting from storage? Until these
questions are answered, we should be hesitant to act too quickly. There was a time when
it was considered acceptable for waste to be buried in cardboard containers. It is
imperative that we know the consequences of our actions before irreparable damage is
done.

Letter: L1027
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A final point of concern is that it appears Hanford cannot handle the waste currently on-
site, let alone an additional 20 million cubic feet. According to news reports, a final

4 | pricetag has yet to be set for the glassification project. This project is already behind
schedule and estimates are that it will now cost between four and five billion dollars. [t is
both irresponsible and poor planning to think of adding more waste to Hanford when
current projects remain unfinished. If the hypothetical goal is to reduce, or someday
eliminate nuclear contamination at Hanford, this is the complete opposite direction.

5 | 1 urge you to reconsider the proposition of relocating radioactive waste to Hanford. It is a
danger to the people on Oregon's roadways, in Oregon's cities, and of Oregon's future. It
| is a proposal that lacks research, fails to address consequences, and has no clear benefits.

Thank you for your consideration,

jfLuu' &' f:lr!,,a -
Shelby Rihala

Letter: L027a
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Debra Rihala
18535 SW Edgewood Ct.
Lake Oswego, OR 97035

Michael Collins, NEPA Document Manager
US Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office

PO Box 550 (A6-38)

Richland, WA 99352

August 8, 2002
Dear Mr. Collins,

1 | No! No more nuclear waste to Hanford. You're supposed to be fixing the mess that's
2 | been poisoning our Columbia River Basin, not adding to it.

3 Radioactive material continues to insidiously enter our river endangering the delicate
region as well as a million people downstream. This is not conjecture, it's fact. Dump
4 | more?!? No!

5 | This proposal deserves to be dumped in one of those pernicious unlined soil trenches the
DQOE favors.

Sincerely,

Reboa 2. RAYM._

Debra Rihala

Letter: L028
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Mike Collins August 15, 2002
U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 550 A6-38

Richland, WA 99352

Mr. Collins-

It would be a serious breach of the public trust to continue to store radioactive waste at the
Hanford facility. Although I cannot state conclusively the fiture dangers involved in such a plan
the present circumstances clearly indicate that stored subterranean radioactivity has already spread
from the Hanford facility. The Washington aquifer in the Hanford area may well be in jeopardy as
well as the arable soil for food crops which is a major staple in that local and statewide. No need
to mention the jobs lost due to that type of contamination.

Our representative government in Washington D.C. has begun efforts to clean up Hanford and to
remove some of the radioactive waste currently on site. Because the Nevada site is remote and
available [ urge you to place your support behind storing Hanfords nuclear waste there. As we
continue to clean up the Hanford reservation and restore the public trust we will all benefit from a
cleaner environment, safer water supply, and stable food source in the future.

W simiTovs Ok ¢ 741 9 ¢

Letter: 1029
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Dept. of Energy
Michael Collins
P.0. Box550, A6-38,
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Michael Collins,

Register what T say here as Official Public Comment. I am concerned and
fearful

of the danger to man and environment if nuclear waste is transported
across the

1 | American landscape and then inadequately dumped in the location at
Hanford, which

would further endanger man and environment as the waste seeps into
ground water and

the Columbia River.

This citizen urges careful consideration of all alternative options to
keep the above

2 | from happening. Do NOT take a short-cut, cheap, risky way out of dealing
with what

to do with the hazardous nuclear waste by-product.

he silent if the right thing is not done.

Joseph Swafford
1630 N. Coast Hw
Newport, OR 97365

Letter: L030
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August 12, 2002
1293 Old Milton Hwy
Walla Walla, Wa. 99362

Michael Collins

U. S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38

Richland, Wa. 99352
Dear Mr. Collins,

I recently attended the hearing in Richland on the cleanup of Hanford, one of the most
4 | contaminated places in the world. I could not believe what I heard, that DOE would be
putting their waste in open trenches. Even our garbage in each county in the state is
required to be in lined trenches.

2 |1 felt that night that you failed to adequately address the human health and environmental
impacts of adding this radioactive waste to Hanford.

3 | I would hope before a decision is made that a more complete analysis is made and first
4 | Clean Up what is there before adding more.

5 [s it possible to start over and provide me with more complete information on the risks
from importing and burying more waste at Hanford.

Our Columbia River is already contaminated and we certainly don’t need more ground
water contamination seeping into the river.

[ would appreciale a complete response to my comments, and not some article which I
have in possession from the meeting.

Sincerely,

%a,/nféc,z&/ﬂf
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2213 Willow Drive
Newberg, OR 97132
August 12, 2002

Michael Collins, NEPA Document Manager
Department of Energy

P. O. Box 550 (A6-38)

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins:

This letter is being written to express our concern over the
Department of Energy plan to take more radioactive waste to Hanford.
The radioactive waste that is already there has had an adverse impact on
the environment in many ways (through airborne releases and releases
into the Columbia River).

Hanford has been considered the most contaminated site in the
Western Hemisphere. The nation's largest concentration of high-level
nuclear waste is stored there. It doesn't make any sense to take any more
waste to Hanford. We also object to the plan to ship approximately

4 | 70,000 truckloads of waste through Oregon to Hanford.

Sincerely yours,

I

/ ; ;
g p— = [—4 ’
—r = /

F A = . :_xr_{ e oy

Robert E. Lauinger
Clinvie RKow gens
-

Chris Lauinger
(Mrs. Robert Lauinger)
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August 21st, 2002

Michael Collins

US Dept. of Energy
PO Box 550 A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins:

My understanding is that the US DOE has documents showing that there are high levels of

1 | cancer causing hazardous wastes escaping from unlined radioactive waste burial grounds.
Washington's Model Toxics Control Act requires a fullscale investigation of burial grounds
releasing hazardous wastes. Please consider the risks your agency is taking by deciding to
transport nuclear waste from different sites across the country to Hanford, where more

2 | nuclear waste will be placed in open unlined trenches. The plan will more than double the amount
of waste already disposed in Hanford's soil.

If the govenment is truly concerned about homeland security, these decisions for protecting us
from nuclear waste should be taken seriously. Why not keep the waste where it is around the
country and concentrate our money and efforts on using the best means available to contain

4 | the waste there? It will be highly dangerous to cross the country with this radioactive material.
The land around Hanford and the Columbia River would become extremely vulnerable to

5| contamination if the extra waste from other sites is dumped here in Washington.
6 | implore the DOE to not act hastily, but to use the best knowledge for containment we have,
eliminating as much risk as possible to the present population and environment.
Sincerely,
3 ?M

Linda Robinson, Seattle, WA
cc: US Sen. Maria Cantwell
US Sen. Patty Murray

US Sen. Jim McDermott
Governor Gary Locke
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Dear Mr. Collins,
My name is Lydia McClaran. | am 10 years old and along with my friend
Keeley Savatgy, agei3, we are trying to help save the world.

| heard about the radioactive waste that is (hopefully not) going to
be dumped. | think that dumping the waste isn’t going to help the earth
but simply help it become ruined. [ would also like to say that loads of
people, animals, plants, and trees would become extraordinary sick if it is
dumped. Some might even die.

Radioactive waste will hurt the earth; definitely not help it. So |
suggest that it should not be dumped. No matter where it goes, to space,
under water, buried, burned, it will hurt something or someone. The only
thing to do would be to stop making products that produce radioactive
waste. | he world is our home. We must keep it clean by not filling it all
up with garbage.

| was not able to come to the meeting in Seattle on August 7", but |
would have for sure have come if | could have.

| hope you will consider what | suggest.
-Lydia McClaran-
P.S. l would appreciate it if you would write back.
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B.177 Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003



Michael Collins

=9

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

| am a concerned citizen writing today to address the cleanup of Hanford. Please

reconsider the U.S. Department of Energy's proposal to double the amount of radioactive
waste buried in unlined soil trenches at Hanford. We do not need more radioactive
2| waste contaminating the Columbia River (wnere groundwater from this area flows.)

If you do plan to go forward with this proposal, plese consider some way to monitor

3 the groundwater impact and line the trenches so that the Columbia stays as beautiful

4| as it is.

Sincerely,
-

L.B'riciget Coila

14425 5th Ave S
Burien, WA 98168
ailuri@aol.com
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14410 SW 112th Ave. #6
Tigard, OR. 97224
Aug. 22, 2002

U.S. Dept. of Energy

Attn. Michael Collins
P.O0. Box 550, A-6-38

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins:

We have heard much about nuclear waste this year. Now the
administration has a plan of stealth.All the controversy about
Yucca Mtn. is a smokescreen diverting attention from what the
administration intends to do at Hanford. Hanford already has 177
aging underground storage tanks that hold 53 million gallons of
high-level radiocactive waste. Over one million gallons have leaked
into the soil and some is in the groundwater. Now the
administration, with much ballyhooing about Yucca Mtn., wants to
ship more radioactive waste quietly to Hanford. The plan calls for
allowing it to be dumped in unlined trenches. The plan does not
consider the alternative of not shipping it to Hanford. Shrub’s
people are withholding funds from the vitrification facility which
would store radioactive waste in glass logs or blocks, the best way
to keep it out of groundwater.

These plans are always couched in lies. When the DOE wanted to
restart the fast flux plant, they said it would produce needed
isotopes for cancer research. Opponents responded that the US
already had isotopes, and if more were needed, a Canadian
laboratory could supply more. Hundreds of people attended hearings,
testified and sent letters when the Clinton Adm. advanced the fast
flux plan. This defeated plan was dusted off and resubmitted by
Shrub’s people and we went through the process again.

The people of the Northwest do not want more nuclear waste at
Hanford, and we don’t want more radioactivity leaching into the

6 | groundwater.

Sincerely,
i

Marvin M. Johnson
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Michael Collins
U.S. Department of Energy P.O. Box 550,
A6-38 Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

I am writing you as a citizen concerned with the cleanup of Hanford, one ol the most contaminated places
in the world. The U.S. Department of Energy is propusing to double the amount of radioactive waste buried
in unlined soil trenches at Hanford, which doubles the risk ol more soil and groundwater conlamination.
You have fajled (o adequately address the human health and environmental impacts of adding this
radioactive wasle 10 Hanford in your Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statemen(SWEIS). | urge you to
redo your analysis and stop importing more waste until you have cleaned up the huge radioactive mess
already contamin:ting the Columbia River at Hanlord.

The analysis of human health and environmental impacts in the SW EIS is lacking in several ways.
Currently, Hanlord receives wasle from other Nuclear Weapons Plants, Labs and even privale companies.
This waste is dumped in unlined soil trenches with limited groundwater monitoring. Even our kitchen
garbage cannol be buried like this! The SW EIS offers no allernative to line and monilor these trenches.
Dumping more radioactive waste will contaminate groundwater flowing towards the Columbia River [or
"thousands of years." Also, the U.S. Department of Energy's proposal 1o greally increase the waste coming
to Hanford rom these offsite locations increases the risk of accidents. The transportation risk of importing
over 70,000 truckloads of radivactive waste, including dangerous plutonium-laden "transuranic waste,” is
not even considered in the SW EIS.

We are spending hillions of dollars cleanup up the radioactive mess at Hanford. Why would we risk adding
more waste to the already contaminated soil and groundwater? [ ask again that you reconsider all the
impacts to our region belore making a decision based on a fuulty analysis. The Solid Waste Environmental
Impact Statement is utlerly deficient. I encourage you Lo start over and provide me with complete
information on all risks from importing and burying waste at Hanford. Until then, please stop burying
radivactive waste in unlined soil trenches. 1 would appreciate a complete response to my comments.

Alexandia Lowell

Letter: L045
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Aug-29-2002

Dear Mr. Collins,

| would like to express my opinion on the Hanford Solid Waste EIS. My
1| name is Keeley Savatgy; I'm 13 years old. The fact that 70,000 truckloads of
radioactive waste are being dumped this very moment into unlined trenches
scares me half to death. | can already imagine the invisible but deathly radiation
2| creeping silently from the waste, to the Columbia River to everywhere else.
Poisoning first the water, then every other creature in sight. The radioactive
waste could even be harmful when it hasn’'t even reached Hanford. Anything
could happen to a truck full of poisonous content, as simple as a car accident,
the possibilities are endless.

We can change this. No longer making items that produce radioactive
waste is a perfect alternative. I'm positive that America would benefit in many
4| other ways by doing this as well.

Please realize there is more than garbage in radioactive waste. Thank
you for reading and please consider my thoughts.

Sincerely, WW

Keeley Savatgy
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August 27. 2002

Mr. Michael Collins

HSW EIS Document Manager
U. S. Department ol Energy
P.0.550

Richland. WA 99352-0550

Subject: Proposed Hanford Site Solid Waste Program DEIS
Decar Mr. Collins:

I am very disappointed with the Proposed ITanlord Site Solid Waste Program DEIS. It fails to
respond to the issucs presented by the project and is truly one of the worst NEPA documents I"ve
ever read.

The lollowing needs to be done to meet the intent and requirements of NEPA:

+ An analysis of a full range of reasonable alternatives with additional mitigation measures for
Environmental Restoration Disposal such as mega-trench, changing volumes of imported
waste strecams. packaging. capping. and limiting radionuclide concentrations. There are only
two alternatives and the only difference between them is cost, not environmental protection.
Since both actions would actually reduce environmental protection by raising radionuclide
levels in groundwater above acceptable limits. neither can be considered for action. To be
credible. the LIS needs to consider a range of alternative actions, that could be taken (in
addition to those ol the Waste Acceptance Criteria). to mitigale impacts.

¢ A “no action” alternative should also be evaluated to discuss the range of volumes (none or
all) and types of waste Hanford could take. with Yucca Mountain taking any remainder.

+ An in-depth analysis and description of signiticant impacts such as the estimates of pre-1970
transuranic wastes or emissions {rom remedial actions, The groundwater analysis needs to
evaluate impacts in the entire aquifer, not just along the Columbia River. Furthermore, |
understand that the wells used to evaluate groundwater impacts are not sufficiently deep to
collect the full range of groundwater effects in all seasons. This is a major deficiency that
needs to be addressed in discussing the alternatives and impacts.

+ A better description showing the relationship between the WAC regulations and regulations
of comparable disposal sites.

¢ A clear statement of the priorities involved in the purposed actions. That is, 1 presume the
highest priority action is the disposal of Hanford’s waste streams, while the disposal of’

certain off-site wastes seems Lo be a secondary goal. The formation of altcrnatives should
then reflect this intent.

Letter: L1047
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Michael Collins
August 27, 2002
Page 2

Due to the significant inadequacies of the current document, the DOE should, at minimum, issue
a supplemental draft of this DEIS, including the above-referenced analyses and information, for
further public review and comment. In the alternative, this document is so badly done that DOE
should re-engage this process from the beginning, incorporating proper analysis of the issues
presented by the project. [ look forward to reviewing your future work product.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

-1

S.E. Stewart
4532 41 Ave. S.W.
Seattle, WA 98116
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Roz Glasser
5609 Greenwood Ave. N.
Seattle, WA 98103

Mr. Michael Collins

HSW EIS Document Manager
U. S. Department of Energy
P. 0. 550

Richland, WA 99352-0550

Subject: Proposed Hanford Site Solid waste Program DEIS

Dear Mr. Collins;

I am writing to express my deep disappointment with the Proposed Hanford
Site Solid Waste Program DEIS. It displays very little care for the people of
Washington State and those who will have to live with the effects of nuclear
waste storage at Hanford in the future. For an administration that has
spoken about the importance of environmental protection, this is among the
least responsive documents written under the NEPA that I can recall. I hope
it is not intended to provide a model for other nations to follow.

The following is a list of needs that the DOE needs to addressed for it to be
minimally acceptable as an environmental impact analysis:

¢+ An analysis of a full range of reasonable alternatives with additional
mitigation measures for Environmental Restoration Disposal such as
mega-trench, changing volumes of imported waste streams, packaging,
capping, and limiting radionuclide concentrations. There are only two
alternatives and the only difference between them is cost, not
environmental protection. Since both actions would actually reduce
environmental protection by raising radionuclide levels in groundwater
above acceptable limits, neither can be considered for action. To be
credible, the DEIS needs to consider a range of alternative actions, that
could be taken (in addition to those of the Waste Acceptance Criteria), to
mitigate impacts.

+ A "no action” alternative should also be evaluated to discuss the range of

volumes (none or all) and types of waste Hanford could take with Yucca
Mountain taking any remainder.
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Mr. Michael Collins
August 20, 2002
Page 2

¢+ An in-depth analysis and description of significant impacts such as the
estimates of pre-1970 transuranic wastes or emissions from remedial
actions. The groundwater analysis needs to evaluate impacts in the

3 entire aquifer, not just along the Columbia River. Further, I understand

that the wells used to evaluate groundwater impacts are not sufficiently

deep to collect the full range of groundwater effects in all seasons. This

is a major deficiency that needs to be addressed in discussing the

alternatives and impacts.

al® A better description showing the relationship between the WAC
regulations and regulations of comparable disposal sites.

¢ A clear statement of the priorities involved in the purposed actions. That
is, I presume the highest priority action is the disposal of Hanford’s waste

5 streams, while the disposal of certain off-site wastes seems to be a
secondary goal. The formation of alternatives should then reflect this
intent.

Due to the significant inadequacies of the current document, the DOE should
issue a supplemental draft of this DEIS to provide the needed analysis and
information so that the public and affected agencies can provide informed
comments and make better decisions on the critical issues involved. I look
forward to reviewing that document.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Regards,
/ 2?% L a2 ——
Roz Glasser
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David Thornbrugh

2353 North 64" St.

Seattle, WA 98103
(206)526-5756
davidandjoan(@earthlink.net

September 9, 2002

Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA, 99352

fax: 509-372-1926

Dear Mr. Collins,

I am writing to express my deep concern over reports that the U.S. Dept. of
Energy (USDOE) plans to truck an estimated 70,000 loads of radioactive waste over a
number of years to be stored in unlined soil trenches at Hanford. If this report is accurate,
I am strongly opposed to this proposal. I thought the agreed-upon plans at Hanford called
for reducing the amount of radioactive waste at the site, not increasing it.

I believe trucking radioactive waste from across the U.S. into Washington state is
a bad idea for the following reasons:

e Dumping more radioactive waste will contaminate groundwater flowing towards
the Columbia River for “thousands of years.”

e The risk of nuclear waste transportation to Hanford is not even considered in the
EIS. More radioactive waste on the roads means a greater risk of accidents.

e Dumping radioactive waste in unlined trenches provides no protection from soil
and eventual groundwater contamination. Even our kitchen garbage cannot be
buried in unlined soil trenches!

e The USDOE plan more than doubles the total amount of radioactive waste buried
in unlined soil trenches at Hanford, and also includes importing dangerous
“transuranic wastes” which contain deadly plutonium!

I understand that Washington State Attorney General Christine Gregoire is
opposed to this plan by the USDOE. I vigorously applaud Ms. Gregoire’s position and
am gratified to know that she is looking out for the best interests of Washington State
citizens. I support her in her opposition to any plan to reopen Hanford as a dumping
ground for the nation’s nuclear wastes.

Sincerely,
Dand
David Thombrugh
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September 6, 2002

Mr. Michael Collins
PO Box 550, A6-38
Richland WA 99352

Re: Hanford Nuclear Waste Site - Official Public Comment

Mr. Collins;

| wish to express my deepest concern about the consideration of adding nuclear
waste to the Hanford site in south central Washington. | urge you to veto such a
dangerous plan.

Tridium is already leaking from this site into the Columbia River drainage basin.
It is not acceptable to further risk polluting this water with contaminents which in
small amounts can cause long lasting and catastrophic damages. In addition, |
cannot support the transport of some 70,000 truckloads of highly dangerous
nuclear waste past population centers which could be seriously impacted in the
event of accidents.

Please do allow the Hanford site to be further degraded by the addition of toxic

or nuclear waste. Please do not allow the people of Washington and Oregon to

have to bear the long term consequences of such toxic wastes in our drinking
igrigation water. We do not want this in our region!!

;,a AT

; Becky Li
3790 Longrldge Dr.
Springfield OR 97478
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Songs for August 7. 2002 Hanford Ilearing by Kay Thode , VAV

70.000 Truckloads of Waste
To: Mademoiselle from Armentiers

Seventy thousand truckloads of waste
11 On the road.

Will endanger citizens

Along the way,

That’s the DOE’s plan for us

We've all got to make a great big fuss,
2| No more waste for us, you hear.

Proposals to cut cleanup funds - aren’t
3| Acceptable,

We won’t trade cleanup funds for

New, mixed wastes,

What’s proposed is dangerous,

Illegal and felonious.

And we’ll fight it to the death.

It seems that there’s a plot - 10 keep from
Cleaning up,

4| Cleanup tunds were spent to keep - FTF
On line,
Now you’ll reduce them to make more mess.
We think that you're crazy, we confess,
Stop endangering us right now.

We’re sick and we're tired of waiting for
Real cleanup.

No more games or delays or new im-
Ported waste,

We will not wait another day, so

Throw your grand import plan away,
Listen up or we will sue.

Letter: L054
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WE DON'T WANT YOUR TRANSURANICS
To: | Don’t Want Your Millions, Mister

We don’t want seventy thousand truckloads
Endangering folks across the land,

All we want is for you to honor,

The agreed on Triparty plan.

9| We don’t want your new mixed wastes dumped
Into an unlined trench,
10 All we want is to protect the Columbia,

And our young salmon spawns.
We don’t want, your transuranics,
11| We don’t want your low level waste,
All we want is Hanford cleanup,
Give us back clean land again.

Letter: L054a
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To Michael Collins Hanford Nuclear Reservation From: Philip Heft
Sent by the Award Winning Cheyenne Bitware

Date:
Time:
Page:

To:

Company:

Fax #:

From:

Company:

Address:

Voice #:

Message:

FACSIMILE COVER PAGE

8/15/02
20:58:16
1

Michael Collins
Hanford Nuclear Reservation
1010811 1 509 372 1926

Philip Heft
Home

13003 SE 248th
Kent, WA 98031
USA

(253) 631 5789

August 15, 2002
Dear Mr. Collins,

8/15/02 205820 Page 10f1

You need to know that | am apposed to the Hanford Reservation accepting any

1| more nuclear waste. In my opinion, the operation should there should restricted to
cleaning up the remaining nuclear waste.
Very sincerely,

Philip Heft

13003 S.E. 248th St.
Kent Washington 98031

Letter: L055

Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003 B.198



Q3 200
(a1 P iman Xa

L 3 Mo A
A33L%
Mook Callina
kLS.J:S.._‘:&.
Po. L sjo%:??aq
ool WA 0qasa

Fasn Mo Balliss -

mc-&.i\.ﬂ. nvu.\c\\. )C..‘uu_
o L ek Bk o e ok
. %\uim_;\z %ﬂ- Qm:me}amh
3o Xion Xo K Clindie Do M dn ko
Moo A M

C. Massicky sk Masine,
Ydlb

Letter: L056

B.199 Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003



NORMAN L. WINN
1230 - 16" AVENUE E.
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98112

August 27, 2001

Mr. Michael Collins

US Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550,A-38
Richland, Washington 98352

Re:  Bush Administration Vitrification Goal
Dear Mr. Collins:

The Bush Administration has announced proposal for vitrification of weapons grade plutonium
1| at the Hanford facility. This proposal violate numerous provisions of federal and state law and
explicit agreements entered into by D.O.E. with the state of Washington. This proposal is a
disgrace. The Hanford Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement should be withdrawn, and
the D.O.E. should begin again by analyzing all of the risks to human and environmental health.

3]

Since 1989 the D.O.E. has been party to a “Tri-Party Agreement” (TPA) between the D.O.E, the
Washington Department of Ecology, and the US Environmental Protection Agency regarding a
cleanup schedule for the Hanford site. That agreement provided for legally enforceable thirty
3| (30) year $50 billion for cleanup of this site. The D.O.E. egregiously failed to follow the cleanup
schedule, and in 1998 the office of the Governor and Washington State Attorney General
notified the D.O.E. of the state'$e intention to file suit for failure to meet cleanup deadlines.
Following that letter the State and D.O.E. entered into yet another consent agreement with “court
enforceable, technically sound schedules” for single shell holding tank stabilization. The D.O.E.
has failed to meet those schedules.

In spite the this legally binding agreement the D.O.E. proposes to eliminate vitrification of 75%
4 of the nations high level nuclear waste. This proposal violates the requirement for 99%
vitrification by 2028 as provided by the last consent decree.

5| The current Bush Administration proposal is illegal and constitutes a grave danger to public
6| health in many respects. The plan does not contain a “No Action Alternative” as explicitly

required by NEPA. The plan proposes to store high level nuclear waste in single shell tanks
which have already leaked more than a million gallons of waste which is moving towards the
Columbia River. Recent studies have shown that the fall Chinook which spawn in the Hanford

8l
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Mr. Michael Collins
Page Two

which consumes large amounts of fish from the Columbia River, shows levels of cancer which
are substantially higher than the general public. It is highly likely that there is a high level of

gl radioactive waste which has already entered the Columbia River and will continue to do so until
substantially different remediation efforts are completed.

| Reach are showing genetic defects which are likely due to radiation. The Yakima Indian Tribe,

10' The EIS prepared by the Hanford regulators fails to disclose the cumulative impacts of
radioactive waste already disposed of at Hanford. It fails to disclose the impacts of burying
11' radioactive waste to ground water and human health. It fails to consider the danger of importing
12' more radioactive waste to Hanford. Many news stories have indicated the possibility of terrorist

attacks on transportation of nuclear waste to Hanford. The Hanford regulators have also failed to
13] consult with the tribes and the state of Washington and the EPA as required by the TPA.

For all of these reasons and for many others which are too numerous to mention the FWEIS

14| should beg withdrawn. The Hanford regulators should prepare a new EIS analyzing all of the
risks of treatment, storage, and burial of nuclear active waste at Hanford as required by federal
law.

Sincerely,

Joamenmn

{]}Iogﬁan L. Winn

NLW/kle
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Mike Collins August 15,2002
U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 550 A6-38

Richland, WA 99352

Mr. Collins-

1| 1t would be a serious breach of the public trust to continue to store radioactive waste at the
Hanford facility. Although I cannot state conclusively the future dangers involved in such a plan
the present circumstances clearly indicate that stored subterranean radioactivity has already spread
2 from the Hanford facility. The Washington aquifer in the Hanford area may well be in jeopardy as
well as the arable soil for food crops which is a major staple in that local and statewide. No need
to mention the jobs lost due to that type of contamination.

Our representative government in Washington D.C. has begun eflorts to clean up Hanford and to
remove some of the radioactive waste currently on site. Because the Nevada site is remote and
available 1 urge you to place your support behind storing Hanfords nuclear waste there. As we
continue to clean up the Hanford reservation and restore the public trust we will all benefit froma
cleaner environment. safer water supply. and children that don’t glow in the dark.

Sincerely. .
) f . "
L :‘3{ - -/L/()"f- Lrtﬁ—— 4 Lt

(,
) o2 f..“:f c:u;éu, T

/f'urzf,u, Crgod nglff 57 <« 5 7
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Floyd and Shirley Daniel
720 Seneca St. #601

Seattle, WA 98101-2761
Phone: 206-215-1324  Fax: 206-215-1340
Floyd: floyddanicl@attbi.com Shirley: shirleycdaniel@attbi.com

August 21, 2002

Michael Collins

LS Department of Ecology
P O Box 550, 6-38
Richland WA 99352

Dear Mr Collins.

You certainly have a hard job with the potential of holding the uture of thousands of
Washington citizens in your hand. I am not writing to tell you things you already know. But I
am concerned as a person born before the Great Depression and the nuclear age, that Hanford
should not become another nuclear disaster

The cleanup of lanford has been slow. still not finished. and has cost billions of dollars. We
have more than enough waste to contaminate soil and groundwater without adding more. You
arc being asked by the people ot Washington to request (I don’t know il your position makes it
possible for you to demand) another study of the environmental impact and refuse any more
waste until it is done.

If your employment depends on the present Administration, this will be a risky position. But
many believe it is the only right position in the present situation.

Sincerely yours.

il f e

Shirley DAl
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William C. Arbaugh
1209 SW Sinth Ave., 406
Portland. OR 97204-1089
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. 1055 Edmonds Street
Edmonds, WA 98020

August 21, 2002

Michael S. Collins

HSW EIS Manager
Richland Operations Office
US Dept. of Energy

PO Box 550

Richland, WA 99352-0550

Dear Mr. Collins,

1 am writing to you about the Hanford Solid Waste Environmental Impact
Statement. I do not believe this EIS is inadequate and I am requesting that it be

1| withdrawn, redone and issued again before any action is taken by your agency. Iam
‘| a long time Washington State resident and am very familiar with the Tri-Cities
Hanford area. | am also knowledgeable with necessary elements of an adequate EIS.

This EIS fails to address many important issues that must be included in a

o | meaningful study of the effect on the environment. For example, it does not include
an‘adequate assessment for endangered species. It fails to disclose impacts on
groundwater. The most serious flaw is the lack of attention to the long history of
3| dangerous waste burial and does not integrate all waste site analysis of the

4| cumulative effects on the area.

As stated, additional analysis and study is needed. The Department of Energy needs
a much more thorough EIS before proceeding. This EIS does not meet minimum
standards nor address issues of concern to Washington citizens. This EIS does not
protect public and environmental health.

wn

In conclusion, T want to voice my opposition to the addition of anymore radioactive

6 | waste at Hanford particularly without action on the already inadequate storage of
such waste. I am awaiting your response and trust that as the representative of the
Department of Energy you will act in behalf of the public and withdraw this
inadequate EIS immediately.

Sincerely,
Susie Schaefer

,\,’;‘,MW. .............

" Lo (=] 2 Bgs L
’-‘L’J"‘ A ( Se /?p{ < ¢
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To. Michael Collins

US Department of Energy
PO Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

August 21, 2002

Dear Mr. Collins;

I have to add my name to the thousands of people who STRENUOUSLY oppose
the plan to transport and dump 70,000 truckloads of radioactive waste at Hanford. I
cannot fathom how the DOE can believe that this would be remotely acceptable to the
citizens of this beautiful area of the country, when the promises to “clean-up” Hanford
have not vet been fulfilled; when waste is warehoused in open, un-lined trenches which
| already leach into groundwater. Add to that the inevitable risks of shipping these
truckloads back and forth on our highways, through large and small communities-—what
an unconscionable prospect. I live in beautiful Hood River, on the incredible Columbia
River: like the more than a million other people living downwind, downriver from
Hanford, I live here for the pastoral beauty and smalltown life I find here. It is not that I
wish on Yucca Mountain all the ravages of nuclear waste---but I will “go to the mat” to
fight the transport of waste through my community, and the storage of it upriver. Among
all the hundreds of assaults upon our environment, a person has to become somewhat
numb to them to avoid despair so profound that we can’t rise out of bed in the moming---
but I will take a stand, will draw the line on this, if it means lying on the highway in front
of trucks, if it means going to jail.

L)

[4,]

Sincerely, and adamantly,

Elisabeth Curry 1
1310 Wasco St.

Hood River, OR

97031
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9230 41" Avenue NE
Seattle WA 98115-3802
Bobaegerier@attbi,com
http://www _speakeasy.org/~boba

July 27, 2002

Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

I am writing you as a citizen concerned with the cleanup of Hanford, one of the most
contaminated places in the world. The U.S. Department of Energy is proposing to double
the amount of radioactive waste buried in unlined soil trenches at Hanford, which doubles
the risk of more soil and groundwater contamination. You have failed to adequately
address the human health and environmental impacts of adding this radioactive waste to
Hanford in your Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement(SWEIS). T urge you to
redo your analysis and stop importing more waste until you have cleaned up the huge
radioactive mess already contaminating the Columbia River at

Hanford.

The analysis of human health and environmental impacts in the SW EIS is lacking in
several ways. Currently, Hanford receives waste from other Nuclear Weapons Plants,
Labs and even private companies. This waste is dumped in unlined soil trenches with
limited groundwater monitoring. Even our kitchen garbage cannot be

buried like this! The SW EIS offers no alternative to line and monitor these trenches.
Dumping more radioactive waste will contaminate groundwater flowing towards the
Columbia River for “thousands of years.” Also, the U.S. Department of Energy’s
proposal to greatly increase the waste coming to Hanford from these offsite locations
increases the risk of accidents. The transportation risk of importing over 70,000
truckloads of radioactive waste, including dangerous plutonium-laden “transuranic
waste,” is not even considered in the SW EIS.

We are spending billions of dollars cleanup up the radioactive mess at Hanford. Why
would we risk adding more waste to the already contaminated soil and groundwater? |
ask again that you reconsider all the impacts to our region before making a decision
based on a faulty analysis. The Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement is utterly
deficient. T encourage you to start over and provide me with complete information on all
risks from importing and burying waste at Hanford. Until then. please stop burying
radioactive waste in unlined soil trenches.

I would appreciate a cgmplete res

7 .

> to my comments.

B J T ———
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July 26, 2002

Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins:

I'am writing vou as a citizen with a long history of concern about the cleanup of Hanford, Washington. This site
has long been one of the most contaminated sites in the world and also one of the most beautiful stretches of river
in the world.

1 | The Department that you head is proposing to double the amount of radioactive waste buried in unlined soil
trenches at Hanford This will double the risk of soil and groundwater contamination--contamination which is
totally unacceptable to the residents of the Northwest. You have failed to adequately address the human health and

2 | environmental impacts of adding this radioactive waste to Hanford in your Solid Waste Environmental Impact
Statement (SW EIS). 1 urge vou to redo your analysis and stop importing more waste until you have cleaned up the

3' huge radioactive mess alreadyv contaminating the Columbia River at Hanford,

I received the SW EIS in the mail. The document is not written in plain language so that we citizens can casily
know what is proposed. The document is like a riddle. a hall of mirrors! Please instruct your siafT (o rewrite it in
plain language. People can understand well-written, forthright, and honest EISs!

The analysis of human health and environmental impacts in the SW EIS is lacking in several ways. Currently,
48 5| Hanford reccives waste from other Nuclear Weapons Plants, Labs and cven private companies. This waste is
dumped in unlined soil trenches with limited groundwater monitoring. Even our kitchen garbage cannot be buried
6' like this! The SW EIS offers no alternative to line and monitor these trenches, Dumping more radioactive waste
7' will contaminate groundwater flowing towards the Columbia River for “thousands of years.”™ Also. the U.S.
Department of Energy’s proposal to greatly increase the waste coming to Hanford from these offsite locations
BI increases the risk of accidents. The transportation risk of importing over 70,000 truckloads of radioactive wasle,
gI including dangerous plutonium-laden “transuranic waste.” is not even considered in the SW EIS. Please add it.

The people of the United States are funding billions of dollars to clean up the radioactive mess at Hanford. We can
10' no longer afford to store nuclear wastes in sloppy. short-term ways. Why would anyone risk adding more waste to
the already contaminated soil and groundwatcr. cspecially when the nearby Hanford Reach National Monument
will be open to human recreation soon? 1 ask again that you reconsider all the impacts to our region before making
a decision based on a faulty analysis. The Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement is utterly deficient and
11| unintelligible. 1 encourage you to start over and provide me with complete information on all risks from importing
and burying waste at Hanford. Until then. please stop burying radioactive waste in unlined soil trenches.

I would appreciate a complete response to my comments.
Sincerely, )
Nancy Kroening

6536 Parkpoint Lane N.E.
Seattle, WA 98115
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July 23, 2002
Michael Collins
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550,A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

— B  Nmm

RE: NO MORE NUCLEAR WASTE AT HANFORD
Dear Mr. Collins,

I am writing o you in regards to the Draft Solid Waste Environmental

Impact Statement (ELS) that was recently released by the U.S. Department of Energy. The
EIS which proposes the import of an estimated 70,000 truckloads of radioactive and

1 hazardous waste to be dumped at Hanford in

"mega-trenches” is uncalled for and is an enormous public health threat to all Washington
and Oregon residents, especially those living near or down stream of Hanford.

2 More dumping of radioactive waste will contaminate groundwater flowing into the Columbia
River for thousands of years. It is unfathomable that the risk of nuclear waste

3| transportation to Hanford is not even considered in the ELS. More radicactive waste on the
roads means a greater risk of accidents and ferrorist attacks, thereby needs full analysis.

The radioactive dump will be in unlined trenches, which provides no protection from soil and
groundwater contamination. Even our kitchen garbage cannot be legally buried in unlined soil
4| trenches. Dumping radicactive waste in unlined trenches is unconceivable. especially when
the DOE's plan includes importing dangerous "transuranic wastes”, which contain deadly
plutonium. These are some of the most dangerous materials on the planet.

As a resident of Eastern Washington, I urge you fo drop the proposal to transport more
5] nuclear waste to Hanford. If we don't want to dispose of it then why are we making
radioactive waste to begin with?

Sincgyely, - i
i
L
Rein Attemann

2211 W. Ohio
Spokane, WA 99201
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July 25, 2002
Michael Collins
U.S. Dep’t of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, Wa 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

For a long time I have been involved in helping Heart of America
Northwest keep after the U.S. Government to clean up Hanford.
I have written many letters to Washington’s senators and the govenor to be
the force behind this effort. I contribute what I can afford toward this very
serious project.

To learn that the Bush Administration and USDOE want to make
Hanford a National Radioactive Waste Dump is very disheartening.
Why does this administration not care what will flow into the Columbia
River? Why don’t they care about the future generations, maybe my
grandchildren and their children, dying or being sick for most of their lives?

Why do they want to destroy a very viable river needed to irrigate
surrounding farms and that will spread the terrible contaminants for
thousands of years to come? And they even do not wait for the legally
required analysis of the impacts to human health and the environment!
Their plan to bury dangerous radioactive waste in unlined dirt trenches,
suggests expediency is their only thought.

Please do your utmost to keep this from happening.

Sincerely,

Netd Wplper

Box 394
North Bend, Wa. 98045
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Mr. Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

July 24, 2002

Re: Hanford Solid Waste EIS
Dear Mr. Collins

Your help is needed and appreciated for all efforts to ensure the clean-
up of Hanford, and to prevent further irrevocable risks to the environment
and therefore the public.

Since the radioactive wastes already stored in leaking waste tanks
1|@nd and unlined trenches at Hanford pose eventual disastrous
contamination of the ground water there and potentially the Columbia
River and beyond, the Bush Administration’s plan to make Hanford a
|National Raioactive Waste Dump is unthinkable .

The legal requirements of the Hanford Solid Waste EIS must be met,
AND, the possible risks inherent in the proposed transport of the nuclear
5| wastes to Hanford- both accidental or intended- should be included in the
EIS.

Thank you.

N

Sincerely,

gy

Marilyn Garner
P.O. Box 207
Greenbank, WA 98253
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To: Michael Collins, U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

From: Marjorle Worthington, 1947 Clovercrest Street, Enumclaw, WA 98022
Date: July 26, 2002
Subject: Hanford CLEANUP

Dear Michael Collins:

Once ;'qain | write to speak ufp on the subject of Hanford Cleanup, a project so long
delay brl the Department of Energy, | am led to feel that | am addressing an entity
1| that is either indifferent to the public welfare, or downright hostile to those citizens it
was designed and created to serve.

Now, instead of hastening to follow up on the steps necessary to arrest and reverse
2| the unthinkable consequences of nuclear waste leaking into the Columbia River, DOE is
riannin to add more of this lethal poison to this timebomb site. (The potential for
oss of life extends to transport of radioactive waste over interstate highways, past
3| homes, schools, hospitals - a proposal that even without accidents, will expose us and
our environment to “substantial doses of radiation”. )

4| It is time for DOE to do the lg?ht, life-affirming thing: focus on Cleanup, and find a
5) safer site for handling storage of radioactive waste.

Sincerely,

e RPN

cc: Governor Gary Locke
Senator Maria Cantwell
Senator Patty Murray
Representative Jennifer Dunn
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save our River. Protect our children.
Stop the Hanford Radioactive Waste Dump!

L —— |

- USDOE'S PLAN TO MAKE HANFORD A
NATIONAL RADIORCTIVE WASTE DUMP

1

-ALLRADIOACTIVE DUMPSITES ARENOT
EQUAL: A CROSS-SITE COMPARISON

- THE “FRISBEE FROM HELL”

- THEHANFORD SOLID WASTE ENVIRON-
MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FLAWS
UNCOVERED

- IMPORTANT PUBLIC MEETING DATES,
TIMES AND LOCATIONS

Heart of America Northwest
“Advancing our region’s quality of life”
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Spma;@- 7/ 30 me.c.f-r‘nj

August 20, 2002
MEMORANDUM

FROM: Gary Miniszewski
8343 SW 57th Ave.
Portland, OR 97219

TO: U.S. Dept. of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Richiand, WA

SUBJECT: Written Testimony regarding Hanford Solid Waste Environmental Impact
Statement (HSW EIS)

At your public meeting July 30, 2002 at Portland Oregon | gave verbal
testimony addressing the HSW EIS. | want to clarify my verbal comments
in this memo for you and my Federal and State representatives and be
sure you receive my name and address for the record. The HSW EIS
entertains the idea of enhancing and increasing storage of current
volumes of solid low-level wastes (LLW), mixed low level wastes (MLLW )
and post -1970 tramsiramoc (TRU) waste at Hanford Nuclear Reservation
Site 200 East and West Areas within 7 miles of the Columbia River near
Richland, WA.

1 | | have read the HSW EIS summary published published by DOE April of
2002 and find that it is very cursory and, if it reflects the complete EIS
statement, does not address pertinent concerns listed as follows.

In 1973 when | first moved to Oregon and became a land use planner, |
became aware of how potentially toxic the Hanford site is by reading the
Oregonian Newspaper articles describing how “high level” nuclear waste
from the nuclear power plants at the site has been stored in metal
underground cylinders that are known to be leaking. At the July 2002
meeting | heard a DOE representative say that it is not known at this time
2 whether that high level waste will ever be processed and transported to
another more safe site. It is inconceivable to me that the US Government
has not yet taken the responsibility for cleaning up this highly dangerous
condition. The Hanford site is presently one of the most toxic waste sites
in the United States. This radioactive waste materiall is leaking into the

3 ground water system that is traveling toward the actual river channel.
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How can anyone representing the United States Government stand up at
a meeting with a straight face and tell the citizens of the largest City in
Oregon located on the Columbia River that now the US Government
wants to increase the volume of nuclear waste for disposal at this
sitell1??? The fact that the material to be disposed of is low level
radioactive waste is irrelevant. No additional waste should be
transported to the site. Moreover, all the existing nuclear waste material
presently stored at the Hanford site should be removed now because of
the hazards it poses to human health and the environment.

As | stated at the meeting, nuclear power plants were built along rivers to
access ample water for plant cooling. Just because the Federal
Government needed a site along the Columbia River to operate nuclear
plants for power and nuclear materials production 60 years ago, doesn't
make a power plant site like Hanford suitable for nuclear waste disposal
and storage. As a matter of fact, a river environment is one of the least
suitable locations for any kind of waste disposal, especially toxic nuclear
waste.

| have been a land use planner for 27 years and | understand site
suitability analysis and the sensitivity of river environments. | worked
and lived in rural Benton County, Oregon where the choice of
“municipal garbage disposal” sites is more thoroughly considered than
how the Federal Government choose this site for nuclear waste disposal.

if the Hanford site were to be reviewed as a potential nuclear waste
disposal site without any knowledge of propriety or prior use (as a
nuclear power plant site), | am sure that geologists, fluvial
geomorphologists, soils scientists, and/or hydrologists would conclude
that the site would not be suitable for storage of any kind of waste,
especially low to high level radioactive wastes.

There are two reasons for this. First, the flood plain for a river as large as
the Columbia can be miles wide with alluvial soils. Alluvial soils are
highly porous and allow fiuids to percolate downward to shallow aquifers
where ground water travels laterally toward the river channel to join with
the surface river water. If trench seals somehow fail and nuclear material
leaks into the alluvial soils by way of rain water, that toxic water
percolating downward to lateral flowing aquifers could poliute the river.
This would be a disaster for all living flora and fauna in the river water,
along the river banks, and human populations adjoining the river from
Hanford downstream to the Pacific Ocean.
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(cont)

10

Secondly, there is no guarantee over the next few centuries that one or
some of the Columbia River dams above the Hanford site will not fail. If
there was a calastrophic flood (a “project flood” as the US Corps of
Engineers likes to call it), the river could easily inundate and scour out
the buried radioactive materials, carrying them downstream to
unprotected and possibly sensitive locations.

To summarize, just because the Federal Government found the Hanford
site suitable as a nuclear plant site, doesn’t make that site at all a suitable
location for radioactive waste disposal. Also, there is the issue of risk
assessment/reduction for transporting radioactive wastes. | would think
that someone at DOE can figure out that a site at the northwest corner of
the United States would not be as efficiently located for transport as a
more central disposal point(s) (hopefully with more suitable physical
conditions). If low level radioactive wastes are being transported from
waste generating sites located at large population centers mainly east of
the Rocky Mountains, delivery to a more centrally located disposal
location(s) could reduce truck delivery mileage and therefore reduce the
possible number of accidents and risk of radioactive exposure to human
populations near major highways.

Thank you for this chance to comment on this most serious matter.

Cordially,

/ . . A

Gary Miniszewski, AICP
Land Use Planner

Ed

cc: US Senators Wyden &Smith; OR Governor Kitzhaber; OR DEQ; US
EPA, Multnomah Co. Commissioners; Portland Mayor Katz, Gresham
Mayor Becker; Columbia Riverkeepers; Ann Bremmer; Earl Mohlander
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Sharon E. Streeter

4911 SE 43rd Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97206-5011
phone: 503 788 1872
diomo1@msn.com

July 31, 2002

Michael Collins
NEPA Document Manager

US Department of Energy
PO Box 550

Richland, WA 99352
Dear Mr. Collins:
I attended the hearing in Portland last night regarding the recent EIS for Hanford and hazardous
1| waste. It was my first such hearing, and what amazed me was the number of articulate citizens
who have devoted years of their time saying one thing over and over again:
2| Clean up Hanford
Please attach this letter to my comments on the enclosed sheet. The money being spent on
studies and scratching heads over what to do should be spent on digging trenches, lining them
3 | with the best lining materials available, and capping off the waste. Or on destroying by known
methods that waste which can be destroyed.

4 | Forget moving waste from one site to the other. Take care of it on site. But take care of it and
5 | stop producing more until we know how to take care of it, too.

2 & Kt

Sharon E. Streeter
Citizen, Southeast Portland
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Testimony in support of using sale alternative cleanup procedures for Hanford Nuclear
Reservation.

August 21, 2002

[ am Mari Anne Gest and I'm here with my mother Pat Gest. We both wear the Hanford
necklace which is the scar around our necks representing thyroid tumors and cancer that
has been removed. My mother was raised around the Hanford area in the 40’s and [ was
born there in the carly 50°s. They said radiation levels were acceptable at the time and
then later found the statement to be untrue.

T am not a scientist nor do I profess to understand all that this hearing is about tonight but
1 can say that if there is a safc and cost effective technology available to you to deal with
2 the cleanup of the Hanford site I encourage you to pursue it. I have collected newspaper
articles for years on this issue and am continually disappointed in the clean up effort.

| am aware ol an Oregon company (Entech) that specializes in environmental technology
to clean up and eliminate radioactive and hazardous waste. Asl understand it, Entech’s
3| revolutionary radioactive soil decontamination plants arc cost effective and portable,
which eliminates the danger in transporting waste. The process is completely disposable
leaving nothing behind. And this has been tested and confirmed by many different
professionals in the scientific field.

a On behalf of the numerous benefactors of the Hanford necklace T request that we not
continue to pass this legacy on to our children. I urge funding for Entech’s new
cnvironmental solution. We cannot continue to do what we’ve been doing and expect
dilferent results. 1t’s time for a new approach that can solve the problem and support the
safety of our citizens and our environment.

Thank You.
Mari [Anne Gest ¢
5882 Angle Dr. NE

Salem, OR 97301
503-581-0715
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Kathleen Juergens
3229 NE 7" Avenue
Portland, OR 97212

503-331-0326

Hearing on Draft HSW EIS
July 30, 2002
Portland, Oregon

Good cvening. My name is Kathleen Juergens, and I live here in Portland, Oregon. In
fact, [ work right here in the Metro building, a couple of floors down, which is what enables me
to be speaking so early in the program. As a working person, usually I'm racing to get to these
hearings alter work, and | don’t get to speak until 10 pm. Tonight maybe I'll actually get home
for dinner!

Please accept this testimony as my comments on the Draft Hanford Site Solid Waste
Program Environmental Impact Statement.

Tonight you're going to hear from some people with impeccable scientific credentials,
people who've spent a good part of their lives studying the situation up at Hanford. These
people are going to give testimony that is carelully thought-out. well researched, scientifically
sound. and very politely presented. They are going to thank you for the opportunity to be heard,
and then they're going to sit down. What they should be doing is thanking the DOE for the
opportunity to be jgnored. because that is what almost always happens at these DOE hearings.

I know because I've been coming to DOE hearings on Hanford for a long time. 1 lost
track ol the number of different hearings | went to just about the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor,
but T know it was at least 4. Just about everybody in the whole Pacific Northwest told the DOE
to shut down FFFTF, and you folks kept coming back to us for years with new proposals for

restarting it. That proposal finally died, but only after wasting a whole lot of our time!
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[ wish 1 could be as polite as some of the good people you're going to hear tonight, but |
have to be honest. I'm not happy for the chance to be here. [ have a whole lot of other things 1
need to be doing, and I really don’t have the time for this hearing. I'm here because [ have to be
here, and I'm angry that 1 have to be here.

['m here because [ live in NE Portland. not very far from the Columbia River. Like all
Portlanders. some of my drinking water, some of the time. comes from wells near the Columbia.
I went swimming in the Columbia just last weekend. That’s the same Columbia River that runs

right through Hanford. the same river that's alreadv radioactive. So this is a lifc or death issue

for me, and all my neighbors. and whatever children T may decide to have someday, and
certainly for my sisters and brothers in Washington who live even closer to the most polluted sile
in the Western Flemisphere.

And I'm angry because we - not just Portlanders, but citizens all over the Pacific
Northwest—have told you over and over again that we only want one thing at Hanford, and
that’s cleanup, cleanup, cleanup. We don’t want another nuclear reactor restarted. We don’t
wunt MOX fuel being bumed. And we sure as hell do not want a whole bunch more nuclear
wasle being shipped in, when the DOE has yet to deal adequately with the waste that’s already
there.

And I have to wonder, just what burcaucral, in just what comfortable conference room in
Washington DC. came up with the notion that this was a good idea. Whoever this person was,
they may have a lot of impressive degrees after their name, but they obviously [lunked
kindergarten. In this society, we tcach five-year-olds that you have to clean up your mess before
you can go making another mess. Top decision-makers at the DOE clearly have yet to grasp this

principle. Every year, we have to come to these hearings and fight for the cleanup budget. And
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every year the DOE has another cockamamie, half-baked, hare-brained scheme for what the

(cont)

money should be used for instead, like keeping the FFTF reactor on hot standby for years.

Now the DOE is saying, OK, we’ll get on with cleanup at Hanford, but first we're going
to make the mess a whole lot worse. We're going to ship in 70,000 more truckloads, and we're
going to drive it down the freeway right through your communities, and we’re going to include

transuranic wastes, and we're going lo put a good part of it into unlined trenches, where it's
8 | pretty much guaranteed to end up in the river. T think it shows a lot of disrespect [or the citizens
and taxpayers of the Northwest that this proposal is even being put forth. It's not like we haven't
9 | explained our position well enough. We want cleanup at Hanford, and that’s all we want. I
don't know how we could put in any plainer English than that.

You're going to hear from a lot of people tonight who will say what I just said, but with a
lot more scientific detail. I'm a citizen activist, not a scientist, so I'm going to keep it really
simple. I'm going to put it to you in terms that a kindergartener could understand, that even your
boss George W. Bush could understand.

10| DOE, DON'T DUMP ANYMORE!

11 | CLEAN UP THE MESS YOU MADE BEFORE!
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Comments on Department of Energy
Solid Waste Environmental Statement
July 30, 2002

As you can tell from the turnout tonight, there are many people in this
community who feel very strongly about this issue.

| want to first thank those elected officials who have come to the Hanford
Information Network seeking information about this and other proposals.
Senator Gordon Smith and Congressman Earl Blumenauer have both taken a real
interest in Hanford over the past year or two. To them, and to the others who
have also participated, we say thank you.

We also need to remember that many good things are going well at Hanford.
For instance, construction on the waste treatment plant for the tank waste
began earlier this month. Several of the nuclear reactors at the site have
recently been “cocooned,” or safely decontaminated and put into safe storage.
And some small efforts to proceed with treatment of carbon tetrachloride in
the groundwater have been pursued.

But this is not the time to add to Hanford’s woes. And it is not the time to
suggest adding additional sources of groundwater contamination when the
Department has no overall plan on how to address the millions of gallons of
contaminated groundwater under the site at this point in time.

Therefore, we urge that the Department withdraw this document and instead
demonstrate that the existing, serious problems at Hanford can be addressed.

Vickrua (€ g
P
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The First Presbyterian Church
201 Southwest Dorion Avenue
Pendleton, Oregon 97801
(541) 276-7681 PASTORS:
Fax (541) 276-7682 Douglas R. Acker
Katherine A. Bottorff

August 20, 2002

Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Recently, newspaper articles revealed proposed plans 1o move nuclear waste from the
Hanford site by truck along major thorougfares such as Interstatc 84.

1 [ would like to register my opposition to such a plan. Interstate 84 interects the city of
Pendleton, Oregon, my home. 1t is dangerously close to where I live and work, not to mention
homes, schools, and businesses of others. Should there be an accident it would be devasting. Of
particular concern is the area of interstate south of Pendleton known as “Cabbage Hill.” The
accident rate there is high along this stretch. Fog and ice are common there, as are dust storms.
These factors add to the danger of accidents.

Thank you for your receiving comments on this matter.

Sincerely,

_-'
Zte Bonor?

Pastor
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Valerie Shubert Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

Valerie Shubert
1420 Western, #409
Seattle, WA 98101

bg590@scn.org

Michzl S Collins

HSW EIS Document Manager
Richland Operations Office

US Department of Energy, A6-38
PO Box 550

Richland, WA 99352-0050

Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid Waste EIS

Main Comment

The comment period was not long enough! Despite several marathon sessions,
I was not able to get past the end of Section 4, leaving the very important
Sections 5 & 6 unplumbed, and I was unable to get to the whole volume of
appendices at all.

General Comments

In addition to the general comments I made at the public meeting in Seattle on
Aug 7, 1 would like to add the following:

* ‘No Change’ is not the same as ‘No Action’—in many ways in this document
they are treated as though they are—and often, indeed, there are substantial
changes proposed under the heading of ‘No Action’. Also, all alternatives
include things that are not done.

* I’ve mentioned this before, but it bears repeating: cancer is not the only
undesirable outcome of radiation exposure, nor is death the only
unpleasant outcome of cancer

* ‘Burial’ is ‘storage’. The only way this would not be so is if the waste
vanished without a trace after burial.

* Inmany ways the ‘alternatives’ vary little—often whole paragraphs are
repeated verbatim.

* Somewhere in this document there needs to be a map of the 200 Areas
Industrial-Exclusive Area. Maybe there is—but if there is, there needs to be a
cross-reference to it: so ‘see map on p (whatever)’. This cross-reference
should be used whenever this area is discussed.

Teo Michael S Colling
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Valerie Shubert 2 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

General Comments

Table Titles and numbers are not adequately separated from the text.
Suggestion: both the numbers and the titles should be bumped up one font
s17e.

It would help if line #s ran down both sides of the page.

I've mentioned this several times in my notes, but a general comment is
necessary: Maps should have some kind of codrdinate system. It doesn’t
have to be very elaborate—just something like ‘A-F” across the top, and, say,
*1-10’ along the sides. References to maps in the text could then be more
precise, as: ‘see figure 4.19, A-3’

It seems to me that the effects of the 24 Command fire are very imperfectly
known. Given that it’s very unlikely to be the only major range fire the area
suffers, it’s essential to get this information analyzed and integrated.

I've mentioned some problems with References, but the main problem I see is
that the References are often to documents that are only problematically
available to the public. Government documents that are available to the
public should have full SuDocs #s: The ones given seem truncated somehow.
Journal articles should have ISSN #s. Monographs should include ISBN #s,
where available. What can be done about Conference publications, I don’t
know—everybody has trouble with them. Also, as I've mentioned several
times in my notes, website addresses are useful only for people who have web
access. Unless or until depository libraries offer free, public web terminals,
website addresses are of avail almost solely to those who can afford to keep
up with changes in home computer technology and to pay for an ISP.

Specific Comments, by Section, Page, & Line

Summary

p S.15, lines 26-33 & S.17, lines1-36, section S.7: Affected Environment, :
This section needs a cross-reference—something like ‘see Section 4,

pp 4.1-4.105

p S.18, Section S8, Subsection S.8.2: Transportation, lines 27-28: This is
tied into the whole question of whether Transportation was adequately dealt
with in this EIS: here the bald statement is made that “Transportation of
waste was determined to result into up to four fatalities”. Unless there is
further analysis in an appendix or somewhere (in which case there should be a
cross-reference), this is utterly inadequate. How was this determined? How
would the fatalities occur? Who would die? What are the uncertainties in this
analysis?

T Michael S Calline
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25

Valerie Shubert 3 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

Acronyms/Abbreviations List

page xv, between lines 25-26—There is later (on p 2.3, lines 38-40) an
explanation of why there is no ‘Category 2°. In the list, there should be a
cross reference, thus: ‘Cat 2 Not used—see p 2.3, lines 38-40 for
explanation’

page xv, line 30—There should be a notation at the end of the entry for
CERCLA: something like ‘commonly called ‘Superfund’’; and later on in
the Ss, there should be an entry: Superfund see: CERCLA

p xv, line 44, & p xvi, line 5— ‘Dy’> & ‘D¢’ are too similar in appearance—if
these are used in may documents already, it may be too late to change the
notation—but it could be a source of confusion

page xvii, line 23—IDLH: I mentioned this at the meeting, but it bears
repeating: when something is ‘Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health’, 1
want to see that spelt out, every time

page xix, line 2—PUREX: I'm sure this’s been in use for some time;
nevertheless, it amounts to a detoxifying euphemism

Glossary

page xxii, lines 23-28—disposal: I mentioned this before, but I think this is a
mistaken definition

page xxv, lines 21-23—transuranic (TRU) waste: this needs a
cross-reference to the more complete definition on p 2.8, lines 2-5

page xxv, line 37—vadose zone: this term is widely used, and this is the 1*
definition I’ve seen of it—it needs a more complete definition, including, for
example, how the ‘saturated zone’ is defined

Units of Measure

page xxxii, Basic Units and Conversion Table: Several of these ‘English
Units’ are so disproportionate to the ‘Metric Units’ that no reasonable
comparisons can be made—for example, Curies to Becquerels—perhaps some
annotation could clarify this.

page xxxiii, Radionuclide Nomenclature: I mentioned that this table should
have cross-references to unstable decay products, and that it should also
include the type of radiation released (adding *_’, * °, and/or *_* would not
significantly increase the size of the table); now I should add that it probably
wouldn’t go amiss to also include a copy of the Periodic Table

Section 1: Introduction: Subsection 1.4
page 1.4, line 1—Scope of The Draft HSW EIS: It seems rather odd to say

that the draft EIS covers ‘alternatives for managing most..." (my italics).
Why not ‘all’? What’s excluded, and why?

Tos Michal 8 Calling
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Valerie Shubert 4 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

Section 1: Introduction: Subsection 1.4

page 1.6, line 15—Management of Post-1970 TRU Waste (my italics): This
classification occurs throughout. I'm glad to hear that ‘post-1970" TRU waste
will be dealt with—but there should be an indication somewhere of what will
become of ‘pre-1970" TRU waste—which is not the less TRU waste because
it wasn’t then separated. I've seen a few hints, here and there, but there needs
to be a comprehensive answer—and if it’s not found in this document, there
should be a reference to where the answer is to be found.

page 1.6, subsection 1.4.2.1—Low-Level Waste: The definition herein of
‘low-level waste’ seems to be a definition by exclusion: what is included?
And, come to that, in the sidebar, why is ‘naturally-occurring radioactive
material” excluded, and what becomes of that material?

page 1.7, subsection 1.4.2.2—Mixed Low-Level Waste: The definition in
this subsection needs to be cross-referenced to sections 2.6 & 2.7

page 1.8, lines 17-23—Waste Types Not Specifically Evaluated in The
HSW EIS: There needs to be a cross-reference to section 1.19, where it is
explained why these wastes are excluded

page 1.8, lines 38-42, & p 1.9, lines 1-3—Waste Types Not Specifically
Evaluated in The HSW EIS: There needs to be a more complete explanation
as to why ‘decontamination activity has decreased, and substantial expansion
beyond historical levels is not anticipated’. For that matter, what are
‘historical levels’?

page 1.10, line 15—°‘From 1970-1988, drums and boxes of TRU waste
were placed ‘in storage’ (my quotes) in the LLBG trenches: Here, too,
there needs to be a cross-reference to page 1.19

page 1.10, line 24—*Treatment is not required for most LLW’: Where and
how is this justified? It seems an excessively bald statement, with no
background or explanation given.

page 1.10, lines 42-44—beginning ‘Some types of waste...’, and ending
‘...deep geologic disposal’: this is far too vague. There needs to be some
sort of elaboration—something like (‘eg X & Y type’) at the end of each
sentence—also there need to be cross-references to more thorough discussions
of why a particular type of waste requires a particular type of storage.

page 1.11, line 16—*reasonable’: What criteria were used to define what is
‘reasonable’?

page 1.11, line 25—*‘and other DOE sites’: what sites? Travelling
how?—this is more of transportation issues, not adequately dealt with in the
EIS.

page 1.11, lines 36-37—‘Nonconforming wastes would be treated to
comply with the HSSWAC’: There needs to be a definition of
‘nonconforming wastes” and an explanation of what the standards are—if such
explanations are in the EIS, there should be cross-references—otherwise, at
the least, there needs to be a precise citation to where the information is to be
found.

Ta Michal 8 Calling
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Valerie Shubert 5 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

Section 1: Introduction: Subsection 1.4

page 1.12, lines 5-6 ‘Depending on the volume of waste received at
Hanford, expansion of the LLBGs within the 200 Area Boundaries may
be required’: What range of waste is to be expected? Where would the
expansion take place? There need to be ‘see’ references to where these
questions are answered—if they are.

page 1.12, line 7—*a cap to reduce infiltration’: This needs a cross-
reference to the diagram of the cap on page 2.27 (if this is the type of cap that
will be used). I'll comment on the cap in detail when I get to the diagram.
page 1.12, Section 1.4.5.2— MLLW Alternatives’: There needs to be a
cross-reference here to pp 2.6-2.7—lacking a knowledge of what the waste is,
a reasonable assessment of the plans is not possible

page 1.12, line 30—‘insufficient to dispose of all MLLW Hanford expects
to receive in future’: How insufficient? What levels are we talking? Twice
as much? 15 times as much? At least a ballpark upper and lower bound should
be mentioned here, with a cross-reference to where more precise figures can
be found—I know I've seen them, but as for flipping to the exact page...
page 1.14: The TRU alternatives—Just generally, all these alternatives
require moving a great deal of material—the transportation methods, routes,
and risks must be addressed

Section 1, Subsectionl.5

page 1.15, line 2—*Vadose Zone Programs’: There should be a
cross-reference to the definition of ‘Vadose’, page xxv, line 37

page 1.15, line 20—*The TPA is discussed further in Section 6.2”: A good
example of the kind of cross-references that should exist throughout

page 1.15, lines 32-33—*CERCLA primarily regulates cleanup of inactive
waste sites and facilities’ (my italics): So who or what regulates cleanup of
active waste sites or facilities? Or are they left to their own devices until
they’re rendered inactive?

page 1.15, lines 33-34—*CERCLA requires mediation of sites where a
release, or a threat of a release, of hazardous substances has occurred (my
italics): This seems tolerably inclusive. What sites exactly have never
experienced the threat of a release of a hazardous substance?

page 1.16, lines 4-5—*(ponds, cribs, French drains, and ditches)’: ‘Ponds’
and ‘ditches’ seem straightforward enough (unless they have a technical
meaning here different from the vernacular one)—what are the other two?
(This also comes up on page 4.38.) Most importantly, are these wastewater
depositories covered, to prevent evaporation and animals drinking, and lined,
to prevent the water seeping out?

page 1.16, line 5—*(inactive burial grounds)’: Meaning permanently
closed? What happens to them now?

T Michsel S Cnlling
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Valerie Shubert 6 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

T

Waste EIS

Section 1. Subsection 1.5

page 1.16, line 17—*(ERDF) is not part of the solid waste program
LLBGs’: I’m sure there’s a description of ERDF somewhere—but why
mention it here if you’re not going to describe it, or even refer to a description
of it?

page 1.16, lines 29-30—*additional information can be found at (website
address’: This would be a good cross-reference, if everybody had access to
the web. For those who don’t, how do they get this info?

page 1.16, lines 2-5—*based on analyses in the EA, DOE determined that
the proposed action was not a major federal action significantly affecting
the quality of the human environment and issued a finding of no
significant impact (FONSI)’: This is repeated at the end of many other
descriptions of EAs, and seems to attain the status of a ritual phrase. Unless
the EAs in question are available for inspection, the assertion is without value.
I might add, by the way, that ‘human environment’ and ‘environment’ are not
coextensive

page 1.16, lines 39-43—(a description of a plan to widen trenches in the
LLBGs): It is highly debatable whether it would be a desirable thing to place
‘more waste...per square foot of surface area’—yes, less material would be
needed to cover it; yes, there would be need for fewer trenches: but more
hazardous materials in one place = more opportunities for the materials to
interact—an R, for trouble at the very least, and possibly disaster—after all,
the containers that waste is in won’t last forever

page 1.19, line 1—*Disposal of Decommissioned Defueled Naval
Submarine Reactor Plants EIS’: I've seen no other mention of this in this
EIS,(except on p 1.20, to which there should be a cross reference)—where are
they? How did they get to Hanford? Are they still coming? This doesn’t
seem like a small problem—it should be addressed

page 1.19, lines 10-1—*Disposal of Hanford Defense High-Level,
Transuranic, and Tank Wastes, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington:
This should be cross-referenced to pp 1.10 and especially 1.8

page 1.19, lines 38-39—‘Solid Waste Retrieval Complex, Enhanced
Radioactive And Mixed Waste Storage Facility, Infrastructure Upgrades,
And Central Waste Complex: This is a very important document to this
EIS—how can it be obtained? The References don’t give any more info than
the text, really.

page 1.20, lines 29-30—*stabilize the stored fuel using a cold vacuum
drying process’: ;How does this ‘stabilize” it?

pages 1.20, lines 40-44, and 1.21, lines 1-4—‘Disposal of Decommissioned,
Defueled Cruiser, Ohio Class, And Los Angeles Class Reactor Plants:
This should be cross-referenced to p 1.19, line 1, above

page 1.21, lines 12-13—*the low activity waste from the separation process
would be retrievably stored onsite’> Where? Why ‘retrievably’?
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Valerie Shubert 7 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

page 1.21, line 14—*a decision on disposition of Cesium and Strontium
capsules was deferred’: Until when?
Section |, Subsection 1.5

page 1.21, line 19—*Waste Management Programmatic EIS’: So much of
the present EIS depends on this document that one really oughtn’t work on
one without t’other to hand—so where is it?

page 1.22, lines 33-44—*Relocation And Storage of Isotopic Heat
Sources’: The summary of this is obscure to the point of obfuscation. What
was planned, and why was it abandoned?

page 1.23, lines 1-12—¢“Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS: Because so much of Hanford’s waste would be sent here,
this 1s also essential to understanding the Solid Waste EIS—but it’s likely not
in an appendix somewhere—so where is it?

page 1.23, lines 14-24—¢Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan
EIS’: This seems to have sprung fully-formed and armored from the brow of
Zeus—it’s certainly not consistent with what I heard at meetings. © How
shall I credit the others, if this is so removed from what [ experienced?

page 1.23, lines 26-38—Environmental Assessment—Disposition of
Surplus Hanford Site Uranium...” (italics mine): Surplus to what? What
uses are proposed for non-surplus Uranium? A metric ton, just for future
reference, is spelled ‘tonne’ to distinguish it from an ‘English Unit’ ton. How
many tonnes are not ‘surplus’? Are there really plans to send 900 tonnes of
Uranium to Ohio? That’s a long way—a lot could go wrong. I might add that
1900 - 900 = 1000, and 1000 - 140 = 865. If I'd done arithmetic like what’s
done in this paragraph, I'd never even have got out of grade school. Nor, if I
were asked, would I recommend putting Uranium in the LLBGs—is that the
type of ‘low-level” waste that’s going in there?

pages 1.23, lines 40-44, & 1.24, lines 1-5—*Environmental
Assessment—Use of Existing Borrow Areas, Hanford Site...”: Do these
borrow pits fill with water? Are they a water source for local fauna? Are they
contaminated in any way(not excluding petroleum contamination from earth-
moving machinery)? How are they monitored?

Section 2, Subsection 2.1

page 2.1, lines 23-30—(Description of ‘historical’ contents of the LLBGs):
My reading of these lines is that not only is there pre-1970 TRU in the
LLBGs, but also pre-1987 MLLW—how much? Is it even known? Where
can information on this be found?

page 2.2, figure 2.1: This figure needs cross-references in each box to where
each type of waste is more thoroughly discussed

page 2.2, lines 6-8—*CH waste...can usually be handled without shielding’
(my italics): Usually? When can’t it? There are surely guidelines for this
sort of thing: what are they? Or, failing that, where are they?
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Valerie Shubert 8 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Ta:

Waste EIS

Section 2, Subsection 2.1

page 2.2, line 18—*At Hanford solid LLW includes...(followed by a list,
to the end of the page and on to the 1* line of the next page)’: ‘Includes’
pretty much implies this is not a comprehensive list. If this is a
comprehensive list, the correct term would be something like ‘consists of” or
‘comprises’—if it’s not comprehensive, there should be some indication that
there’s other stuff, such as ‘plus small amounts of (whatever else there is)’
page 2.3, lines 1-3—*In the foreseeable future (various activities,
elaborated in the original text) would likely continue to generate LLW?:
There needs to be some rough indication of proportion: will the amount
generated be more than, less than, or about the same amount as in the past?
Rough percentages would be useful, too—it needn’t be exact as long as it’s
marked as inexact (eg ‘about 37% of past levels”)

page 2.3, line 7—*fiber-reinforced plastic boxes’: This needs to be
defined—what kind of ‘fibers’? Reinforced how?

page 2.3, lines 25-28—*The US Nuclear Regulatory Commission...defines
four classes of LLW (A, B, C, and greater than Class C). However, the
radionuclide concentrations specified for each NRC class are not
necessarily the same as those defined in the HSSWAC for LLW
categories’: What’s the point of saying this if the categories are not defined
and contrasted? Either a table should be here, or this paragraph should be
deleted. I'd go for a table, since there isn’t one on the categories of LLW used
herein.

page 2.3, lines 38-40—(an explanation of why Category 2 is no longer
used): Rather late in the game to explain this, isn’t it?

page 2.3, lines 40-41—*Cat 3 LLW is defined as having radionuclide
concentrations greater than limits specified in the HSSWAC for Cat 1
LLW, but lower than maximum concentration limits defined for Cat 3
LLW?’: This is a non-definition. What’s said here, essentially, is:
‘Catl<Cat3<Greater than Cat3’—which is tautological. Lacking actual
definitions with numbers, the distinctions, and the reasons for them, are not
comprehensible.

page 2.6, lines 8 & 10-11— *sludges, paints, and dried inorganic
chemicals’ & ‘metal, ceramic, and concrete items’: This is a tolerably
comprehensive list, with very little specificity. It could include so many
things, of so great a variety of reactivity, size, shape, porosity, etc, that it’s
really no definition at all.

page 2.6, lines 14-15—*stabilization, immobilization, or
macroencapsulation’: There is a definition of ‘macroencapsulation’ in the
glossary, though it’s not very clear: there is none for ‘stabilization’ and
‘immobilization’. ‘Stabilize’ how? ‘Immobilize’ how?

page 2.7, lines 4-5—*Organic solid waste may include substances such as
resins, organic absorbents, and activated carbon’: Again, ‘include’ implies
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Valerie Shubert 9 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Ta

Waste EIS

the possibility of other ‘substances’—but even the listed ‘substances’ are
poorly defined.
Section 2, Subsection 2.1

page 2.7, lines 1-7 (sidebar}—‘Thermal Treatments’: What does it mean to
‘destroy organic constituents?” Are they broken down into their basic
elements? If so, then what? What kinds of wastes are produced by the various
processes, and how will they be dealt with?

page 2.7, lines 20-21—‘Lead waste must be treated...or other approved
technology’ (my italics): ‘Other approved technology’ is a meaningless
phrase. Are there now other approved technologies, or is this in anticipation
of some future development?

page 2.7, line 23—*‘Elemental Mercury’: Elemental mercury is not a solid at
room temperature—once treated, it may be solid, but it will no longer be
‘elemental’.

page 2.7, lines 23-27 (sidebar)}—‘Thermal Desorption’: What wastes will
this produce? What is the potential for breakdown?

page 2.7, lines 30-33 (sidebar)—*Amalgamation’: How stable is the
amalgam? What is its melting point? How will it be stored?

page 2.7, section 2.1.2.7—*Mixed Waste Trench Leachate’: How efficient
are the traps? How much escapes? Of what’s trapped, how often is it
emptied? Is there a minimum frequency for emptying the trapped leachate?
How is it stored before treatment? How long does it wait, at maximum, for
treatment? ‘Solid waste resulting from the treatment’ must by definition be
MLLW—how is it sorted and characterized?

page 2.8, lines 1-2—(definition of TRU waste): This should be in the
glossary, or there should at least be a cross-reference—something like
‘TRU—see p2.8, lines 1-2°

page 2.8, lines 7-8—1In 1970, the AEC determined that waste containing
transuranics might be associated with increased hazards...” (italics mine):
Might? Like the sky ‘might’ be up? If I understand this correctly, it looks to
me like the vast majority of transuranics are still in the LLBGs, since the
likelihood is that most transuranics were produced before then—or were they?
Is there even a “back of the envelope’ estimate of percentages?

page 2.8, lines 13-14 & 16-17—*Initially the AEC set a minimum
concentration of TRU at 10 nanocuries per gram of waste...The
definition of TRU waste was changed to 100 nanocuries/gram in 1984’
‘What was the basis for the original standard? Why was it later increased by
an order of magnitude? A major standard change like this is not lightly made,
but no explanation is given for the change.

page 2.8, lines 17-18—*some of the suspect TRU waste...can be managed
as LLW?: Can, perhaps. Should? That’s another question.

page 2.8, lines 19-20—*An evaluation of the CH waste placed into
retrievable storage estimated that 50 percent of the drums currently
managed as TRU waste would be reclassified as LLW: This is valid only

Michal S (Callins

Letter: L080h

B.237 Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003



(cont)

20

91

92

93

94

Valerie Shubert 10 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

if the sample is representative, and if the new standard is valid—the decision
can’t be made “/, seeing the study cited.

Section 2, Subsection 2.1

pages 2.8, lines 30-42, and 2.9, lines 1-5—(discussion of current transport
of TRU to WIPP, and plans for future transport): This is simply not
adequate. It’s not enough to say they evaluated it in their EIS. If they did,
citations must be made by line and page #—and future plans cannot be
mooted without more studies—if such studies were done in the WIPP EIS (eg,
of the risks of shipping TRU by rail, given the frequency of derailments),
these must also be cited by page & line #—and the WIPP EIS must be
made available for reference. Also, there is a website address for a
description of the TRUPACT-II transport casks and special trucks—but this
is only of use to someone who has regular access to the Web—and speaking
as someone whose computer regularly locks up when I try to access the Web,
not everybody has such access.

page 2.9, lines 12-15—*Corrosion of the packaging has continued since
they were buried, and preliminary inspection of some older containers
has confirmed deterioration in their condition. However, observations
and monitoring of the area around the drums within the trenches has not
detected the release of any alpha emitters, such as plutonium’;
Reassuring, but not very—*has not’ is not the same as ‘will not’. Besides,
how will this complicate plans for ‘retrieval” and ‘repackaging’?

page 2.9, line 18—*‘Because it was previously evaluated, retrieval of the
waste is not evaluated in this EIS: Then where? At the very least, there
should be a citation to where it was evaluated—and a summary would be a
courtesy, particularly if the earlier discussion should prove as hard to access
as some other sources are.

page 2.9, lines 19-21—*‘However, neither the Hanford site, other DOE
sites, nor commercial facilities have the capability to process, certify, and
ship oversized boxes or RH wastes to WIPP. Processing of these wastes
would require development of new capabilities’: If we had magic wands,
we wouldn’t be discussing this, now would we? © What you're saying is that
we don’t know what to do with the stuff, and may never know. Why not just
say so?

page 2.9, subsection 2.1.3.2: The cross-references in this section are
excellent—a model for the rest of the EIS—for discussion of the ‘caissons’,
see notes on page 2.13

pages 2.9 & 2.10, subsection 2.1.3.3—*TRU Waste—Commingled PCB
Waste: ‘Small amount’ is not a quantity, and ‘higher’ is meaningless “/, a
baseline value. Since you (surely) are not planning to incinerate TRU Waste,
no ‘approved alternative treatment’ is specified, and WIPP’s permit to store
this waste is still jam tomorrow, what is in fact being discussed here is
indefinite storage at Hanford
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Valerie Shubert 11 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS
e page 2.10, lines 12-15—(a definition of a ‘Type A shipping container for !
use in the TRUPACT-II shipping container’): This would be an excellent I
definition if it specified what type of metal was to be used.

Section 2. Subsection 2.2

page 2.10, subsection 2.1.3.5—This subsection ends with the admission that
nothing can presently be done—speculation is all very well, but it’s not very
useful in an EIS.

page 2.10, line 29—‘including’: I’ve mentioned before the perils of the word
‘including’—what else is a likely source?

page 2.10, lines 33-34—¢For analysis in this EIS, it is assumed that RH
TRU would ultimately be accepted at WIPP’: That’s counting your
chickens before the eggs are laid, surely? What if they aren’t? Is there some
contingency plan for that?

page 2.10, line 43—*until a facility is available to treat the waste and
prepare it for shipment to WIPP’ (italics mine): An awful lot is riding on
that ‘until’.

page 2.11, lines 15-16—*The T Plant complex, described in section
2.2.2.4...: This is a good cross-reference.

page 2.11, lines 26-28—*...absorption and solidification of free liquids,
neutralization of corrosive materials, and stabilization and encapsulation
in solid waste matrixes’ (italics mine): First off, the preferred plural of
‘matrix’ is ‘matrices’. More importantly, all these processes sound like good
things to do: how are they done? There should be at least a reference to
where one can find a description of methods of, for example, ‘neutralization
of corrosive materials’, if not an actual description of the process(es) in the
text or an appendix.

Section 2, Subsection 2.2

page 2.11, lines 30-33—*The Solid Waste Inventory Tracking System lists
CWC inventory at the end of 2001 as a total of about

9200 m"’...compr:’sed...oﬁ..lts capacity is estimated to be 16,700
m’...(FH2002)’ (italics mine): Things ‘comprise’ or ‘are composed of® they
are not ‘comprised of”. More centrally, volumes on Earth are rarely defined
in terms of cubic meters, because if stacks get too tall, they tend to be
unstable. Which raises the question of how high the stacks are—is there one
layer? 2? More? Also, by my reckoning, what you’re saying is that the CWC
is already more than half-full—so unless some waste is removed, or very little
is received in future, it could become overfull—this requires information
about how quickly (and how) waste could be removed, and how much is
coming that would need to be stored at CWC. Also, ‘FH2002’ is referred to
often—where is it available?

page 2.11, line 35—‘The CWC could be expanded as needed...”: Could it
really? Where? How much? With what risks? For that matter, if it matters to
you, at what cost?
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Toe

Waste EIS

Section 2, Subsection 2.2

page 2.11, lines 38-39—The CWC waste is segregated by content to assure
compatibility of the contents with the containers (for example, acidic and
basic materials are stored separately)’: Goodonyer! © Seriously, I'm glad
to hear that acids and bases are stored separately—I’d like to think that
Sodium and water are being segregated, too—but that brings up another point.
Some materials need special storage—some need lower temperatures, some
higher, variances in humidity have impact, etc. I’d like a more thorough
explanation of how this is dealt with.

page 2.11, line 41—‘Some RH waste is stored at CWC by shielding it to
CH levels’: “Shielding it how? How stable are these ‘shields’?

page 2.11, line 42—*‘other package sizes can also be stored’: How? How
much of the stored waste is in ‘other package sizes’? How do the storage
modifications needed for the ‘other package sizes’ impact the CWC’s
capacity?

page 2.12, Figure 2.3—This picture doesn’t show a lot of detail, but one thing
is clear—the roofs are too flat. Roofs at a <30° angle become airfoils in high
wind—and while high winds may be rare at Hanford, ‘rare’ is not the same as
‘nonexistent’. I've noticed this in many buildings at Hanford—so what
precautions are there in the event of high winds?

page 2.12, lines 5-6—*four drums are bundled on to one pallet to allow
ease of handling by forklifts, and stacked up to three layers high. Aisles
are provided to gain access to the drums for required routine visual
inspections’: A diagram would be helpful here, or an interior picture. The
four drums are on one level, right? And they’re on a pallet to be handled by
forklifts—so what if a forklift accidentally pierces a barrel (such things do
happen)? And they’re ‘stacked up to three layers high—separated how? If the
‘routine visual inspections’ detect a problem with one of the barrels in the
bottom layer, or the middle one, how can it be removed for further inspection
or correction? Is it necessary to remove the upper layers first?

page 2.12, lines 14-15 (text box)—*the new buildings’: Would be placed
where?

page 2.12, lines 15-17 (text box)—*The interior floors would be sloped with
raised perimeter curving to contain and direct spilled liquids to collection
sumps. The floors would be sealed with impervious epoxy resins to
reduce the impacts of any liquid spills’: Are these resins at all slippery?
Would they be scuffed by the abovementioned forklifts? What would happen
if (when) they need to be renewed? When the liquids get to the sump, then
what? And what about collecting gases that might form from liquid spills?
are there overhead fans? Leading the fumes where? And what kind of fire
suppression equipment would there be? This description is too sketchy.
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Valerie Shubert 13 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

111 * page 2.12, lines 27-28—FA layer of at least 1.2m (4 ft) of earth was placed
over the tarp cover’: Protected from erosion how?

Section 2, Subsection 2.2

* page 2.13, lines 7-8—(definition of a caisson): This is the definition of the

112 caissons that should be in the glossary—preferably with a diagram like figure
24

* page 2.13, lines 10-11—*The caissons have an offset connecting chute
between the caisson and the soil surface to reduce radiation dose to

113 workers as the waste was deposited’: In Figure 2.4, this chute looks like it’s
at a pretty steep angle—what mechanisms exist to brake incoming containers
so that they don’t land hard, damaging themselves and other containers?

* page 2.13, line 13—*Gases from the caissons are passively filtered through

114 high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters’: Then what? What happens
to the filters? The gases that have been filtered?

¢ page 2.13, lines 16-17—*‘Radiation levels in the caissons have been
measured at 1,500 to 10,000 R/hr’: Doesn’t sound very ‘retrievable’ to me.

¢ page 2.14, line 20—‘quality assurance purposes’: ‘All your character

116 references agree that you’re a character’? ® Seriously, though, what

‘qualities’ are they assuring themselves of?

117 | * page 2.15, Figure 2.5: Again, this is a very undetailed picture.

* page 2.15, line 2—‘automated guided vehicles’: Details? ‘Automated

118 guided’ is something of an oxymoron—does this mean remotely operated?

* page 2.16, Figure 2.7—This diagram doesn’t show a lot of obvious ways to
seal off one part of the building in the event of an accident—I don’t even see
fire doors. Maybe they were left out for clarity—but there should be some
hint of them.

* page 2.16, figure 2.8: Is this the TRUPACT-II? If it is, why are there no

120 cross-references from pp 2.8 & 2.10? The picture is far from clear, but at least
there is a picture

* page 2.17, lines 11-12—*physical extraction, neutralization, chemical
oxidation, chemical reduction, microencapsulation, and deactivation.”:
None of these terms is defined in the glossary. Where there are terms that are
only used in one section, it might be a good idea to have a separate glossary
for each section. This EIS contains technical terms from several different
fields, and experts in one field are rarely familiar with the technical terms of
another—or they may have different meanings in different fields.

* page 2.17, line 13—*The stabilization process can be either cement or
polymer based”: This is not clear. Does it mean that wastes will be

122 ‘stabilized’ by encasing them in cement or polymers? What good would that

do, besides preventing them moving about, and keeping them from coming in

direct contact with other wastes? And how long would the cement or
polymers last?

115
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Valerie Shubert 14 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

Section 2, Subsection 2.2

¢ page 2.17, lines 17-19—*‘ATG plans to use a high-temperature process to
convert most organic contaminants to Carbon Dioxide and Water...The
solid residuals from this process would be returned to Hanford for
disposal.”: What process? What would be done with the CO, and H;O (both
greenhouse gases)? What would be done with the ‘solid residuals’? What
would they be? '

* page 2.19, Figure 2.9: There should be a cross-reference to this from the
definition of ‘macroencapsulation’ in the Glossary. From the picture, it looks
like the boxes will be filled with polymers, to keep the materials inside from
rattling about. Is this a fair analysis? And why should I have to work that out
for myself?

* page 2.18, line 12—*The collection system retains rain and snowmelt’:
What is the likelihood that it will be overwhelmed in a ‘gullywasher’? Or if a
substantial amount of snow melts all at once? Because a type of weather is
rare, doesn’t mean you don’t have to allow for it.

* page 2.18, lines 16-17—*‘pH adjustment, filtration, ultraviolet light, and
(sic) peroxide destruction of organic, reverse osmosis, and ion exchange’:
Again, mostly undefined.

* page 2.18, lines 20-21—°If the leachate does not meet these requirements,
an alternative treatment is required’: Like what?

* page 2.18, lines 23-30 (text box): I suppose the basic question here is why is
The ETF scheduled to shut down at the end of 2025? The processes done
there may be obscure, but the proposed alternatives are patently inadequate.

* page 2.18, line 37—*Dry decontamination, inspection, segregation,
verification, and repacking of RH & large items...”: More undefined
terms, some more obscure than others.

* page 2.18, lines 39-40—*The Sludge is expected to remain in the T Plant
canyon until a treatment facility is available’: In other words, indefinitely.

* page 2.19, line 5—*‘reinforced concrete’: How long does reinforced concrete
last?

* page 2.19, line 9—*shielding that is 2.1 meters (7 feet) thick’: Well, it was
once. What kind of internal climate controls are there? How is expansion and
contraction dealt with?

* page 2.19, line 13—°‘remodeled’: How thoroughly?

* page 2.20, lines 4-5 (text box)—*modified to meet ...M91 milestone
requirements’: Meaning it doesn’t now. How extensive modifications?

* page 2.20, lines 9-10 (text box) ’stabilization...NDA’: More undefined
terms.

* page 2.20, lines 20-21 (text box)—*The new facility would process/treat the
same waste streams and have all the capabilities identified above for the
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Valerie Shubert 15 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS
135 modified T Plant complex’: If it won’t have more, why build a new facility?
(cont) ‘Where would it be? Would it be better?
136 | *  page 2.20, line 27 (text box)—*thermal desorption’: Which is?
. Section 2, Subsection 2.2
137 | * page 2.20, lines 16-34 (text box): There needs to be a cross reference in here

somewhere to page 3.4

138 * page 2.21, lines 4-5—*‘the LLBGs, which are described in this section’:
Not as thoroughly as they should be, they’re not.

* page 2.21, Figure 2.11: This Figure is almost featureless, and might be a

139 picture of anything.
140 * page 2.22, line l—‘between 1962 and 1999>: What happened to waste
| before that?
* page 2.22, line 7—‘deep’: Deep is better than shallow, perhaps—but no
141 matter how deep you bury something, that doesn’t necessarily preclude its
escape.

* page 2.22, lines 12-19—(a description of the HICs): Cement may be

| long-lasting—it ain’t noways permanent.

* page 2.23, lines 1-5—(a definition of in-trench grouting): This is a critical
definition, and should be in the glossary, or there should at least be a

143 cross-reference. I should add that ‘strength’ and ‘endurance’ aren’t
necessarily _. I once saw a man break his own arm arm-wrestling, because his
muscles were too strong for his bones.

* page 2.23, line 9—F‘retards migration of some radionuclides from the

144 LLBGs’: And within? Interactions within such monoliths might have
long-term results—how is that prevented? I might add that ‘some’ is not very
reassuring—it implies that others would not be retarded

* page 2.23, line 18— Typically, about 30 to 50 percent of the total trench

145 volume is filled with waste’: 2D or 3D? Are containers piled on top of other
containers? With or without an intervening level of soil?

® page 2.25, line 18 (text box)—*‘efficiency’: Efficiency and cost savings must
not be purchased at the price of safety.

* page 2.26, lines 30-31—‘Shipments of waste by rail may require

147 constructing a spur from the existing rail lines.’: ‘Existing rail lines’ are
poorly maintained—only marginally safer than the roads.

* page 2.27, Figure 2.15—*Cover’: How are these grasses to be pollinated?

150 What would eat them? Grasses are prone to fire—in fact, they require it for
their continued health. How would this be managed?

* page 2.27, Figure 2.15— ‘Layer 1’: This would be where most burrowing

142

146

151 animals, bacteria, fungi, etc would live. Some can be excluded: some is
necessary for the health of the grasses.
152 | * page 2.27, Figure 2.15—*Layer 5°: ‘Drainage’ to where?

* page 2.27, Figure 2.15—*Layer 6’ & ‘Layer 7°: Asphalt expands &

153 contracts depending on temperature and humidity changes—what allowance is
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Valerie Shubert 16 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

made for this? What about cracks? 2 layers are better than one, but there is
still a risk of cracking through

. Section 2, Subsection 2.2

page 2.27, Figure 2.15—(Well, outside it, really): What about around the
trenches? Below them? If the cap is tighter than the capsule, the waste will
escape in other directions

Section 3. Subsection 3.0

page 3.1, lines 8-9—*Table 3.1 provides a summary of these alternatives.
More detailed tables and flowcharts describing the alternatives are by
waste stream are located in Appendix B’: This is a good cross-reference.
page 3.1, lines 11-17—This paragraph is essentially a table of contents—why
not make it one? The preceding cross-reference could be a footnote.

page 3.1, line 19—*‘The alternatives are organized by waste type: LLW,
MLLW and TRU waste.”: There should be a summary, covering all the
waste types, and especially to deal with overlap, which does exist.

page 3.1, lines 24-26—*The third alternative, No Action...however, it does
require...additional storage facilities’: This is not ‘No Action’—but if it’s
the definition of ‘No Action’ you’re going to use (however different from the
vernacular definition), it should be in the Introduction.

Section 3, Subsection 3.1

page 3.1, line 35—*minimum treatment’: What constitutes ‘minimum
treatment’?

page 3.1, lines 38-39—*Such offsite waste would need to meet the Hanford
Site Solid Waste Acceptance Criteria’: How would this be verified?

page 3.2, Table 3.1: I think the waste types should be labeled down the right
side, instead of (or perhaps as well as) on the grey separating lines.

page 3.2, Table 3.1—under ‘Disposal’ in ‘Alternative 1°, both for LLW &
MLLW-—*enhanced’: This word is used twice, and not defined. From the
text descriptions, ‘enhanced’ seems to just mean ‘bigger’—which is not the
same as ‘enhanced’

page 3.3, lines 9-10—*lower bound and lower bound LLW volumes’: How
were these figured? What if the figures are wrong?

page 3.3, line 17—*‘backfilled with soil consistent with current operations’:
What are current operations? For example, what kind of soil is used?

Section 3. Subsection 3.2
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Valerie Shubert 17 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

* page 3.4, lines 20-21—‘Capacity of the new trenches would correspond to
165 the upper bound and lower bound MLLW volumes.”: What does this
mean? How could it be both?

Section 3, Subsection 3.2

* page 3.4, lines 32-33—*DOE would construct a new M-91 facility in the
200 West Area near WRAP to augment existing treatment facilities’: Too

166 vague. Even assuming the new facility will not be built on top of or beneath
WRAP, ‘near’ covers a lot of territory. And ‘augment’ how? More of the
same facilities, or new technologies?

* page 3.4, lines 37-38—*The other treatment technologies...are the same as

167 those analyzed under MLLW Alternative 1>: One paragraph does not
constitute an ‘analysis’.

* page 3.5, lines 3-4—°A separate trench would be constructed to dispose of the
melters...”: Different how?

* page 3.5, line 7—°Leachate...would be collected’: With the best of will and
skill, some would be missed—any estimates as to how much?

* page 3.5, lines 22-23—*Solids from that treatment would be sent to the

170 MLLW trenches for disposal, or to CWC for indefinite storage’ (italics

mine): On what basis would the distinction be made?

168
169

Section 3, Subsection 3.3

¢ page 3.5, line 36—*practical or cost-effective’: Choose one? © ‘Practical’
and ‘cost-effective’ are scarcely the only values. And what does ‘practical’
mean in this case?

* page 3.6, lines 5-6—*after closure of WRAP, individual Hanford
Generators would be responsible for certifying and shipping their own
waste’: In what proportion to pre-2032 waste? Not a precise figure
(obviously impossible)}—just a ballpark figure.

* page 3.6, line 6—"drum head space gas sampling’: What does this mean?

* page 3.6, line 10—*size reduction equipment’: To reduce the size of what?
How?

* page 3.6, lines 12-13—*This would include the K Basin sludge and other
wastes containing...(PCBs)’: Which would be treated how?

* page 3.6, line 25—*new M-91 facility’: So far, I've seen no description of
what this will be and what it’ll do. If such a description is somewhere within,
there should be a cross-reference thereto.

* page 3.6, lines 32-33—*Continue Current Mode of Operations with No
New Facilities’: This would be a more accurate description than ‘No Action’,
except that there needs to be some recognition that some existing facilities
would be expanded—see next note.

171

172

173
174

175

176

177
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Valerie Shubert 18 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

page 3.6, lines 42-43—*The CWC would be expanded as needed’: Like
this, for example.
Section 3. Subsection 3.4

page 3.7, line 1—*Volumes of Waste Considered in Each Alternative’:
This should be widely cross-referenced.

Section 3, Subsection 3.4

page 3.7, line 4—*‘newly generated wastes from Hanford site generators’:
What generators? How much waste?

page 3.7, lines 5-6—°A variety of information sources have been used to
develop estimates for the quantities and characteristics of the wastes to be
managed. (Followed by a description of the references, but not where
they are): What audits are there on the accuracy of these sources? What
uncertainties are involved?

page 3.7, lines 13-14—*A more detailed description of the waste volumes
for each type of waste is included in Appendix C’: Good cross-reference.
page 3.7, lines 15-16— ‘The number of significant figures shown in the
volume tables can exceed the accuracy of the forecasts, but are
maintained in the document for consistency of calculations’:

‘lem £1 meter’? @ Seriously, this is very bad practice—and shouldn’t the
uncertainties be shown in the tables?

page 3.7, lines 21-23—*This lower bound volume represents the expected
receipt of LLW based on forecasts provided by Hanford Site generators
and offsite waste generators whose waste is currently approved for
acceptance at Hanford>: And how accurate have they proved in the past?
page 3.37, lines 25-26—*...could potentially send waste to Hanford as a
result of the WM PEIS ROD for LLW”: Perhaps it is explained in the
WM PEIS ROD who exactly ‘could potentially send waste’ (an incredibly
imprecise phrase in its own right). Lacking access to that document, I have to
ask: who could?

page 3.7, Table 3.2—*Category 1': The ‘Upper Bound’ here is more than 2x
as much as the ‘Lower Bound’. Some recognition of this needs to be shown.
page 3.7, Table 3.2—*‘Greater than Category 3°: ‘<1’ is not enough—at
least an order of magnitude needs to be shown, as in “>.1<1".

page 3.7, Table 3.2—*Previously buried waste in the LLBGs*: What’s the
uncertainty in this figure?

page 3.7, Table 3.2—*Total’: Here the ‘Upper Bound’ is nearly | _ times the
‘Lower Bound’

page 3.8, Table 3.3—*Treated and Ready for Disposal’: Here the ‘Upper
Bound’ is more than 5x the ‘Lower Bound’.

page 3.8, Table 3.3—Elemental Mercury’: 20 m’ is a lot of mercury!

page 3.8, Table 3.3— Total’: Here the ‘Upper Bound’ is >4x the ‘Lower
Bound’!

Ta: Mich=l S Calling

Letter: L080q

Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003 B.246



Valerie Shubert 19 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

* page 3.8, Table 3.3, note (a)}—*Leachate from MLLW trenches has not

194 been included in this table because the volumes are dependent on the
selected alternative’: C’mon! There are only 3 alternatives. How hard
would this be? And if it would be hard, why?

* page 3.8, lines 20-21—*,..maximum and baseline volumes were provided

195 by generators.”: Again, how accurate have they been in past? And what

cross-checks are there?

Section 3, Subsection 3.4

¢ page 3.8, lines 21-22—*The maximum volume was about 10 percent
greater than the baseline volume. Because these volumes are relatively
similar, only the maximum volume (was considered)’: 10% is 10%—in
this case (if the figures are accurate), nearly 4600 m’—a not inconsiderable
difference.

197 | * page 3.8, line 23—*‘Only small quantities...”: How much is ‘small’?

* page 3.9, Table 3.4: There needs to be another table summarizing Tables 3.2,

198 33,&34.

» page 3.9, Table 3.4—*Waste from trenches’: Does this include pre-1970
TRU?

* page 3.9, Table 3.4: If there are ‘oversized’ and ‘standard’ containers, are

200 any ‘undersized’? If so, what handling problems do they entail?

* page 3.9, Table 3.4—Total TRU waste’: If accurate, this means that there’ll

201 be almost 4 as much TRU waste as the ‘Upper Bound” of MLLW, and almost

'/13 as much TRU as the ‘Upper Bound’ of LLW. That’s a lot to transport!

196

199

Section 3. Subsection 3.5

* page 3.9, line 16— "economies of scale’: Are the ‘economies of scale’ worth

202 the increased risk? Surely the risk is increased by consolidation? If it isn’t,
why not?

* page 3.9, line 24—*The Volume of GTC3 LLW would be relatively small’
(italics mine): Relative to what?

* page 3.9, line 24—*a cost saving”: ‘Cost’ cannot be accurately reckoned in

204 dollars & cents—the true cost is always much greater than the fiscal cost, for
anything.

* page 3.9, lines 25-26—*‘Because the amount of storage required...is so

205 small compared to other wastes...”: Is it really that much smaller, once the
special precautions I hope are being taken are allowed for?

* page 3.9, line 28—*significant storage capacity’: The quantity involved has

206 twice been described as ‘small’ in this paragraph—now it requires ‘significant
storage capacity’ to deal with it? Don’t add up, somehow.

* page 3.10, lines 6-7—*‘Privatization (what a word!) of the waste

207 management operations would not appreciably alter the environmental

impacts’ This is a big pill to swallow in one gulp! How sure can you be

203
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Valerie Shubert 20 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Ta

Waste EIS

about this? What if they run the facility longer? Or take more risks? What
checks would there be upon such a ‘privately owned entity’?

page 3.10, lines 12-13—*The operational impacts are considered to be
similar to those from operating the new M-91 facility...”: The location is
different, and presumably the design—how ‘similar’ is similar enough?
page 3.10, line 19—*‘about the same’: ‘About the same’ is a value
judgement. What analyses were actually done?

Section 3. Subsection 3.5

page 3.10, lines 28-29—*Hanford may ship small volume waste streams to
other DOE sites when specialized facilities are available’: Example? What
constitutes ‘small volume’? How subjunctive is that ‘when’?

page 3.10, line 33-34—*The technical and regulatory issues, however,
remain unresolved.”: If this were a contest to see how many ways one could
say ‘don’t know’, this document would win, hands down.

page 3.10, line 36—*(The mobile treatment facility) becomes a radioactive
shipment after its first use.”: Whether it’s the waste or the treatment
facilities that are moved, radioactive materials are being moved, and there are
associated risks. The question is the relative amount of risk—which is not
resolved in this paragraph.

page 3.10, line 40—(a partial definition of ‘non-conforming’ LLW): This
needs to be in the glossary, since more than once before I'd encountered the
term ‘non-conforming’ LLW, and had unavailingly wondered what it was.
page 3.10, line 42—*‘However, organic-based liquid wastes are not
compatible with the aqueous-based ETF treatment systems’ Elaborate.
How are they ‘not compatible’? What alternatives are there?

page 3.11, lines 8-9—*none of the LLW or MLLW under evaluation in the
HSW EIS would be generated by CERCLA actions.”: None? Then where
is the waste generated by CERCLA actions dealt with? And where is the
waste in this EIS coming from?

page 3.11, Subsection 3.5.3.2—*Use of Canyon facilities to deal with
specific wastes’: How much waste are we talking here? And what happens
when, as it eventually must, the cement begins to decay? What checks would
be maintained on this?

page 3.11, line 26—*‘The proposed commercial spent fuel and high-level
waste repository”: First I've heard of this ‘proposed repository’. What is it?
Where would it be?

page 3.11, lines 26-27—*Disposal of GTC3 waste at the HLW repository is
not authorized’: ‘Not authorized” by whom? Why?

page 3.11, lines 33-34—*the impacts are expected to be similar to those
determined for burial of waste in the LLBGs’: Similar? The same burial
methods, etc.? Same location # same results, unless all other factors are
equal.
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Valerie Shubert 21 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

¢ page 3.11, lines 40-41—*...DOE decided that all Hanford LLW and

220 MLLW should be disposed at Hanford’ A bald enough statement, and with
no citation.

* page 3.12, subsection 3.5.3.6: This whole paragraph in unclear. Once again it
refers to the WM PEIS, which I don’t have, it doesn’t really discuss what was

221 studied, what was concluded, and why; and it uses the term ‘generators’: used

throughout this document, and never defined—indeed, apparently meaning

different things in different contexts.

Section 3, Subsection 3.6

* page 3.12, lines 39-40—*Supporting analyses for the entries in Table 3.5
223 are provided in section 5.0 & its appendixes’ (italics mine): Again, the
preferred plural of ‘appendix’ is ‘appendices’. Otherwise, this is a good
cross-reference—now if the analyses are just as good...
e Table 3.5, in general: The print in this table is too small. I’m sure the
intention was to save space, but this is not worthwhile if the results are
224 illegible. Also, the column headings should be on both pages, and the
footnotes at the bottom of both pages—and ideally, the two pages should be
opposite each other, not the recto & verso of one page. Capitalization is
whimsical at best. Finally, if it’s such a good idea to summarize all the types
| of waste for each alternative, why is there no table doing this earlier?
| * page 3.13, Table 3.5—*Historically designated LLBG Area’: ‘Historically
designated’ by whom? When? Why?
| * page 3.13, Table 3.5—‘PM;y’: This is defined later, (on page 4.20). It should
227 have been defined in the Glossary.
* page 3.13, Table 3.5—*Maximums for borrow pit activities’: ;From exhaust
228 fumes? And if there’re figures for this, why not for transportation in general?
* page 3.13, Table 3.5—‘Drinking Water Standards’: Why are standards
| only given for Technetium-99 and Iodine-1297
¢ page 3.13, Table 3.5—*Average nuclide concentrations in Columbia River
230 at time of maximum concentrations’: What does this mean? How can
something be ‘average’ and ‘maximum’ at the same time? Are these modes
rather than means, or what? This needs to be rewritten so it’s clearer.
231 * page 3.13, Table 3.5—*Temporary Shrub-Steppe Habitat Destruction”:
The footnote for this is too far away, and too optimistic.

225
226

229

Section 3. Subsection 3.6

* page 3.13, Table 3.5, 2 rows—‘Low Potential for Cultural Resources,
232 Aesthetics and Scenic Resources, or Noise Impacts for All Areas’, & ‘Low
Potential for Impacts on Community Infrastructure and Environmental
Justice for All Alternatives’: Perhaps this is justified in the more detailed
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Valerie Shubert 22 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

analyses, but I’ll draw a bow at venture and presume that this is justified by
the isolation of Hanford—but how long can this isolation be guaranteed?

page 3.13, Table 3.5—Non-Renewable Resources”: Only 3 non-renewable
resources are listed in this table, and they’re all fossil fuels. These are far from
the only non-renewable resources. Until or unless we start mining asteroids,
there’s only so much useable iron on the Earth, for example—and come to
that, if water is contaminated to the point it’s not usable, it’s got to be
removed from the water cycle, too—and so it also becomes ‘non-renewable’.

Section 3, Subsection 3.6

page 3.13, Table 3.5—*Public Health and Safety’: These figures,
particularly, need to be carefully scrutinized, and by someone who knows how
to spot flaws. If I can get to them in time, I'll do my best—but I'm far from
an expert. I have to hope they’ve been examined by people who are experts.
page 3.14, Table 3.5—‘Incident-free transportation’: Oh, goody! Ilove
fairy tales! © When has transportation ever been ‘incident-free’? And
shouldn’t exhaust fumes be figured here?
page 3.14, Table 3.5—*‘Highest risk facility accident’: Whatever gave you
the idea that a ‘beyond design basis earthquake at CWC” is the worst that
could happen? (Just as a matter of curiosity, what is the ‘design basis’?)
What about an asteroid impact? It needn’t even be a very large impact, if it
hits just right. And what happens if (when) Mt Rainier erupts as violently as it
has in the past? I should add that ‘estimated frequency” is very much an
estimate—just because a thing is likely to happen 33 times in 10,000 years
doesn’t mean it won’t happen thrice in one year—it probably won’t, but it
could. And on an ‘indefinite’ time scale, any probability, no matter how
small, approaches certainty. And even if the only risk were earthquakes,
estimates have to be based on more than historical records—unknown faults
have gone off with unanticipated force before. What does geological
evidence suggest about the relative frequencies of earthquakes now and in the
geological past? If the risk has changed once, it can change again.
page 3.14, Table 3.5—*scenario not credible for capped LLBGs’: ‘Not
credible?’ Ever? Have you ever been down an old asphalt road that’s no
longer being maintained? I have—and it was <100 years old—and it was in
clumps and islands already.
page 3.14, Table 3.5—*if fatality does not occur from acute effects’:
‘Which, historically, has been known to happen—and what about effects of
long-term mutations?
page 3.14, Table 3.5, footnote (b)—*...will likely re-establish itself on the
LLBG closure caps’: Doesn’t look like it, from the evidence in Section
4—but if it did, wouldn’t this increase the risk? It might be better if the
LLBGs remained distinct.

Section 3, Subsection 3.7
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Valerie Shubert 23 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

* page 3.15, lines 14 & 21—*is less expensive’ and ‘is the lower-cost option’
240 (italics mine): Again, fiscal costs are rarely even within shouting distance of
actual costs—and even if they were, fiscal forecasting is an oracular process,

at best—those confident ‘is’es are far from certainty.

Section 4, Subsection 4.0

* page 4.1, lines 6-8—‘Information used in this section was taken from the
Hanford Site National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Characterization
Report, unless otherwise noted (italics from original): Ifit’s almost all from
that, where is this source? Is it thoroughly quoted, or is there other

241 information not quoted? And where other sources are used, it might be a good

idea to use a different font or something, though I know there are

footnotes—it would give a sense of how much of the information really is
from the primary source. Or you could just say how much, as in:

‘Approximately 70% of the information in this section was taken from...other

sources are as noted.’

Section 4, Subsection 4.1

* page 4.1, lines 30-31— ‘Treatment, storage, and disposal of solid wastes
are accomplished in the 200 Areas”’: That’s the intent, to be sure—but

242 many natural processes take very little account of human-drawn
boundaries—which is why the information in this section is of particular
importance.

* page 4.1, line 38—‘provides a buffer...”: Buffers often suffer consequences

243 from the buffeting they take—and in this case the buffer is also the home of
living things.

* page 4.2, Figure 4.1 —There should be cross-references from this map to those

244 on 4.25 & 4.42, as this map shows very little contour. Nothing fancy, just a
‘see also’.
= page 4.3, lines 8-9—*The cities of Kennewick, Pasco, and Richland
245 (Tri-Cities) constitute the nearest population centers...”; Population?

Density? Growth? Unfortunately (it’s an appalling trend, really,) the bulk of
population growth in the US is now in desert and ‘semi-arid’ areas, like this.
Also, there should be at least a rough map (like those on pp 4.79 &

246 4.82—which are both labeled ‘figure 4.25” though I think the one on page
4.79 is meant to be ‘figure 4.24) showing population densities in the
area—even where there are no ‘population centers’, there’s still often some
human occupation.
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Valerie Shubert 24 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

Section 4, Subsection 4.2

page 4.3, line 13—‘Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan’: Where is this?
page 4.4, Figure 4.3—This map is almost unreadable—there is not enough
confrast in the colors, and it needs to be larger (perhaps a foldout?). The
1slands, in particular, are unreadable. Also, in common with all the other
maps in this document, it needs a coérdinate grid for reference: it needn’t be
elaborate—just A-E along the top, and 1-10 along the side, for example—but
it 1s needed. Just as a matter of interest, btw, since when is mining
‘conservation’? What kind of mining? With what limits?
page 4.5, lines 4-5—*unique habitats and the presence of cultural
resources’: If these are defined later, say where.

Section 4, Subsection 4.2

page 4.5, lines 10-11—*nine retired plutonium production reactors,
associated facilities and structures’ (italics mine): ‘Retired’ how?
Obviously not with a handshake and pension @, but how? Where can one
find out?

page 4.5, line 13—*183-H Solar Evaporation Basins’: Evaporation of
what? When? Are they still in use?, What was done with them?

page 4.5, line 32—°All Other Areas’: This is too generic a term, particularly
for nearly 700 km?

page 4.5, lines 37-38—*support future economic development’: With what
reassurances?

page 4.6, line 11—*...three nuclear power plants. Construction on two of
the plants was halted.”—And the third? Why was construction on the two
halted? What had already been done? What’s been done since?

page 4.6, lines 11-12—*other industrial options’ Not even a hint? Who’s
responsible for the risks inevitably associated with any kind of ‘industrial
options?

page 4.6, line 17—*To date, this parcel has not been used for hazardous
waste disposal’: Why not?

page 4.6, line 24—*Volpentest’: Is this a personal name? If not, what does it
mean?

page 4.6, line 35—*...extremely sensitive to vibrations’: So how is it
protected from them?

page 4.6, lines 37-41—*Fitzner-Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve
Unit...is managed as a wildlife reserve and environmental research
center.’ (italics from original): There should be a parenthetic ‘(ALE)’ after
the word *Ecology’, as this is how it is referred to throughout. Also, where
are publications of the research to be found? Do they publish monographs?
Journal articles? Conference publications? I note that there are some journal
articles in the References, but the affiliation of the authors is not given. And
while I'm on the subject, when referencing journal articles could you please
include ISSN #s? It only adds 9 characters to the citation, but it’s amazing
how much easier it makes it to access the articles.
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Valerie Shubert 25 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

* page 4.7, lines 13-15—*FWS is the lead agency in producing a
Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for management of the

262 Hanford Reach National Monument’: How does one find out about
progress on this plan? What opportunities for assessment and comment are
there? This plan is very important—one would like to see it done right.

263 ¢ page 4.7, lines 25-26—‘For a description of the facilities, refer to section

2.0’: This cross-reference needs to be more specific.
* page 4.7, line 30—*(WRAP) is in the 200 West Area’: This is one of the
many places where a codrdinate grid would come in handy. Just saying ‘see
264 figure 4.4—E-3’ (say), would make it easier to figure out where facilities are
relative to each other.

Section 4, Subsection 4.2

* page 4.8, Figure 4.3: This map also is nearly unusable—the lines aren’t clear,

265 the islands are shown too small, the colors aren’t contrasting
enough—perhaps there should be an inset map or a separate map showing the
islands in more detail.

* page 4.9, line 8—*‘tanks’: ‘Tanks’ should be defined as ‘basins ‘ are, below

266 (lines 12-17)
267 | * page 4.9, line 8—*discharged’: ‘Discharged’ how?
268 | * page 4.9, lines 11-12—*242-A evaporator’: Define.
* page 4.9, line 14—*soil/bentonite barrier’: My spell-checker doesn’t even
269 have a guess as to how to spell ‘bentonite’. This is a good indication of a
technical term. Again, define.
270 | * page 4.10, line 5—*‘non-RCRA-permitted waste streams.’: Examples?
¢ page 4.10, line 7—*...two 2-hectare...disposal ponds’: Again, the
type-specimen for how these ponds should be defined is the definition of
‘basins’ on page 4.9, lines 12-17. Just giving a size and calling them ‘disposal
271 ponds’ gives no idea what they are, and how they function. For example, are
they covered to prevent evaporation and animals drinking from them? If not,
why not?

* page 4.10, lines 14-15—FAs a result of biotic intrusion by deep-rooted
plants & burrowing animals’: What plants? What animals? With what

272 consequences to said plants and animals, and to other life in the area (for
example, predators that eat the burrowers)? How are these ‘biotic intrud(ers)’
being dealt with? What would be the consequences to the ecosystem if they
were removed? For example, what would replace them?

* page 4.10, lines 15-18—¢Surface contamination is present in (a description

273 of where, and how much): So far. But what are the risks of it spreading?
¢ page 4.10, lines 18-19, and page 4.11, line |—*‘Areas of surface
contamination...(examples)...are cleaned and stabilized as needed to
274 prevent the further spread of surface contamination (italics mine):
‘Cleaned and stabilized” how? Who determines what’s needed, and how?
278 * page 4.11, line |—*biological control programs’: This is the first mention

of such ‘programs’. What are they?
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Valerie Shubert 26 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

T

Waste EIS

page 4.11, lines 5-6—*‘established to protect onsite workers’: And the
creatures that live there? How are they protected, especially those that can’t

read signs? How many migrate, or disseminate contamination by other
means?

Section 4, Subsection 4.3

page 4.11, lines 14-15—*Summers are warm and dry, while winters are
cool with occasional precipitation’: This is commonly referred to as a
‘Mediterranean’ climate—but I suppose there’s no need to add yet more
technical jargon. ©

Section 4, Subsection 4.3

page 4.11, lines 16-20—(A description of the orographic effects of the
Cascades, and their function as a source of cold air.): These processes
depend in part on the elevation of the mountain range—so are the Cascades
rising, falling, or stable? It should also be mentioned that there are volcanoes
in the Cascades—what effects might they have, even if they don’t erupt
(which, and some point, they will)?

page 4.11, lines 22-36—(beginning ‘Climatological data...’, and providing
a description of how such data have been, and are currently, collected):
No weather balloons? These are critical, if only because jet stream data (not
provided herein), plays a big part in weather description and forecasting.
What about satellite data? More essentially, because we’re talking about
curating these wastes for a very long time, what about paleoclimatological
data? 1912 was a very short time ago on a climatological scale—even though
such scales are themselves short in geological terms. It was in large part a
reliance on historical climate records that caused the Dust Bowl. What
happens when the next Ice Age comes, as it will unless global warming tips
the balance? What about global warming? On a significantly shorter scale,
what effects does El Niiio have?

page 4.12, figure 4.6: This is a good example of the advantages of some sort
of codrdinate system. When referring to the table on the next page (page 4.14,
Table 4.13), and to the next map on the next page after, (page 4.14, Figure
4.7), and to the last wind map (page 4.16, Figure 4.8), the numbers provide a
framework, and can be used for comparison between the maps, and between
the maps and the Table. One minor point—the tables and figures should be
gathered together more: Wind tables and maps continue on well into the
discussion of other climatological factors such as fog, breaking up the text
somewhat. Also, note the comment on page 4.17, Table 4.3.

page 4.15, lines 23-45—*Temperature and Humidity’ and ‘Precipitation”’:
All the weather data are heavily dependent on climate—see above, under
‘Climatological data’ for comments on the importance of paleoclimatology.
The temperature ranges seem oddly narrow, given that surrounding areas
often have average temperature ranges of 100° (from 0 to 100° every year),
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Valerie Shubert 27 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS
281 with occasional variance well beyond—is there some mitigating influence in
(cont) this area? If so, what? Also, the snowfall figures need to take drift into

account—how much drifting snow is there in this area? Are there blizzards?
How often (just a yearly average would be sufficient)?
* page4.17, Table 4.3: This is a good table, but it deals with averages. What is
282 the maximum wind gust ever measured? How often do larger gusts happen?
Under what circumstances?

Section 4, Subsection 4.3

* page 4.17, lines 6-7—?89 percent...are from November through February,
with less than 3 percent from April through November’: Logically, then,
the remaining 8% are in March and October—why not just say so, and give
the distributions? And as a matter of interest, why the (inconsistent) prejudice
against using signs like ‘%’, <’ and hyphens? It'd save quite a bit of verbiage
if these weren’t spelled out everytime.

* page 4.17, line 12—*dust, blowing dust, and smoke from field burning’:
Just field burning? These are more than ‘restrictions to visibility’—they carry
particles, becoming a factor in both wind erosion and contaminant spread.

284 Where do the particles come from? Where do they go? Also, though it’s nice
to be reassured below (on lines 12-13) that ‘an average of 5 d/yr have dust
or blowing dust, and <1 d/yr has reduced visibility from smoke.’, both
dust and smoke can be in the air */, being ‘visible’, or we wouldn’t have to
dust our houses as much—so how are nonvisible dust and smoke measured?

* page4.17, lines 16-17—(A description of the NWS standard for severe
thunderstorms): Not good enough. Hail and gusting winds are far from the

285 only dangers of thunderstorms. What about lightning strikes? Rapid, intense

rainfall? ‘Gullywashers’? All have effects, some substantial, and must be

taken into account.

283

286 | * page 4.18, line 2—*High-speed winds at Hanford’: How high?
¢ page 4.18, line 4—*Estimates of the extreme winds...are found in Hoitink
287 et al (2001).’ (italics from original): Which I don’t have. There should be at

least a table here.

* page 4.18, lines 13-14—*No deaths or substantial property damages were
associated with these tornadoes’: Yet. But tornadoes are notoriously
capricious things—and ‘were’ is not the same as ‘will be’. See other
comments on the value of relying on the ‘expected’ in matters of risk.

* page 4.19, lines 7-8—*Most major pollutant incidents are associated with
stable conditions when inversions can trap pollutants near the ground’:

289 In the short run, perhaps. But if (when) pollutants rise above the troposphere,

they disperse by osmosis, and may remain in the upper atmosphere for

centuries, causing long-term effects—what effects?

288
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Valerie Shubert 28 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

‘Waste EIS

page 4.19, Table 4.4: This table shows the duration of the inversions, but not
the frequency, which should either be on this table or another.
page 4.20, line 4—*‘in the 200 areas at 10m...are found in Appendix F,
Table F.33”: Good cross-reference: but the table should be here. And what
about above 10 meters?
page 4.20, line 15—*The Hanford Site is in attainment with all national air
quality standards’ This, even if true, is not sufficient. The standards are
given in table 4.5, and the emissions from Hanford are listed in tables 4.6 &
4.7, but the units of measurement are not proportional in the three tables,
including the time frames. The way to demonstrate your compliance with the
federal standards is to show Hanford’s output in the same units as the
standards.

Section 4, Subsection 4.3

page 4.20, line 18—*public welfare’: Does ‘public welfare’ include
protecting vital plants and animals, as essential parts of the quality of the
environment, and hence of human life? What about @sthetic values,
important to psychological health?

page 4.20, lines 20-21—*particulates with an aerodynamic diameter less
than or equal to a nominal diameter of 10 micrometers (PMy) and 2.5
micrometers (PM;s): This needs to be in the glossary, but it’s not. The
quantity name is used as early as page 3.13, Table 3.5. To wait this long to
define it is absurd.

page 4.20, lines 30-31—*The Hanford Site air emissions are below the
standard of 10 mrem/yr’: Again, a simple bald statement. If there is
information of how this argument is justified, there should be a
cross-reference to it.

page 4.20, lines 33-34—State and local governments have the authority to
impose standards...that are stricter’: If one standard is more stringent,
does the stricter standard always apply? If not, how is the decision made?
page 4.20, lines 38-39—*Table 4.5 summarizes the relevant air standards
(federal and supplemental State standards)’: This note should be moved to
the end of the first paragraph on this page.

page 4.21, Table 4.5: footnotes are not adequately delineated. Footnote
designations should at the very least be put in boldface type.

page 4.21, Table 4.5, footnote (e)—*Doses due to radon-220, radon-222,
and their respective decay products are excluded from these limits’:
Why? Are there separate standards for these?

page 4.22, line 3—*mainly’: ‘Mainly’ implies that there are other sources.
Are there? What are they?

page 4.22, lines 5-6—The 100, 400 and 600 areas have no non-radioactive
emission sources of regulatory concern’: None? This seems improbable
on the face of it.

page 4.22, Table 4.6—*Carbon monoxide’: Carbon dioxide is a greenhouse
gas. Are there any standards for it?
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Valerie Shubert 29 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

304 | * page 4.22, Table 46— Other toxic air pollutants’: As noted in the previous
comment, pollutants need not be ‘toxic’ to have deleterious effects.

* page 4.22, Table 4.6, footnote (a)—°does not include emissions from certain
305 | laboratory operations’—Which? Why not?

* page 4.22, Table 4.6: Footnotes (a) & (c) are related, and should refer to each
306 I other.
307 | * page 4.22, Table 4.6: Footnote (f) says what is not included. What is?

* page 4.22, lines 17-18: ‘Radioactive airborne emissions...originated from
308 I the 100, 200, 300, and 400 areas’: And these escaped how?

I * page 4.22, lines 19-20—*the newly constructed Cold Vacuum Drying
309 facility’: How would radioactive emissions escape from this?
Section 4, Subsection 4.3
310 | * page 4.23, line 7—‘represents 0.3 percent of the EPA standard’: Is this a
‘per year’ standard? Does it take cumulative effects into account?

311 | * page 4.23, table 4.7: There is no ‘total’ row or column—there should be.

* page 4.23, Table 4.7, footnote (a): ‘NM’ & ‘ND’ need their own footnotes,
312 I and the first occurrence of each should be marked with the footnote citation.

* page 4.23, Table 4.7, footnote (b)—*HTO = tritiated water vapor;

313 HT = elemental tritium’: Hydrogen is highly reactive. Is trititum? Are any
of the other Radionuclides listed in this table? I think this should be indicated.

* page 4.23, Table 4.7, footnotes (c) and (e): Each of these should end with the

314 line (but see next note), or if you prefer, you can indicate to note to see, as:
(but see note (d)). The reason for this is that notes (d) and (f) are special
cases of notes (c) and (e).

* page 4.24, line 1—*Background radiation’: Cumulative doses must include

315 background radiation. Background radiation does harm, and so can’t be
considered benign or neutral.

* page 4.24, lines 7-9—°‘Background radiation from naturally occurring
sources is about 55 mrem/yr...but it varies significantly with elevation
and geological conditions’ (italics mine): How ‘significantly’? A few
percent? An order of magnitude? More? The later statement that the variation
is ‘on the order of 5 mrem per year’ (page 4.24, line 10) is not sufficient:
there is all the difference in the world between ‘on the order of” and ‘on the
close order of”. And how do exposures vary over time?

¢ page 4.24, line 12—*‘excluding radon and radionuclides internal to the
body’: I've already asked why radon is excluded, now I ask why internal
radionuclides are excluded, since in many cases they will be having a more
intense, if localized, effect than external ones.

* page 4.24, lines 15-16—The radionuclides are present in varying amounts
in nearly all media, soil, air, water, food and biota, including humans.’:

318 First, I think the punctuation mark after “media’ should be at least a

semicolon, if not a colon, since what follows is (it seems to me) a list of

media. Second, what this means is that ‘naturally occurring’ radionuclides are

319 having continuous effects on our lives—the more reason that emission

316
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Valerie Shubert 30 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

standards should take them into account in reckoning acceptable exposure to
manufactured radionuclides.

Section 4, Subsection 4.4

page 4.24, lines 26-37—(a description of the geology of the Central
plateau): This paragraph should be much earlier in the EIS—perhaps as early
as page 1.2, but certainly before any description of the waste management
areas. It is not possible to understand the layout of the site */, at least a basic
picture of the surrounding topography.

Section 4. Subsection 4.4

page 4.24, lines 39-40—*Surface topography at the Hanford site is the
result of the uplift of anticlinal ridges, Pleistocene cataclysmic flooding,
Holocene eolian activity, and landslides’: There’s a lot of meat in these two
lines, so let’s take it bit by bit. ‘uplift of anticlinal ridges’: is this ‘uplift’
still in progress? ‘Pleistocene cataclysmic flooding’: If (when) the next Ice
Age comes, these “cataclysmic floods’ could (and probably would) return as
well. ‘Eolian’: undefined here, this term is later (on page 4.26, line 42)
defined as the activity of winds. In this case, it should be spelt ‘zeolian’ (or, if
you eschew diphthongs, ‘aeolian’): ‘eolian’ has too many possible meanings.
It also should be defined the first time it occurs, at latest—it really should be
in the glossary—or there should be a specific glossary for each section, as
suggested above (in the note on p 2.17, line 11-12). ‘Landslides’: How
frequently do landslides occur? How extreme are they? How extreme have
they been?

page 4.25, figure 4.9: This map contains essential information about the
contours of the area. It should be superimposed on several earlier maps (eg
figures 4.3 & 4.4), or at least sketched in, as in figure 4.19.

page 4.26, line 1—*basalt bedrock’: Basalt is an igneous rock: if the
bedrock is basalt, this implies volcanism, probably on a massive scale. Given
the high degree of tectonic activity in the Pacific NW (part of the
circum-Pacific Ring of Fire, after all), what’re the odds it won’t be repeated?
At the very least, there needs to be a map of the tectonic plates in the
surrounding area (so far as they’re known), especially indicating subduction
Zones.

page 4.26, line 18, and page 4.27, figure 4.10—*The stratigraphy of the
Hanford site consists of Miocene-age and younger rocks”: Comparing this
to the stratigraphic diagram on p 4.27, the argument is made for a
remarkably young terrain. Either there are deeper levels not sampled, or
(more likely) this area has undergone massive changes in what amounts to the
geological ‘day before yesterday’ (<18 million years). Such recent, massive
activity is unlikely to be finished.
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Waste EIS
* page 4.28, Figure 4.11: This is a good diagram, except that porosity should be
328 indicated in the legend. There should be a similar diagram for the aquifers in
section 4.5.
* page 4.28, lines 11-12: “The Ringold formation...has been eroded in a
329 complex pattern in the north’: Erosion implies eroders: Water? Wind?

What is the pace of erosion? What is its variance?
* page 4.28, lines 14-15:—*Erosion by the ancestral Columbia River...’:
When and how did the Columbia river change its course? How often does it
330 do so, and where is it likely to go next? There should be a map of this. Also,
though flooding is largely controlled by the dams, this means that any
flooding that does occur will be well above normal levels—where will it go?

Section 4, Subsection 4.4

331 | * page 4.28, line 17—*ice-age flood deposits’: Roughly how many flood

events are involved? On what time scale? As mentioned above (in the note

on page 4.11, lines 22-36, and the note on page 4.24, lines 39-40), this is

relevant because the current period is generally considered an ‘interglacial’,

332 and there is every reason to believe there will be another ice age, probably in
<10,000 years, unless, as I also mentioned earlier, global warming tips the
scales permanently away from ice ages—in which case we’ll have other
problems, of less familiar types.

* page 4.29, Figure 4.12: This map is generally good—the colors are well

333 contrasted, and the legend, though small, is legible with difficulty. All it
needs is a note in the caption: something like ‘see table on pp 4.30-4.31 for
description of soil types’.

* pages 4.30-31, Table 4.8: This table is in incomprehensible order. Since the
entries are not in alphabetical order, some explanation of the rationale behind
the order is necessary, because locating a particular type of soil is difficult */,

334 this information. Also, the information in the short paragraph on page 4.31,
lines 4-6, should be incorporated in the table—not in the ‘description’
paragraphs, where it could get lost in the mass of verbiage, but under the
names, where there is an abundance of blank space. Notes should say
something like: ‘most (B) of 200W, parts of 200E’, which note would go
under the name ‘Rupert Sand’.

* page 4.31, line 9—¢1850’—In other words, local records of earthquakes are
very recent. There is undoubtedly geological evidence of seismic
history—enough, perhaps, to establish an historical frequency for, and
location of, what amounts to prehistoric seismic activity. 1850-2000 is
simply not adequate to establish a pattern. Also, because there haven’t been
major earthquakes, doesn’t mean there won’t be—remember the New Madrid
earthquake in 1811—what if there had been a similar earthquake in this area
earlier? There is no doubt whatever that the New Madrid fault will someday
go off again; but its location (in far too close proximity to St Louis) is known.
What if there are similar (or even greater) faults in the Hanford area, whose

335

T Michasel S Calling

Letter: L080z-4

B.259 Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003



335

(cont)

336

337

338

339

340

341

342

Valerie Shubert 32 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

locations are not known? Come to that, what would the secondary impacts of
a major earthquake west of the Cascades? For if there’s doubt about whether
there will be a major earthquake near Hanford, there’s no doubt whatever that
there will be a major earthquake in western Washington.

Section 4, Subsection 4.5

page 4.34, line 16 (or it should be): West Lake is indicated on the maps in
this section, and is discussed in the text (notably on page 4.36, lines 12-22.)
Why isn’t it mentioned here?

Section 4, Subsection 4.5

page 4.34, lines 25-26—*...abundant water provided by the Columbia
River’: Somewhat less abundant now, I'd say, given the amount used by
Hanford in its heyday. How much was used, by the way? Given how much is
described later as having been “discharged’ into the ground, Hanford must
have removed megatonnes of water and contaminated it. Was this loss of
water equivalent to, less than, or greater than the effects of damming the
river? What was the impact?

page 4.34, lines 33-35—beginning ‘The Columbia river is also used for...”:
This describes human uses only. Later there is some discussion of nonhuman
uses of the Columbia river (which is, after all, a primary source of water
throughout much of its course.) At least some mention of nonhuman uses
should be made here. (Eg, that salmon pass through on their way to spawning
grounds).

page 4.34, lines 39-44: This description delineates Rattlesnake Springs and
Snively Springs only in their aboveground incarnations. Have they no
underground courses? If so, where?

page 4.35, lines 9-10—When it occurs, surface flow infiltrates rapidly and
disappears into the surface sediments in the western part of the site’:
There exist environments in which surface water which ‘infiltrates rapidly’ is
equally rapidly leached back out by sunlight, bringing minerals with it and
resulting in a form of natural cement. Does this ever occur in this area?

page 4.36, lines 7-8—*Groundwater contaminants attributed to Hanford
reach the Columbia river through these seeps (italics mine). That
‘attributed to” is a nice touch. Where else might these ‘contaminants’ have
come from? @ As for whether they reach the river through these seeps:
primarily. Probably. But it’s never wise to ignore the possibility of unknown
outlets.

page 4.36, lines 12-22—(a description of West Lake): What lives in the
lake? What changes have resulted over the years? Specific concerns: mention
is made of ‘dissolved solids’ (on line 18). What solids? Later it’s mentioned
that the solids include salts, so the water is highly saline, right? ‘Nitrates’ are
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Waste EIS
342 also mentioned, which implies algae blooms, unless alga are precluded by
(cont) other contaminants, such as the salts. Reference is also made to ‘relatively

high levels of uranium’ (lines 21-22): how high? ‘Relative’ to what?

* page 4.36, lines 24-32—(A description of bodies designated ‘vernal

343 ponds®): ‘Vernal® is ‘spring’ (the season). The implication is that the main
source is meltwater. Is it? What kinds of plants and animals rely on these
ponds as sometime sources of water, and as a medium for reproduction?

* page 4.36, line 34—*TEDF consists of two man-made disposal ponds’: If
these ponds are not covered (are they?), animals will drink from them, and

344 some of the water will be lost through evaporation. What contaminants are in
them?
Section 4, Subsection 4.5
*  page 4.36, lines 36-37—°The wastewater percolates into the ground from
345 the disposal ponds’: But see previous note. Based on sampling, does

percolation remove contaminants from the water? Even if it does, where do

said contaminants go?

346 * page 4.36, line 42—*‘double liners, a leak detection system, and floating

covers’: A start, at least.

* page 4.36, lines 43-44—*Aqueous waste from the LERF is transferred to
the ETF via pipelines’: Do they have ‘leak detectors’? How are they

347 isolated? Are they buried? How deep? What about lightning strikes (a risk
even in belowground pipes) Earthquakes? How well do they deal with
expansion and contraction due to temperature changes?

* page 4.37, line 2—*...containing drain fields where wastewater is

348 authorized...”: Not enough. Define ‘drain fields’. How large are they?
How porous? ‘Authorized’ by whom?

* page 4.37, line 6—*No floodplains exist in the 200 area’: Now hold on,
here! Based on the geological description, most of the 200 area was once
floodplain. If it changed once, what’s to prevent it changing again? Why did
it change? Uplift?

* page 4.37, lines 7-8—*The flooding of Cold Creek and Dry Creek
infiltrated into the permeable sediments before reaching the 200 areas’:
In the past. But as I’ve mentioned, past experience, while useful, is not

350 necessarily a predictor of future experience. What happens if there’s a flood
of such proportions that it overwhelms the ‘permeable sediments’? Or so
fast-moving that it passes right over them ™/, having time to ‘infiltrat(e)’?

* page 4.37, lines10-11—*Natural runoff generated onsite or from offsite
upgradient sources is not known to occur in the 200 areas’ (italics mine):
And artificial runoff? ‘Not known to occur’ is not particularly reassuring,

351 either. So what does happen to water in the 200 areas? Does it stand about

until it evaporates or is absorbed into the ground? There are dangers in that,

too: Mosquitoes, not least. Note also that this refers only to surface runoff.

Clearly the aquifers are getting water from ‘upgradient’ sources.

349
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Valerie Shubert 34 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

page 4.37, lines 10-20—*The vadose zone is that part of the subsurface
between the ground surface and the top of the water table’: There’sa
more complete (but still inadequate) definition in the glossary

(page xxv, line 37). This definition needs a cross-reference to the Glossary
definition. For now, I note that the level of the water table varies in many
areas, depending on factors like seasonal snowmelts “up-gradient’ as you put
it earlier. Is if so here?

page 4.37, lines 22-24: These lines contain several undefined technical terms:
‘glacio-* (clearly referring to glaciers), ‘fluvial’, & ‘lacustrine’. I worked out
that the latter two to refer to rivers and lakes by cognates, and by checking my
dictionary of word roots and combining forms. Other people, lacking this
invaluable source, really need definitions.

Section 4, Subsection 4.5

page 4.37, lines 29-30—°Contaminants may continue to move downward
for long periods’: So they may. They may also move outward, depending
of the relative permeability of soils beneath and around them, and on the
length of time it takes them to move downward (generally, the longer it takes
them to move downward, the greater likelihood of outward spreading, though
there are obviously exceptions.)

page 4.37, lines 33-34—*‘Except for (a fairly long list of sources), artificial
recharge...into the vadose zone ended in the mid-1990s’: And how much
comes from those excepted sources?

page 4.37, line 37-38—*Usually, vegetation reduces the amount of
infiltration through the biological process of evapotranspiration’:
Perhaps. But depending on the amount of foliage and roots, vegetation can
slow falling precipitation, preventing it from running off, and allowing it to be
absorbed into the ground, and eventually into aquifers. This is one way plants
reduce erosion.

page 4.37, lines 42-44—(A description of causes of lateral spreading):
These are all large scale—but there is always osmotic spreading, too.

page 4.38, lines 1-4—(a description of inhibitors to vertical & lateral
spreading): These limitations should be thoroughly characterized; but they’re
barely sketched here.

page 4.38, lines 6-8—*Subsurface source characterization, sediment
sampling and characterization, and vadose zone monitoring are employed
to describe the current and future configuration of contamination in the
vadose zone’: Where are the results published?

page 4.38, lines 13-14—*‘reverse (injection) wells, French drains, cribs,
ponds, trenches and ditches.”: I’ve mentioned before (see comment abt p
1.16, lines 4-5) that, at the very least, ‘French drains’ and ‘cribs’ need to be
defined: now I add that ‘injection wells’ really need a definition, too.

page 4.38, lines16-17—*...tritium and nitrate. The major source for both
contaminants was discharge resulting from chemical processing’:
‘Chemical processing’ of what?
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Valerie Shubert 35 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

¢ page 4.38, lines 19-20—*...technetium-99 and iodine-129, that...are

363 mobile in groundwater’: This answers the question raised in the comment
about page 3.13, table 3.5—so there should be a footnote from that table to
this explanation.

¢ page 4.38, lines 21-22—*Vadose zone sources for these contaminants

364 almost certainly remain beneath many past-practice disposal facilities.’
(italics mine): ‘Almost certainly’? What is known about what’s there?

* page 4.38, lines 26-28—"approximately 50 active and inactive septic tanks
and drain fields and numerous radioactive and non-radioactive landfills

365 and dumps have impacted the vadose zone.’(italics mine): ‘Numerous’ is

not a number. How many?

Section 4, Subsection 4.5

* page 4.38, lines 28-29—*...solid wastes, which, in most instances, are
366 easier to locate, retrieve, and remediate than are liquid wastes.”: Perhaps.
But until they are removed, they are still producing contaminants
367 | * page 4.38, line 34—’67 are assumed to have leaked.’ (italics mine):

‘Assumed’ based on what?

368 * page 4.38, line 37—*The average tank leak’: How often did each tank leak?
Are these figures for single leaks, or over time?
369 * page 4.38, line 40—*The amount of contamination remaining in the

vadose zone is uncertain’: I'll say!

* pages 4.38, lines 41-44 & 4.39, lines 1-4: At least 5 sources are listed here,
370 the only comprehensive one being a website address. None of the citations in
the reference list gives any hint of how to get these resources; and as I've
mentioned before, website addresses are only available to everybody if every

depository library has at least one free, public web terminal available.

* page 4.39, lines 4-6—*...three most widespread contaminants...

371 cesium-137, europium-154...and cobalt-60’: If these have been mentioned
before, I've no memory of it.

* page 4.39, lines 8-10—°‘The quantities of contaminants remaining in the
vadose zone...depend on the amounts flushed through the vadose zone to
groundwater, which is unknown.’: Not even a ballpark figure?

373 | * page 4.39, line 10—*‘significant quantities’: Again, this is not a number.

* page 4.39, linesl1-12—F‘especially...these...sites...that received small
amounts of liquid containing large amounts of contaminants.”; This

374 would be concentrated, yes. But even where concentrations are low, if there
was a lot of liquid spilled, a ‘significant quantit(y)’ of contamination could
build up.

* page 4.39, lines 25-26—*Soil-vapor extraction is being used to remove
carbon tetrachloride from the vadose zone’: Assuming this is effective,
then what is done with the carbon tetrachloride? If1 recall correctly, carbon

376 tetrachloride was considered as a potential rocket fuel, and was rejected

because 1t’s too dangerous, largely because it’s highly corrosive.

372

375
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Valerie Shubert 36 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

page 4.39, lines 30-33—°76,500 kg...of carbon tetrachloride had been
removed...concentrations monitored...suggest that...remediation has
removed much of the carbon tetrachloride...”: Could you make it a little
more vague? © It might be useful to have at least a rough percentage.
page 4.39, lines 38-39—*...levels of contamination high enough to
effectively saturate the gamma-ray detectors. The areas were
relogged...with more robust systems’: Ok. The contamination was large
enough to overload standard _-ray detectors—so they got ‘more robust’
detectors? Granted, it’s necessary to know how much concentration there
is—but if it’s enough to overwhelm standard detectors, doesn’t that imply that
something desperately needs to be done?

Section 4, Subsection 4.5

page 4.39, lines 42-43—Data acquired in () of the boreholes showed
increases in concentration, suggesting possible continued contaminant
movement...”; This is carrying caution to extremes. I'd say that this would
be a pretty safe bet. But this doesn’t tell much more than that movement
occurs. How much movement? At what volumes? At what speeds?

page 4.40, lines 2-5—(a definition of the concept of ‘specific retention
facilities”): This definition is important, and should be in the glossary, at least
with a ‘see’ reference to this defimition. It worries me, however, that the word
‘Ideally’ is used in a definition. When have ‘ideal’ conditions ever prevailed,
especially over long periods of time?

page 4.40, lines 8-10—*‘The volume of liquid...is thought to be insufficient
to flush contaminants through the vadose zone into groundwater.
Therefore, the discharged contaminants remain in the soil column,
and...represent potential sources for future groundwater contamination.’
(italics mine): ‘Thought to be’? What kind of monitoring is there? Over
what period of time is it likely that these contaminants will move up, down,
and sideways? And don’t think they won’t move up, either. Remember
erosion and capillary action, if nothing else. And where there are
‘groundwater mounds’, as discussed later (for example on pages 4.43 & 4.50),
this could induce upward movement of contaminants, too.

page 4.40, lines 12-14—*...changes...had occurred since 1992...indicating
continued movement of contaminants in the vadose zone years after the
facilities ceased operation.” No surprise. Again, how much movement?
page 4.40, lines 27-29—(an explanation of why the confined and
unconfined aquifers are treated as one system for the purposes of
characterization): Fair enough, but the hindrances to intermovement do
exist, and must be taken into account.

page 4.40, lines 31-32—*...more porous tops and bottoms of basalt flows’:
More porous because of erosion or because of chemical reactions, or because
of gas bubbles in the original formation?

Tar Michael S Calline
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Valerie Shubert 37 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

* page 4.40, lines 38-39—"...enhanced vertical communication with the
unconfined aquifer system’: Up, down, or both?

* pages 4.40, lines 42-43, and 4.41, lines 1-2: This really needs a diagram—Ilike
figure 4.11 on page 4.28, with the addition of arrows to show the direction or
water flow.

385 |
| * page 4.41, line 7—The Yakima River may also be a source of recharge’:

386

387 Hadn’t you better find out?

* page 4.41, line 21—*‘facies’: This word, in particular, needs defining, as it has
different meanings in different fields.

* page 4.41, line 24— ‘impermeable’: Nothing is ‘impermeable’. You might
get away with using the term if you add some qualifier—say ‘almost’, or
‘nearly’.

388

389

Section 4. Subsection 4.5

* page 4.41, lines 26-27—(a description of water flow in the unconfined

aquifer): Does this represent the current state of affairs? How was it changed

390 b e s :

y massive ‘artificial recharges’ in the past, and how has it changed now
they’re (partially) remitted? There are more complete answers further on
(what’s known of them, anyway—so shouldn’t there be cross-references?
391 ¢ page 4.41, lines 33-34—*As the river stage rises, a pressure wave is

transmitted through the groundwater.” With what results?

* page 4.41, lines 37-42—(a comparison of ‘natural’ and ‘artificial’ aquifer
recharge rates): These rates are not expressed in the same units of
measurement, making comparison impracticable. Also, there should be some
indication of whether ‘artificial recharge’ rates were constant, and, when they
varied, by how much.

* page 4.42, Figure 4.16: Again, this map needs a codrdinate system. There
are far too many broken lines, indicating inferred water table contours. The

393 legend should emphasize that the contours are in meters. There’s a section

between what I presume is an extension of the Yakima Ridge (it’s not

labeled), and the Rattlesnake Hills where the contour lines are parallel,
straight, and very close together—what is that? I’'m not familiar with

‘NAVDS88’: what is it, and where is it?

392

394 ¢ page 4.43, Figure 4.17: Again, this needs a codrdinate system—otherwise it’s
pretty clear.
* page 4.43, lines 6-7—(a description of water table rises in certain areas):
395 “After the beginning of Hanford operations’ doesn’t establish a timeframe.

How long did these rises take to develop?

* page 4.43, lines 14-15—*“Water levels have declined over most of the

396 Hanford Site since 1984 because of the decreased wastewater discharges’:
So the water table is lower? Has outward flow decreased?

* page 4.43, lines 17-19—*Small groundwater mounds also exist (in other

397 places). The contour interval in Figure 4.16 is too large to show these

Tor Michal Q Calling

Letter: L080z-10

B.265 Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003



397

{cont)

400

401

402

403

404

405

406

407

408

409

410
411

412

413

414

Valerie Shubert 38 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS

groundwater mounds’: This calls for an insert, at the very least, or another
map.
page 4.44, lines 1-2—*“The saturated thickness and flow conditions in the
unconfined aquifer are expected to return to pre-Hanford conditions with
the decline and eventual cessation of artificial discharges at Hanford’:
And those conditions were? ‘Cessation’ when?
page 4.44, line 5—*...some areas of the aquifer may actually dry out’:
Leaving behind contaminants to be picked up by future water flows in the
area, of which there are bound to be some? And also concentrating the
contaminants in the pockets of water that remain?
page 4.44, lines 10-14—(a prediction of how water flow will (likely)
change in future): And if it does so change, how polluted will the new flow
be?
page 4.44, line 19—*‘transmissive unit’: “Transmissive’ from where? To
where?

Section 4, Subsection 4.5

page 4.44, lines 24-25—*Groundwater beneath...Hanford...has been
impacted by radiological and chemical contaminants’: This is abundantly
obvious. What amounts?

page 4.44, lines 33-34—*...the movement of other contaminants is slower
because they react with or are sorbed on the surface of minerals within
the aquifer or vadose zone.”: So they are dispersed, move slowly, and are
dangerous longer, too: a triple whammy!

page 4.44, lines 34-35—‘Groundwater contamination is...being actively
remediated in several areas...”: So how’s it going? And is this all that’s
going to be done, or is it a pilot project?

page 4.44, line 39—*(MCL) and...(DWS)’: How do these standards allow
for synergistic effects? After all, it’s not like you get cesium-137 one day, and
Iodine-129 the next.

pages 4.44, line 43, and 4.45, line 1—*‘State’: Why is the word *‘State’ written
in a different font in these 2 lines?

page 4.45, Figure 4.18: The colors of the lines on this map are not adequate,
as there is not enough contrast between them. Also, note that several types of
contamination overlap in several areas—overlap that must increase with time.
page 4.46, Figure 4.19: A little better, but still not enough contrast—and there
are too many broken lines, indicating uncertainty.

pages 4.47-4.48, Table 4.9: The second column is labeled: ‘DWS or MCL
[DCG]’: This doesn’t make any sense. How does one tell which is DWS,
and which MCL? One or ‘t’other should be marked off with punctuation as
the DCG is.

pages 4.47-4.48, table 4.9: The footnotes should be on both pages, or the
table should be placed on opposite pages, not on the recto & verso of one
page.

page 4.48, Table 4.9—*Note:...blank spaces mean that a constituent is not
of concern...”: Meaning not present, or not abundant?

T Mich=l S Cnlling
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Valerie Shubert 39 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

* page 4.48, Table 4.9: Footnotes (b) and (c) are unclear.

¢ page 4.49, line 1—*strontium-90’: Note that strontium-90 is of concern not
only for radiological reasons, but because it replaces the calcium in bones, and
is not as strong or as flexible. Do any of these other radioisotopes have
similar secondary effects?

*  page 4.49, lines 5-7—(a list of regulated nonradioactive chemicals): Many

416 of these chemical names need to be defined. Most of us know what ‘cyanide’
is—but what is ‘cis-1"?

¢ page 4.49, line 12—*The decrease is probably due to shrinkage of tritium

a17 plume...”: Shouldn’t there be some article before ‘tritium plume’? A tritium

plume? The tritium plume? That aside, it’s already been established that

trittum moves faster and decays faster than many radionuclides—so the rate of

418 decrease will not stay constant.

415

Section 4, Subsection 4.5

* page 4.49, lines 24-25, the sentence beginning ‘Levels of tritium...’ and
419 ending ‘unconfined aquifer’: This sentence is not clear: it’s not clear
whether the contamination or the decline is a result of the movement.
420 * page 4.49, line 37—*...evidence appears l)flemsion?nl channels...”: What
evidence? What’s been done to confirm or disprove it?
421 | * page 4.49, line 41—*approximately 70m’: Varying by how much?
* pages 4.49, line 44 and 4.50, line 1—*Groundwater in the 200 West Area
422 generally flows east toward the 200 East Area’: Thereby further
complicating an already complex picture.
* page 4.50, line 4—*...the remaining flow branching...toward the
423 I Columbia River’: Percentage?
* page 4.50, lines 6-14—(A description of variation in natural recharge
424 rates): This could really use a map like the ones for soils and vegetation.
* page 4.50, lines 32-32—‘A downward gradient has formed in the B pond
425 I vicinity, due to groundwater mounding for discharges’: How steep?
* page 4.50, line 42—*Groundwater is monitored (near) the LLBGs as a
426 I result of interim status requirements’: And afterward?

* page4.5],lines 1-2—*...groundwater has not been monitored
within...the area of the 218-W-6 Burial Ground, as the site has never
received waste.”: It should still be monitored, if for no other reason than as a
control—and against future need, as a baseline, if needed.

* page 4.51, lines 13-14—"bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate’: Aside from

428 gathering that it’s an organic compound (and probably a polymer), I’ve no
clue what this is. How many people would?

* page 4.51, lines 18-20—*The critical mean value for specific conductance
was exceeded in an upgradient well, but it was due to increases in sulfate

429 and nitrate from upgradient sources.”: What are the standards for ‘specific

conductance’? For that matter, what is ‘specific conductance’? Where was

the sulfate and nitrate coming from? And if there’s contamination, there’s

427
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erie Shubert 40 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid
Waste EIS

contamination. It’s good to know if it’s not coming from you, and if it’s not
as bad as it might be, but it’s still contamination.

page 4.51, line 22—*The WDOH and DOE annually negotiate installation
of future monitoring wells...’: Has anything come of these negotiations?
page 4.51, lines 30-31—*The groundwater removed during
pump-and-treat operations does not require treatment based on its
radionuclide content.’: From the phrasing, not because it has none, but
because the content is too small to exceed standards. How much harder would
it be to treat it while you’ve got it handy?

Section 4. Subsection 4.6

page 4.51, line 33—*Biological and Ecological Resources’® (italics mine): 1
let you get away with ‘Geologic Resources’ (page 4.24, line 18) because rocks
aren’t (provably) alive. But the habit of calling living things ‘resources’ is a
destructive one, and shouldn’t be followed.

page 4.51, lines 41-42—*‘Remnants of past agricultural practices are still
evident.”: So what are they? Introduced plants and animals? Disturbed
ground where there were fields? Less-quickly-growing plants losing ground to
more rapidly recovering ones because of forage? That sort of thing? What
else? Were the farmers using pesticides, for example, and are the ghosts of
any of those still lingering in the ecosystem?

page 4.52, line 3—*‘anadromous’: This needs a definition. In this case, since
it’s only mentioned a few times, you might get away with a footnote. My
dictionary says it means ‘travelling upstream to spawn’. Is this too long for a
parenthetic addition?

page 4.52, line 4—*...numerous wildlife and vegetation®: ‘Plentiful’ or
‘abundant’ might be better here, unless what you mean is numerous species, in
which case say so.

page 4.52, lines 6-12—(A description of range fires and their effects):
‘What were the fire management practices of the local tribes? Did they
deliberately start fires, for game drives or to maintain their preferred ecology?
Did they fight the fires? I ask because it’d have an impact on the state of the
ecosystems before European settlement, and because different tribes had
different practices in this regard. Also, range fires were hardly invented by
humans, though they’d have gotten worse as the climate got dryer. How did
non-fire resistant plants first become established? Are the fires worse now?
Over what time period have they worsened, if they have?

page 4.52, line 14—*A Hanford Site Wildland Fire Management Plan has
been prepared...”: Excellent! Do we get even a hint of where it is? Better
yet, can we see it?

Mich=l § Calline
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Valerie Shubert 41 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Tar

Waste EIS

page 4.52, lines 20-21—*Plants at the Hanford site are adapted to low
annual precipitation, low water-holding capacity of the rooting substrate
(sand), dry summers, and cold winters.”: Might want to add
‘predominantly” before ‘adapted’, as there are clearly exceptions (eg around
permanent water sources). Generally, plants in such conditions tend to store
water when they get it, against future need. Is this the case here?
page 4.52, lines 25-27—(a general description of the introduction and
‘proliferation’ of nonnative plants): 20% hardly constitutes a
‘proliferation’, unless the introduced species have significantly larger #s of
individuals/species that native species. Do they?
page 4.52, line 26—*vascular plants’: “Vascular plants’ implies
‘non-vascular plants’. Are there any? How many species? Where?
pages 4.53 & 4.54, Figure 4.20 Again, the map and the legend should be on
opposite pages, not on the recto and verso of the same page. In this case,
particularly, it’s very hard to refer back and forth.

Section 4, Subsection 4.6

pages 4.55-4.58, Table 4.10: There should be a similar table of common
animals, (and, if at all practicable, a map showing their ranges), and that table
should have a column indicating burrowing animals. This table should have a
3 column, probably labeled ‘notes’, where such features as deep roots, fire
resistance, nonnative status, water retention, etc should be noted as relevant.
Also, what on Earth is a ‘forb’®? These undefined technical terms from a
wide spectrum of different fields are growing tiresome. And, as I've
mentioned before, the footnotes should be at the bottom of each page.

page 4.59, lines 2-6—(A discussion of Russian thistle and gray
rabbitbrush as dispersers of contaminants.): It’s (reasonably) clear how
they get the contaminants—it’s less clear how they disperse them. Seed
dispersion is one way (are the seeds dispersed by wind, or by other vectors?);
but how else? By being eaten? By being raided for nesting materials? What?
page 4.59, line s 6-7—*Vegetation samples ...are collected annually...and
analyzed for (a whole list of noxious stuff)’: Find any? © Seriously, where
are the results of these analyses published?

page 4.59, lines 11-13—*Most of the waste disposal and storage sites are
covered by nonnative vegetation, or are kept in a vegetation free
condition with the use of herbicides, because the plants could potentially
accumulate waste constituents” So the ‘nonnative vegetation’ has
shallower roots, or what? As for the use of herbicides, even if they were
100% effective (and they’re far from it,) they’re dangerous in
themselves—and what about synergistic effects if they get mixed with the
‘waste constituents’? As they almost certainly would be, since the removal of
vegetation leaves unprotected soil, particularly subject to erosion by wind and
water.

page 4.59, lines 20-21—*West Lake...a unique habitat...characterized by
highly saline conditions.”: ;Unique? What, no other like it in all the
cosmos? Or just ‘unique’ in that neck of the woods? This paragraph should

Michael S Calling
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Valerie Shubert 42 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

T

Waste EIS

have a cross-reference to the earlier (sketchy) description on page 4.36, lines
3-22. And there needs to be more description of its inhabitants. For example,
are there brine shrimp, as there are in other ‘highly saline’ bodies of water?
page 4.59, lines 21-22—(A description of the predominant plants of West
Lake): Here’s one place where that ‘comments’ column suggested for Table
4.10 would come in handy. Iknow plantain is a nonnative species—are any
others?

page 4.59, line 26—*terrestrial vertebrates”: The problem with the term
‘terrestrial’ is that it obscures creatures like bats. Speaking of which, what
about the bats? It seems improbable that there are none, so what are they?
Also, invertebrates are given short shrift, at best. Insects & arachnids are

often burrowers, and while many have very narrow ranges, others travel
further afield.

Section 4, Subsection 4.6

page 4.49, lines 30-33—(A very short list of mammals on the Hanford site)
Here’s where a table of common animals would come in handy—notes would
include comments like ‘wide-ranging’ (for the coyote) and ‘known vector of
Hantavirus’ (for the deer mice)

page 4.59, lines 37-38—*‘Elk...increased from approximately 8 animals in
1975 to 900 in 1999”; If all 900 came from a founder population of 8, they
must be terribly inbred. If other elk migrated into the area, it should be
mentioned.

pages 4.60 & 4.61, Figures 4.21 & 4.22: These maps need to be earlier: they
break up the text here. At the very least, there should be a note at the end of
page 4.59 saying ‘continued on page 4.62°. Otherwise the maps aren’t
bad—the color contrast is better, at least. Two things: The yellow squares in
the legends should have borders around them, as they fade into the white page
backgrounds; and, how are barren lands coded?

page 4.62, line 15—*Ground-nesting species’: Here’s another place where a
table would be handy. Ground-nesting species are obviously especially
vulnerable nesting on contaminated soils—so are any?

page 4.62, line 29—*raptor species’: Here, again, a table would be useful.
Raptorial birds are apex predators, and so more vulnerable to contaminants
concentrated on their journey through the food web.

page 4.62, line 35—‘steel power line towers’: What are the hazards of
nesting on these towers?

pages 4.62, lines 37-43, and 4.63, lines 1-2—(A very short description of
insects in the Hanford area): Are arachnids counted as insects? What about
annelid and polychzate worms? Approximately what percentage of insect
species would be defined as ‘burrowing’? Also, though it’s stated that
there’re a large # of insect species, it’s not stated whether there are large #s of

individuals/species—are there? (If so, there’s even more basis to argue for
bats. ©)
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Valerie Shubert 43 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Ta-

Waste EIS

page 4.63, line 7—*Pacific tree frog”: ;A tree frog "/, trees? Must be an
interesting story behind that.

page 4.63, lines 11-12—*West Lake has shrunk and is presently a group of
small isolated pools and mud flats>: All these fragments about West Lake
either need to be consolidated, or cross-referenced. This fragment prompts
me to ask: Is this a prime mosquito breeding area?

page 4.63, lines 21-22—*The Columbia River...supports...plankton,
benthic invertebrates, fish, and other communities’; ‘And other
communities’? Think you could be a little more general? Plankton, benthic
invertebrates, bottom-feeding fish, and filter-feeders are major concentrators
of contaminants, which they spread to creatures that eat them.

page 4.63, lines 27-29—*Plankton populations...are influenced
by...manipulation of water levels...upstream and downstream...”: And
do they take this into account when they do these ‘manipulation’s?

Section 4, Subsection 4.6

page 4.63, lines 32-33—*There is generally insufficient time for
characteristic endemic groups of phytoplankton and zooplankton to
develop in the Hanford Reach’: ;Because they move through it too fast?
This isn’t clear. So are they similar to populations elsewhere in the river,
then? And do they tend to be in a particular stage of development when they
pass through?

page 4.63, lines 34-35—*irrigation water return canals that discharge into
the Columbia River...”: How much water? How much has it been
contaminated by pesticides, dissolved solids, etc.?

page 4.64, lines 4-5—*Snively Springs, located further west and at a
higher elevation than Rattlesnake Springs,...”: This is the first time the
higher elevation has been mentioned—there should be a cross reference to
(and from) the earlier discussion of Snively Springs—page 4.34, lines 39-44,
page 4.64, lines 5-8—(A description of plants found in and around Snively
Spring): Ok, you’ve got the plants covered. What about animals?

page 4.64, lines12-16—(A definition of endangered, threatened, and
candidate species): This is a critical definition. It needs to be in the
Glossary, or at least to have a cross-reference from same.

page 4.64, lines 18-19—*No (threatened or endangered) plants or
mammals...are known to occur on the Hanford site.’(italics mine):
‘Known’? How often are surveys done? Are there any species endemic to
the Hanford site, that might become threatened or endangered because of
contamination?

page 4.64, lines 21-22—°A survey of the 200 Areas observed no threatened
of endangered species.”: One survey? Over what period of time? Some of
the threatened and endangered species cover quite a bit of ground, you know.
page 4.64, lines 39-40—*The common loon (Gavia immer) is the only
Washington State sensitive animal found on the Hanford Site’: So why
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Valerie Shubert 44 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Tn:

Waste EIS

isn’t it listed in Table 4.11? It’d hardly increase the size of the table, and it’s
relevant.

page 4.65, Table 4.11—*‘Loeflingia>—This should probably be spelt with a
diphthong, so: ‘Leeflingia’. I know—it makes it harder to search—but not
substantially so, at least with Word’s search engine.

page 4.66, line 3—*‘unresolved taxonomic problems’: I know how gnarled
and snarled those ‘taxonomic problems’ can be—but where a species may be
threatened or endangered, isn’t it worth the extra effort to resolve them?
page 4.66, line 13—*...although their populations may be reduced.’:
Meaning that even if they recoup their population losses later, there is almost
certainly an unrecoverable loss of genetic diversity.

page 4.68, Figure 4.23—This figure should have different colors for
endangered plants and animals—it’s only one more color, after all. The colors
should be such that if they overlap, it'll be clear there’re both plants and
animals endangered in that area.

Section 4, Subsection 4.6

page 4.69, lines 1-20—(A description of a survey of the 200 areas for
endangered and threatened species): Given the remote nature of the
observations, it was probably not possible to asses the health of the creatures
in question. Because a plant or animal is present and alive, that’s no
guarantee 1t’s thriving.

Section 4, Subsection 4.7

page 4.70, lines 4-5—*¢...many have knowledge of the ceremonies and life
ways of their ancestral culture.”: Which, unfortunately, is likely to have
been fragmented by losses due to epidemics, etc.

page 4.70, lines 7-22: This paragraph approaches poetry. Mind, I'm not
complaining: where poetry is appropriate, poetry should be used. I'd just like
to see a little poetry for the plant and animal life, and in the rather dry
description of the landscapes.

page 4.70, lines 9-10—*‘Smoholla, a prophet of Priest Rapids, who brought
the Washani religion to the Wanapum and others during the late
nineteenth century...”: Where is a history of this available?

page 4.70, line19—*...hunting grounds, plant gathering areas...”: Were
there no agricultural or even horticultural practices? Perhaps not, in so arid
an area—yet there were in some other arid areas.

page 4.70, lines 24-26—(A description of the relevant treaties, and who
did, and who didn’t, sign them, and when.): Under what conditions were
these treaties signed? What did the government promise in return? How have
these promises been kept?

page 4.70, line 29—*...prehistoric human activity in this largely arid
environment’: This is one of many places where paleoclimatological data
would be helpful: Has this area always been arid? Or has it, as in many
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Waste EIS

adjacent areas, become more arid after the melting of the glaciers and the
uplift of the Cascades? The latter seems more likely. Also, there must have
been a period, varying from about 100 to as much as 400 years, which should
be called ‘proto-historic’—when there were some sketchy historical records
of these people, probably largely inaccurate, as gossip tends to be, but
existent, and affecting people’s decisions. Lewis & Clark may have been the
first ‘Euro-Americans’ to traverse the area (at least they were the first who
kept good records,) but others were in surrounding areas for some time
before—trading, fishing, hunting, etc.—and they were having effects before
the official dates of Euro-American arrival.

Section 4, Subsection 4.7

page 4.71, lines 4-23—(A description of various archaological surveys.):
Did any of these surveys include @rial photography? Will any, in future?
Often, archological sites can only be seen on the surface in zrial
photographs, where slight differences in coloration give hints to what’s
beneath. If such surveys were not made, many sites may have been missed.
If they were, they should be mentioned. Another thing that should be
mentioned is whether salvage archaology was carried out in places where
buildings were built, or whether building sites were changed when
archzological sites were found. Probably a combination of the two, because
often sites are discovered only when digging (for foundations, etc) has already
commenced, by which time the site has already been disturbed, and salvage
archzology represents the only possible form of preservation. Still, it should
be mentioned. On a lesser note, ‘archaological” is misspelled in line 6. I"11
not quibble over the diphthong (though it’s traditional)}—but ‘archaological’
has never been spelt with a ‘y” ©.

page 4.71, lines 30-31—*Other visitors included fur trappers, military
units, and miners...” Bringing with them, if they were at all typical, violence
and disease, as well, probably, as forging bonds of friendship, partnership, and
kinship along the way, and probably engendering children.

pages 4.71-4.72, subsection 4.7.2: This section makes no mention of when
African Americans came. What about ‘buffalo soldiers’? Did any come
here? Did African Americans work cowboys? Did they come in numbers to
settle after emancipation? Do some of them have ties of kinship and culture
with the tribes?

page 4.71, lines 40-42—*The towns and nearly all other structures were
razed...after the US government acquired the land’: Where were the
people moved? How were they compensated? Was any record made of the

T Michal S Colling
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buildings before they were destroyed? What historical records remain of
them?

page 4.72, line 26—°...bomb that destroyed Nagasaki to end World War
II...” (atalics mine): This is a very contentious historical point, and shouldn’t
be stated as a fact. Perhaps the italicized words should be modified to
something like “near the end’, which would recognize the timing without
making controversial statements about results.

page 4.73, lines 22-24—*The remaining portions of the road...have been
disturbed or destroyed...and are classified as non-contributing.”: What
does ‘non-contributing’ mean? It this essentially a way of saying, “It was
destroyed, so it doesn’t matter anymore?’

page 4.73, line 38—‘resources’: Again, historical and archaological sites are
not ‘resources’. ‘Features’ is a better archaological word, if you need a
substitute, though it has a technical meaning, and shouldn’t be used
loosely—but I believe it’d be appropriate in this context.

Section 4, Subsection 4.7

page 4.74, lines 24-25—¢Industrial artifacts in T Plant and other facilities
in the T Plant complex were identified and tagged for future exhibit
purposes.” How does this impact plans to use the T Plant for waste treatment
and/or disposal?

Section 4. Subsection 4.8

page 4.75, lines 14-16—*...almost 2200 employees of the former
management and operations contractor were moved into six enterprise
and were no longer counted as official Hanford employees’: And what
happened to their benefits through all this?

page 4.75, line 17—*...total jobs in the local economy (89,500)*: As much
as to say that this is a sparsely populated area.

page 4.75, line 23—*...non-farm wage and proprietor income...”: What
does this mean?

page 4.75, lines 26—(A partial description of employee residence
patterns): Do any live in Mountain Time? This is relevant because people
who live in one time zone and work in another often suffer a mild form of jet
lag.

page 4.75, lines 36-37—*...mothballed nuclear power plants (WNP-1 and
WNP-4), which never were completed...”: How nearly completed? This
needs a cross-reference to the earlier reference (page 4.6, line 11)

page 4.75, lines 39-41—*As part of an effort to reduce electricity
production costs, Energy Northwest headquarters decreased the size of its
workforce form over 1900 in 1994 to 1016 in 1999.”: Unless there is some
technology breakthrough that reduces the number of workers needed (and I've
seen no glimmering of any such,) this is very false economy. Tired workers

Michael S Cnlling
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Valerie Shubert 47 Re: Comments on The DOE’s Solid

Waste EIS
496 make mistakes—a Chernobyl-type accident would cost much more than the
(cont) I extra workers.
* page 4.75, lines 41-41—*‘As part of a refueling and maintenance project,
497 | employment had grown to 1117 in April 2001.>: But this is temporary.
How many will stay on?
498 | * page 4.76, line 9—*interstate’: What percentage are international?
* page 4.76, line 10—*average income’ (italics mine): Mean, median, or
499 | mode?
* page 4.76, lines13-14—*‘Farm proprietors’ income...was estimated to be
500 I 18.5 million’: Each, or in foto?
501 | = page 4.76, lines 23—2_9—‘0ther Major _Employers’: What about
non-Hanford professionals: Teachers, librarians, lawyers, doctors, etc.?
502 | * page 4.76, line 40—*median income’: The mode should be included, too.
503 I * page 4.77, subsection 4.8.1.3—*Retirees’: What percentage of these retirees

are farmers and farm workers? What are their sources of income?

Section 4, Subsection 4.8

* page 4.77, lines 37-41—(A definition of minority populations and of

504 low-income persons): This is a central definition, and needs to be at least
marked off some way.

* page 4.78, line 11—*Yakama Reservation’: If this is on any of the maps, I

505 don’t see it (another argument for a codrdinate system on the maps, and
codrdinate reference in the text.) If it’s not on the maps, it should be.

* page 4.78, lines 20-21—*Detailed area income statistics will not be

506 available from the 2000 Census of Population until the summer of 2002”:
Meaning now? So, will they be incorporated into the final EIS?

* page 4.78, lines 26-30—*The 1998 values are Census-Bureau model-based
estimates; therefore the differences between 1989 and 1998 reflect

507 differences in methods, as well as actual changes in the incidence of
poverty. Even so...”: There is no ‘even so’. Unless or until the degree of
difference caused by difference in methodology is quantified, no meaningful
comparisons can be made.

* page 4.78, footnote (a): “Census model estimates are not available for

508 low-income households. The data appearing in table 4.15 are for all
persons in low-income status.’: Not even an estimate of the average # of
people/household?

* page 4.79, Figure 4.25 (?): As I've already mentioned, I think this is meant to
be figure 4.24. This map, and the next, really needs to have counties marked
on it, especially since the tables give information by county. In addition, as

509 I"ve also mentioned before (see note on page 4.3, lines 8-9), there needs to be

a map of population density. On the face of it, this map seems to present a

pretty compelling case—but "/, data on population density, it’s not as clear as

it might be.)
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GE

‘Waste EIS

page 4.80, Table 4.14: In general, numbers in a table should be opposite their
titles: and in this table, they're not.

page 4.80, Table 4.14, footnote (b)—*‘Hispanic origin is not a racial
category’: No more it is, because there is no such thing as a ‘racial category’
among humans, which is why anthropologists declared a moratorium on the
term many years ago. The fact that nearly half a million people out of a
population of less than 6 million designate themselves as ‘Other’ or of ‘Two
or More Races’, is an indication that people are beginning to realize the folly
of the concept that there exist ‘racially pure’ categories among humans, and
that the main reason most people continue to describe themselves as being of
one ‘race’ has more to do with tradition than with any biological reality.

page 4.81, Table 4.15: Listing the counties in alphabetical order, while
logical, gives no hint or their locations. Also, placing ‘Washington’ above
the line, and in bold type, and placing ‘Oregon’ below the line and in
non-bold type, belittles Oregon; which is surely not your intent. Suggestion:
draw a line through the table, and convert ‘Oregon’ to bold type.

Section 4, Subsection 4.8

page 4.81, line 6—‘quite similar’: Why not just give a range of percentages,
easily enough figured? Something like ‘about 2-5% higher’? Or you could be
more precise, if you prefer.

page 4.82, Figure 4.25: I'd say this really is Figure 4.25. As noted in the
comments on page 4.79, Figure 4.25 (?), this map also needs to indicate
counties, not just towns.

page 4.83, subsection 4.8.4—Housing’: It’s no good giving prices for
different years, ¥/, allowing for inflation, etc. The numbers are not
comparable, though they may be closer from year to year than from decade to
decade, say. At least give the inflation rate.

page 4.83, lines 17-18—*The Tri-Cities serves as a regional transportation
and distribution center with major air, land, and river connections.”
Therefore, the information on transportation of wastes is even more critical.
page 4.83, lines 20-21—*Amtrak provides passenger rail service with a
station in Pasco’ : Does it still? Will it for much longer? To where?

page 4.83, lines 24-26—*These facilities are located on the 525-km....long
commercial waterway that includes the Snake and Columbia Rivers and
extends from the ports of Lewiston-Clarkston in Idaho to the deep-water
ports of Portland, Oregon and Vancouver, Washington.”: This is unclear.
A map would be really helpful, here.

page 4.83, lines 30-39—(A description of air travel in the area): How have
things changed since 9/117

page 4.83, line 43—’54 buses’: How many routes? And do the buses run 24
hours a day?

page 4.84, line 2—*Intercity bus transportation is available.”: Greyhound,
or what?

Michael S (Calling
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522 * page 4.84, lines 4-16—(A description of the ‘regional transportation
network’): This also is almost incomprehensible "/, a map.

¢ page 4.48, lines18-19—*asphalt-paved roads’: Are there no unpaved or
523 | gravel-paved roads, or are they simply not discussed?
* page 4.48, lines 33-34—*Approximately 87 percent of the workers
524 commuting to the 200 areas are from the Tri-Cities, West Richland,
Benton City, and Prosser’: And the rest? And, this being so, it would seem
525 | easy enough to set up some sort of park-and-ride transit system, and get a lot

of those single-occupancy vehicles off the roads.
* page 4.84, line 39—(A definition of ‘“AADT"): This is a frequently-used
acronym (in this section, at least), and should be in the acronym list. Also, I
526 don’t quite see what use this measure is. Road traffic varies heavily based on
season and time of day—so what value has an annual average?
* page 4.85, Figure 4.26: Road endings should terminate in an arrow showing
527 where they’re headed, eg *_to Richland’. Also, the locations of the barricades
need to be shown on the map.

Section 4, Subsection 4.8

528 | * page 4.86, lines 4-7—(A description of the concept of ‘LOS’, and a scale
for grading LOS): Having established the scale, why not use it? Give the

529 I ratings of the various roadways experiencing LOS deficiencies. Also, it might
be useful to mark the definition off, at least—in a text box, for example.

¢ page 4.86, lines 16-19—*Private vehicles account for 91 percent of the
person trips to the Hanford site...Of the...private vehicles only 3 percent

530 are by carpool...with the remain(der) being single occupancy vehicles.’:
This is preposterous. Are the emissions from all these vehicles counted in the
environmental impacts? Don’t forget to include ‘non-renewable resources’ as
well.

* page 4.86, line 23—*The Hanford Site rail system originally consisted of
approximately 210km...of track.”: How much of this track is still in usable

531 condition, or could be restored “/, essentially laying new track? How is it
maintained?

* page 4.86, line 27—*Prior to 1990...": And since 1990? Has rail transport
been completely stopped on these lines for nearly 12 years? If so, my

532 previous question about the condition of the tracks pretty much answers itself,
eh?
*  pages 4.86 & 4.87, subsection 4.8.6—*Educational Services’: Libraries
533 should be included in this subsection, rather than not being included at all:

Libraries count as ‘educational facilities’ if anything does. No doubt the
included schools have libraries; but what about public libraries? How many
534 branches? How many volumes? How many professional librarians? What
other facilities (such as public web terminals)?
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page 4.86, lines—34-40—(A description of the public primary and
secondary schools in the *Tri-Cities area’): # of teachers and other staff?
Average class size? Condition of physical plants? Facilities?

page 4.87, lines 8-15—(A rather discouraging description of tertiary
education available in the Tri-Cities area.): My take on this is that if you
want a post-secondary education, you’d be well advised to go elsewhere, as
there are next to no facilities. Are there any traditional ties with other
universities further afield? The main campus of WSU, for example?

page 4.87, lines 19-21—(A very short description of medical center in the
Tri-Cities area): Is there a Trauma Center? If not, where is the nearest one?
‘What is the combined # of beds? And if there are only nine medical centers,
why not name them?

page 4.87, line 23—*...a broad range of social services...”: I dunno—seems
pretty basic to me. What about homeless shelters, soup kitchens, and
Travelers’ Aid, to name three that spring immediately to mind? Or do these
fall under the heading of services provided by the unspecified ‘private
agencies and voluntary human service organizations’ in the paragraph below?

Section 4, Subsection 4.8

page 4.87, line 41—*The Hanford Site Fire Department has fire stations
onsite,...): Do we even get a hint as to how many stations? With what staff?
Where to they get water, and how much is available? What other
fire-retardant chemicals are there? Given the havoc wrought by the 24
Command Fire, what plans have Hanford and area firefighters to deal with
future wildfires, which are sure to come?

page 4.88, lines 7-8—*...a well field in North Richland (which is recharged
from the river)...”: How rapidly?

page 4.88, lines 8—*...groundwater wells’: On aquifers? Even so, I can
speak from personal experience concerning how slowly these can
recharge—it’s not unknown for such wells to go an entire winter without
recharging, until the ground thaws.

page 4.88, linel 1— These wells serve as the sole source of water between
November and March...”: Do we get even a hint as to why?

page 4.88, lines 17—*All the power these utilities provide in the local area
is purchased from...(BPA): No renewable sources? No wind farms? No
fuel cells? Solar? Nothing?

pages 4.88 and 4.89, subsection 4.8.10—*Aesthetic and Scenic Resources’:
Except for the objectionable use of the word ‘resources’, this is a good
description of the area, making picturing the area easier. It should be moved
closer to the beginning—maybe as early as the Introduction.

Section 4, Subsection 4.9
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546 *  page 4.89, lines 18-19—(A formal definition of ‘noise’): This definition
should be in the glossary.

* page 4.89, line 21—‘Humans have a hearing range...”: Unless this is the
outermost range ever heard by a human, it might be better to add ‘most’ in
547 front of the word *humans’. Speaking as a person who can often hear sounds

other humans cannot, and as member of a family some of whom can hear
sounds others cannot, the exceptions can be important—some of those sounds
outside the normal range of human hearing can be quite distressing.

548 * page 4.89, lines 20-22—(A definition of ‘decibel’.) This definition is simply
incomprehensible.
* page 4.89, line 22—*The threshold of audibility ranges...”: Again, you
549 might want to add ‘For most humans,’ before this.

* page 4.89, lines 25-27—‘Sound pressure levels outside the range of human
hearing are not considered noise in a regulatory sense, even though
wildlife may be able to hear them.”: They should be. For example, if bats
can’t hear to echolocate, they won’t be very effective at controlling insects.

550

Section 4, Subsection 4.9

¢ page 4.89, lines 29-32—(A definition of how ‘noise’ is reckoned): Not all
sounds are created equal, from the point of view of ‘noise’. For example,
rhythmic noise is tolerated better than arrhythmic, familiar noises better than
unfamiliar, etc. Above a certain loudness, of course, all sounds become
painful and/or disabling—but that level varies from person to person—and the
other factors need to be taken into account for sounds that are less loud, but
still could be “noise’.

551

Section 4, Subsection 4.10

* page 4.90, lines 33-37—(Definitions of TRCs, LWCs, and LWDs): How
552 sensitive are these measures to late-developing, chronic conditions, such as
Carpal Tunnel Syndrome? Also, what does ‘recordable’ mean in this case?
Not all workplace-related injuries, after all, leave physical scars, or result
(immediately, at least) in ‘lost workdays’. Examples include such advanced
exhaustion that the worker has no energy left for family and community
activities after work; and the continuing erosional fatigue to the worker’s
values & integrity from the grinding wheels of procrustean bureaucracy—but
try graphing those! ©

553

Section 5

Or it would have been, if I’d had time. This is as far as I got.
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STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE DAVID WU
DRAFT HANFORD SITE SOLID WASTE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PUBLIC MEETING
PORTLAND, OR - JULY 30, 2002

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Department of Energy's draft
Environmental Impact Statement, and | regret that | could not be here in person
this evening.

As all of you are aware, the Hanford Site is perhaps the most radioactively
contaminated facility in the United States. Based on DOE estimates, 67 of 177
underground storage tanks containing the most lethal radioactive waste have
leaked within miles of the Columbia River. The remaining tanks have all come
close to reaching, or exceeded, their design life. DOE estimates that 450 billion
gallons of contaminated liquid were discharged into the soil during Hanford's fifty
years of operation.

Despite the huge challenges the Northwest faces at Hanford, there is some room
for optimism. DOE is looking for ways to accelerate the cleanup and to use the
somewhat scarce federal dollars more efficiently and effectively. We may yet
see a stable Hanford Site within our lifetimes.

The second reason for optimism is the work of concerned citizens like you who
know that the decisions we make today affect the kind of world we leave to our
children tomorrow. | applaud you for taking the time to be at this meeting tonight
to discuss what is perhaps the most serious public health and environmental
issue facing our region.

Tonight's topic, the draft EIS relating to the transport and storage of defense
related nuclear waste at Hanford, is critical to the region. | have grave concerns
about moving new waste to Hanford, especially when we have not even
contained and treated the existing waste.

As we sit here tonight, there are still millions of gallons of high-level nuclear
waste sitting in aging and unreliable storage tanks. Our first priority must be to
remove that waste and treat it, before we even consider increasing the amount of
new waste shipped to Hanford.

The EIS does not demonstrate that Hanford is capable of accepting the proposed
level of new waste, nor that Hanford is capable of safely treating it over the long
term. For instance, the EIS proposes storing massive amounts of this new waste
in soil trenches for an unspecified period of time. Before we in the Northwest
consider proposals to allow an increase in the amount of waste shipped to
Hanford, DOE has an obligation to demonstrate that its treatment and disposal
proposals are safe beyond a doubt. Further there must be no lingering questions
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(cont)

about whether the cost for waste treatment and disposal takes money away from
cleaning up the existing waste that currently threatens our health.

The risks associated with dramatically increasing the amount of nuclear waste
moving across our highways must not be forgotten. The estimates of the number
of shipments that have been made are staggering. Under the proposal before
us, we, the residents of Oregon, would shoulder a disproportionate share of the
risk of catastrophic accident. This risk is exacerbated by continued warnings
about terrorists trying to acquire nuclear material. The onus must be on the
Department of Energy to demonstrate that its proposal is safe, that its methods of
transportation are tested, and that every contingency has been planned for. The
document before us does not meet that test.

In closing, | respectfully request that, in revising its Environmental Impact
Statement, the Department of Energy takes into account the concerns that |, and

those of us here tonight, have voiced. | thank you for listening and | look forward
to working with you on this important challenge.
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Statement of U.S. Representative Jim McDermott
On U.S. Department of Energy’s
Hanford Site Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement
(HSSWEIS)
And Plan to Designate Hanford a National Radioactive Waste Dump

August 7, 2002

In pursuit of nuclear weapons production our federal
government made Hanford the most contaminated land area in the
hemisphere. The legacy of nuclear weapons production includes
1 increasing contamination entering the Columbia River, risks from
explosive and flammable radioactive wastes stored or buried, and 54
million gallons of High~-Level Nuclear Waste stored in tanks. Much of
that contamination occurred in recent decades as the U.S.
Department of Energy (USDOE) claimed exemption from
independent external environmental regulation.

Under the Hanford Clean-Up Agreement, our nation is now
spending more than one and a half billion dollars a year to cleanup
Hanford. But instead of honoring that commitment, the Bush
2 Administration released plans earlier this year to leave radioactive
waste in many of the High-Level Nuclear Waste tanks that already
have leaked more than one million gallons of waste — waste which is
moving through the soil and groundwater to the Columbia River.
One of the new national “goals” adopted by the Bush Administration
in its "Review” of the cleanup program on February 4", and in the
Hanford implementation plan released on May 1%, is to make
Hanford a national radioactive waste dump for radioactive low-level
waste, radioactive wastes mixed with hazardous chemical wastes
(“Mixed Wastes”) and Trans-uranic wastes (often containing
Plutonium, some of which is also mixed with toxic hazardous
wastes).

The Bush Administration improperily adopted these goals
4 without considering the impacts of the plans on our health, on the
health of future generations using the Columbia River and Hanford
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Reach National Monument and on the environment. The Hanford

4 | Site Solid Waste EIS is supposed to fully disclose the impacts of

cont) | these plans, show the cumulative impacts from related disposal and
storage decisions, and compare reasonable alternatives. In
addition, public, state and tribal comments are to be considered
before a decision is taken.

Every day, the USDOE dumps radioactive waste in unlined soil
trenches at Hanford. USDOE continues to claim that its practices of
dumping low-level radioactive waste, some of it as radioactive as
High-Level Nuclear Waste, in unlined trenches is exempt from our
5 | nmational and state hazardous waste disposal laws. Itis time to
make it clear that USDOE’s disposal of its radioactive wastes is
subject to the same environmental standards that govern
commercial radioactive and hazardous waste disposal practices. But
instead of calling for an end to DOE’s current practice, this EIS
presents a preferred alternative to use unlined soil trenches to dump
an additional 12 million cubic feet of radioactive waste directly into
the soil. The EIS has no alternative to use of unlined soil trenches
6 | with no leachate collection. The EIS includes no discussion of the
lack of a legally compliant groundwater monitoring system around
7 | these low-level waste burial grounds.

There have been several commitments to Congress by USDOE
to begin to subject USDOE’s radioactive waste practices to
regulation. For several years, the Hanford Advisory Board has
advised that USDOE consider the benefits of independent regulation
as a reasonable alternative in the pending HSSWEIS. To meet the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),

9 USDOE must fully consider this alternative, including whether it will
require congressional action.

The Bush Administration’s plan would ship 70,000 truckloads of
radioactive waste to Hanford through Washington and Oregon -
through the Portland area, the Columbia Gorge or the treacherous
10 | Blue Mountain passes. The USDOE has failed to consider the impacts
of shipping those wastes along these routes, and it has not disclosed
in the EIS the specific waste streams that would be sent to Hanford
or the specific risks and hazards from different chemical and
radioactive waste mixtures on trucks along these routes. The EIS
needs to be withdrawn and redone from scratch to disclose the
11 specific wastes proposed for shipment to Hanford and to justify why
there are no better environmental alternatives for each waste
stream, including alternatives of waste reduction, increased
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11 treatment, and availability of a regulated, lined disposal facility with
(cont) | leachate collection in Utah.

Under Washington State’s hazardous waste laws, it is illegal to
create a hazardous waste landfill for waste from anything other than
412 | the cleanup of Hanford. I do not intend to allow USDOE to ignore
our state’s environmental laws. Instead, I urge an immediate
investigation under those laws of the contamination spreading from
hazardous wastes improperly disposed in the unlined burial grounds.

The fact that the Bush Administration had adopted plans to
ship waste with deadly Plutonium to Hanford, along with specific
schedules to begin those shipments was revealed only through a
Freedom of Information Act request from a watchdog group. There
is no justification to send Remote Handled and Mixed Hazardous
Trans-uranic wastes to Hanford. There are no safe and permitted
facilities at Hanford to treat the most radioactive Transuranic wastes
that are spreading contamination through the soil now. Yet, as
reported by the P-I, internal documents reveal that USDOE makes
receipt of offsite Transuranic waste a ™ higher priority” than the
Hanford Cleanup Agreement workscope. This plan threatens all of
the Northwest and we must work together as a region to stop it.

13

I am opposed to the Bush Administration’s scheme to abandon
vitrification of the wastes in Hanford’s High-level Nuclear Waste
14 | Tanks. The goals adopted by the Bush Administration include not
vitrifying 75% of these wastes. Yet, the EIS fails to disclose the
very significant impacts to groundwater and to the ability of future
generations to use the hundreds of square miles of the Hanford site,
including the Hanford Reach National Monument, if these wastes are
simply mixed with cement and left in tanks or disposed in the burial
grounds.

The Bush Administration Plan would put 70,000 potential
traveling terrorist targets on our region’s roads. Every truck
carrying radioactive waste through our communities is a potential
45 | terrorist target. USDOE contractors shipping wastes have mislabeled
wastes, and wastes have arrived with surface contamination. We
need to cleanup Hanford, not send 70,000 truckloads to contaminate
Hanford. USDOE needs to withdraw this EIS and reissue it for public
comment after refocusing it on cleaning up Hanford’s contaminated
wastes, not adding more. I urge citizens and Members of Congress
from across our region to unite to stop these dangerous plans to
make Hanford a national radioactive waste dump.

dgz:BD 20 22 2nd
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July 11, 2002

Keith Klein, Manager

U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
P.O. Box 550 (A7-50)

Richland, WA 99352

Roy Schepens, Manager

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection
P.O. Box 450

Richland, WA 99352

Tom Fitzsimmons, Director

Washington State Department of Ecology
P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

John Iani, Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Re:  Hanford Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Messrs. Klein, Schepens, Fitzsimmons, and Iani

The Hanford Advisory Board (Board) has long and anxiously awaited the issuance of
the draft Hanford Hazardous and Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement
(HSW-EIS). We are pleased that it has finally been released, however we are very
disappointed with the draft. The Board believes the draft is incomplete and
inadequate to support proposed decisions. In addition, it was not prepared in
compliance with National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) processes. 1
Therefore, the Board urges the current draft be withdrawn and reissued in draft form
for public comment to produce an adequate EIS, based on appropriate consultation
and including the scope discussed below.

The draft HSW-EIS assumes the 2000 Record of Decision (ROD) selecting Hanford
as a specific site for disposal of Department of Energy (DOE) complex low Jevel
waste (LLW) and mixed low level waste (MLLW) was fully supported by the Waste 2
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) analysis. As
shown by public comment on the PEIS, the states, Tribes, and other stakeholders did
not find the PEIS analysis sufficient to support selection of Hanford as a disposal site

Envirolssues Hanford Project Office
HAB Conzensus Advice #133 1933 Jadwin Suite 133

Subjeet: Hanford Solid Waste EIS Richland WA, 99332
Adopted: July 11,02 509-942-1906
FAX 509-942.1926
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for DOE complex-wide waste. As an example, a comprehensive, integrated,
publicly vetted strategy for all nuclear materials disposition for the complex is
needed to support the PEIS. The PEIS ROD was issued before preparation and
public review of the Hanford draft HSW-EIS, which should evaluate the site-specific
impacts of such disposal.

What was expected from this HSW-EIS was: 1) an understanding of impacts of past
and continued waste disposal at Hanford; 2) comparison of LLW/MLLW disposal at
different sites; 3) comparison of Hanford-only versus off-site waste; 4) the scope of
all previously buried and newly-generated solid waste; 5) discussion on long-term
management; 6) a range of treatment alternatives for radioactive and hazardous
constituents and disposal options; 7) short and long-term-impact assessments to
ecology, and 8) significant differences between low and high volumes impact
assessments. )

The HSW-EIS should integrate all waste site analyses to determine the full
cumulative impacts.

The cumulative impacts of related major actions, on site and complex-wide, are not
adequately addressed in the draft HSW-EIS. The draft frequently incorporates other
documents by reference only. In addition, the Board questions the consistency of the
draft HSW-EIS with the PEIS. In order for the HSW-EIS to be a credible, bounding
document, it must show how much waste in all forms Hanford is slated to keep. It
should also state how much will be exported and how much new waste will be
accepted.

Additional analysis is needed.

The Board believes the draft HSW-EIS lacks sufficient analyses to support related
DOE-proposed decisions. These include the import and burial of low level and
mixed low level waste, proposed expansion of unlined soil disposal trenches for low
level waste, import of transuranic wastes (TRU), and the lack of plans to retrieve or
mitigate the impacts from TRU waste buried before 1970. DOE intends to make
final decisions on each of these issues within six months, following the adoption of
the ROD based on the HSW-EIS. The inadequacy of the draft understandably

. concerns the Board.

Board finds the necessary changes to the draft document are significant.

The following numbered items (in no specific order of priority) identify examples of
where the draft HSW-EIS is incomplete, inadequate, or excludes items that need to
be addressed:

1. Failure to include impacts and alternatives identified by the Board
(provided to DOE in advice #103 and 98) during the EIS scoping process.

HAR Consensus Advice #133
Subject: Hanford Solid Waste EIS
Adopted: July 11,02
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2. Inclusion of off-site waste volumes in the draft HSW-EIS much greater
than those identified during the EIS scoping period.

3. Lack of consultation with Tribes or other federal and state agencies, as
required under NEPA and SEPA.

4. Failure to disclose impacts to groundwater and human health at the point
of compliance for waste management units. The Board encourages the
agencies to consider the recent advice from the Board reflecting input
from the Exposure Scenarios Task Force (consensus advice #132). The
point of compliance should ensure no further degradation to ground water
beyond the edge of the waste management unit. Non-degradation is
required under both state and federal regulations. Without explanation,
and in apparent violation of applicable standards, the EIS provides only a
partial description of groundwater impacts for a single well one kilometer

- away from the burial grounds. ~

5. The draft HSW-EIS improperly asserts a claim for irretrievable and
irreversible impact to an unidentified area of ground water (which may
encompass the entire Hanford site) forever, with no analysis or disclosure
of how large an area this may be, how bad the conditions may become, or
how long this may persist.

| 6. Inadequacy of NEPA assessment for endangered species.

7. Modeling and inventory assumptions are not explained and appear
inconsistent with known data on the movement of radioactive and
hazardous waste at Hanford, and are also inconsistent with other site
actions.

8. Failure to include a true “No Action” alternative that does not import and
bury offsite-generated LLW and MLLW from DOE sites and other
generators. The current “No Action™ alternative (as noted on page S-3,
line 27-30) does not comply with legal or regulatory requirements.

9. Failure to include reasonable alternatives to the proposed actions,
especially the failure to include an alternative to end the use of unlined
soil trenches for disposal.

10. Failure to integrate and consider the cumulative impact of all Hanford
waste decisions, the impact of these decisions on this EIS, and the
conclusions from this EIS in those decisions. The estimated risks
proposed by this action are only a small portion of the total risks posed by
all site actions and should be communicated. This is exemplified by the
failure to disclose and consider the cumulative impacts of wastes already
disposed to the soil and proposed Performance Management Plan (PMP)
actions to dispose of additional wastes to the soil (e.g. proposed actions to
dispose of some wastes from Hanford’s high-level waste tanks in the
soil). Additionally, the Board urges DOE to end the use of unlined soil
trenches without leachate collection systems for disposal of wastes.

HAB Consensus Advice #133
Subject: Hanford Solid Waste EIS

Adopted: July 11,02
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11. Accident analysis must include malevolent events,

12. The Board is concerned the programmatic issue of the cumulative and
route-specific effects of transporting wastes from multiple sites to
Hanford has not been addressed.

13. The Board is concerned the facilities required for treating remote handled
TRU waste as required in the Tri Party Agreement (TPA) Milestone 91
have been delayed, and the impacts from delayed or lesser TRU waste
retrieval, as well as the impacts of importing TRU have not been
considered in this draft HSW-EIS.

14, Waste from high level tanks that may be disposed in soil and disposition
of K-Basin sludge should be included.

15. Cumulative impacts of reactor components disposal, including naval
reactor compartments, should be included.

16. Pre-1970 TRU waste in the burial grounds should be addressed.

17. The impacts of not retrieving or shipping to WIPP the post-1970 TRU
waste should be analyzed.

18. There is inadequate analysis of cap performance. The draft HSW-EIS
considers only one cap, and assumes it meets RCRA requirements.

19. There is no analysis to support the draft document cover letter assertion
that use of deep lined “megatrenches” is bounded by the analysis
performed for shallow trenches in the draft HSW-EIS.

20. Long term stewardship considerations are not evident.

21. The draft HSW-EIS lacks inclusion of Environmental Restoration waste,
which was excluded from analysis in the PEIS.

22. The impacts of hazardous waste buried with various forms of radioactive
waste (e.g. lead shielding) should be analyzed.

Currently disposed waste needs detailed analysis.

The Board has previously urged that DOE stop disposing of offsite wastes in the low
level waste burial grounds (LLBG) until they are fully investigated for disposal of
hazardous or dangerous wastes (including liquids, flammables, solvents, etc.) and for
releases of hazardous substances (consensus advice # 98 and #103). It is vital that
the groundwater monitoring around the burial grounds be substantially upgraded and
vadose zone monitoring be instituted as part of this investigation. Many of the wells
are dry, or soon will be, and the burial grounds lack any leachate monitoring and
collection system.

The Board urges the State of Washington to exercise its authority over the burial
grounds as dangerous waste management units to meet leachate collection standards,
and to prevent the addition of several hundred thousand cubic meters of offsite waste
to unlined soil trenches, as proposed in the draft HSW-EIS and the PMP. The Board
has previously provided advice that the LLBGs should be independently regulated,

HAB Consensus Advice #133
Subject: Hanford Sotid Waste EIS
Adopted: July 11,02
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36 and that the draft HSW-EIS should consider the benefits of independent external
(cont) | regulation of the LLBGs as a reasonable altemative (consensus advice #98).

Full cost of imported waste must be recovered.

The Board repeats its advice that the HSW-EIS considers the impacts on Hanford
Cleanup from the costs of offsite waste (see consensus advice #79, #84, and #94).
Charging generators the long-term, fully burdened costs of disposal (and treatment or
storage), as the Board has advised (see consensus advise # 98), would encourage
treatment and reduction in waste volumes. It would also reduce the impact of offsite
waste on the ability of the Hanford site to meet TPA milestones and other
compliance requirements. This costing method must be considered in the HSW-EIS.

37

Analysis should be limited to receipt of offsite MLLW for short-term storage
and treatment only. .
The Board has issued advice (#13 and #103) that the import of mixed waste to
Hanford be limited to short term storage for purposes of using available treatment
capacity. (If disposal of mixed waste were limited to onsite stored forecasts to be
generated, the quantity for disposal would be 14,000 cubic meters. Instead, the draft
38 HSW-EIS considers disposal of 210,000 cubic meters.) Thus, the analysis in the
HSW-EIS should be limited to receipt of offsite MLLW for short-term storage and
treatment. DOE wrongly states in the PMP the MLLW burial ground is permitted for
offsite waste, and proposes to issue a decision in six months to start import and
disposal of offsite mixed waste. The Board urges the State of Washington to limit
the MLLW burial ground permit to the quantity and types of wastes forecast from
Hanford Cleanup (as has been done with the Environmental Restoration Disposal
Facility landfill).

Permitting decisions should not be made based on this draft HSW-EIS.

39 The Board is concerned that permitting decisions for the Waste Receiving and
Processing facility, the low level burial grounds, and the Central Waste Complex
may be made without knowledge of the quantities and nature of wastes proposed to
be stored, disposed, or treated. The Board urges permitting agencies not to grant any
permit based solely upon the draft or the final HSW-EIS unless this issue is resolved.

Board advises draft HSW-EIS be withdrawn and reissued.

The Board advises the regulatory agencies find the document inadequate to meet
NEPA and the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requirements.
The Board also strongly advises DOE to withdraw and reissue the HSW-EIS
following appropriate analysis and disclosure. This revision would allow the most
recent budget and cost comparison data to be factored into the document.

40

HAB Consensus Advice 133
Subject: Hanford Solid Waste EIS
Adopted: July 11,02
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Hanford Advisory Board

This advice represents HAB consensus for this specific topic. It should not be laken out of context to
extrapolate Board agreement on other subject matters.

cc.  Wade Ballard, Deputy Designated Federal Official, U.S. Department of
Energy
Michael Gearheard, Environmental Protection Agency
Michael Wilson, Washington State Department of Ecology
Martha Crosland, U.S. Department of Energy Headquarters
The Oregon and Washington Congressional Delegations

U.S. Senators (OR)
Gordon H Smith

Ron Wyden

U.S. Senators (WA)
Maria Cantwell

Patty Murray
U.S. Representatives (OR)

Earl Blumenauer
Peter DeFazio
Darlene Hooley
Greg Walden

U.S. Representatives (WA
Norm Dicks

Jennifer Dunn

Richard Hastings

George Nethercutt

tate tors (WA
Pat Hale
Mike Hewitt

HAB Consensus Advice #133
Subject: Hanford Solid Waste E[S
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State Representatives (WA
Jerome Delvin
Shirley Hankins

HAB Consensus Advice #133
Subject: Hanford Solid Waste EIS

Adopted: July 11,02
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Submitted Testimony
Hanford Information Network
Department of Energy's Solid Waste EIS
July 30, 2002

We want to thank the Department of Energy for agreeing to hold this public hearing tonight to hear com-
ments from citizens on the proposal to bring additional solid waste to Hanford for treatment and storage.

We want to start out by acknowledging that the Department has undergone a significant turnaround over
1| the past several years. We no longer come to these meetings with a complete sense of hopelessness.
Increasingly, progress on cleanup at the Hanford site is becoming evident. For example:

o Progress on the river protection project is moving ahead. Less than two years ago, the project
had once again come off the tracks, as BNFL had submitted a cost estimate of $15.2 billion. But thanks
2| to the leadership of the Office of River Protection, a new contract was awarded in record time, and the
actual construction of the vitrification plant has now begun. Concrete and other foundation work has now
begun, and there is hope that a plant might be completed in 2006 - - a year earlier than originally estimat-
ed. On top of that, the plant might be significantly more capable than earlier estimated

o Ongoing cleanup efforts in the "100" area and "300" areas continue to move ahead. In particular,
3 cocooning of reactors and cleanup efforts along the river have moved ahead rapidly over the past several
years. In fact, more than 3 million cubic yards of contaminated soil has been moved away from the river
and safely stored in a permitted and lined facility near the center of the site.

o Dangerous materials at the Plutonium Finishing Plant are being safely processed and prepared for
long term storage. New muffle furnaces and techniques have sped the process of cleaning out the PFP,
leading to hope that the entire facility will soon be removed from the landscape.

But there are several issues that would have to be resolved before the DOE could even suggest the
issue of additional waste at Hanford. These issues, which are years from resolution, include:

1) DOE would have to prove that the promise of a waste treatment plant is more than simply a prom-
ise. The DOE must demonstrate that it can build and operate a plant that will begin to actually turn
Hanford's 53 million gallons of underground nuclear waste to glass.

2) DOE must demonstrate that other sites are actually prepared to accept Hanford's high-level
wastes, that from K-Basins as well as from the tank farms. To date, DOE has not demonstrated either
that Yucca Mountain will be opened, or that it has the capacity to accept and store Hanford's high-level
wastes.

3) DOE must prove that it will devote the resources necessary to fully pay for treatment and storage
7| of all wastes it is proposing to import to the site. There is nothing in this draft EIS that purports to
address this critical issue.
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In addition, there are other significant problems with this EIS.

First is the problem that | referred to above: DOE needs to address its waste streams in a compre-
hensive manner. But this very document fails to meet that test. Common sense would dictate that
an analysis of the impact of additional solid waste or other waste streams coming to Hanford would
build upon the analysis of the impact of current waste streams. In other words, how could the
Department analyze the impact to the groundwater of only one or two of the several waste streams
on the site? But that's exactly what this document does. It specifically excludes pre-1970 TRU
wastes already buried at Hanford. It specifically excludes some of the sources being addressed by
the rivershore cleanup efforts. It specifically excludes high-level wastes at Hanford. The result is
an incomplete document that fails to give citizens a complete picture of the impact that additional
waste will have on the already overtaxed ecosystem

Second, the document fails to utilize effective risk analysis. How are citizens to make an informed
decision on the importation of perhaps as many as 70,000 truckloads of additional waste without
being able to review a credible, scientific risk analysis of the impact that these additional waste
streams will have on the long term impact of the site.

Third, the document must be taken in context with the recently released "Accelerated Cleanup"
plan submitted by the document. Although the Hanford Information Network was supportive of sev-
eral of the elements contained in that proposal, we also had several concerns. Primary among
those was the failure of the plan to propose any real, fundamental effort to actually clean up the
groundwater contamination that has already taken place. Instead, the report suggested monitoring.
That's simply not good enough. More than 440 billion gallons of discharges - - much of it radioac-
tive or hazardous - - were made to the soil columns at Hanford between 1944 and 1995. And more
than 1 million gallons of high-level waste from the underground tanks leaked from at least 67 of the
177 tanks. The Accelerated Cleanup plan failed to address this contamination, and this EIS pro-
poses to add more potential point sources for future contamination.

Fourth, there is little in the way of assurance that these wastes will be properly stored. Current
agreements in many cases do not require lined trenches, and it is unclear from the EIS whether or
not the Department is proposing liners in its "enhanced design" LLW and MLLW trenches
(Summary, p. S9).

On top of that, the EIS (Summary, p. $10) suggests that Hanford does not currently have the
capacity for treating and storing the volumes of waste it is seeking to import, and has not yet deter-
mined exactly what that capacity is. Yet, in spite of the fact that they don't yet know what capacity
is needed, how much it will cost, or who will be paying for it, they are advancing this proposal that
we have here today. That's unacceptable, in my mind.

Finally, there is the basic, and in our mind, most important point. We believe that the Department is
staffed with well meaning federal employees who are genuinely committed to cleaning up the
Hanford site. But in spite of the tremendous progress made over the past several years, the
Department doesn't exactly have a stellar track record. And recent events and proposals - - such
as the suggestion that the Department might be able to eliminate vitrification for up to 75% of the
DOE's high-level waste - - has caused even greater concerns.

As a result, we believe that this is simply not the time to be rolling out this proposal. Instead, we
suggest withdrawing the EIS, addressing the issues raised during these public meetings, and put-
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ting it on hold until a later time once the DOE has given the public some level of confidence that it can
14 | live up to its promises, by processing waste into glass, by completing the cleanup and removal of the
‘™ | spent nuclear fuel stored at the K-Basins, by moving ahead with aggressive efforts to develop a plan to

actually clean up the groundwater, and by continuing to work closely with local citizens and state regu-
latory issues.

These are issues upon which we all agree, and which should be universally accepted. Only then will
15 | the Department have the credibility - - and the trust of the region to even be able to suggest that
Hanford play a role in the national debate on waste management issues that has yet to occur.

Thank you again for the opportunity to be here today.
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Comments from Paige Knight, President of Hanford Watch, Oregon on
Department of Energy’s Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement

July 30, 2002: Portland, Oregon

Some of the questions that | feel need to be fully addressed in a straight-

forward manner that this E1S fails to address are:

Pinpointing the projected volumes of waste (and numbers of shipments)
that the DOE plans to bring to anford over the long-term. [s your vision
that Hanford becomes a perpetual nuclear sacrifice zone?

Disclosure of cumulative impacts of imported waste and waste already
sitting at or in the Hanford site to all life systems for the next several

Spelling out the logic and impacts of trucking more waste onto the
Hanford site for treatment and burial while trying to move forward with
the promised cleanup of the Hanford site. (How do these two disparate

Iixplain in quantifiable ways the impacts of further groundwater
contamination on the already existing, unmonitored. and uncharacterized
contaminated groundwater at the Hanford site as well as the effects of all
current and future resulting contamination to the Columbia River.

The long-term, really long-term stewardship of all existing and added

The rationale behind DOE thinking that you. with a history of
mismanagement, can treat and manage imported waste. when we are
presently unable to treat and manage our own waste.

need a real answer (o the question of how the DOE can implement a

piecemeal plan for faster, cheaper, accelerated cleanup at our site and across

the nation, without considering all worst case scenario impacts (to

-groundwater, transportation, inadequate or non-existent treatment facilities

and FUNDING) enrthe tong=standing promised mission of CCEANUP-at

T P A 4CCT Pl g S5 ';f‘"‘rf_ﬂ,——m-.{.;; 27 ;'Z;’_Z_‘.—’Q’i.%/

£ /H{.’{Z-' ?

In case you want 1o write off these and other comments as being nay-says.
let me refer you to two documents that spell out some solutions to the
nuclear waste problems we have created for ourselves that have some
suggestions that go beyond the recent Top-to-Bottom Review and Program

Management Plan from DOL Headquarters:
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1. Makhaijani, Arjun; Short-and Medium-Term Management of Ilighly

Radioactive Wastes in the United States: hup:/www.ieer.org/sdafiles/vol_7/7-
3/s&mterm.html

2. Makhijani, Arjun; Considering the Alternatives: Creating a framework
Jor sound long-term management of highly radioacive wastes in the
United State

Even though these two articles deal with high level waste, there are some
solid ideas that could lead to some new thinking about low level and mixed
low level wastes.

Sincer .
2 z
/_/".,' § yd
" Jeelq s /(
Paige Knight
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STEVE MARCH

STATE REPRESENTATIVE
DISTRICT 15 i
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES - |
CHRIS CHAPMAN i
July 30, 2002 REPRESENTATIVE STV MARGH
DISTRICT 15 pa——
Department of Energy & m%%ﬁ
Portland Hearing L L

I and many of my constituents are highly concerned about increasing the
amount of radioactive nuclear waste at the Hanford Reservation.

Many aspects of this endeavor, including the possible contamination of the
Columbia River and the millions of users downstream from Pendleton to
Astoria, are troubling. The transportation of waste through Oregon and
other states increases the risk to the populace. Lastly, I"m particularly
concerned about the burying of this nuclear waste in unlined trenches.

N

There is much concern about the three categories of waste and their
quantities being considered for “disposal” at the Hanford site: low level;
mixed chemical and nuclear waste; and the transuranic waste. Not knowing
5 the amounts, the travel mode and schedule, and the mode of “disposal” are
all very important aspects of this that the people of Oregon and Washington
deserve to understand. The fact that this highly contaminated waste is right
at Oregon’s back door and directly upstream from over a million people
gives me great pause.

There have been no adequate studies of the Hanford area and it’s suitability
for this additional nuclear waste, let alone that already existing at the site.
At the minimum, additional study is needed. My constituents would prefer
that the existing waste a Hanford be cleaned-up or removed, or in lieu of
that, at least properly stored.

I would urge the DOE to study this issue carefully. Please look at the
7 existing storage of waste and the radioactive plume that is already
progressing towards the Columbia River and find ways of solving the
existing problems rather than adding to it.

Sincerely,

Steve March

Office: 900 Court St NE H-384, Salem, OR 97301 — Phone: 503-986-1415 — Fax: 503-986-1130 — march.rep@state.or.us

&
>
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for US Senate

US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY HEARING ON HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTES EIS
PORTLAND, OREGON
July 30, 2002
STATEMENT FROM BILL BRADBURY:
TRANSPORTING NUCLEAR WASTE TO AND FROM OREGON Is A
DISASTER TRAVELING AT 55MPH

I am sorry that I am unable to personally attend this hearing, but I do want to formally register my strong

1 opposition to this new proposal to transport an additional 20 million cubic feet of waste to the Hanford
Nuclear site. I also want to commend my colleagues Senator Wyden and Congressman Blumenauer on
their efforts in working pro-actively to raise public awareness on this issue that threatens so many
Oregonians. Make no mistake that moving forward with this proposal would make Oregon “ground
zero” for the extraordinary risks posed by nuclear transport, and that is simply a proposition unacceptable
to me and [ believe most Oregonians.

Moreover, consideration of this proposal cannot be divorced from the plan narrowly approved by
Congress earlier this month to ship high level radioactive waste from Hanford to Yucca Mountain,
Nevada. I, like Senator Wyden, strongly opposed that proposal on similar grounds. Specifically, the risks
2 associated with transporting this incredibly toxic waste have not been adequately considered and the
threats to Oregonians are too great. Unfortunately, with the aid of Senator Gordon Smith the Yucca
Mountain proposal passed and Oregonians will now be forced to share Oregon’s roads with scores of
trucks loaded with the most dangerous kinds of radioactive and nuclear waste. To put this concern into
context, over 700,000 Oregonians live and 294 Oregon schools are located within one mile of a nuclear
waste route.

These figures are frighteningly daunting so I hope you appreciate my grave concerns about the notion of
adding new shipments of “mid-level” wastes through Oregon to Hanford. With this proposal,
Oregonians face a deadly double-whammy that threatens communities from the Dalles to Portland and all
the way down the I-5 corridor. As [ have continually said, transporting nuclear waste either by road or

3 rail, poses inherent dangers, particularly in the event of an accident or crash. In addition, in most Oregon
communities first-responder services - the fire, police, and emergency medical services — are already
overburdened and facing budget shortages and are ill equipped to manage incidences of catastrophic
nuclear contamination. And in the post 9/11 world, we are irresponsible to our citizens if we do not fully
consider the threat of terrorism and the potential targets these relatively unprotected trucks present. These
are serious concerns and merit more thorough consideration before Oregon schools, neighborhoods and
communities are subjected to the threats posed by additional radioactive and deadly waste.

In conclusion, I believe that we must demand a commitment from our elected officials to make sure that
the American public is safe. I commend n"%co]]eagues Senator Wyden and Congressman Blumenauer
for their efforts on this issue and those of Washington Senators Cantwell and Murray. However, [ am
frustrated by Senator Smith’s lack of leadership on this issue that is so important to Oregonians. In his
vote to support the transport of nuclear waste from Hanford to Yucca Mountain and his virtual silence on
this issue, Senator Smith scems disturbingly content with ignoring the wishes of Oregonians. The very
real threats posed by dangerously congesting our roads with 70,000 truck loads of radioactive waste
cannot be ignored and must be opposed.

To be clear, I strongly believe the Hanford proposal is not an acceptable solution for Oregon or its
citizens who cherish their natural heritage and unique quality of life. I respectfully and formally ask that
this proposal to transport new radioactive waste be denied. Thank you.

P.O. Box 4107 * Portland, Oregon 97208 * 503.232-3113 * www.bradbury2002.com
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STATEMENT OF U.S. CONGRESSMAN EARL BLUMENAUER
US Department of Energy Hearing on
HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE EIS
Portland, Oregon
July 30, 2002

Since my election to the United States Congress, 1 have twice visited the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation and Hanford Reach National Monument, participated in hearings
concerning clean-up, and sponsored a stakeholder forum to discuss the future of Hanford.
In that time we have seen both stops and starts in the clean-up process, but we were

1 pleased to see that plans for building a vitrification plant and dealing with the most
serious threat at Hanford—tank waste—- seemed to be moving forward. I found the efforts
of the Office of River Protection and their primary contractors, Bechtel, to meet with my
staff and I, and to get the project back on track following the cost overruns of 1999,
particularly commendable. The fact that the project organizers are already pouring
concrete and moving ahead with full scale construction is greatly encouraging.

Disposal of off-site waste at Hanford is, however, another issue altogether. While I
appreciate the work the Department of Energy has done to develop its most recent
Environmental Impact Statement on Hazardous and Solid Waste, I am greatly concerned
2 that the proposals in this document will undermine the progress of Hanford clean up. The
call to import half a million cubic yards of new waste to Hanford, without having
developed and implemented a solution for treating and storing what is already there, is an
irresponsible measure that could increase the threat of an economic and environmental
disaster at Hanford.

Hanford currently contains two-thirds of the nation’s high-level nuclear waste and
3 contaminated soils, with the largest amount of tainted groundwater in the country. Its
proximity to the Columbia River make the DOE’s proposal to expand unlined soil
disposal trenches for low level waste disposal seem more of a hazard than a solution.

Also lacking in this EIS, and of very serious concern to me, is a comprehensive analysis
and plan for recovering the cost of importing and treating offsite waste at Hanford. In

4 FY03, we will spend nearly 2 billion dollars to clean up and ensure safety and security at
the Hanford site. To move forward with a plan for bringing new waste to Hanford, before
we have an opportunity to implement and assess waste treatment plans for what is already
on site, is not what I would consider fiscally or morally responsible.

PPENTON O RECYCLLD PART R
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In addition, I am dismayed that NEPA regulations that require consultation with the
Tribes and various federal and state agencies were not followed. Nor does this EIS
analyze the impacts of transporting radioactive waste from outside sites to Hanford. This
is of great concern for my colleagues and I who represent areas where waste could be
likely to travel.

I recognize that the nation’s nuclear and hazardous waste presents one challenge after
another, and I commend the work of the individuals at the DOE who are committed to
solving these problems so that our children will not be left to do so. It is critical, however,
to remember that even the small steps moving us forward at Hanford remain
overshadowed by a record of milestones not met, personnel changes, funding shortfalls,
and aborted starts. Pacific Northwest citizens still fear being forced to “start over” before
a single bit of the existing, on-site waste in the most contaminated site in the Western
Hemisphere is treated and stored. Importing new waste to Hanford at this time could be a
major setback in our efforts to achieve a timely, cost-effective, environmentally sound
clean up.

ENVIRONMENTA
CONS 1IN T NGUNETRD
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Statement of

Mary Anne Wuennecke
Washington Department of Ecology
Nuclear Waste Program

Draft Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program
Environmental Impact Statement

August 14, 2002

Everyone here is concerned about how the Draft EIS (its into the overall picture of Hanford
cleanup, and the long-term effects on the Columbia Basin and the region. The Department of
[Zcology wants 1o be confident that Hanford’s own legacy of waste and contamination is and will
be managed safely. Only then can we consider adding to the burden. We need the same
confidence that any additional wastes brought to Hanford will also be managed safely, both day-
lo-day and for the long term. Unfortunately, this EIS falls short on all counts.

On several fronts, we have increasing confidence in how Hanford’s existing wastes and
contamination are being managed:

¢ USDOE has started Construction on a large plant to treat Hanford’s tank wastes, after a
decade of falsc starts;

¢ Cleanup of contaminated soils and buildings all along the Columbia River corridor is
progressing well, including spent nuclear fuel being removed from water basins near the
river;

» Recent discussions between USDOE and its regulators have led to support in
Washington, D.C., for increased funding to accelerate retricval of tank wastes and buried
transuranic wastes, and for increased focus on groundwater protection.

Washington State recognizes that the legacy of nuclear weapons production is a national, indeed
an international, problem. We expect to send high-level and transuranic wastes from Ilanford 70
other states for disposal. We have borne, and will continue to bear, the responsibility to dispose
of wastes at Hanford. But we need to understand the consequences of all of these actions in a
comprehensive way.
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We had hoped that the Hanford Solid Waste EIS would contribute to our confidence both in how
Hanford’s waste is managed and in the safety and importance of Hanford’s role in the overall

3 cleanup of nuclear sites in the country. We are very disappointed, therefore, that the Draft EIS
falls far short of the mark. It does not provide adequate information, clearly presented, to help us
or the public address major issues. For example:

What is the net benefit or harm of importing additional wastes for storage, treatment or
disposal at Hanford?

Are there much better alternatives to burying minimally-treated waste in shallow, unlined
trenches?

What are the long-term costs and requirements for monitoring, maintaining, and
preventing failures at, and radioactive releases from, waste sites, and how can we be
confident that these activities will be effectively and accountably managed?

What is the rationale for continuing self-regulation by USDOE when the issue is not
national defense but environmental protection?

Here are some areas where we find the Draft EIS so deficient as to warrant a major revision,
followed by another round of public review.

Scope is too narrow

The Draft EIS essentially evaluates a limited range of near-term, alternative means to add some
treatment capability and to dig waste-disposal trenches.

10

The Draft EIS assumes that the 1997 Waste Management Programmatic EIS adequately
compared the effects of treatment and disposal facilities at various sites, but it did not,
The Programmatic EIS relied on data now several years old and did not have available
even the limited information about Hanford contained in the Draft Hanford Solid Waste
EIS.

The Draft EIS assumes continued or increased off-site low-level waste and mixed low-
level waste disposal at Hanford. It does not separately assess needs for disposing
Hanford waste, in spite of widespread requests for such analysis during the scoping
comment period.

The Draft EIS evaluates only the management of wastes owned by or coming to the
existing Waste Management Program, touching only lightly on previously buried wastes,
environmental restoration wastes, naval reactors, and other wastes disposed near the
surface at Hanford.

The Draft EIS does not evaluate other options currently under active discussion, such as
the lined, RCRA-compliant mega-trench for disposing of low-level waste, expanded use
of the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF), or storing and treating
transuranic wastes from other sites.
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Impact analysis is too limited

The Draft CIS rcaches conclusions without adequate data and analysis. It often fails to disclose
what information is not known in arriving at conclusions.

e The Draft EIS docs not include sufficient data about groundwater contamination and
movement at Hanford.

e The Draft EIS does not include sufficient data about the extent and characteristics of
wastes and contamination already in the ground at Hanford.

o The analysis of cumulative impacts from the proposed treatment and disposal activities,
in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable actions at Hanford, is extremely limited
and not credible based on the material presented.

e The Draft EIS does not include data about the effects on the full range of plant and
animal species, nor does it recognize USDOL's obligation to protect and restore priority
habitat, even if it has been degraded by fire or pesticides.

Regulatory analysis is insufficient
The Draft EIS tends to ignore a number of regulatory issues.

e The Draft EIS does not adequately address the challenges USDOE presently faces in
complying with RCRA and state dangerous-waste regulations. The Tri-Party Agreement
is designed to bring USDOE into compliance, but there is still a long way to go. The
Department of Ecology does not support compounding compliance problems that already
exist at Hanford.

e The Draft EIS assumes a point-of-compliance/impact assessment that has no basis in
regulations (1 km down gradient from burial ground).

e The Draft EIS does not adequately address the requirement under Washington and federal
laws that mixed waste be treated to the maximum reasonable extent.

e The Draft EIS assumes continuation of USDOEL’s self-regulation for radioactive wastes
without any discussion of alternatives or implications.

e The Draft EIS reflects insufficient attention to consultation requirements under the
Endangered Species Act.

Consideration of closure, long-term care and costs is very
limited

The Draft EIS does not deal with such long-term activities as site closure, corrective action,
monitoring, maintenance, and post-closure institutional controls. It also does not assess nor

compare disposal alternatives or low and high volumes according to the long-term care
requircments imposed by each, and the costs of meeting the requirements.
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55 g, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONAGENCY

7 M REGION10
% 1200 Sixth Avenue
k« Seattle, WA 98101
Reply To
Attn Of: ECO-088 -
_ JUL 25 2002 97-062-DOE
Mr. Michael S. Collins
HSW EIS Document Manager
U.S. Department of Energy, A6-38
P.O. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352-0550

Dear Mr. Collins:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste
Program (CEQ# 020200). This draft EIS provides environmental and technical information and
examines two action alternatives for managing wastes at the Hanford Site near Richland,
Washington. The Hanford Solid Waste (HSW) EIS tiers from the final Programmatic BIS for
Managing, Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste issued by the
Department of Energy (DOE) in 1997. The HSW EIS also updates previous environmental
reviews prepared for waste management operations at the Hanford Site.

EPA has provided comments, on this and other EISs pertaining to activities affecting the
Hanford Site, in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. Generally, EPA’s comments on Hanford
EISs focus on maintaining the accelerated clean-up schedule agreed to in the Tri-Party
1 Agreement (TPA) and the March 6, 2002 letter of intent by: 1) not creating additional
problematic wastes that will require future remediation; and 2) ensuring that proposed activities
would not divert resources or capacity from clean-up activities.

We have rated the HSW draft EIS, EO-2 (Environmental Objection — Insufficient
Information) because: 1) all action alternatives are predicted to exceed Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs) of iodine-129 and that other radionuclides (e.g., technetium-99) would contribute
2 additionally to the exceedance of radionuclide MCLs thereby contaminating or worsening
contamination problems in the vadose zone and groundwater, and thus potentially create more
required clean-up; and 2) insufficient information exists to fully describe existing and predicted
environmental impacts, and if proposed activities would divert resources or capacity from the
clean-up scheduled at Hanford. It also appears that predicted contamination from action
alternatives could be avoided with mitigation measures and adoption of other alternatives.

EPA believes the following changes to the EIS (with similar commitments in the Record of
Decision) are necessary to make the document and proposed project environmentally acceptable:

+  Present and analyze a full range of reasonable alternatives with additional mitigation
measures [e.g.. Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF)-like mega-trench,
N altering volume or WAC of imported waste streams] which would be in compliance with
environmental standards, reflect real differences in environmental impacts, and that
address scoping comments and comments on the draft EIS;

a Printed on Recycled Paper
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* Provide more extensive analyses and description in the EIS disclosing existing impacts
[e.g., estimating pre-1970 transuranic waste (TRU) or emissions from remedial actions],
elements of action alternatives (e.g., the types of treatment proposed in the T-plant or the
M-91 facility), and greater detail about the cumulative impacts as well as a breakdown of
impacts from disposing wastes originating at Hanford versus other sites;

* Ensure consistency between the WAC and regulations of comparable disposal sites or
provide a reasonable and scientifically valid explanation of the difference in the EIS; and

* Provide a clear purpose and need statement preferably identifying disposal of Hanford
waste streams as the primary need and treatment and disposal of certain off-site wastes as
the secondary need.

Enclosed are a description of our rating system and EPA’s detailed comments which discuss
the basis of our environmental objections with the proposed project and the EIS as well as
methods of addressing our environmental objections. EPA is eager to work with DOE, and when
appropriate, the Washington Department of Ecology, in the resolution of these issues. Please
contact Mr. Chris Gebhardt, of my staff, at (206) 553-0253 or Mr. David Einan, in EPA’s
Hanford Operation Office, at (509) 376-3883 to discuss these issues further. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment and for providing Mr. Gebhardt the opportunity to visit the Hanford
Site.

Sincerely,

% .-%W

Elbert Moore, Director
Office of Ecosystems and Communities

Enclosures

ce:  Mike Wilson, Ecology
Richard Gay, CTUIR
Pat Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe
Russell Jim, Yakama Tribe
Todd Martin, HAB
Ken Niles, OOE
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EPA’s Detailed Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Hanford Solid Waste Program

General Comments

Further Contamination of the Vadose Zone and Groundwater

For both Alternatives 1 and 2, the Mixed Low Level Waste (MLLW) estimates for groundwater
impacts from iodine-129 show Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) exceeded for both lower
and upper bound waste volumes. Other radionucludes (e.g., technetium-99) contribute
additionally to the exceedence of radionuclide MCLs. MCL exceedences in groundwater are
generally not acceptable as design elements for proposed actions. These results would appear to
effectively disqualify both these alternatives. Variations of these alternatives or new alternatives,
which restrict radionuclide quantities so as to prevent MCL exceedences, need to be considered.
Alternatives

EISs should rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives

[40 CFR 1502.14(a)] to help ensure that decisionmakers take actions that protect, restore, and
enhance the environment [40 CFR 1500.1 (¢)]. The range of alternatives in the Handford Solid
Waste (HSW) EIS is essentially limited to existing and enhanced trench options. Wastes are
assumed to be disposed consistent with the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC). There is no
consideration in the range of alternatives of actions that could be taken (in addition to those of
the WAC) to mitigate irnpacts.

It appears that alternatives were formulated based on cost concerns rather than environmental
ones. The cormon significant theme found among the elements of Alternative 1 (i.e., modify
the T-Plant, treat wastes commercially, and dispose of waste in larger trenches), when compared
to the elements of Alternative 2 (i.e., build the new M-91 Plant, treat wastes at Hanford, and
dispose of waste in smaller trenches), is reduced cost. This contrasts with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) at 40 CFR 1502.14, which directs lead agencies to present the
environmental impacts [italics added for emphasis] of the proposal and the alternatives in
comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice.

At the same time, both action alternatives are environmentally objectionable because they result
in predicted impacts that cause or contribute to exceedences of radionuclide MCLs in
groundwater. The EIS should be revised to include a fuller range of alternatives with additional
mitigation measures, if necessary [40 CFR 1502.14(f) and 1502.16(h)]. Alternatives which EPA
believes merit further examination include Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF)-
like mega trench, varying WAC, volumes imported from offsite, packaging, and capping, and
limiting radionuclide concentrations. The Department of Energy (DOE) should issue a
supplemental draft Programmatic EIS if adding additional alternatives makes substantial changes
relevant to environmental concerns [40 CFR 1502.9(c)].
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Finally, the EIS should contain a fuller discussion of the no action alternative. The EIS describes
how the final Programmatic EIS for Managing, Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive
and Hazardous Waste and subsequent Record of Decision (ROD) have selected the Hanford Site
and the Nevada Test Site to be the DOE facilities responsible for the treatment, storage, and
disposal of Low Level Waste (LLW) and MLLW originating from DOE facilities that lack these
capabilities. The Hanford Site and Nevada Test Site could each receive all to none of these
offsite wastes with the other receiving the remainder. The EIS should describe the range of
possible scenarios involving the distribution of off-site wastes between the Hanford Site and the
Nevada Test Site and the environmental consequences when describing the No Action
Alternative.

Disparity between WAC and 10 CFR 61

Note that the radionuclide concentrations permitted by the WAC exceed those permitted under
10 CFR 61 for the commercially-licensed low level radioactive waste disposal site on the
Hanford Reservation. The EIS should address the inconsistency between these two disposal
circumstances. What specific technical provisions make such waste [e.g., Transuranic waste
(TRU) exceeding 100 nCi/g] unacceptable at the commercial site, yet acceptable at the
neighboring DOE site? '

The EIS should incorporate a section specifically comparing future alternatives to existing
disposals, their requirements (including waste acceptance critieria), and risks. Alternatives
should be considered which provide additional isolation for wastes exceeding 10 CFR 61 criteria
for shallow disposal. For example, the “greater confinement disposal” approach at the Nevada
Test Site for similar wastes should be considered.

Consistent analyses: Intruder risks
Intruder risks are evaluated at Section 5.11.4, but only out to 500 years. Comrmercial sites

complying with 10 CFR 61 can limit evaluation of intruder risks to 500 years because of the
limits placed on concentration by 10 CFR 61 (i.e., greater than “Class C” waste is not permitted
for disposal). Since the DOE WAC allows for disposal of greater than “Class C” waste, and
since some of this waste (e.g., TRU waste) has long halflives, the EIS should evaluate intruder
risks beyond 500 years. Specifically, the EIS should evaluate intruder risks for a period of time
consistent with other pathway evaluations in the EIS (e.g., the 10,000 year period evaluated for
groundwater).

Groundwater analyses: Technical comments
For groundwater impacts, the location of concern is not the location selected “1-km along the

Columbia.” Groundwater impacts apply anywhere in the aquifer, and in that context the well
1-km from the waste site provides a more appropriate evaluation of impacts.

The evaluations of radionuclude in groundwater do not properly characterize their impacts in the
context of drinking water standards. Radionuclide MCLs are additive. The criteria apply using a
“sumn of fractions” approach so that if one radionuclide is at 0.6 of its MCL and another is at 0.5,
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the sum of fractions is 1.1 and the radionuclide MCL requirements have been exceeded. When
this is taken into account, the predicted MCL exceedences at the location 1-km from the waste
site (counting all radionuclides) are even greater than indicated. In evaluating alternatives with
regard to groundwater impacts from radionuclides, the MCL sum of fractions for the radionuclide
contaminants should be the primary basis for comparison.

Purpose and need statement
The purpose and need statement should be stated more clearly. The scope of the purpose and

need statement appears to be limited to the treatment, storage, and disposal of current and
anticipated volumes of wastes solely of Hanford origin and to not include similar activities for
imported, off-site wastes. This should be clarified. In addition, the use of the word “enhance” or
“enhanced” in the context of the purpose and need statement, as well as when describing the
wider trenches, seems subjective and pre-determined, and thus inappropriate. The EIS should
use less subjective words in the EIS and let the reader and the decision-maker decide the
appropriate mechanism (including the no action alternative) to enhance or improve solid waste
disposal at Hanford.

The purpose and need statement should be rewritten to clearly articulate the primary need for this
EIS in relation to Hanford’s current waste inventory, its impact on Hanford cleanup, and the
secondary need as the treatment and disposal of certain off-site wastes.

blic participation
As a general observation, it is not clear that the comments received during scoping were not
considered in the draft EIS. For example, page A.4 contains a scoping comment received by
DOE that managing wastes using primarily cost considerations has been largely responsible for
the magnitude of DOE’s existing complex-wide clean-up problem. EPA believes that this
comment was not adequately addressed in the draft EIS. The EIS should demonstrate more
clearly that scoping comments (and subsequently comments made on the draft EIS) were used to
identify significant issues (40 CFR 1500.4(g)].

In addition, the EIS states that the public meetings held during the scoping period extended
through January 30, 1998. The EIS should state how DOE ensured that significant issues did not
arise in the 4 year interim between the last scoping meeting and the issuance of this draft EIS.

Other general comments
The body of the EIS tends to repeat information in many places. EPA suggests that the document

be reviewed for redundancies and that vital information from each appendix be summarized in
the body of the EIS to allow the reader to understand what is being analyzed and the impacts are.

We commend DOE for using side-bar definitions which assist the non-technical reader of the
EIS.

The HSW EIS needs to be updated to ensure consistency with the Hanford Management Plan.
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Referencing the “Hanford Site Solid Waste Acceptance Criteria” (WAC) so extensively will
make those criteria harder to change, from a performance assessment, impact assessment, and
NEPA standpoint. Instead, the EIS should state what the WAC criteria are.

The EIS lacks sufficient detail to understand what types of treatment would occur in either the
T-plant or the proposed M-91 facility under Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively.

Specific Comments

1)  Summary - EPA is pleased that DOE views the Hanford Solid Waste EIS as a vehicle to
update previous documents and to provide evaluations for activities that may be
implemented as a result of DOE decisions on the Waste Management Programmatic EIS.
EPA believes that additional documentation to complement the brief analysis and
description of Hanford included in the Waste Management Programmatic EIS is needed.
The EIS should include this brief analysis in its entirety, as well as the Record of Decision
from the Waste Management Programmatic EIS, since this documentation is seen as
providing the need for this project.

2) Page S.4, Waste Types Analyzed, page S.5, sidebar — The definition of TRU differentiates
it from high-level radioactive waste, and identifies the lower radionuclide and half-life
limits. EPA recommends that this definition be expanded to explain how TRU differs from
high-level wastes and identify upper radionuclide and half-life limits, if these limits exist.

3) Page 5.4, Waste Types Analyzed, page S.5 states that beginning in 1987, treatment of
MLLW (generally immobilization, removal, or destruction of the hazardous component)
was required before it could be sent to a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
permitted land disposal facility. MLLW is defined as waste that contains both
radionuclides and hazardous components. The EIS should describe how, if the hazardous
component is dealt with, RCRA-permitted land disposal facilities address the remaining
radionuclide component subject to the Atomic Energy Act.

4)  Section S.04, Waste Types, page S.6 — Since this EIS is supposed to bound conditions, it is
not clear why an estimate of pre-1970 TRU was not provided. The EIS should provide this
explanation. In addition, the explanation of “suspect”” TRU waste is confusing and the
statement that DOE has not determined whether to retrieve and process “suspect” TRU
waste as TRU waste or leave it buried in Low Level Burial Grounds (LLBGs) is
concerning. Do future references to TRU in the document allude only to TRU or do they
also include “suspect” TRU wastes? Why was the decision concerning how to best deal
with “suspect” TRU not made prior to, or as part of, this EIS? It appears that the outcome
of this decision will have a bearing on the program design, either the quantity of waste
treated as TRU would increase or LLBGs would need design parameters sufficient to
contain unknown quantities of TRU in an environmentally sound manner. The EIS should
discuss “suspect” TRU, the environmental risks it poses, and how it influences the design
of action alternatives.
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5)

7

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

Sections S.6.1.1, §.6.1.2, 5.6.2.1, and S.6.2.2 begin with the conditioning statement, “when
needed.” The EIS should state when waste needs to be inspected and verified.

Table S.1, Summary Comparison of Alternatives, page S.11 states that under Alternative 1,
non-conforming wastes would be treated commercially. Are such facilities avmlable? If
not, when would they be made available?

Section S.8.5, Cumulative Impacts, page S.20 states that impacts for all resources
considered in the HSW EIS are relatively small and would not be expected to contribute
substantially to impacts of other activities at Hanford or in the surrounding region. EPA
strongly believes environmental impacts from proposed action alternatives which exceed or
contribute to exceedences of MCLs in the groundwater and vadose zone should not be
trivialized by comparing them to the nationally significant impacts which have occurred at
the Hanford Site over the last 56 years. Instead, impacts which exceed MCLs be viewed as
adding to an already environmentally unsatisfactory situation requiring clean-up with the
impacts from these actions.

Section S.8.6, Mitigation, page S.20 — Trust organizations should be added as a group that
needs to agree on the appropriate mitigation measures and this section should include
mitigation measures for groundwater and the vadose zone, since they would result in
exceedences of MCLs.

Section 1.4.1, Scoping Process, page 1.5 — The EIS states that decommissioning,
surveillance, and maintenance activities that occur after closure of the waste management
facilities, are not included within the scope of the HSW EIS. The EIS should state why this
is the case and when and how they will be considered.

Section 1.4.1, Waste Volumes, page 1.6 — The EIS states that within the alternatives for
LLW and MLLW, arange of waste volumes was evaluated to reflect the uncertainties in
future waste receipts at the Hanford Site. The EIS should include statistical analyses and
tools to describe the level of uncertainty and then explain it in language understandable to
the general public. Statistical tools that could be employed are the expected mean,
confidence intervals, and standard error.

Section 1.5.12, Tri-Party Agreement, page 1.15 — The EIS should describe how successful
Hanford has been at meeting past milestones established in the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA).

Section 1.5.1.2, RCRA Requirements, page 1.16 — This section states that DOE is currently
characterizing sites in the 200 area. The EIS should state when this characterization is
scheduled to be completed and if draft information from this incomplete characterization is,
or should be, included in the EIS.
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13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

Section 1.5.2, EA for Trench Construction, page 1.18 — The EIS should explain why DOE
analyzed the construction and operation of four LLW disposal trenches in the Hanford Site
200 East and West Areas in the 2001 Environmental Assessment rather than analyzing
these activities in this EIS.

Section 1.5.3, Related NEPA Documents, pagel.18 — The EIS should identify related
NEPA documents or other environmental processes which analyze methods to avoid and
minimize the production of wastes which subsequently needs to be stored, treated and
disposed.

Section 1.5.3, Tank Waste Remediation, page 1.21 — The EIS states that the tank waste
remediation program is expected to be a major generator of LLW and MLLW sent to the
solid waste program for disposal in the Hanford LLBGs. The EIS should explain this
process in greater detail, estimate the significant waste volume potentially generated by the
tank waste remediation program, state whether this waste stream is included in the waste
volume estimates in the EIS, and if not, explain why not.

Section 1.5.3, Waste PEIS, page 1.22 states that DOE decided in its February 25, 2000 -
ROD for LLW and MLLW states that DOR sites that have existing capacity to treat or
dispose of LLW and MLLW would do so and that Hanford and Nevada Test Site would
receive these wastes from DOE sites that lack this capacity. The EIS should give readers
and the decision-makers additional information about the amount of off-site waste Hanford
would receive. For example, the EIS could describe how DOE would divide between the
Hanford Site and Nevada Test Site, wastes that other DOE facilities lack the capacity to
treat or dispose. In addition, the EIS could use historical information to describe how much
waste Hanford has received in past years from these facilities.

Section 1.5.3, EA for disposition of surplus U, page 1.23 — The EIS should state whether
the remaining uranium is included in the estimates of wastes bounded in the EIS. The 3rd
paragraph of this section should clearly state that ERDF is constructed to meet all the
requirements of a hazardous waste landfill

Section 2.1.1, LLW Streams, page 2.3 — This section describes verification that on-and off-
site waste meet WAC. The EIS should describe this in greater detail. For example, how
often is a random sampling taken of wastes? How often do tested wastes fail to meet the
WAC? Are verifiers at generators and Hanford independent of site operators?

Section 2.1.2, MLLW Streams, page 2.5 — The EIS should describe the success of contracts
intended to serve as a technical demonstration for future commercial treatment of the
majority of Hanford’s MLLW. This information is relevant to evaluating action

alternatives included in the draft EIS.

Section 2.1.3.6, TRU Waste-Newly Generated, page 2.10 — The EIS should state when the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) waste criteria or shipping system are expected to be in
place and if draft guidance for the waste criteria or shipping system currently exist.
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29)

Section 2.1.3.7, TRU Waste-K Basin Sludge page 2.10 — The EIS should clearly state that
the K-Basin sludge does not require treatment for PCBs.

Section 2.2.2.4, T-Plant Complex, page 2.18 - The EIS states that current plans are to use
the water-filled basins for the K Basin sludge until a treatment facility for the sludge is
available. The EIS should estimate when such a facility would be available. The EIS
should state whether using the T-Plant for this activity would restrict proposed uses of this
facility.

Sidebar New M-91 Facility, page 2.20 — The EIS only identifies potential treatment

capabilities. The EIS should analyze appropriate technological capabilities to include in
this plant or defer to another NEPA process.

Section 2.2.3.1, Existing LLW Trenches, page 2.24 — The EIS states that soil is placed over
the waste so that surface is near the original grade. The EIS should state why soil is not
mounded over the trenches to shed water and avoid precipitation from infiltrating into the
wastes. “

Sections 2.2.3.1 and 2.2.3.2, Sidebars of Current and Enhanced LLW, MLLW Trenches,
pages 2.24 and 2.25 — The EIS should compare the two alternatives from an environmental
as well as a cost/capacity basis.

Section 2.2.3.2, Existing MLLW Trenches, page 2.26 — The EIS should state to what extent
evapotranspiration rate will prevent infiltration through the layers of the Modified RCRA
Subtitle C Barrier. “HWS" should be “HSW.”

Section 3.2.2, MLLW Al. 2, page 3.4 — The EIS states that the new M-91 facility would
use non-thermal technology to treat organic solids and debris. The EIS should state why
thermal treatments are excluded.

Section 3.3.1, Post 1970 TRU Alt. 1, page 3.6 — The EIS states that for the purpose of
analysis, this EIS assumes that WIPP would have the necessary administrative and
permitting authority to accept these wastes. The EIS should state when DOE expects WIPP
would have the necessary authorities to accept wastes and if significant obstacles to obtain
those authorities appear to exist.

Section 3.5, Other Alternatives Considered, pages 3.9-3.12 — EPA assumes that this section
describes alternatives eliminated from detailed study, although this is not explicitly stated.
NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14 (a) states that the Alternatives chapter should briefly
discuss the reasons for alternatives having been eliminated. In many cases, the brief
discussion does not convincingly state why alternatives were eliminated from

consideration. For example, the EIS eliminates many treatment options based on the
premise that environmental impacts would be similar. We do not find this rationale to be
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sufficient to withhold them from consideration by the decision-maker, especially because
formulation of action alternatives appear to be driven primarily by cost concerns. EPA
disagrees with eliminating alternatives because these options are being addressed under
Superfund. NEPA and Superfund actions are not necessarily mutually exclusive and, when
possible, should complement each other. Finally, EPA has identified several reasonable
alternatives that the EIS should have examined but did not, including ERDF-like mega
trench, varying WAC, volumes imported from offsite, packaging, and capping, and limiting
radionuclide concentrations.

Section 3.5.2.5, Mobile Treatment, page 3.10 — Mobile treatment facilities may be practical
for treating certain waste streams. The EIS should state whether not including this option
in the EIS precludes its use later on.

Section 3.5.3.1, ERDF, page 3.11 — The section states that ERDF was rejected as an option
because none of the waste is generated by Superfund actions. As discussed at the C3T.
meeting in June, that may not be the case. The Tri-Party Agencies have the ability to use
the Superfund process when appropriate for many waste streams at Hanford. EPA suggests
that you include this option in the EIS.

Table 3.5, Comparison of Impacts, page 3.13 — The EIS should explain why maximum
nuclide concentrations for iodine-129 and technetium-99 are greatest in the No Action
Alternative when less waste would be buried. Table 3.5 should also identify the time
period after action alternatives are adopted that these maximum concentrations are
predicted.

Section 3.7, Costs of Alternatives, page 3.15 — Costs should include total life cycle costs
such as cap replacements, institutional control requirements, etc. The EIS should not rely
on net present value estimates. The EIS should also state how costs were predicted for the
No Action Alternative. Were costs discounted based on when DOE predicts treatment and
disposal of the majority of MLLW and difficult to treat TRU? Did the EIS employ
consistent methodology for estimating the costs of all the alternatives?

Section 3.8, DOE Preferred Alternative, page 3.16 states that Alternative 1 is the most cost
effective and environmental preferable approach to waste management at Hanford. This
section should provide more supporting detail. For example, it should state the overall cost
savings as well as show how Alternative 1 was and was not environmental preferable to
Alternative 2 and the No Action Alternative.

Section 4.2.2, 200 Areas, page 4.7 states that the T-Plant Complex is storing 27 metric tons
(30 tons) of spent reactor fuel (from Shippingport, Pennsylvania) and that this fuel will be
dried out and moved out of the T-Plant canyon. The EIS should state how this waste is
classified (e.g., TRU or Hi-Level Waste), when it will be moved, and its fimal destination.

Section 4.2.2, 200 Areas, page 4.10 describes 11 miles of underground pipeline used for
non-RCRA-permitted waste streams, The EIS should state if this pipeline exists to

8
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facilitate movement of the waste within the 90 day period allowed by RCRA. Paragraph
three of the same page states that surface contamination is present in three of the older
LLBGs. The EIS should state the source, type, and level of the contamination.

Table 4.3, page 4.18 expresses probability in scientific notation. We believe the general
readership would find probability expressed as fractions easier to understand. Likewise, we
believe the general readership would more readily identify with English units rather than
metric ones. It is recommended that English units are expressed first with metric
equivalents being placed in parenthesis.

Table 4.6.and 4.7 — These tables should include emissions from remedial actions to be

complete. Also, the table should label the two columns under the labels, 200 Area and
300 Area.

Section 4.4.1, Topography and Geomorphology, page 4.24 refers to sea level and mean sea

_ level. The EIS should state what is the difference between the two. The EIS also describes

Holocene eolian activity. We recommend that the EIS define eolian in the text or the
glossary.

Section 4.4.4, Seismicity, page 4.3 1states that other earthquakes with Richter
magnitudes > or = 5 and or MMI of VI occurred around Lake Chelan. The EIS should
date these earthquakes to make them consistent with the surrounding sentences.

Section 4.5.14, Onsite Ponds, page 4.36 states that evaporation has also led to relatively
high levels of uranium due to concentration of natural sources. The EIS should describe in
greater detail natural sources of uranium found at the Hanford Site and the extent that
naturally occurring uranium contributes to radionuclide effects.

Page 4.37 — Chapter 4 appears to lack a section on surface water quality. The EIS should
include such a section or explain why such a section is unnecessary.

Page 4.51, Section Biological and Ecological Resources, pages 4.51 and 4.52 appear to
contain contradictory statements. Page 4.51 states that nonnative vegetation species
currently dominate the landscape and page 4.52 states that native perennial shrubs and
bunchgrasses generally dominate plant communities on the site. The EIS should clarity
these statements,

Section 4.6.1, 200 Area Plants, page 4.59 — This section states that Russian thistle and gray
rabbitbrush are deep rooted and have the potential to accumulate radionuclides and other
buried contaminants, functioning as a pathway to other parts of the ecosystem. The EIS
should identify these pathways including wildlife that consume these species and describe
the impacts to these receptors.
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Section 4.6.2, Wildlife, page 4.63 states that West Lake has shrunk and the remnant small
isolated pools and mud flats do not support coots and other nesting waterfowl, The EIS
should also discuss impacts on amphibians and other water-reliant wildlife, if applicable.

Section 4.7.1, Native American Cultural Resources, page 4.70 — The EIS should state
whether tribes who signed treaties reserving their ability to hunt, fish, collect berries, etc.,
on the Hanford Reservation can do so. If not, the EIS should state how the Federal
government has resolved this conflict with agreed upon treaty rights. The third paragraph
states that well-watered areas inland from the river also show evidence of concentrated
human activity. The EIS should define concentrated human activity (e.g., gatherings,
communal hiving, agriculture).

Section 4.8.5, Local and Regional Transportation, page 4.86 describes Level of Service
(LOS) without identifying the LOS for roads on the Hanford Reservation.

Section 4.8.9, Utilities, page 4.8.8 describes how water systems in the Tri-City area rely on
groundwater. The EIS should state if groundwater contamination described earlier in the
EIS affects these water supplies as well as their status under the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Section 5.2, Air Quality, page 5.6 — EPA supports the use of environmentally conservative
modeling to compensate for errors inherent in modeling and to ensure that the full extent of
impacts 1s understood and mitigated for.

Tables 5.15 - 5.28 — The incremental impacts of future offsite wastes should be separately
tabulated based on the upper and lower bound cases presented.

Section 5.14 — Cumulative risks presented should include risks from transuranic disposals
(not ncluded in Table 5.61) and should show comparative risks over time (not just at the

end of 2046 — see Table 5.61).

Section 5.18, Potential Mitigation Measures, page 5.112-114 - The EIS should identify
potential mitigation measures for groundwater.

Section 5.3.2, Methods for Assessment of Long-term Impacts, page 5.13 - EPA
recommends that the assessment include wastes streams resulting from clean-up actions.

Section 5.3.2, Methods for Assessment of Long-term Impacts, page 5.14 states that
inventories of retrievably stored TRU waste in trenches and caissons located in the LLBGs
were not considered because they will eventually be retrieved and sent to the WIPP for
disposal. The EIS should estimate when these wastes will be sent to WIPP and if releases
are likely to occur in the interim
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Section 5.3.3 — This section does not address the important technical consideration of
plutonium mobile fractions. Recent evidence is that small but highly mobile fractions of
plutonium wastes can have significant impacts over the short term as well as the

10,000 year groundwater timeframe considered in the EIS. In addition, plutonium is know
to exist in a number of oxidation states each of which has unique mobility characteristics.
Transuranic wastes should not be screened out of future groundwater evaluations without
consideration of the complex nature of plutonium chemistry, facilitated transport, and
mobility. The EIS should include a section discussing the potential for mobile plutonium
fractions, possible impacts on risk estimates, and actions that could be taken to mitigate
impacts.

Section 5.3.3, Long-term Impacts on Water Quality, pages 5.18-5.20 does not differentiate
the long-term impacts between alternatives on water quality. The EIS should do so to make
meaningful information available to the decisionmaker for comparing alternatives.

Section 5.5.1, LLBGs, page 5.22 states that any mitigation for plant and animal species of
concern within the 200 Areas would follow DOE policy. The EIS should identify specific
mitigation measures for plant and animal species of concerns and commitments to
implement these mitigation measures made in the ROD. The EIS should also state or
summarize the referenced DOE policy.

Section 5.5.1, LLBGs, page 5.22 describes how the LLBGs and Area C were denuded by
the 2000 range fire. The EIS should state if the fire disturbed the area to the extent that
native shrub steppe vegetation is unable to recover, if action alternatives would further
undermine the reestablishment of native vegetation, and if additional mitigation measures
are necessary.

Section 5.7.1, Alternative 1, page 5.33 states that there is a reasonable probability that
archeological sites are located within Area C, that these sites are likely to be buried, and
any discovery is likely to result in new knowledge. The EIS should, to the extent possible,
identify specific methods to ensure protection of buried deposits and the ROD should
commit to use these methods.

Section 5.8, Traffic and Transportation, page 5.34 — This section should provide a summary
of impacts from shipping off-site wastes to Hanford.

Table 5.16, Hazardous Chemical Concentrations, page 5.37 — The four chemicals
exceeding TEEL-2 guidelines should be bolded in the table.

Table 6.1, TPA Milestones, page 6.3 — The EIS should clearly state what the date of
December 2049 for M-91-00 signifies.

11
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63) Section G.2.1.3, MLLW, page G.49 — This section states that “No uranium or carbon-14
was estimated to reach the water table from MLLW in the 200 West Area within the period
of analysis.” The same section also states that these contaminants “were found to be at
their maximum Jevel at the 1-km well just before and at 10,000 years.” These two
statements appear to be inconsistent since for maximum to be reached at 10,000 years,
some quantity must be present in the water table prior to that. The analysis period is
10,000 years and both carbon- 14 and uranium can be relatively mobile. Additional
explanation is needed to justify the concentration estimate for these radionuclides.

Editorial Comments (No Response Needed) :
Section 1.5.2, Trench 33 and Widening Trench 36, page 1.17 — It appears that the word “Impact”
is missing from the wording Environmental Statement (ERDA 1975). There was not a citation in

the reference section to confirm or deny whether a word was missing.

Section 1.5.3, WIPP, page 1.23 should replace the word “supplement” with “supplemental EIS.”

Section 2.1.1.2, LLW-Category 3, page 2.3 and 2.4 — The EIS should replace “greater
confiement” and “monolithic waste form" with easier to understand terms if available.

Section 4.7.1, Native American Cultural Resources, page 4.71 should read “Reconnaissance of
selected locations conducted through the mid-1980s, as well as systematic archeological surveys
conducted from the middle 1980s through 1996 added to the recorded site inventories.”

Section 4.8.1, Local Economy, page 4.74 — A space should be placed between “and” and
“pa}"n)ﬂs." £

Section 5.5.1, LLBGs, page 5.22 should read, “Both of these species are relatively common on
the 200 Area Plateau.”

12
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

nvironmental I the Action

LO - Lack of Objections

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental
impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for
application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC ~ Environmental Concerns :
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the

environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitjgation
measures that can reduce these impacts.

EO - Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to
provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial cianges to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. .

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory .

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they
are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the Jead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final
EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Al of the I t

Category 1 — Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately scts forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative
and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 — Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonaby
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.

Category 3 — Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts
of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the
spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially
significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or
discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe
that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review,
and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS.
On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the
CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
February, 1987.
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NORTHWEST ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE CENTER

10015 S.W. Terwilliger Blvd,, Portland, Oregon 97219
Phone: (503) 768-6673 Fax: (503) 768-6671

www.nedc.org

August 22, 2002

Mr. Michael S. Colling

HSW EIS Document Manager

U.S. Department of Energy, MSIN A6-38
P.0O. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Collins,

I have received a copy of the Draft Hanford Site Solid (Radicactive and Ilazardous)
‘Weste Program Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Iwould like to thank the Department of
Energy (DOE) for its continuing work on resolving this difficult problem and for the opportunity
to comment on the EIS.

Becanse I believe the draft TIS is inadequate to support the proposed decisions, I urge
that it should be withdrawn and reissued again in draft form or at least supplemented, allowing
further public comment before the final EIS is issued. I offer the following comments in support
of my belief of inadeguacy.

Purpose and Need Statement

The purpose and need statement should be clarified so that it identifies Hanford’s current wastc
inventory and the clcanup and disposal of wastes of Hanford origin as the primary need and the
treatment and disposal of off-site wastes as the secondary need.

Public Participation

The EIS should demonstrate clearly that comments made during the scoping process were used
to identify significant issucs. (40 CFR 1500.4(g)). The BIS should also account for the lack of
any significant issues during the 4-year pericd between the scoping process and the issuance of
the draft EIS. (Le., has DOE verified that no significant issues arose during that time?)
Alternatives

The EIS essentially limits the range of alternatives to existing and enhanced trench options. No
consideration is given to actions (beyond the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC)) that could be
taken to mitigate impacts. (For instance, EPA has suggested the Environmental Restoration
Disposal Facility (ERDF)-like megairench as an alternative meriting fizrther examination.)
Therefore, all reasonable alternatives have not been explored and evaluated. (40 CFR 1502.14).
In conflict with the direction of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), alternatives
appear to be based on economic concerns rather than environmental considerations. Because of
this, the EIS provides no clear basis for choice among the alternatives. Furthermore, both action
alternatives result in predicted exceedences of radioruclide Maximum Contaminant Levels
{MCl.s) in the vadose zone and groundwater. This should lead to the disqualification of both
these alternatives.

Finally, the no action alternative should have been discussed more fully, taking into
consideration the fill range of distribution between the Hanford and Nevada sites (with each site
receiving all to none of the off-site wastes to be disposed of), and describing the environmental
consequences along that range of distribution. A true no action alternative, one that imports no
off-site waste should be discussed in the EIS.
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Cumulative Impacts
All waste site analyses should be integrated to determine the cumulative impacts of major actions

on a complex-wide basis. Rather, the EIS dismisses the impacts in the actions covered by this

EIS as relatively small compared to the significant impacts that have occurred at Hanford over

the last 56 years. Instead, these impacts that resuli in exceedences of MCLs should be

considered as aggravating an already unacceptable situation.

Intruder Risks

Intruder risks have been evaluated out to 500 years in compliance with 10 CFR 61. But 10 CFR

61 applies only to wastes of level “Class C” and lower. DOE WAC allow for disposal of greater

than “Class C” wastes, some of which has very long half-lives. Therefore, intruder risks should

be evaluated for a period of time consistent with these half-lives. (For instance, the 10,000-year

period evaluated for groundwater.)

Other Concerns

e  Why do the WAC allow for radionuclide concentrations which exceed those permitted under
10 CFR 61 for the commercially-licensed low-level disposal site on the Hanford Reservation?
This inconsistency should be fully addressed. Alternatives should be considered which
provide additional isolation for the wastes that exceed 10 CFR 61 criteria.

e The NEPA assessment for Endangered Species is inadequate.

» Disclosure of the impacts 1o groundwater and human health at the point of compliance is
missing. Non-degradation, required under both state and federal regulations, should be
ensured.

o The definition of transuranic waste (TRU) should be expanded to explain how it differs from
high-level wastes in numerical terms. (Identify the upper radionuclide and half-life limits, if
known.) An estimate of pre-1970 TRU or an explanation for the lack of an estimate should
be provided. The explanation of “‘suspect™ TRU should be clarified, and a decision made
whether it should be retrieved and processed or left buried in the Low Level Burial Grounds
(LLBGs).

o The EIS should describe how the remaining radionuclide component in Mixed Low-Level
Waste (MLLW) is dealt with once the hazardous component is removed in order to send it to
a RCRA-permitted land disposal facility.

e The EIS should state unequivocally the circumstances in which waste needs to be inspected
and verified.

e Why are decommissioning, surveillance, and maintenance activities which occur after the
closure of the waste management facilities not within the scope of the EIS? When will they
be considered? These questions should be answered in the EIS.

« Statistical analyses of the level of uncertainty should be provided and explained at level of
general public understanding,.

e How successful has Hanford been at meeting past milestones in the Tri-Party Agreement
(TPA)? An assessment should be included in the EIS.

* The EIS should state when RCRA-required characterization of sites in the 200 area will be
completed. It should also state whether any information from this ongoing characterization is
included in the EIS.

e The construction and operation of the four Low-Level Waste (LLW) disposal trenches in the
200 East and West Areas should be analyzed.
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NEPA documents that analyze methods to minimize waste production should be identified.

The tank waste remediation program and its relation to this EIS needs to be more fully
explained.

The disposal of surplus uranium should be addressed and it should be clear whether this
surplus urnanium is included in waste estimates in the EIS.

It should be explained why soil is placed over the existing LLW trenches to bring it to grade
rather than mounding it to shed water.

The reasons why other alternatives were eliminated from consideration should be explained
more fully, in a manner that makes withholding them from the decision-maker’s
consideration understandable. Additionally, other reasonable alternatives (e.g., ERDF,
capping) should have been evaluated.

It should be stated whether mobile treatment facilities permanently precluded.
Cost analyses should include total life cycle costs.

The classification of spent reactor fuel in the T-Plant Complex, and when and where will it
be moved should be explained.

Do the 11 miles of underground pipeline used for non-RCRA permitted waste streams
facilitate movement of waste within the 90-day period allowed by RCRA? This question
needs to be answered.

Surface contamination in three of the older LLBGs should be more fully explained.

Natural sources of uranium occurring at the site and their contribution to radionuclide effects
should be more fully discussed.

A section on surface water quality should be added to Chapter 4 or its lack explained.
It should be clarified whether native or nonnative plant species dominate the site.

The radionuclide pathways through the ecosystem via deep-rooted plants and wildlife that
consume them should be clearly identified and analyzed for impacts.

Impacts on amphibians and other wildlife remaining in the small pool remnants of West Lake
should be discussed.

Are the treaties granting tribal hunting and gathering rights on the Hanford Reservation still
to be honored? If not, how has the conflict been resolved? Also, ‘concentrated human
activity” (Native American Cultural Resources section) should be defined.

The effect of groundwater contamination on Tri-City area water supplies should be
discussed.

Environmentally conservative modeling should be used in determining the effects on air
quality to ensure consideration of the full extent of impacts.

Cumulative risks should include risks from TRU disposal and should show comparative risks
over time, not just in 2046.

Potential mitigation measures for groundwater should be identified.

Wastes not included in the Long-term Impact assessment because of eventual export from the
site should have dates of export identified and the interim risk of releases assessed.

Letter: L091b

B.321 Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003



43 | e« There should be an assessment of the impacts from highly mobile plutonium fractions.
44 | e+ Long-term impacts on Water Quality should be differentiated between the alternatives.

as | * There should be a summary of impacts from shipping off-site wastes to Hanford in the
Transportation and Traffic section.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on these issues.

Sincerely,

. (A
Mrvee
: o]

Dona Hippert’
Air and Toxics Project Coordinator
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August 12, 2002

Michael Collins
U.S. Department of Energy

P.0. Box 550, A6-38

Richland, WA, 99352

Pl ine 19000
RE: USDOE plan to implement the Bush Administration vitrification Goal. o Exphare, Stedy.
Frovene, ol Lnjin
Dear Sir; e Nl Beaudy
of the CNifudorenrs

Since 1906, The Mountaineers has been concerned with issues that challenge the health of our
environment across Washington State. Our membership, about 15,000, is made up of branches in
Olympia, Tacoma, Seattle, Everett, Bellingham, and Wenatchee. Our members explore the entire state’s
landscape to hike, climb, photograph, backpack, snowshoe, kayak, and simply enjoy Washington. It is
with this perspective that we respond, as we have before, to the state of the Hanford facility.

As you know, production of weapons-grade plutonium has made the 560 square mile Hanford facility in
Eastern Washington one of the most contaminated sites in the world. The Hanford facility sits on the
banks of the Columbia River, one of our region’s most valuable natural resources. In 1986, the United
States Department of Energy (DOE) made public thousands of documents showing there had been off-site
releases of radiation as well as considerable contamination of the site.

The DOE’s current mission at Hanford is cleanup. In 1989, the DOE agreed to a 30 year, $50 billion
schedule for clean up. The resulting "Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order,” also called
the "Tri-Party Agreement” (TPA), between the DOE, the Washington Department of Ecology, and the US
Environmental Protection Agency, established a legally enforceable cleanup schedule by which the DOE
was to bring the Hanford site into compliance with state and federal environmental laws.

By mid 1997, it was clear that the existing TPA schedule for completing interim stabilization of the
single-shell waste holding tanks would not be met. On June 8, 1998, the Office of the Governor and
Washington State Attorney General Christine Gregoire notified the DOE of Washington State's intention
to file suit against them for failure to meet cleanup milestones. Subsequent to this, Washington State and
the DOE entered into yet another consent decree agreement with "court enforceable, technically sound
schedules" for single shell holding tank stabilization.

The current consent decree agreement states that 10 percent of the liquid waste by volume and 25 percent
of the liquid waste by radiation count from the single shell holding tanks is to be vitrified by 2018; and
that 99 percent is to be vitrified by 2028 - this being enforceable by law.

In spite of this, the DOE has developed a plan to implement a Bush administration goal, announced last
November, to eliminate vitrification of 75% of the nation’s High-Level Nuclear Wastes from nuclear
weapons production. Unfortunately, many of the elements of this plan are either illegal, or promote illegal
practices:

* Abandonment of High-Level Nuclear Wastes in the Single Shell Tanks, which have already leaked over
one million gallons of waste that is moving towards the Columbia River. The plan involves pouring
cement (grout) into tanks - even before the DOE prepares a legally required Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). Contaminated soil and groundwater would not be cleaned before the DOE declares the
tanks “closed” after theconcrete has been poured into them. Federal and state hazardous waste laws forbid
“closing” tanks without emptying all hazardous wastes and cleaning up leaked contamination.

* Illegitimate "reclassification" of wastes at Hanford, per Bush Administration “Review” released
February 4, 2002: The last page in Appendix B of the Hanford Plan shows a DOE Headquarters
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“‘commitment”.... “to determine certain wastes do not require permanent isolation” as High-Level Waste,
Figure 7 of the Plan shows High-Level Waste “reclassified as mixed Low-Level or TRU." Pages A-10, 11
seek classification of waste left in bottom of tanks as “incidental” to avoid retrieval and treatment. The
DOF’s efforts to leave wastes in tanks and reclassify them is the subject of a federal lawsuit brought by
the NRDC, the Snake River Alliance and the Yakama Indian Nation.

* Bypassing of congressional, regulatory, and public oversight by allowing Hanford managers to shift
funds appropriated by Congress for specific efforts (i.c., for legally required soil or groundwater cleamip,
or tank waste safety work) to any other project without Congressional approval or notice. Current faw
allows Hanford managers 1o shift only up to $5 million once per year between budget control points
(broad projects) without notifying Congress.

* Forcing the pending Hanford Site Solid Waste EIS to deceptively "justify” the DOE's proposal to
import and bury 340,000 cubic meters of Low-Level Waste (LLW) - a figure that is several times higher
than any prior proposal - without even considering the results of the Environmental Impact Statement
process.

* Importation of massive amounts of radioactive waste from out of state into the Hanford facility for
burial in unlined soil renches. This violates Washington State law.

As a reminder, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires a comprehensive lock at all the
impacts in bringing waste o Hanford, including risk of accident, impact to the soil and groundwater

at Hanford, etc. Included in the 70,000 truckloads of waste, the plan is to bring mixed low-level waste to
Hanford (that is radioactive waste mixed with chemical wastes). Supposedly, the State of Washington has
jurisdiction over this type of waste under Ecology's Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA).

The proposed plan also promotes illegal practices by increasing contractor “self assessment” and reducing
federal oversight for safety and health. It has been recently documented that Hanford contractors have
violated numerous provisions of the federal rules designed to prevent workers from being exposed to toxic
beryllium; and deliberately used a detection limit to survey buildings for surface contamination that was
2.5 times above the standard set to protect workers from exposure to beryllium. The DOE’s rules and
informal safety and health “orders™ are not currently enforceable.

i ~,—-—-—-—;{h We concur with the view expressed by Senator Maria Cantwell, that the federal government needs to
g-";;),:‘:%, . develop a rational national policy to deal with nuclear waste, rather than forcing states to shuffle it around.
~ -t i

We oppose DOE's proposed plan, and we request that further offense of our state and federal
environmental laws discontinue.

Sincerely,

THE MOUNT. ERS

Glenn Eades
President

cc: Attorney General Christine Gregoire
Department of Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham
Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Christi Todd Whitman

(206) 284-6310
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Kettle Range

ON SERVATION GROUP

Date: August 11, 2002
To: Michael Collins
U.S. Department of Encrgy
P.O. Box 550,A6-38
Richland. WA 99352
Subject: ~ "Performance Management Plan for the Accelerated Clcanup of the Hanford Site,"
Draft Solid Wastc Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Dear Sirs, Mmes:
We arc against this proposal for the following reasons.

The proposal involves too much area to allow for effective controls on safety and contamination of the
adjacent environment.

U.S. DOE's plan could more than double the total amount of radioactive wastc buried in unlined soil
trenches at Hanford. The current levels of radioactivity arc unacceptably high. Funding to provide
monitoring and protection of the west coast people and marine resources from contamination at Hanford
is unlikely to be feasiblc.

Citizens of Washington and throughout much of the U.S. are uniformly against prolifcration of
radioactive waste dumps. If cnacted, the proposed action would violate a twelve-year old agreement with
the Statc of Washington and the U.S. EPA. numcrous cnvironmental laws, and the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act.

The import of an estimated 70,000 truckloads of radioactive and hazardous waste to be dumped at
Hanford is not favored by Washington statc citizens, 300,000 of whom are already documented to have
suffered gravely or dicd carly duc to past rclcases of toxic materials at Hanford. The U.S. has not vet
provided compensation to these injured northwest citizens.

Dumping more radioactive waste will contaminate groundwater flowing into the Columbia River for
thousands of ycars. and make a healthy cnvironment impossiblc for humans and native species alike.

Coiumbia River fish arc alrcady highly contaminated with chemicals and contaminants that are likely to
causc cancer, immunological and ncurological illnesses, yet the EIS did not include measurements of
radiological contamination in the fish. The risks reported in the EIS underestimate the true risk, especially
for tribal pcoples who consume larger quantitics of fish than non-tribal peoples.

This risk to native peoples who have treatics guarantecing them acecess to 50% of the Columbia River’s
fish is unacceptable. EPA reports that the likelihood of getting cancer for a tribal member from cating
Hanford Reach fish represents a lifetime risk of 1 in 50 - a much higher level of risk than EPA's standard
action level of 1 in a million to 1 in 10,000 risk of cancer. For tribal children, the risk of contracting an
immunological or ncurological discasc from Hanford Reach fish is 100 times higher than for non-tribal
children. The study raiscs serious implications for the health and safety of tribal peoples in particular. The
risks arc highest for sturgeon and whitefish, the latter of which arc a favorite food of some tribes.
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regardless of the content of the rest of the EIS.

The risk of nuclear waste transportation to Hanford is not even considered in the EIS. This would increase
the risk of accidents and terrorist attacks.

Sincerely yours,

C(l)eof qev\)c)o*ﬂw.

George Wooten
Field Representative
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GORDON H. SMITH COMMITTRES:
QREGON BUDGET

Wnited States Senate

ENEAGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
FOREIGN RELATIONS

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3704

July 29, 2002

The Honorable Spencer Abraham
Secretary of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary Abraham:

| am writing to express my strong concerns about the Department’s Draft Hanford Site Solid
Radioactive and Hazardous Waste Program Environmental Impact Staterent.

As you know, the Hanford Nuclear Reservation, currently storing sixty percent of the nation’s high-
1 ievel radioactive waste, is the most seriously polluted site in the nation. [ have noted before that this waste
threatens the health of the Columbia River and the people and wildlife that live in the Pacific Northwest,

First, let me make clear that I remain opposed to any proposal that would essentially perpetuate the

2 use of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation as a federal dump site for radioactive waste. Cleaning up — not adding
to — this environmental catastrophe should be priority one for the Department of Energy and the focus of this
Environmental Impact Statement. For this reason, I was disappointed to learn that under the current Draft EIS,
the Department is actually considering increasing shipments of off-site nuclear waste to Hanford. This

3 proposal should not even be considered, particularly since the Department has yet to process a single ounce of
the liquid waste already stored at Hanford,

In addition, [ am ¢oncerned that the Draft EIS fails to provide a comprehensive analysis of the

a4 cumulative effect of all of Hanford’s current and proposed waste storage and treatment activities on the
ecosystem. For instance, the document fails to incorporate analysis or recommendations on transuranic (TRU)
wastes disposed at Hanford prior to 1970.

Unfortunately. I must also point out that [ have heard from a number of constituents that the summary
document was written in 2 manner that was difficult for laypeople to understand and gives citizens little
information that would help them analyze the proposal. In addition, there have been complaints that copies of
the Draft EIS were not sent even after they were requested. With a matter as serious as the future of Hanford,
6 I believe the federal government should make every effort to ensure that interested stakeholders are fully
informed of the actions being considered by the Department.

Thank you for considering my views and the views of those attending public hearings on this matter.
I look forward to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,

Gordon H. Smith

United States Senator

cc: Mr. Michael S. Collins, EIS Document Manager

www.gsmith.senate.gov
oregen@gamith.senate.gov

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
P.O. Box 47600 = Olympia, Washington 98504-7600
(360) 407-6000 * TDD Only (Hearing Impaired) (360) 407-6006
August 21, 2002

Mr. Michael S. Collins
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550 - A6-38
Richland, WA 99352-0550

Dear Mr. Collins:

Re:  Draft Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous)Waste Program
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0286D), April 2002

This letter transmits the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) comments on the
Draft Hanford Site Solid Waste Program Environmental Impact Statement (HSW-EIS) from the
United States Depariment of Energy (USDOE). Our thorough review of the HSW-EIS has
identified several omissions and inadequacies which we comment on through this letter and the
enclosed General Summary. In addition, we have enclosed a very detailed Table of Specific
Comment in an effort to provide specific ideas and language that would improve the HSW-EIS.

We had hoped that the HSW-EIS would contribute to our confidence both in how Hanford's
waste is managed and in the safety and importance of Hanford's role in the overall cleanup of
nuclear sites in the country. We are disappointed, therefore, that the Draft HSW-EIS fails to
meet this expectation. In short, the Draft HSW-EIS does not provide adequate and much-needed
information to help us or the public address major issues. For example:

* What is the net benefit or harm of importing additional wastes for storage, treatment or
disposal at Hanford?

s  Are there alternatives to burying minimally-treated waste in shallow, unlined trenches?

e What are the long-term costs and requirements for monitoring, maintaining, and
preventing failures at, and radioactive releases from, waste sites, and how can we be
confident that these activities will be effectively and accountably managed?

More specifically, we find the Draft HSW- EIS deficient in the following areas:
Scope is too narrow.

¢ The Draft HSW-EIS assumes that the 1997 Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impuct Statemment (PEIS) adequately compared the effects of treatment
and disposal facilities at various sites, but it did not. The PEIS relied on data now several

RECEIVED

i AUG 26 2002,
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Mr. Michael S. Collins
August 21, 2002
Page 2

years old and did not have available even the limited information about Hanford
contained in the Draft HSW-EIS.

¢ The Draft HSW-EIS assumes continued or increased off-site low-level waste and mixed
low-level waste disposal at Hanford. It does not separately assess needs for disposing
Hanford waste, in spite of widespread requests for such analysis during the scoping
comment period.

* The Draft HSW-EIS does not evaluate other options currently under active discussion,
such as the lined, RCR A-compliant mega-trench for disposing of low-level waste,
expanded use of the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF), permanent
disposal of low activity wastes from Hanford tanks in a form other than glass, or storing
and treating transuranic wastes from other sites.

Impact analysis is too limited.

The Draft HSW-EIS reaches conclusions without apparent adequate data and analysis. It fails to
disclose what information was not available for use in arriving at conclusions.

s The Draft HSW-EIS does not include sufficient data about groundwater contamination
and movement at Hanford.

¢ The Draft HSW-EIS does not include sufficient data about the extent and characteristics
of wastes and contamination already in the ground at Hanford.

» The analysis of cumulative impacts from the proposed treatment and disposal activities,
in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable actions at Hanford, is extremely limited
and not credible based on the material presented.

e The Draft HSW-EIS does not include data about the effects on the full range of plant and
animal species, nor does it recognize USDOE'’s obligation to protect and restore priority
habitat, even if it has been degraded by fire or pesticides.

Regulatory analysis is insufficient.

¢ The Draft HSW-EIS does not adequately address the challenges USDOE presently faces
in complying with RCRA and state dangerous-waste regulations.

Consideration of closure, long-term care and costs is very limited.

The Draft HSW-EIS does not deal with such long-term activitics as site closure, corrective
action, monitoring, maintenance, and post-closure institutional controls. It also does not assess
nor compare disposal alternatives or low and high volumes according to the long-term care
requirements imposed by each, and the costs of meeting the requirements.

Transportation concerns are not addressed.

The Draft HSW-EIS addresses only on-site transportation of wastes, relying upon the ge_nm-ic
and very dated PEIS to cover how waste is transported to Hanford. Anyone who has driven
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Mr. Michael S. Collins
August 21, 2002
Page 3

212 along I-182 or SR-240 in the Tri-Cities area knows that land use along those routes has changed
(cont) dramatically since the 1990 census used in the generic assessment of the PEIS. The Draft HSW-

EIS also does not analyze rail transport on or off-site, even though rail transport is under active
consideration.

Summary

We believe the Draft HSW-EIS represents a missed opportunity for moving the discussion of
Hanford and nationwide nuclear cleanup to a more productive level. Ecology encourages
USDOE 1o consider reissuing a second EIS which would provide a comprehensive vision that
213 assures the safe treatment, storage and disposal of Hanford's waste, and evaluates alternatives
and options for Hanford's role in supporting cleanup nationally. Based on this draft, neither the
public nor the state of Washington can address these issues with any confidence. We are hoping
that through a revised and more comprehensive Draft HSW-EIS we would be able to evaluate
and if appropriate support decisions regarding import of additional wastes to Hanford, hazardous
waste permitting activities related to burial grounds and treatment facilities, and several
initiatives arising from the Cleanup Constraints and Challenges Team's work.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important document

Sinc

Tom Fitfsymmons
Direct

2 Enclosures

cc: Keith Klein, USDOE/RL

Mike Gearheard, USEPA

The Honorable Robert Wahpat, Chairman, Yakama Indian Nation

The Honorable Gary Burke, Chair, Board of Trustees, Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

The Honorable Samuel N. Penney, Chairman, Nez Perce Tribal Executive
Committee

Stuart Harris, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Russell Jim, Yakama Indian Nation

Patrick Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe

Michael Grainey, Oregon Office of Energy

Todd Martin, Hanford Advisory Board
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Draft Hanford Site Solid Waste Program
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0286D)
August 21, 2002

General Comments
Washington State Department of Ecology

Summary of the Draft HSW-EIS

The Draft HSW-EIS addresses the management of low-level waste (LLW), mixed low-
level waste (MLLW), and post-1970 transuranic (TRU) waste at the Hanford Site.
Management of these wastes would involve treatment, storage, and disposal.
Treatment, if it occurs, would be at either the Hanford Site, or an off-site commercial
facility. Storage would occur at the Hanford Site, and disposal would occur at the
Hanford Site for LLW and MLLW, and at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) for post-
1970 TRU.

Three alternatives, for each waste type, are evaluated in the HSW-EIS.

The first alternative, the preferred alternative, generally consists of utilizing existing
facilities for storage, commercially treating and/or modifying existing facilities for waste
treatment, and filling existing trenches and constructing deeper, wider, trenches and
capping them at closure. Post-1970 TRU would be sent to WIPP for disposal.

The second alternative proposes using current capabilities for storage and constructing
new treatment facilities. Waste would be disposed in existing trenches and new
trenches would be constructed using the current design. All trenches would be capped
and closed. Post-1970 TRU would be sent to WIPP for disposal.

The third alternative, the no action alternative, would utilize existing treatment and
storage capabilities. No new trenches would be constructed. Once the existing trenches
are filled the remaining waste would be placed into indefinite storage. Existing storage
facilities would be expanded to manage increased volumes of waste. Commercial
facilities would be utilized on a limited basis. MLLW trenches would be capped at
closure. Most post-TRU would be sent to WIPP, however, some would remain
untreated.

Each alternative was evaluated for a range of waste volumes:
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Draft Hanford Site Solid Waste Program
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0286D)
August 21, 2002

General Comments
Washington State Department of Ecology

Summary of the Draft HSW-EIS

The Draft HSW-EIS addresses the management of low-level waste (LLW), mixed low-
level waste (MLLW), and post-1970 transuranic (TRU) waste at the Hanford Site.
Management of these wastes would involve treatment, storage, and disposal.
Treatment, if it occurs, would be at either the Hanford Site, or an off-site commercial
facility. Storage would occur at the Hanford Site, and disposal would occur at the
Hanford Site for LLW and MLLW, and at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) for post-
1970 TRU.

Three alternatives, for each waste type, are evaluated in the HSW-EIS.

The first alternative, the preferred alternative, generally consists of utilizing existing
facilities for storage, commercially treating and/or modifying existing facilities for waste
treatment, and filling existing trenches and constructing deeper, wider, trenches and
capping them at closure. Post-1970 TRU would be sent to WIPP for disposal.

The second alternative proposes using current capabilities for storage and constructing
new treatment facilities. Waste would be disposed in existing trenches and new
trenches would be constructed using the current design. All trenches would be capped
and closed. Post-1970 TRU would be sent to WIPP for disposal.

The third alternative, the no action alternative, would utilize existing treatment and
storage capabilities. No new trenches would be constructed. Once the existing trenches
are filled the remaining waste would be placed into indefinite storage. Existing storage
facilities would be expanded to manage increased volumes of waste. Commercial
facilities would be utilized on a limited basis. MLLW trenches would be capped at
closure. Most post-TRU would be sent to WIPP, however, some would remain
untreated.

Each alternative was evaluated for a range of waste volumes:
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Mr. Michael S. Colilns
Draft HSW-EIS General Commenits
Augu;l 21, 222?:
age
> LLW ranges from 432,582m” to 631,427m’ and includes LLW generated at the

Hanford Site and waste imported from other United States Department of Energy
(USDOE) Facilities.

» This also includes 283,067m® of waste which is already disposed in the Low Level
Burial Grounds (LLBG) and

> MLLW ranges from 65,334m" to 205,678m®, which includes waste that is generated
at the Hanford Site and imported from other USDOE and commercial facilities.

> Only one volume is used for post-1970 TRU Waste: 45,806m® the maximum
Hanford Site forecast.

The Draft HSW-EIS assumes implementation of the February 25, 2000, Record of
Decision (ROD) for MLLW and LLW from the Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (WM-PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200, May, 1997). That ROD
determined that Hanford would continue to dispose of LLW and MLLW generated on-
site. The ROD also identified Hanford and the Nevada Test Site as "regional” disposal
facilities for LLW and MLLW from other USDOE sites.

Issues Concerning Scope and Analysis

The Draft HSW-EIS essentially evaluates a limited range of near-term alternative means

155 | toinstall treatment capability and to dig waste disposal trenches. It evaluates the effects
of doing so for a limited range of waste volumes.

» The Draft HSW-EIS assumes that the WM PEIS adequately compared the impacts
of treatment and disposal facilities at various sites, but it did not. At a minimum, the

156 WM PEIS did not have available even the limited information contained in the Draft
HSW-EIS. The information used to compare Hanford to other disposal sites in the
WM PEIS was never widely available for public review and is not available for
comparison with the Draft HSW-EIS.

» The Draft HSW-EIS evaluates only the management of wastes owned by, or coming

157 to, the existing Waste Management Program, touching only lightly on previously
buried wastes, environmental restoration wastes, naval reactors, and other wastes
disposed near surface at Hanford.

¥ The Draft HSW-EIS does not evaluate other options currently under active

158 discussion, such as the lined mega-trench or expanded use of the Environmental
Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF).

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not fully evaluate the potential for additional required

159 management of pre-1970 TRU wastes, or corrective action for releases of

chemically hazardous wastes from burial grounds filled before 1988.

160 | > The Draft HSW-EIS does not evaluate treatment and storage of significant quantities
of TRU waste from other sites.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not evaluate the impact of permanent disposal of

161 incidental low activity tank wastes in shallow land burial as proposed in the

Supplemental Tank Waste Remediation System EIS.

According to NEPA requirements, 40 CFR Part 1500.2(e) the NEPA process should be
used to identify and assess reasonable alternatives for the proposed action “that will
162 | avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions.” The state of Washington requests
that the range of alternatives analyzed be broadened to include “no import of out of
state waste" and the “worst case” imnort scenario based on the WM-PEIS. In addition,
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Mr. Michaal S. Collins
Draft HSW-EIS General Comments
August 21, 2002
) ) Page 3of 9
40 CFR Part 1506.2(d) requires Federal agencies 1o integrate environmental impact

statements with the State and local planning process. When there are “inconsistencies
of a proposed action with any approved State or local plan and laws (whether or not
federally sanctioned)” it should be discussed in the EIS. The Draft HSW-EIS does not
acknowledge or discuss the state of Washington'’s policies about accepting out of state
waste, nor hashave any reconciliation or mitigationmitigative measures been presented.

The Draft HSW-EIS states that the environmental analysis in the document was
conducted through the year 2046, which represents the end of most waste management
operations at the site. This resulted in the following scope and bounding concerns:

» The post-closure requirements for waste disposal facilities may extend beyond the
end of active waste management, which is not indicated by the 2046 date.

» Long term impacts to groundwater and the Columbia River were evaluated for
10,000 years. There is no examination of impacts in the intervening period nor any
indication of the extent to which the 10,000 year results are a function of
radionuclide decay.

Conclusions Not Supported

The Draft HSW-EIS reaches conclusions without adequate data and analysis. It often
fails to disclose what informaticn is not known in arriving at conclusions.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not include sufficient data about either characteristics of
disposed waste, or groundwater movement at Hanford.

> The Draft HSW-EIS does not include data about impacts to certain ecological
receptors, or about potential harm to restoratior: of priority habitat that may have
been degraded by fire or pesticides.

» The impact assessments underlying the Draft HSW-EIS are not accompanied by

uncertainty analyses that would provide some indication of the reliability of estimates

and predictions.

The treatment of cumulative impacts from the proposed treatment and disposal

activities, in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable actions at Hanford, is

extremely limited and not credible based on the material presented.

A

According to the requirements of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part
1502.22 the foreseeable significant adverse effect on the human environment should be
evaluated. Reasonably foreseeable impacts include “catastrophic consequences, even
if their probability of occurrence is low.” Based on the USDOESs continued difficulties
implementing and maintaining thorough waste characterization, groundwater menitoring
at waste disposal sites, and corrective actions, it would not be unreasonabie to consider
groundwater contamination reaching the Columbia River. Therefore, this environmental
impact should be considered. If information is incomplete or unavailable the Draft HSW-
EIS is supposed to acknowledge the lack of information. Mitigative measures should be
proposed and described as appropriate.

Inadequacies of the Regulatory Analysis

Based on 10 CFR Part 1021.103, in which the USDOE adopts the regulations for
implementation of tre National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 40 CFR Parts 1500
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Mr, Michael S. Collins
Draft HSW-EIS General Comments

August 21, 2002

. Page 4 0f 9

through 1508, the Washington State Department of Ecology has identified several

regulatory inadequacies/omissions in the Draft HSW-EIS. The Draft HSW-EIS does not
adequately consider the current regulatory challenges already facing Hanford with
regard to dangerous and mixed waste management. The Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent Order (HFFACO) is a compliance agreement for bringing
USDOE into conformity with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),
Comprehensive Environmental Restoration, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA),
and the Hazardous Waste Management Act (HWMA) requirements for the waste at
Hanford. In addition, the Hanford RCRA Permit details requirements for managing
dangerous and mixed waste in accordance with state and federal regulations, including
corrective action at solid waste management units, and integration of RCRA and
CERCLA activities. USDOE continues to struggle to achieve and maintain overall
compliance with mixed waste management at Hanford, particularly with regard to
characterization, storage, and treatment of mixed waste. Prior to accepting more waste
from across the nation, the state of Washington must be assured that current waste
management activities at Hanford are protective of human health and the environment
and compliant with state and federal regulations, and the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA).

Throughout the Draft HSW-EIS the text is incomplete or silent on RCRA regulatory
authorities for waste management facilities, in particular with regard to the LLBG, but
also to other facilities such as T-Plant, CWC, WRAP, LERF, ETF, etc. Waste
management, permitting, closure, and post-closure requirements for RCRA treatment,
storage, and disposal (TSDs) and waste management units are not identified.
Corrective action authority to address releases from regulated facilities is unclear.
Extensive revision of a number of sections within the document is needed to accurately
reflect the regulatory environment. Without clarity on RCRA applicability and extent,
bounding conditions can not be properly established and thus alternatives can not be
adequately evaluated. Here are specific examples of such omissions:

> The Draft HSW-EIS does not adequately address the limitations imposed by the
present Part A designation for the LLBG, and by the requirements that will
accompany inclusion of Hanford LLBG in the Hanford Sitewide Permit.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not adequately address the regulatory requirements for
modification of the Part B permits for the Central Waste Complex (CWC), 200 Area
Effluent Treatment Facility (ETF), Liquid Effiuent Retention Facility (LERF), LLBG, T
Plant Complex (T Plant), and the Waste Receiving and Processing (WRAP) Facility.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not adequately address the regulatory requirements
associated with mixed waste and mixed transuranic waste storage and treatment at
CWC, WRAP and T Plant.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not address the treatment requirements associated with
mixed waste under Washington law. (RCW 70.105.050)

» The Draft HSW-EIS reflects insufficient attention to consultation requirements under
the Endangered Species Act.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not recognize and adhere to the state of Washington's
water antidegradation policies (WAC 173-201A-070) and the state of Washington's
maintenance and protected waters designated as outstanding resource waters
(WAC 173-201A-080).
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Mr. Michael S. Collins
Draft HSW-EIS General Comments
August 21, 2002
Page 50of 9
> The Draft HSW-EIS does not adequately and/or accurately reflect corrective action

regulatory requirements applicable to an evaluation of reasonable alternatives or
mitigation measures.

Several regulatory requirements specified in 40 CFR Part 1502 have not been
adequately addressed. The purpose and need statement does not adequately specify
the underlying purpose and need for the proposed action. The alternatives should
include a rigorous exploration and evaluation of “all reasonable alternatives’ or an
explanation of why they were eliminated. Alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the
lead Agency should also be included. The Draft HSW-EIS does not include an
adequate description of the affected environment, or the environmental impact. The
impacts to the long-term productivity and the irreversible commitment of resources have
not been presented to decision makers. The indirect effects of the alternatives and their
significance to the Columbia Basin environment have been overlooked. In addition,
conflicts between the proposed actions and the objectives of State and local
government have not been addressed. The Draft HSW-EIS does not meet the
requirements of 40 CFR Part 1508.25(2), addressing the cumulative actions of the
recently-approved Hanford Site Accelerated Cleanup with the proposed alternatives,
which when viewed together have cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore
be discussed in the same impact statement.

Groundwater Impacts and Range of Alternatives to Protect Groundwater

The groundwater quality impact analysis (Appendix G of the Draft HSW-EIS)
represents the basis for evaluating reasonable alternatives or mitigation
measures. The LLBG groundwater quality impact analysis methodology is
deficient in several significant ways:

1) the omission of analysis of impacts occurring during operation of the LLBG;

2) releases are not assumed to begin until 2046;

3) the source term and enabling assumptions are incomplete and lacking in
sufficient basis;

4) the Point of Compliance for a RCRA TSD facility is the waste site boundary,
NOT an arbitrarily chosen point(s);

5) characterization data is inadequate, and

8) assumptions of no release to groundwater from LLBG are based on
inadequate data.

Deficiencies in the current groundwater monitoring networks to accommodate
changes in groundwater fiow direction, dropping groundwater levels, and “dry”
monitoring well, should be addressed, including an estimation of the number
and cost of needed wells, or acceptable alternative monitoring. Without this
information, the cost analysis contained in the Draft HSW-EIS is also incomplete.
These omissions render the impact and cost evaluations 1) non-bounding and
incomplete, and 2) do not allow the reader to understand that the groundwater
quality impact analysis is not supported by adequate LLBG- -specific data.

Ecological Assessment/impacts
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Mr. Michael S. Colling
Draft HSW-EIS General Commants
August 21, 2002
o " Page 6 of 9
The purpose of Appendix | is to give additional justification to statements made in the

sections: on ecological impacts found in volume one. Drawing upon various studies,
Appendix I identifies most of the ecological systems at risk, but conspicuously omits
several species and guilds such as the microbiotic crust, water foul, and bald eagles that

are identified in the Biodiversity Inventory and Analysis of the Hanford Site (The Nature
Conservancy, 2000).

178 Not only does this assessment fail to identify all potentially impacted species, it fails to
adequately address potential impacts to species and habitats identified. Risk from
chemical contaminants, such as carbon tetrachloride and PCB, associated with MLLW
and TRU waste processing respectively, are not evaluated. The impact of increased
land use on flora and fauna is dismissed, citing effects of fire and herbicide use. All
impacts that prevent recovery of a “priority habitat” must be assessed in addition to
effects on currently present habitats and species. There is no quantification or
qualification of uncertainties associated with the assessment of potential ecological
impact on the site actions. An uncertainties analysis needs to be part of the assessment.

There are conspicuous data gaps that prevent a proper assessment of the potential
impacts of the proposed actions on species and habitats. This document does not
179 provide sufficient infermation on protection of state and federally listed species.
Therefore, it is Ecology’s opinion that a formal Endangered Species Act Section 7
consultation would be required to ensure protection of Threatened and Endangered
Species.

The Draft HSW-EIS tends to ignore a number of ecological assessment/impact issues.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not provide sufficient information to allow competent
decisions to be made,

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not provide a comprehensive list of impacted species and
habitats.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not assess the risk from chemical contaminants.

» The Draft HSW-EIS does not quantify the impacts of proposed actions on all present
and future potential habitats.

180

Health Impacts

It was difficult to follow the details of the health assessments, even for a person with
training in radiological dose assessment. It was not always clear as to which exposure
scenarios and assumptions were used for a given dose result. The information
necessary to understand the details was often found scattered throughout the main
document, the appendices, and outside documents. In accordance with 40 CFR
1502.21 material should be incorporated into the EIS by reference, to reduce bulk, but
181 “without impeding agency and public review of the action.”" The content of the cited
material should be briefly described in enough detail to allow for adequate review of the
document and proposed alternatives.

As an example, Table 5.23, in section 5.11.1.3, presents health impacts 1o a resident
gardener at the one (1) kilometer well (one [1] kilometer down gradient from the 200
Area) from radionuclides in groundwater. The first point of confusion is that the resident
gardener, as specified in Appendix F, is located 20.6 kilometers from the 200 Area, but
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Mr. Michael S. Collins
Draft HSW-EIS General Comments

August 21, 2002

) Page 8 of 9

should be used to determine the usefulness of spending additional effort to reduce

uncertainty. It should also be recognized that the uncertainty and dominance principles
are coupled. Quantification, therefore, is required to determine the individual
component's significance in impacts to the receptors. The assessment must not leave
out any factors that dominate the results.

Consideration Of Closure, Long-Term Care And Costs Is Very Limited

One of the requirements of 40 CFR Parts 1501.2(b) and (c) include the adequate
development of alternatives to enable the decision maker to compare economic and
technical analysis. The Draft HSW-EIS does not deal in detail, if at all, with such long-
term activities as site closure, corrective action, monitoring, maintenance, and post-
closure institutional controls. Nor does it assess, or compare, either disposal alternatives
185 or low and high volumes, according to the requirements imposed by each, and the costs
of meeting those requirements. A cost-benefit analysis of the proposed alternatives,
including factors not refated to environmental quality, should be developed in
compliance with 40 CFR Part 1508.23. These issues have not been adequately
developed to evaluate the impact to the Hanford National Monument, Columbia River, or
local populations. The economic impact of compliant closure, corrective action,
monitoring, maintenance, and post-closure institutional controls have not been
adequately addressed for an informed decision making process.

Transportation Concerns Are Not Addressed

The draft EIS addresses only on-site transportation of wastes, relying upon the generic
and very dated Waste Management Programmatic EIS to cover how waste is
transported to Hanford. Anyone who has driven along I-182 or SR-240 in the Tri-Cities
186 area knows that land use along those routes has changed dramatically since the 1990
census used in the generic assessment of the proposed EIS. The Draft Solid Waste
EIS also does not analyze rail transport on or off-site, even though rail transport is under
active consideration.

NEPA Intent Not Adegquately Met

Although NEPA calls for brevity and directs documents to “concentrate on issues that
are truly significant,” sufficient evidence needs to be presented to support the
conclusions made in this document. NEPA goes on to say that the purpose of the
NEPA process is “to help public officials make decisions that are based on the
environmental consequences.” The Draft HSW-EIS fails to meet NEPA requirements
by:

» Not identifying significant issues of concern to the public raised both in final

187 comments on the WM PEIS and in scoping of the HSW-EIS

8 Not integrating NEPA and TPA requirements for the Hanford Site

Failing to include an alternative not to import off-site waste to Hanford

Not including a cost-benefit analysis to support alternatives considered

Failing to fully describe cumulative actions and impacts

Does not reference support documentation not available to the reviewer — thorough
reviews are impossible when cross references are made without available

YYVYYY
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193
194

195

196

M-, Michael S. Collins
Draft HSW-EIS General Commants

Augu;t 21, 920;12

) a

documentation that is not in the public domain, or available as technical Iiteratu?e c:'r9
guidance

> Relying on reference to historical Hanford technical documentation, policy
statements, or historical Hanford environmental impact statements to imply sufficient
sufficient technical support for the development of exposure scenarios and the
conduct of health and environmental evaluations in this Draft HSW- EIS.

> Not addressing its importance as precedent.

Principal Recommended Corrections to the Draft HSW-EIS:

» The Draft HSW-EIS should use the same enabling assumptions and
modeling input parameters used in Wood (1995), the authorization basis for
the LLBG.

» The source term should include the retrievable TRU waste until there is a

firm commitment and budget for its removal, or there should be separate

analyses that include the retrievable TRU waste.

Releases should be modeled during operations, and should NOT begin in

20486.

The Points of Compliance for each waste site should be at the fenceline of

the waste management area.

The possible need for corrective actions under RCRA should be addressed.

The chosen presumption for remedial action at closure should be evaluated

against other alternatives.

Post-closure monitoring and long-term stewardship issues should be

addressed.

Alternatives put forward through the Performance Management Plan and

other vehicles should be clearly addressed.

vV V¥V V¥

Y VY

The purpose of the NEPA process is to provide decision makers with the background
data to emphasize real environmental issues and alternatives. This information is to be
provided in a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts. The
environmental issues and alternatives re to be supported with evidence verifying the
proposing agency has made the necessary environmental analysis. The Draft HSW-EIS
does not identify and evaluate all reasonable alternatives which consider Washington
State preferences and plans, the Draft HSW-EIS does not provide mitigative measure to
restore the quality of the human environment or to avoid or minimize possible adverse
effects of the proposed actions. Therefore, the Washington State Department of
Ecology has determined that HSW-EIS is so inadequate that it precludes meaningful
analysis; the Washington State Department of Ecology is requesting the USDOE
provide responses to the general and specific comments, use comments to revise the
Draft HSW-EIS, and prepare and circulate a revised Draft HSW-EIS.
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FC#

Section/Page Ref.

Cat.

C r

| Seciion 1.0, Page 1.1, Lines 4-7
Section 1.3, Page 1.3 Lines 18-20
Seclion 5.2, Page S.1, Lines 23-25

1* el
Scope and Analysis

“The Purpose and Need statement appears to support USDOE's complex-wide

programmatic need to "enhance and expand management of its existing and
anticipated volumes of . . . * While the Purpose and Need statement may reflect
USDOE's need, it does not reflect the Washington State Department of Ecology's
need. So thal the Purpose and Need statement may reflect USDOE's and Ecology's
needs, the following Purpose and Need statement is recommended: “USDOE needs
to provide safe, protective, and RCRA-compliant waste management capabilities for
existing and anlicipated volumes of solid LLW, MLLW, post-1970 TRU, pre-1970
containing TRU, commingled-TSCA waste at the Hanford Site.”

(§ 1502.13)

Section S.3, Page S.2

Scope and Analysis

40 CFR Part 1502.12 requires the summary “to stress . . . areas of controversy
(including issues raised by agencies and the public), and the issues to be resolved
(including the choice among alternatives).” The section describes the scoping
process followed for development of this environmental impacl statement. The
section indicates that USDOE “considered all of the comments received in its
development of this Draft HSW-EIS.” Ecology has commented on other associated
NEPA documents such as the draft environmental assessment (EA) for trench
construction and operation in the 218-E-12B and 218-W-5 Low- Level Burial Grounds
(LLBG) (DOE/EA-1373) and the EA for the transuranic (TRU) waste retrieval in the
218-W-4B and 218-W-4C LLBG (DOE/EA-1405). Either in this section or somewhere
else in the Draft HSW-EIS, it should be indicated whether USDOE considered
Ecology’s previous comments on related issues of environmental impact analysis.

(§ 1502.12)

Section 5.3, Page 5.3, Lines 8-14
Section 5.3, Page 5.3, Lines 10-11
Section S.8.1, Page S.18, Line 13
S.3, Page 8.3

Scope and Analysis

The Draft HSW-EIS states that the environmental analysis in the document was

conducted through the year 2046, which represented the end of most waste

management operations at the site. This resulted in a number of scope and boundary

concemns including:

¥ The post-closure requirements for waste disposal facilities may extend beyond
the end of active waste management (2046).

¥» Long-term impacls to groundwater and the Columbia River were evaluated for
10,000 years. How do these ranges compare to the half-lives of the radiological
contaminants in question? How long before decay renders these contaminants
non-radioactive?

Section 5.3, Page 5.3, Lines 10-11
Section 2.2.3.2, Page 2.26, Lines 13-20
Figure 2.15, Page 2.27

| Scope and Analysis

It appears that closure actions and impacts have only been partially included and
analyzed in the Draft HSW-EIS. While the Draft HSW-EIS evaluates and bounds
consideration of managing wastes in the LLBG, the evaluation is not complete as it
does not include a bounding evaluation/analysis of impacts and/or costs of closure
(i.e., disposal). The LLBG are permitied as disposal units. As such, disposal is a
function of waste management. Similarly, closure is a function of waste management
at the LLBG. Therefore, to omit an impact analysis of closure actions and/or costs
renders the analysis incomplete and does not provide decision-makers the needed

information to make decisions regarding the Draft HSW-EIS at Hanford. Specifically.
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the Hanford Barrier (an aboveg d, multi-comp barrier that prevents the entry
of rainfall, plant roots, or burrowing animals into the area covered by the barrier)
design was assumed a bounding design for analysis purposes. Likewise, the use of
the Hanford Barrier was assumed a bounding action (i.e., in-place closure) for
analysis purposes. To even partially omit closure action impact and/or cost analysis
in the Draft HSW-EIS for disposal units for which protective barriers are regulatory
requirements renders the analysis deficient, incomplete, and non-bounding.

(§ 1502.14,1502.15, and 1502.16)

Section S.3, Page S.3, Lines 3941 Scope and Analysis | Clarify if the maximum forecast receipts represents existing Hanford (i.e., on-site)
TRU wastes or if the forecast includes receipt of off-site TRU wastes. [f the forecast
includes receipt of off-site TRU wastes, it is recommended that either the reader be
referred to the location in the Draft HSW-EIS where a description/explanation of
“maximum forecast receipts” may be found or that the text be clarified.

(§ 1502.7)
Section S.4, Pages 5.4 -5.6 Scope and Analysis | The Hanford Site Solid Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement
Section 5.4, Page S4 (TSCA) Technical Information Document (HNF-4755) indicates that waste types covered in
Figure S.2 the Draft HSW-EIS include TSCA regulated wasle (i.e., waste containing
Table S.1, Page S.11 polychlorinated biphenyls [PCB], asbestos, or other such regulated components), A
Section 1.0, Page 1.1, Lines 18-20 number of sections of the Draft HSW-EIS do not appear to identify this waste type.
Section 1.2, Page 1.3, Lines 5-6 The Draft HSW-EIS and the supporting basis (technical information document) must

agree on scope. The text should explain this difference between the Draft HSW-EIS
and the supporting information document and explain how the difference was
addressed in the Draft HSW-EIS. Due to the use of waste streams for which
definitions are not included, the reader cannot discern what waste types are included
in the Draft HSW-EIS.

(§ 1502.7,1502.14)

Section S.5.2, Page S.9, Lines 3-12 Scope and Analysis | It is indicated that USDOE does not currently have facilities for treating several
significant waste streams. It is also indicated that "proposed new facilities are
included in the Draft HSW-EIS to provide capabilities for waste treatment and
processing.” From the indications, it is unclear whether the Draft HSW-EIS EIS
bounding analysis includes potential Impacts and costs associated with the proposed
new facililies. If the reader is not provided information regarding conceptual plans,
design phases, funding profiles, etc. associated with the proposed new facilities, the
reader cannot asceriain whether the analysis is bounding. In other words, it is difficult
for the reader to determine if the “proposed new facilities® are included in the scope of
the Draft HSW-EIS. Clarify, by identification, if the analysis is bounding by the
inclusion of impacts and costs associated with the “proposed new facilities”,
Clarification may be provided by referring the reader to the appropriate location in the
document where the information may be reviewed.

1502.7)

(§1502.7)
Section 5.6.1, Page 5.10 Scope and Analysis | Itis indicated that USDOE "needs to determine which . . . disposal activities are
required for properly managing on-site and off-site solid LLW that currently exists, or
that may be received at Hanford in the future.” Itis also indicated that USDOE
“needs to evaluate options for permanent disposal of LLW at Hanford, including
expansion and possible reconfiguration of disposal facilities to accommodate
an waste " With so many decisions yet to be made, the
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does not inslill confidence that the impact analysis and/or cost eslimates included in
the Draft HSW-EIS are either comprehensive or bounding. To clarify, include
wording identifying/describing how the impact analysis associated with the LLW
waste lype is bounding. Also, for clarification, include a description of how the
decisions will be made in the future (i.e., applicable authorities).

(§ 1502.7)

Section S$.6.1.2, Page S.10
Table S.1, Page S.11

Scope and Analysis

The Hanford Site Solid Wasle Management Environmental Impact Statement
Technical Information Document (HNF-4755) indicates that “DOE would treat
Hanford's non-conforming LLW using off-site commercial facilities and dispose of this
treated waste in the LLBG. The Draft HSW-EIS states: “Non-conforming waste
would be trealed to comply with the HSSWAC using existing on-site capabilities, or if
on-site ireatment capacity does not exist, it would be treated at an off-site commercial
facllity.” Ecology acknowledges the financial status of the intended off-site
commercial treatment facility. Due to the supporting technical information
document's described alternative 1 off-site treatment, the Draft HSW-EIS should
identify where the analysis of "enhancement” of on-site ireatment facilities or
construction of new on-site treatment facilities is included in the Draft HSW-EIS. The
analysis should include environmental and cost impacts.

(§ 1502.14, 1502.15, and 1502,16)

Section 1.4.5.1, Pages 1.11-1.12
Section 5.6.1.3, Page S.12

Scope and Analysis

Section 1.4.5.1, Pages 1.11 — 1.12. The section describes the three alternatives
analyzed for LLW management at Hanford. The No Action alternative appears to
contain “action” as indicated by the following: *DOE would construct new disposal
capacity using a trench design similar to that previously employed for disposal of
LLW at Hanford. Disposal would take place within the boundaries of currently
defined LLBG." Similarly, the receipt of the disposal volumes identified and the
construction of new trenches could be argued to constitute "action.” The reader can
neither determine if an environmental impact analysis has been performed for the
“currently defined LLBG" nor discern why a No Action alterative would appear to
contain “action.” Therefore, provide an explanation and the basis for inclusion of
additional waste receipt and trench construction in the No Action allemative,

| (§ 1502.7, 1502.14)

1

Section 5.1, Pages 53-5.5
General Comment

Scope and Analysis

The land use section does not include sufficient explanation to allow the
reader/decision-maker to understand the supporting technical basis/analysis
associated with the various scenarios/altematives. To explain, Table 5.1 lists upper
and lower bounds for alternatives 1 and 2. If the land use areas are compared
between “area designated for LLBG," "area currently occupied,” and upper and lower
wasle volume bounds there Is no explanation for why the numbers are significantly
different. For example, for 218-W-3A, the number of 20.4 is the same for all
alternatives which may indicate that the entire LLBG which is currently being used in
full capacity will be capped as a disposal site. However, for 218-W-3AE, the number
of design area (20) is different from current occupation area (12) which Is different
from upper and lower bound numbers (12.2). The section lacks explanation for the
reader/decision-maker to understand what the land use numbers mean under the
various scenarios and allernatives.

(§1502.7)

Scope and Analysis

| L1z

AppendixD

LLBG unit 218-W-5 contingency expansion has been omitted from the appendix.
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General Comment

Similarly, the analysis of borrow pit resources does not include the resources needed
in relation to LLBG unit 218-W-5. Similarly, the Hanford Site Solid Wasle
Management Environmental Impact Statement Technical Information Document
(HNF-4755) appears to have omitted analysis for LLBG unit 218-W-5, Therefore, the
analysis is incomplete and non-bounding. The analysis should either be included in
the Draft HSW-EIS or the Draft HSW-EIS should clearly identify that it is not included
and should the contingency expansion be necessary in the future, an additional
NEPA evaluation will be performed.

1502.7, 1502.14, 1502.15, 1502.16)

13

General

Scope and Analysis

CWC and WRAP have large amounts of dala stored in SWITS, etc. Where LLBG and
T-plant have large data gaps. These data groups, as TSDs, should be described

separately and their impacls calculated separately due to the available data.

14

Scope and Analysis

In Section 5.3 and Appendix E, compliance with the ambient air quality standards
was shown through the following method: The pollution generaled by each project
was calculaled, then based on the timeline of the projects, the year of maximum
poliution generated was determined and Lhe pollution generated calculated. The
concern with this approach is the assumption thal the projects will occur in the year
stated; the possibility thal projects may be delayed or start early is not addressed in
this calculation. This same method was used to compare the alternatives to each
other. The total pollution generation over the life of the alternative should be
calculated and these total values should be used to compare the altematives to each
other, not the pollution generated in one year, the assumed maximum

15

Sec 1.4, Page. 1-5
Section S.3, Page S.3, Lines 37-39

Scope and Analysis

On February 16, 1996, Ecology provided comments to USDOE on the WM PEIS. A
major conclusion was that the Draft PEIS failed to provide the whole picture and, as a
result, Ecology requested an analysis of cumulative impacts on a site-by-site basis.
On January 30, 1998, Ecology provided comments on the scope of the Draft HSW-
EIS that identified the need to establish a baseline for solid waste at Hanford. The
Draft HSW-EIS, Sec 1.4, altematives, states that public comments received on the
Draft HSW-EIS NOI also encouraged USDOE to focus on Hanford wastes and to
understand the impacts from management of those wasles separately from the
impacts of accepling additional off-site waste. However, USDOE slates that, “The
structure of the alternatives . . . didnoilendisamocmducmgsuchmanamis.
Ultimately, USDOE considered altematives by waste type.” Ecology requests that
USDOE analyze cumulative impacts on a site-by-site basis and assess the impact of
waste already at Hanford separately from the impacts of waste being received.
(Cumulative impacts)

16

8.1

Table S.1, Page S.11
Section 5.3, Page 5.3, Lines 18-24
Section S.4, Page S.6, Lines 11-33
Section S.4, Page S.6

Section S.5, Page S.6

Section 5.5.3, Page S.9, Lines 33-35
Section 5.6, Page S.6

Section 5.8, Page S.10

Section 1.0, Page 1.1, Lines 18-20

Scope and Analysis

The exclusion of pre-1970 TRU waste from this analysis is inappropriate. USDOE
has less certainty of the characlerization and ullimate environmental impacts of the
wastes thal were directly buried in the LLBG unlined trenches decades ago. The
uncertainties with regard to characterization of these older waste streams should be
predominantly considered in the overall analysis of the proposed action. (Scope,
uncertainty, cumulative impacts, long-term stewardship)
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) Eecliun 1.2, Pége 1.3, Lines 5-6

S.4, Figure S-2

| 'S4, Figure 5.2

S8, Page S.17

"I Scope and Analysis

Was TRUM (transuranic-mixed wasle) considered and analyzed in the scope of this
Draft HSW-EIS? If s0, Ecology requests that USDOE indicate under which category
those waste streams were considered. If not, USDOE needs to reconsider given the
management and impact of TRUM wasles. (Scope)

| Scope and Analysis

Scope and Analysis |

Under the Low-Level Waste box is a category entitied “Previously Buried Waste in
the LLBG." From the perspective of applying a regulatory definition, the designation
of this waste as “low-level” is correct. However, as the Draft HSW-EIS states on
page S.5, “Until 1987, MLLW was managed in the same manner as LLW." In other
words, even though dangerous wasle constituents were likely to have been present
lo some unknown extent in this waste stream, USDOE was not obligated to manage
the waste as dangerous waste because RCRA was not yet applicable to mixed
waste. The importance of this distinction from an environmental perspective is that
the waste defined as “low-level waste previously buried in the LLBG" should be
significantly considered with regard to the existence and impacl of dangerous waste
constituents in the LLBG. (Scope, cumulative impacts)

Ecology disagrees with the stalement that “For most resources, little or no impact
would occur as a result of implementing any of the alternatives.” Given the fact that
the current situation at Hanford is ill-defined with regard to what has been placed in
the ground (i.e., lack of characlerization for tank waste, burial grounds,
cribs/pends/ditches) and the current behavior of the waste (i.e., leaking, leaching,
moving), itis irresponsible to assume that the addition of mare than 30 million cubic
feet of waste at Hanford will have little or no impact on the environment. (Ecological
analysis, uncertainty analysis, groundwater analysis)

S$.8.2, Page S.18

| Scope and Analysis

Transportation considerations were not made for shipment of low-level waste or TRU
wasle to Hanford. However, USDOE stated that in the WM PEIS, they considered
that, “Under MLLW Alternative 1, some MLLW would be shipped from Hanford to an
off-site ireatment facility and returned to Hanford for disposal. As a bounding case, a
treatment facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, was assumed for purposes of this
Iransportation analysis. Transporiation of wasle was determined to resull in up to
four fatalities.” Why would USDOE choose an allernative that was determined to
result in up to four fatalities? (Ecological analysis)

21

S.83, Page. 5.18

Scope and Analysis

USDOE slates that health impacts were estimated from radionuclides and chemicals
that could eventually leach from waste disposed al Hanford and reach groundwater
and ultimately the Columbia River. However, uncertainties exist as to the
characterislics and volumes of waste that have already been placed (or released) into
the ground at Hanfard, particularly in the early years lo unlined trenches, cribs,
ditches, and then via leaky underground storage tanks. Again, there is a need to
understand the existing impacts of Hanford's situation separate from the impacts of
additional wasle from throughout the USDOE complex. (Scope, long-term

slewardship)

22

Sec. 5.3.2, pp. 5.13 ff

Scope and Analysis

Please explain: (1) The exclusion of pre-1962 buried wasles from the calculation of
long-term impacts; and (2) The means/sources by which 1962-1988 wastes were
characterized, particularly with regard to hazardous chemical constituents,

Appendix A
pp. Ad-A5

Scope and Analysis

The first comment under A.1.2 is barely acknowledged, and certainly not
“dispositioned” by the response on p. A.5. The WM-PEIS did not compare
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S -

| impacls of d al of specific volumes and of LLW and
MLLW at specific sites. Yel the Draft HSW-EIS assumes that the decision has been
made and, therefore, provides no basis to compare impacts of disposal al Hanford
with disposal at other specific sites.

24

p.AB

Scope and Analysis

There Is an apparent conlradiction in lines 6-12. Please explain why “[sjome wasle
that may be generated at Hanford and other USDOE facilities would not be suitable
for disposal at l:ommerclal facilities under existin its and lations,” but

lations govemning d ol' USDOE waste have historically been similar to
those for commercial facilities

25

p.AB

Scope and Analysis

Please clarify the parenlheucal statement in lines 9-10 to acknowledge that pre-1970
wasles disposed within designated Solid Waste Management Unils pursuantto ____
will be subject lo closure and corrective action provisions of ____. Further, please
acknowiedge that retrieval actions Lhat include transuranic wastes will result in
additional wastes to be stored, treated, characterized, packaged and shipped to
WIPP for disposal.

26

p. A9

Scope and Analysis

Please axplain the claim that impacls of disposal of wastes in canyon iauhtns ma
be bounded by tof of di in burial gi

migration pathways, interaction with adlaunl wastes and uonlnmhalnn emissions
during construction and operation, elc., all the same as or less than burial ground
disposal?

27

pp. A12-A13

Scope and Analysis

The lower bound eslimates based on the SWIFT forecast are not rasponsiva lo the
commenters’ requests for a Hanford baseline, b they e
disposal of off-sile waste.

28

pp. B.19-B.23

Scope and Analysis

All options for contact-handled TRU waste (CH-TRU) assume thal retrievable waste
will be characterized in-trench and that 50% will be determined Inbe uw andlefth
the Irsrlches Plsau explain {a) how in-trench
meet is for wasle analysis and
for the 50 % es‘li'nale.

P and (b) the basis

Table C.1, pp. C3-C4-C.5-C6

Scope and Analysis

1. Nappears that the Hanford volume includes wasles already disposed from
off-site and on-site generators. Please clarify that this is the case.

2. Please explain the selection of smaller volume (78,883 m?) of waste for Oak
Ridge as the upper bound for the USDOE comparison, as the potential
volume appears much larger in Table C.1. Please explain the origin of the
eﬂhnaiu as Oak Ridge was apparently not consulted (not listed as off-site

waste g orp off-site perp.C.5-C.6.)

3. Please explain the basis for eslimating isotopic and chemical content of

speculalive volumes included in upper bound estimales in Table C.1.

Sec.C4,p.C8

Scope and Analysis

The discussion of TRU waste volumes should be expanded 1o deal with the following:
. Dlsthguishbetwuan(:H and RHTRU ‘l‘hcmmagmmnt.smragn
fransport and disp q rnrtrnlwocaiagu-fuare

drl’fermi ‘and the lys: ires disti g the two i

+ Relalionship of these volume estimates to {a)WIPP capacity, given that the
Nahonul TRU Waste Management Plan (Rev. 2) anticipates less than 15,000
m* combined of TRU from Hanford, and (b) the Hanford TRU Disposition
Map (IPABS-IS (8/28/01) which projects a WIPP disposal volume of 24,731
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A

Table C.2, p. C.4

Scope and Analysis

Please explain the d beh the *p di " figure for LLW
(283,067 m*) and the estimate contained on p. .13 of the information Package on
Pending Low-Level Waste and Mixed Low-Level Waste Disposal Decisions under the
PEIS and derived from the 1996 Int Database 000m’

Appendix H

Scope and Analysis

AsUSDOEkadJm\roadearhgmaofmll‘- rt for inter-site ship please
include an analysis of the tial imp of rail ahlpmem and/or inter-modal
Iransl’erdTRU MLLW snd LLW on-site.

Section 1.5.3., Page 1.23, Lines 26-38

Scope and Analysis

Reference is made to the June 2000 Environmental Assessment for Disposition of
SnrﬂusHanfordSIleUranll.rn ThqdmﬁrafusmwMTUthbewh
the 200 area pending final decision about its di L g It Is USDOE's
intent to dispose of the material in the LLBG, is this rial incl in the Y
of wasles to be disposed? Is it included in the source term for assessment of long-
term impacts? If so, how does it affect the finding in the WM-PEIS that for larger
volumes of disposal of LLW at Hanford, groundwater standards for U-238 would be

exceeded (WM-PEIS, p. 11-34)7

On page 1.5, under Operational Period, in line 12, LLBG closure is lo take place
afler 2046. WIll any type of interim cover be placed on top of the LLBG? Why can't
USDOE use a close-as-you-go approach for the LLW trenches that apparently will be
used for the MLLW trenches? This close-as-you-go approach may be performed on

individual trenches or on & group of trenches.

|35

Chapter 4; Section 4.4.

Scope and Analysis

Somemenlhmahwldbemadeoiﬂladephdhmumnfmﬂqm Most in and
around the Hanford Site are shallow (i.e., < 15 km-i g the swarm events), but
there are a few d events in the Horse Heaven Hills (and elsewhere).

Chapler 4; Page. 4.34, Paragraph 1.

Scope and Analysis

Additional information would be helpful, such as the date of installation of the strong
motion accelerometers, the trigger levels, and whether any of these facility
accelerometers have ever because of an

|37

Page. 5.20

Scope and Analysis

are presented in detail.

Ram:mmum“wmehmsdmmmwmmmm

Scope and Analysis

Reference is made to a Design Basis Earthquake. Section 4.5 does nol contain any

curves or indi the manner in which the Design Basis Earthquake was
selected and the free-field ground motion likely to occur at the LLBG sites as a result
of this earthquake. Please correct.

Chapter 4; Page. 4.37, Secl. 4.5.2,
Paragraph 3

Scope and Analysis

Leaking raw water lines have provided significant artificial recharge to the ground in

the 200 Areas. Some of these unneeded raw water lines are being cut and capped

and others are being pressure tested to assure integrity. However, until this process I
the 200 Areas, these old raw water lines that have

their design life will continue to provide artificial recharge to the soil, and this can be a

problem in the vicinity of waste management facilities. Please address.

Scope and Analysis

On page 1.8, line 19, "other solid waste is mentioned. Please give examples of
solid wastes that are oulside the of this Draft HSW-EIS.

|41

Scope and Analysis

On page 1.11, line 36, the Draft HSW-EIS mentions “other suitable locations.” but
dnesnutMem!crﬂerlafnrmumaﬂon

a2

Section 1.4.4.1, Page 1.8
Section 1.4.4.2, Page 1.10, Lines 24-25
Section 1.4.4.2, Page 1.10, Line 34

Section 1.5.1.2, Page 1.15

Inadequate

Throughout the Draft HSW-EIS, the text is incomplele or silent on RCRA regulatory
authorities for waste management facilities in particular with regard to the LLBG, but
also to other faciities such as T-Plant, CWC, WRAP, LERF, ETF, etc. Waste

mal closure and for RCRA TSDs
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Seclion S.4, Page S.6, Lines 25-26
Seclion 5.5.2, Page 5.8, Lines 21-22
Section 5.5.2, Page S.8, Lines 31-32
Section S.6.1, Page S.10

Seclion 5.6.1.1, Page 5.10, Lines 28-31
Saction 5.6.1.2, Page S.10, Lines 41-42
Table S.1, Page S.11

and wasle management unils are nol idenlified. Corrective action authority o
i from regulated facililies is unclear. E: i ision of a

of seclions within the d are needed lo ly reflect the regulatory
environment. Wilhout clarity on RCRA applicability and extent, bounding conditions
cannot be properly established and thus ives cannot be ad Iy
evaluated.

43

Seclion 5.6.1.3, Page 5.12
Section 5.6.2.3, Page S.13
Section 5.6.3.3, Page S.15

Inadequate
Regulation

The section does not identify that the No Action Allernative would not enable
USDOE to comply with the waste mar and land disg | restrictions of the
State Dang Wasle R i including RCRA requi ts. Similarly, the
section does nol identify thal the No Action Altemative may not enable USDOE to
comply with their own policy for disposal of LLW wastes. Either in this summary
section or in another summary section, the affects of non-compliance should be
disclosed. Note: the Final Envir Impact Stat for the Tank Waste
R diation System Si ¥ (DOE/EIS-0189F) includes such a disclosure for the
No Action Allemnative (sce page S-38).

1502.7)

Section 1.5.1.1, Page 1.15, Lines 14-16
Section 1.5.1.2, Page 1.15

Section 1.5.1.2, Page 1.16, Lines 1-12
Section 6.3, Page 6.2

Inadequate
Regulation

The Drafl HSW-EIS descrit b RCRA and CERCLA regarding
cleanup of past Hanford disposal sites giving a generic description of the HFFACO.
While such coordination is desirable, it is not always achieved. To explain, the LLBG
units are RCRA TSDs. As such, ongoing waste management, closure, post-closure,
and aclion will be decided upon via RCRA decision processes. In
addition, the CERCLA cleanup schedule for the CERCLA-designated source
operable units in which LLBG units reside, is scheduled to occur in or around 2024.

", LLBG units are ly to continue to be ged as aclive
TSD units for at least two decades after 2024. The text should identify that the LLBG
units are RCRA TSDs via which waste management, closure, post-closure, and
cormrective action will be permitted by the Washi State D: of Ecology
via the stale’s RCRA authorization basis.

(§ 1502.14(c})

Section 6.2, Page 6.2, Lines 7-8

Inadequate
Regulation

Page 6.2, Seclion 6.2, Lines 7-8. Include an identification of other relevant HFFACO
milestones. For example, identify that HFFACO Milestone M-20 includes a
milestone for the submittal of LLBG unit final status permit applications. S A
identify that Milestone M-24 constitutes the HFFACO schedule for installation of
RCRA groundwater monitoring weils.

(§1502.7)

46

5562

Inadequate
Regulation

The Draft HSW-EIS does nol provide gh information g the of
commercial trealment facilities. The Draft HSW-EIS also does not provide enough

inf ion as to the alt ive of shipping wasles direclly from their current location
to the commercial treatment facilities, rather than routing the complex-wide wastes to

Hanford for storage then again off-site for treatment. (Regulatory analysis)

47

553,Page S0

Inadequate
Regulation

Throughout the Draft HSW-EIS, USDCE builds on the assumption that the LLBG
would “ultimately be closed by applying a cap consisting of soil, sand, gravel, and
asphalt to reduce water infiltration and the patential for intrusion.” Althou ing
the LLBG may be one viable for itis inty not the only

one. Closure and post-closure decisions will be made, I;m, based on the events
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that occur during operation of the unit, including any Also, depending on
mleaseaarmrnahmhumanhudlhandms i during operatis i)
action may diclate closure and post-closure scenarios. Fl.mer.heﬂnalncm
closure plan for the LLBG dangerous wasle permit has not yet been completed, and
final closure decisions have not yet been defined. Also, post-closure alternatives
and their impacts were not presented in the Drafi HSW-EIS.

48

S.6, Page S.10

Inadequate
Regulation

On February 16, 1996, Ecology provided comments to USDOE on the WM PEIS. A
major conclusion was Lhat the Draft PEIS was not adequate 1o select sites within a
conceplual alternative. Likewise, on January 30, 1998, Ecology provided comments
on the scope of the Draft HSW-EIS that included the need to perform a systematic
comparison of candidate sites. However, the Draft HSW-EIS, Sec S.6,
of Alternatives, describes a very limited focus of altematives, all of which consider
cnlymmgemmtufUSDOE plex waste at Hanford. USDOE is d to
the i as requested by Ecology, mdmanprusentmaruulhand
rationale to the ggl:il.c for review and consideration. (Regulalory analysis)

49

S8, Page 5.10

Inadequate

Thol.LBGha RCRA TSD unit, with various problems associated with it, including

(or the lack thereof) of existing wastes that are buried and/or stored
in the unit, the current and/or potential impact to the vadose zone and groundwater,
and the associated ability (or lack thereof) to monitor these impacts. Compliance
with RCRA requirements is required for management of wastes within this TSD. The
proposed alternatives, limited as they are (see comment #10 above), need to
consider the impacts on the LLBG from a RCRA TSD perspeclive, since the
proposed addition of waste is wilhin the boundary of a TSD unit with questionable
hhsgrmr, 6.g., USDOE needs to consider the altemnative of creating a new space(s)
and disposal of complex-wide waste so that the integrity and
mmugmantufmemln (s) can be p i from the start, thus
umammgtheabnnymmmmrmandmpﬁantmmm Ecology
7 -u-.,!'.hu blems for the LLBG, e.g., altematives other
Ihun P analruady TSD should be considered. (Regulatory

Section 5.6.3, Page S.14

analysis)
USDOE states that *additional processing and certification eapd:ilﬂentmﬂho
1 and implemented at the Hanford Site” for ing

criteria. Please spedﬂmlly identify what additional pmoauhg and certification
capabilities need to be developed and implemented for wastes considered by this -
Draft HSW-EIS and identified for eventual disposal at WIPP. (Regulatory analysis)

51

Section S.6.3.1, Page S.14

IJiwLLBB MTMmICanplexhaRc.RATSDuniL Compliance with RCRA
d for of mixed waste within this unit.

wh at modifications to the T Plant Complax are anticipated? How does
sttﬂlnwﬂhlhepﬂoﬂﬂmmadymuhhedandhmwmsshg
Hanford wastes?-

3.3.1, Page 3.6

Inadequate
Reguiation

USDOE states, “For purposes of analysis, this Draft HSW-EIS assumes that WIPP
would have the necessary administrative and permitting authority to accept these
wastes.” This is an unfounded assumption given the fact that the cumrent waste
acceptance criteria for WIPP does not allow PCB's. Should the state of New Mexico
decide at some point to modify the WIPP Permit and allow for the dispasal of PCB

waste, then that decision could be factored in at that lime. However, for the

Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003

Letter: L095t

B.348



purposes of this Draft HSW-EIS, analysis should be revisited with respect to and

reflection of the current permitting requirements for WIPP.

p.A12

Inadequate
Regulation

Pre-1970 buried transuranic wastes that may be retrieved from burial grounds under
CERCLA are outside the scope. Yet they may directly impact the need for facilities
described in Sec. 3.3, and CERCLA decision schedules may not match schedules
assumed in this Draft HSW-EIS.

Inadequate
Regulation

On page 2.5, line 23, “cover and caps” are used. Are these equivalent terms? Caps
are mentioned in the glossary, bul covers are nol.

a ¢

Inadequate
Regulation

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requires solidification/encapsulation
media to be supported by a Topical Report (TR) approved by a governmental body.
These TRs provide the technical md lastlrlg A to ensure
solidification media (e. g cerlum lypes of ) and !

will be effective in the In!hethboxcnpapezﬁwnuﬂ
and th laslics are mentioned, but not footnoted to show a TR (or equivalent
document) d ing the juacy in the Hanford LLBG. Is there such
adowmantshmmgthem y of t and thermoplastics in the Hanford
climate?

Inadequate
Regulation

On page 2.23, the Draft HSW-EIS discusses the use of in-trench grouling and
ef lating the waste in C ially, most of the nuclides that make
up the Class A and B/C waste lables have limits based upon volume (and alpha
emitters are based upon specific activily). The in-trench grouting volume is rather
Iarge by commercial standards. Does USDOE have an nutmda peer-reviewed

that indi that from the ted
shu::lura will not exceed a regulatory dose limit (e.g., 25 rnrern] over the next 10,000
years?

57

Inadequaie
Regulation

On page 6.11, line 12, the Draft HSW-EIS implies that USDOE will not aiways
comply with USDOT regulations (i.e., Title 49 CFR) on roads to which the public
does not have access. s this correct? In the early 1990s at the annual LLRW
convention in Las Vegas, a USDOE contractor representative committed to adhering
to USDOT reguiations for all shipments both on and off the Hanford Reservation. For
shipments of radioactive (only) waste off-site, will the NRC's Uniform Manifest (e.g.,
NRC Form 540, 541, 541A, 542, and 542A) be utilized?

Section 5.6.1, Page 5.10

Inadequate
Regulation

It is indicated that USDOE “needs to ine which . . .activities are ired for
properly managing on-site and off-site solid LLW that currently exists, or that may be
received at Hanford in the future.” It is also indicated that USDOE “needs to
evaluate options for permanent disposal of LLW at Hanford, including expansion and
possible reconfiguration of disposal facilities to accommodate anticipated waste
receipts.” The LLBG are solid waste management units {SWMUs} The Washinglon
State Department of Ecology is authorized to impl tive action for
releases from SWMUs. To date, there are inads rneansl’or‘
from the LLBG (more detailed oummnnbson ths Issue will follow) and there has
been [ittle to no izatlon for pob from “!e LLBG. The Draft
HSW-EIS does not reflect that RCRA action  if Y, will
be made by Ecology. Due to the lack of detection capabilities and contaminant
characterization information, for the Draft HSW-EIS to omit an

release
acknowledgment of the uncertainties as well as the potential shared authorities
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associated with Mrrnnng v.hm aclwilu:s are required for properly managing
wasles

(§.1502.14, 1502.15, and 1502.16) _

|59

Seclion 4.5.1.4, Page 4.36,
Paragraph 4

Inadequate
Regulation

Groundwater monitoring for the LERF, a RCRA TSD unit, is currently nol occurring.
So, the construction of the facility may be compliant, but it is not a totally compliant

facility, as your statement implies.

60

Section 4.5.1.4, Page 4.37
Paragraph 1

Inadequate

Suggest changing the second sentence to read, “it is a Washington State

itted facility g drain fields where tritium-bearing wastewater
discharge is authorized in the permi. _

|G‘I

Chapter 4; Page. 4.37, Sect. 4.5.1.5,
Sentence 2

Inadequate
Regulation

Suggest inserting the word “historic” between "no” and *flood events.” The
200 Areas Central Plateau is a flood bar d ited during Quat ¥
cataclysmic floods.

Inadequate
Regulation

The lext box on page 2.12 mentions that the floors will be sealed with impervious
epoxy resins. Commercial indusiry experience indicates that this sealant is not
permanent and requires repairs. Will the floors in these new buildings be inspected
to find any “holes” in the sealant?

Specific

Ecological

Page 3.13, Tab.re 3.5, Comparison of Impacis Among the Alternatives, In the

Calegory under Ecological Resources, why was only

lhe temporary Shrub—S!eppe Habitat looked at? Besides vaqeﬂhonffsuna there are
biclogical aspects that need to be factored in. An g vertebrale such as
the Great Basin Pocket Mouse could be evaluated as well.

Specific

Ecological
Assessment

Page 5.22, Lines 13-16, beginning with “To avoid impacts . . .” The planning in this
scenario to avoid rnpacts is greal. It benefils the reader of Ihia Draft HSW-EIS to
know that not everything is a detrimental effect to the complete ecosystem.

Section S.7, Page S.17, Lines 21-25

Ecological

Page S. 1? Section S.7, Lines 21-25. Include an identification that shmb—slﬁppu is
of its i

jered a priority habiwt by V gton State b
sensitive wildlife.

__lg1s027)

Appendix |, Page L1 Lines 15-18

Ecological
Assessment

The document states that environmental impacts to the Columbia River would
happen in the long term “up to 10,000 years pest closure.” The document does not
provide a minimum time until impact would be seen on the river. Please provide the
lower bound time frame for impacts of waste handi ration on the river.

67

Appendix |, Section 1.2, Page 1.2

Ecological
Assessment

The argument is made that due to the application of herbicide or effects of fires no
priority habitats would be affected by any of the altemnatives. The fact that a polential
priority habitat was ‘Wﬂreor. icide apy is not justification for
excluding that habitat I'mm i of p ial d d by
construction of LLBG facilities. Not only must the current nccwrenoe or state
designated priority habitats be protected, but historic of priority habil

must be to tablish. E of the facilities would necessitate
expansion of the areas where spraying occurs and result in increased destruction of
habitat. This impact is not assessed in the Draft HSW-EIS. The impact of an

enl area should be assessed.

Appendix I, Section 1.2, Page 1.2

Ecological
Assessment

The impact of blasting of bedrock as part of surface cover mining operations in the
momeaonwir.ﬂrfs]nmeamNeaasweﬂasinlheﬁLEismtassssud The
impact of the use of high explosives to cover needs to be
assessed.
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59 | Appendix 1, Section 1.2, Page 1.2 | Ecolegical No mention is made of surface microbialic crust including algae, fungi, lichens, and |
: Assessment mosses. The 1999 Nalure Conservancy repnn Bnadrvarsﬂy Inventory and Analysis of
the Hanford Site) states: "Alth le of the biotic crust within
the shrub-: steppe Is not well unders!ood it clearly plays an important role in

ab ion, contributing nitrogen and organic carbon
to the s0il, and mcraasung Inﬂllrntlon of precipitation into the soil. Intact crusts can
also enhance nalive dli 1 in arld ysterns (St. Clair et al.
1984), and may discourage Invasbon by non-native species such as cheatgrass.”
Therefore, the impact on this segment of the terrestrial ecosystem needs to be

- evaluated.
70 | Appendix I, Section 1.2 Page 1.2, Line Ecological '_Saveral sections mention that due to fire or herbicide "priority habitats® would not be
Assessment disturbed. The “priority habitat" moniker denotes the most important habitat to

protect. Even if priority habitats are not affected, that does not mean that
unmiligated destruction of habitats other than “priority habitats” can occur. The
impact of aclions to all habitats should be evaluated and documented.

71 Appendix |, Section 1.2.1, Page 1.8, Ecological This section states that a more comprehensive ecological survey of Area C will be
Line 37-39 Assessment conducted in the spring of 2002, The progress of that study should be updated and
the resulls should be incorp in this ds . Without this information it is
Impossible to make a determination on action proposed in this area.
72 | Appendix 1, Section 1.3 Ecological The criteria for selection of species used in the Ecological Contaminant (ECEM)
Assessment model should be provided. The model allows for selection of many different food
web p ts: the rationale for selection of these particular species should be
rovided.
73 | Appendix |, Section 1.3, Page 1.9, Line 6 | Ecological The document references ECEM as the risk assessment model for ecological
Assessment receplors. The model inpuls and outputs should be provided so that the modeli

process can be evaluated. Additionally the source and nature of the model should be
provided. his model should be made available for evaluation by listing a contact or
reference in the references. Upon consulting with USDOE-PML it was determined
that the information relating to the model parameters and algorithms is contained in
the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment parl 1 (DOE/RL-96-16, Rev

1, Final, U.S. Dep of Energy, Ri i, WA March 1998) this reference
should be cited in the docurm doument
74 | Appendix |, Section 1.3, Page I.11, Line | Ecological Uranium is the only ¢ I Torits 1 diological risk. The
89 Assessment Groundwaler Section 4 ‘I'ahl'e 4.9 lists mem[caﬂ i lrl gre
hdudmg carbon tetrachlor and
i th These chemicals as well as other chemicals originating from the

MLLW and TRU, such as PCBs, present a risk lo terrestrial and aquatic receplors.
The polential risk of toxic (non-rad) components of the MLLW/TRU needs to be

evaluated.
75 | Appendix I, Section 1.3, Page 1.11, Line | Ecological The slatement is made that the risk assessment generally follows EPA ERAGS
15 Assessment Guidance. Inf ion should be provided on ways that it differs from EPA
guidance.
76 13M2IL,13 Ecological This sentence stales that "best” eslimates were used to derive K, values for soil and
Assessment sediment. The scientific basis for the "best" estimales should be provided.
77 | 1312/ L,25 Ecological This sentence introduces a seep dilution lerm. There is some confusion about the
Assessment dilution of groundwater by seeps. Seeps are defined as *Groundwater/Surface
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Water connections caused by river or stream erusim into a near-surface aquifer”
(The Facts on File Dictionary of E S St and Wyman
1991). An additional dilution factor for seeps is not appropriate due to the fact that a
seepisa 1 point 1 grot and surface water. This dilution
factor should be removed.

This sentence states that sofl concentrations are derived by mulliplying seep

| 78 | 1.3M2/L7-8 Ecological

concer by Kq. The Ky values are not provided in table 1.2, Ky values should
be ided as well as the basis for their derivation.

This table presenls the EHQ for various receptors at or around the Hanford Site. Tha
derivation of this data s not presented other than stating that it was developed using

| 79 1.31.3/ Table 1.3 Ecological

the ECEM model. The inputs and modeling assumptions should be presented,

80 | L.3N.13A,23 Ecological
Assessment

A modifying factor of 15 was selected to convert acute mortality to a Lowest
Observed Effect level. What is the rationale for the selection of 15 as a modifying
factor? A commonly accepted modifying faclor for acute to chronic is 10, but another
factor of 10 would be assessed to go from chronic mortality to a chronic response
clher than morlality. Addilmnu[ly another factor of 10 would be assessed to

from i pecies that inhabit the Columbia River and another
factor of 10 might be added In account for interspecific variability. This would result
in a modifying/uncertainty factor of 1,000 to 10,000. While this might be overly
conservative, the data to support a M'F.'UF of 15, a conservative value, is needed.
Even if the MF/UF was 100 the risk of Hanford plus background would exceed
acceptable risk levels. This information sechan needs o be reanalyzed and re-
evaluated to account for the degree of ur with the toxicol
values. Additionally, data sources for ical data should be nted.

a1 L4114 Ecological

Tha emsu.llnﬁons presented here are not formal ESA consultations as defined in
7 of the Ei

g pecies Act. They are merely the first step in a ESA
section 7 consultation. ngbumslmplrnkfanlhtdmoduﬂ'umaybe
affecled. Due to the fact that endang are on the Hanford Site
and in the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River, a formal ESA Section 7

ion should be required by NMFS and FWS. The letter enclosed in
ﬁppand‘lx”mrnmeusFWSmenﬂnnslheradmalaSecﬁm?mellalbnls
quired, but no to this requis Is included in the Draft HSW-EIS. The
for ing this p I’orNMFSIa“"In'." for
Cond Itation and Con ce Activities Under seclion 7 of the
Endarum Specms Act (March. 1998] Mdlti:rlally the USFWS produced a

detalls their rnqummenls lor a Sec:tlon 7 mnsuunﬁon The huﬂnu uf pommully
affected species is only the first step in the jon, if any th

endangered species are pmsent and MAY be affected, then a formal oonmnm
would be required. The provi mtheDraﬂHSWEiSdonsnotsuppma
claim that there is not potential adverse affects to T&E species therefore a Formal
Section 7 consultation should be required. Additionally there is no documentation of
any efforts to contact the USFWS for a determination of state listed species of

82 | Spediic Heallh Impacts

concem.
Page 2.22, Lines 16-19, beginning with, “The used...” Which certain
radionuclides does this pertain to and can there be examples noted in other
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parts of the Draft HSW-EIS? The following senlence goes on lo slate water affecting
solubility of some waste elements. It would be nice to see these effects correlated in
the risk assessment and know the outcomes of specific K, coefficients for these

“certain radionuclides.”

General

Health Impacts

There are a variety of definilions used for ive risk across the USDOE
complex. Ecology should use the deﬁmhon as defined from EPA's (2002) Framework
for Cumulative Risk A lative risk: The bined risks from

aggregate exposures to mulliple agents or stressors.”

App F page 38 Line 27-28.

Health Impacts

Mercury can be present in the i in many chemical forms (divalent,
rnelhy!ated etc.) and with different transfer mechanisms. There needs lo be an

explanation on why the K, value for lead is sufficient for mercury.

85

Section 4.8.2. Page 4.77
Appendix F, Section F.1.4.5, Page F.36

Heaith Imp

Justice - This seciion bneﬂy i s some of the ive Orders
and census tract i i in the Hanford
area. Rel t to this di i wwldbc i ‘that are iated with
pommlnl disproportionale risks assumed by minority populations, specifically Native
American populations, because of cultural based behavlom The Columbia River
Inter-tribal Fish Commission (CRITFC) has n lications and

suwgﬁ_ulhould be recognized and used in the Draft HSW-EIS.

Appendix F, Secion F.1.4, Page F.28 —
F.36

Health Impact

are used by the Draft HSW-EIS for human heaith
waluahons. the industrial scenario (F.1.4.1) and resident gardener scenario
(F.1.4.2). E are provided in Tables F.35, F.36, F.37, and F.38.
These two exposure scenarios are insufficient to account for the potential numen
exposure pattemns (hal might occur. Neither of these scenarios
nor account for mi lations (Native i matmaybeplwedala
disproportionate risk. The Draft HSW-EIS dismisses the Model Toxics Control Act
(MTCA pp an] staling lhai the exposure parame!ers are not always used and by

1o identl it direct for children and to protect
ehllclran Major differences exist m the ax.posus parsmslers note the 3 tables
below that identify rel risk i ion and direct for
su‘face waler, groundwater and sofl in MTCA. Concurrent exposuras clarmai +

are and evaluated in MTCA but are not

evaluated in this Draft HSW-EIS. Sauna or Sweat Lodge Alr Inhalation. Imbedn‘ed
within this exposure pathway is the implicit, nol explicit, recognition of Native
American cultural based habits (sweat lodge) that may account for environmental
justice related concems. As noted above, readily available documentation exists
that more clearly documents cultural based behaviors with resulting exp
patterns that may place Nawa al a disp lonate risk p to the
slation. This ion should be d and used in the Draft

general
HSW-EIS. _

gl =

Health Impacts

Table of poliutant and ambient quality standard for short-term, workday and long-
term ures should be provided at the beginning of the discussion.

Sections 5-11
Appendix F

Health Impacts

Generally, it was difficull to follow the details of the health assessments, even for a
personwilhtrnnhgln diclogical dose It was not always clear as to
which exg and were used for a given dose result. The

Y to und the details was often found scattered
throughout the main document, the appendices, and outside documents. It was
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Sections 5-11
Appendix F

Healh Impacts

difficult to follow section 5.11 without having to frequenily consult Appendix F or the
HSRAM document. Section 5.11 should be more self-contained.

Whal is the basis for choosing a point of £ for g

of 1 km down gradient from the 200 West and 200 East Area LLBG? A dlslame of 1
km appears to be arbitrary. Why were groundwater concenirations not also
eslimated at the point of maximum impact, which is directly undemeath the LLBG, or
al the LLBG boundary?

Sections 5-11

Health Impacls

Clarify whether or not a RCRA cover was assumed for any given set of groundwater |
concentration results.

Appendix F
Sections 5-11
Appendix F

Health Impacls

Clarify the values thal were used for the infiltration rahe parameter. Values of 0.5
and 0.05 cm/y were cited throughout the d itis fusing as to
which value was used for any given groundwater concentration result.

Section 5.3.3, pp 5.18-20, Tables 5.9
and 5.10

Health Impacls

Tables 5.9 and 5.10 would be enhanced if the Tc-99 and |-129 concentration values
were given in addition to their percentage of Drinking Water Standard values.
Otherwise, there is the possibility that the Tc-89 and I-129 values in Lhe table may be
confused with concenlration values, instead of percentage of DWS.

Secfion 5.3.3, pp 5.19-20, Tables 5.9
and 5.10

Health Impacls

An additional table, similar to Table 5.9 and 5.10, should present groundwater
concentrations at the LLBG boundary (see comment 1 above). As an exampla, Table
5.23, in section 5.11.1.3, presents health irnpuds to a resident gardener at the 1-km
well (1 km down gradient from the 200 Area) from in or dh The
first point of confusion is that the resident g , as ified in dix F, is
IoeahedZOBkmfmmlheZOONea,bulthetahle' di 25 that the point
is evaluated at 1 km from the LLBG. The second point of confusion is that the text
does not make clear which exposure pathways are usud in the dose calculations.

The table caption leads one to think it is only g d h but A dix F
indi that other p ys, such as external radiati P from soil are
evaluated. If the Iuhle is hdeed only for groundwaler pathways, then where are the
results for the other pathways discussed in Appendix F? For each dose result, it
should be clear which exposure scenarios in Tables F.35 and F.37 are being used.
The third point of confusion Is that the reader must go back and forth between the
main document, the appendices, and outside documents to find the details of the
results given in the tables, and even then, it is still not clear as to which wpnau'e
scenarios are used, and as to what model p values are d

_dose result should be clear as to what Eglh ys and parameler values were usad

Section 5.11, p 5.42, Line 42

Health Impacls

What is the basis for choosing a distance of 100 m from the release point to assess
the industrial scenario? The value of 100 m a rs to be a

Section 5.11, p 5.42, Line 43

Health Impacts

Specify the of the g in the resident gardener scenario. The
location of a worker in the industrial scenario is specified here, so the location of the
resident gardener should also be specified here, even Ihnugh itis specified in

F. F ifies that the [+] ides 20.6 km ESE of
I:he 200 Area. S a familiar landmark near this Iocaﬂon for example LIGO.

Section 5.11.1.2.1, pp 5.45-47, Tables
5.18 and 5.19

Health Impacts

Footnote (b) in the tables should specify that the LCFs are calculated as described in
Appendix seclion F.1.7

97

Section 5.11.1.2.1, p 5.45, Lines 17-18

Health Impacts

Rather than simply stating that the dose cstimates are small, summarize the results

from Tables 5.18 and 5.19 by comparing the maximum lifetime dose from those
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tables lo any regulatory limits. For example, the maximum annual dose for the off-
site MEI can be compared lo the Washinglon State Air Emissions Regulations limit

) of 10 mrem/year.

988 | Section 5.11.4.1.1, p 5.97, Table 5.58 Health Impacts The text in section 5.11 and Appendix F states that the LCF estimales for the public
are based on a conversion factor of 0.0005 LCFs per person-rem. The values for
LCF in this table are not consistent with this value. For the 100 y and 500-y
assessmenl lime, the conversion factor appears to be 0.0004 - that for radiation
workers, while for the 300 y assessment time, the factor appears to be 0.0007.

99 Section 5.11.4.1.2, p 5.97, Line 11 Health Impacts Clarify whal is meant by the dose being accumulated over a 50 year time period. s
this the 50-year period assumed for committed dose from inhalation and ingestion, or
is it the lifetime exposure duration? If the latter, this is inconsistent with an assumed
. exposure duration period of 30 years used elsewhere in the heallth impact section.
100 | Page. S.18, Sect. $.8.3, Paragraph 1 Heallh Impacts Heallh effecls appear o be limited to potential uptake of drinking water by citizens
obtaining water from the Columbia River. One of the Hanford Site's remedial
objectives is to restore groundwater to its rnaxumal heneﬁda! use”, i.e., to make it

potable. This analysis should also add pact: Mlhm the
. | Hanford Site before it discharges to the Columbia Rwer
101 | Page. S.18, Lines 43— 46 Heallth Irrlpacls “Where is the analysis thal supports the conclusion that 28 latent cancer fatalilies
could result from consequences arising from the occurrence of a design basis
I D earthquake?
102 | Table 5.1, Pa'ge S.11 Grol The disposal alternatives identified for Low-Level and Mixed Low Level Wasie
Alternatives 1 and 2 and No Action do not indi that g d itoring will

occur for the low-level waste trenches via RCRA g i
designed to detect releases from the LLBG TSD and solid waste managnmenl units,
The Hanford Site Solid Waste Management Environmental Impact Statoment
Te D it (HN F-4755) app to have omitted analysis
1 with the tructi i 01’ grcundwaiet mon|mnng wells, as well
ing costs. Consi g the wﬂh the
e:lstlng RCRh gmundwaher momtoring networks as well as the size of the LLBG, the
capital exp ture wrlh- llation and operation of a grow
monitoring network capable of from the low-level waste trenches
could be significant, The networks will be designed (with Installation of additional
welis) via the RCRA final status permit issuance process. Groundwater monitoring
will occur during operations of the LLBG units. Therefore, the Low-Level Waste
Alternatives 1 and 2 should include indications that additional groundwater
monitoring wells will be installed and groundwaler mmﬂodng wII be perfarrned
throughout operations of Ihe LLBG. The lack of anal
additional g cf ing wells and gr itoring renders the
Draft HSW-EIS analysis incomplete and non-bounding.
1502.14, 1502.15, and 1502.16)

103 | Section SB.4 Groundwater The section's total numbers/ranges omit added potential (and estimated) costs
| Page .20 associated with groundwater monitoring, which could be significant, based on the
deficiencies of the system..
104 | Section S.8.5 Ground-water The stat t that “imp for all i d in the Draft HSW-EIS are
| Page 5.20 relatively small . . ." in relation to groundwater is included wilhout a technical basis.

For purposes of inclusion of a bounding RCRA groundwaler meniloring needs

Letter: 1L095z01

B.355 Revised Draft HSW EIS March 2003



Ecology's ysis indi that a signi ber of additional RCRA
gmundwatcr moniloring wells could be required for the LLBG groundwater
monitoring networks to be compliant (i.e., for the groundwater monitoring system to
consist of a sufficient number of wells, installed at appropriate locations and depths
to yield groundwater samples from the uppermost aquifer that . . *represent the
quality of groundwater passing the point of compliance®). Therefore, either the
statement must be deleted or a disclosure must be inserted. Ifa dlsc!usma is
inserted, it must identify that the RCRA g menitoring iated
with the LLBG are significantly deficient. It must also be disclosed that the RCRA
groundwater monitoring networks are so deficient that no technically based
conclusion of current or future impact in relation to groundwater can be made for the
units al this time.

(§ 1502.7, 1502.14, 1502.15, and 1502.16)

105

Section 3.0
General Comment

Groundwaler

Section 3.0. The section does not appear to include groundwater monitoring in any
of the alternalives, Similarly, the seclion does not appear to include cost evaluations
for groundwater monitoring well installation naeda Itis recommundsd that a
description of LLBG RCRA ground be included in
Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 and that cost estimates for these actions be included in
Section 3.7 and in Table 3.6. It should be noted that grm.mdwalar monitoring
requmments am applicable to al[ i Considering the logic applied to the
Mo Action tly defined LLEG"® ana analyzed to manage
wastc then the No Action altemnative should also include groundwater monitoring

{§ 1502 23)

Section 3.7
And
Table 3.6

Groundwater

The ! snclm does not lndude groundwater monitoring in the comparison of costs of
. W ive Coda (WAC) 173-303-645 requires

groundwater monitoring al RCRA land-based TSDs. WAC 173-303-645 mquras
groundwaler monitoring at the ponl or pli for detection of
Furthermore, the same I “the ground i system must
consist of a sufliclenl number ofwalrs_ installed at appropriale locations and depths
to yield groundwater samples from the uppermost aqulfsr that . . represent the
quality of groundwaler passing the point of comp " Itis lhat
cosls be estimated for data (including statisti lysis beh

ient and di gradient wells) and reporting over a 74 yeargmunclwa!er
munwonng period.
(51502 14, 1502 15, 1502.16 and 1502 3 and 1502.23)

p. A4

Groundwaler

does nol appear lo address the
commenhers |ssue of the adequacy of data about exisling vadose zone
contamination. Please explain how the SAC and related activilies provide adequate
data.

Table 5.3, Page S.19

Groundwater

The Draft HSW-EIS greundwater quality impact analysi: an infiltration rate
modeling input parameter that is an order of magnitude less conservalive than the
same infiltration rate modeling input parameter used to support USDOE's LLBG
disposal authorization basis. The use of the less conservative modeling input
parameter is not supported by a technical basis as no such technical basis exists.

Of regulatory concem to Ecology, the Draft HSW-EIS groundwater quality impact
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analysis selects "points of " to describ quality i
None of the “points of assessment” selected meet RCRA regulatory reqmremems for
monitoring groundwater quality at the LLBG “point of compliance.” While RCRA
defines the g point of p to be at the unit boundary, the Draft
HSW-EIS's nearest "point of assessment” is located 1 km away from the LLBG unit
boundaries. The affect of selecting such a “point of assessment’ away from the
LLBG unit boundaries is to greatly reduce groundwater quality impacts. This
Is inconsistent with RCRA regulatory requirements and could be

id to be misleading (i.e., the approach masks and/or reduces groundwater
quality impacts). Detailed ts regarding the above issues are attached. In
summary, the Draft HSW-EIS groundwater quality impact analysis is deficient and Is
neither conservative nor consistent.
109 | Section 5.8, Page S.17, Lines 43-44 Groundwater The analysis provided in the Draft HSW-EIS is neither conservalive nor consistent

with similar analyses performed to support the USDOE's LLBG di
mmm basis. Furthermore, lhe basis for the Draft HSW-EIS groundwater

quality q and does not support an
assumption 01 no current impact fmm the LLBG.
|T1D Section 1.5.1.3, Page 1.16 Groundwaler The Draft HSW-EIS does not adequawy and/or y reflect gi d
and/or tive action to an jon of
reasonable alternatives or milngatlon measures. Deﬂeiandu in the u.rrmt
groundwater monitoring should be add: g an tion of
the number and cost of needed wells, or table alternative tori

g wh
wells cannot be constructed because of a declining water table. Without this

information, the cost analysis is incomplete.

111 Groundwater Ecology has concluded that the Draft HSW EIS grwndwﬂerqunmy impact analysis
does not provide an of or mitigation measures to
raduce or minimize ad i iy . This oonduslon is primarily
based on the following: 1) the hswldancy of existin quality informati
2) a lack of impact oonserwhsrn (in light of the lack DH.I.BG
specific data), 3) an inadequate considi PP y req
and 4) ! iated with the g impact analysis methodology.
Ecology has luded that the g dh quality impact analysis provides neither
the basis for the alleratives evaluated nor the basis for the omission of mitigation
measures.

112 | Section S.6.1, Page S.10 Groundwater The section is silent on RCRA groundwater mmmmg naqnhmsnts The section

Seclion 5.6.2, Page 5.12 should identify that RCRA groundwaler will ba imp via

the RCRA final stalus permit. In addition, it shuuld be identified that groundwater
monitoring provisions will address the entire LLBG unit boundaries (as defined by
RCRA Part A permit).

1502.14, 1502.15, and 1502.16

113 | Table S.1, Page S.11 Groundwater The disposal alternatives identified for Low-Level and Mixed Low Level Wmln
Alternatives 1 and 2 and No Action do not indicate that ing will
oceur for the low-level waste trenches via RCRA g di itori twork

dmlgnedwdemruusasrmnwLLBGTstdmmmmmemm
The Hanford Site Solid Waste Management Environmental

Technical Information Document (HNF-4755) 1o have orrﬂlhd
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with the cor ionfinstallation of grot ‘_ : itoring wells as well

as ing costs. Considering the signifi led with the
isting RCRA groundwats itoring networks as well as the size of the LLBG, the

capital expendit iated with installation and operation of a g

monitoring network ble of d ing rel from the low-level waste frenches

could be significant. The networks will be designed (with i ion of additional

wells) via the RCRA final stalus permit issuance process. Groundwaler monitoring

will occur during operations of the LLBG units. Therefore, the Low-Level Waste

Altemnatives 1 and 2 should include indications thal additional groundwater

monitoring wells will be installed and groundwaler monitoring will be performed

throughout operations of the LLBG. The lack of analysis to Ider installati

additional groundwater monitoring wells and g dy g renders the EIS
lysis i lete and non-t di

1502.14, 1502.15, and 1502.16)

| 115 | Chapter 4; Page. 4.38, Paragraph 1 G

Paragraph 1

| | 1147 Appencix G; Page. G4,Line27 | Groundwater |

. . . .___|polential preferential pathways and should be mentioned here.
116 | Chapler 4; Page. 4.36, Sect. 4.5.1.4, Groundwater A

What is "an appropriate release model?"

Old, abandoned andlfor poorly sealed vadose zone and groundwater wells are also

Ing that ground: ges West Lake and that groundwater is or has
flowed from the 200 East Area toward West Lake, the salts deposited from
could polentially tain some Hanford contaminants. Runoff could also
carry contaminated material to West Lake. This possibllity should at least be
mentioned.

117 | Chapter 4; Page. 4.42, Fig. 4.16 Groundwater

Waler table contours north and east of the Columbia River indicate significant
differences in the elevation of the water table. However, north and east of the
Columbia, there are no well locations shown, so it is difficult to determine how these
elevations were oblained. What is the source of these elevation/head data?

| 118 | Chapter 4 Page. 4.43, Fig. 4.17 Groundwater

Two meter contours do not convey a clear picture of waler table elevation.
Supplemental contour lines at 0.5m Intervals should be added to this map.

| 119 | Chapter 4; Page. 4.47, Table 4.9 Groundwater

s the value for Cr for total Cr, hexavalent Cr? Please clarify.

120 | Chapler 4; Page. 4.49, Secl. 4.5.3.3, Groundwater
Paragraph 1, Lines 36 — 39

_| dimensions. Correct this understatement.

| 121 | Chapter 4; Page. 4.50, F 13

Artificial recharge to the unconfined aquifer continues in the form of discharge of

122 | Chapler 4; Page. 4.50, Paragraph 4 i

The communication E the fined and quifers is grossly

understated. With the Elephant Mountain member of Columbia River basalt absent

in at least two boreholes norih of the 200 East Area, the unconfined and confined
quifers (Rattl ke Ridge ber) are in direct contact in a window of unspecified

sanitary waste liquids and water from leaking raw water distribution lines. These
sources should be added.
A supporting basis needs to be added for the following statement, . . . no indication
Is shown of aquifer interconnection.” How do the piezometric heads in the

fined and confined aquifer syst ‘pare across the site? It also needs to
be made clear wheth fi to deeper aquifers is to the basalt confined aquifer

system or to the semi-confined aquifers beneath the Ringold Lower Mud.

| 123 | Appendix G; Page. G.6, Line 25 Groundwater

The statement is made that there are more than 100 radicactive and non-radicactive
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non-rad conslituents in flow and transport, but which present different hazards to
humans if they get to g i and are cc d. Only Pb and Hg are

evaluated (pg. G.9) and dismissed. Juslify these exclusions.

124

Appendix G
Page. G.21, Lines 14— 16, 19-20

Groundwater

Eariier, the stalement was made that a one dimensional model was used because of
insufficient characterization. Yet, here you state that one-dimensional models are
inadequale to represent preferential pathways (unsealed boreholes, clastic dikes)
and ndiuals Ihat they are too small and discontinuous to be of any real significance
asap y. Without adeq characterization data, how can you
make this assum) Ellon?

(25

Appendix G; Page. G.24, Fig. G-2 and
Lines 12 =13

Groundwaler

If this is purported to be a conservalive analysis, justify the decision lo delermine a
release date when 50% of unit mass has reached groundwater. This is even less

conservative given that releases are assumed to begin in 2046.

126

Appendix G; Page. G.33

Ground

Has any consideration been given to showing the cumulati b to the
Columbia River from all isolopes/constituents for different projected dates (e.g.,
1,000, 5,000, 10,000 yrs.)?

127

Table 5.1, Page 5.4

Conclusions Nol
Supported

Land use commitments are ﬁsled on Tabls 5. ‘t In an effort to confirm bounding
scenarios, the referenced T Dy (FH 2002) was reviewed
for a cursory accuracy check. To explain, on page 5.3, lines 9-11, it is indicated that
“except where otherwise specified, all construclion and operations engineering data
that form the basis for env:rmmemal impact analysis of the alternatives are provided
in the Te i d by Fluor Hanford (FH 2002)."
When the land use cammltmenis of Table 5 1 for "218-W-5 Exp" were checked in the
referenced document, it was found that there are no impact analysis numbers

for this "contingency expansion” (see Appendix D, pages D-13 and D-14,

Secli 05,10”' hnical inf tion D [FH 2002]). It should be noted that
the * ion” of 202 h f just less than half of the
LLBG sub-total (425 hectares). The omission and the lack of an accompanying
explanation are significant. Considering the zeros listed for upper and lower bounds,
it is concluded that no impact analysis has been done for this 202 hectare

“contingency expansion.” If such an expansion were deerned necessary in the future,
an additional NEPA review would be C , such an
renders the analysis lncornpls!a e.nd' nm-boundhg In mmon such an omission
reduces confids of the y fe as being complete without an
explanation for ion of Therefore, either the "218-W-5 Exp®
from mesoopeoimaDmRHSW-EISnrlndudeme pporting ing anal
(§1502.7, 1502.14, 1502.15, 1502.16 and 1502.23

128

Table 5.1, Page 5.4

Conclusions Not
Supported

The land use commitment for 218-W-6 is identified as zero in several alternatives.
No lettered note is indicated for the burial ground. The zeros could mean that this
unit is currently unoccupied and that there is no intention of using the burial ground.
Or, the zeros could mean that this unit Is currently unoccupied and that there will be
no disposal in the future, merely interim storage. Or, the zeros could mean that this
unit is currently unoccupied and that the Draft HSW-EIS impact analysis was
omitted. In an atlempt to understand what the zeros mean, the referenced Technical
Information Documant (FH 2002) was reviewed. On pages D-13 through D-17, itis
indicated on Tables D5-2 through D5-D10 that the total area of the burial ground is
16 but that the area to be d under all scenarios is zero. From a third documant
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— - (Pe A t h g Plan for the Hanford Site Low-Level Burial
Grounds [DOE/RL-2000-72, Rev. 0]] itis indicated that the 218-W-6 burial ground
has not yet received any waste and is reserved for fulure mixed waste disposal. If
the 218-W-6 burial ground is lo be used for mixed waste, all alternatives should
analyze land use commitments for the unit (16 hectares). In summary, from Section
5.1, there is inadeq xplanation or even refi toa where it may
be understood for the reader/decisi aker to understand what the land use
numbers mean under the various scenarios and alternalives.

(§1502.7, 1502.14, 1502.15, 1502.16 and 1502.23)
129 | Page E.1, Line 25 Conclusions Not The reference 4.2.3 could not be found
| Supported
130 | Page E.3, Line 17 Conclusions Not All modeling assumptions should be listed.
l Supported
131 | 2.1.3.1, Page2.9 Conclusions Not USDOE stales that, for the post-1870 TRU waste, “observations and monitoring of
Supported the area around the drums within the trenches has not detected the release of any
alpha emitters, such as plutonium.” It |s Eodogrs position that the current
monitoring system is i | for detecting rel into the soil and/or
groundwaler from these trenches. USDOE does not state if the monitoring that was
done detected releases from sources other than alpha emitters. (Su data
132 | Sec.S.3,pp. S2-53 Conclusions Not The scope of this Draft HSW-EIS was narrowed, based on the issuance of the
Supported Record of Decision under the WM-PEIS. However, the WM-PEIS did not provide
ion for decisi kers to select among specific sites, based on a
cwnparlaon of sile-specific impacts. In response to numerous comments about the
Inadequacy ofsie-speﬁﬁc environmental |nfnnnatm in the Draft WM-PEIS, USDOE
to the “Technical Report on Affected Environments.”
That document is apparently not available to reviewers of the Draft HSW-EIS,
meaning that USDOE has still not provided the public an adequale basis for
assessing impacts of treatment or disposal at allemate sites.
133 Conclusions Not The Draft HSW-EIS is a very complex documnent. b d secti \ e 1
Supporied refer the reader for delails lo the leliered sections in Volume I1. Howwer in Volume
II, the equations, their derivations, and a range of values are not consistently
presented for the reader to use in an independent verification of the calculations.
For example, the equations used by RADTRAN 4 (Appendix H) are missing, but the
basic air emission equation is shown in Appendix E (Equation E.1 on page E.9).
| 134 | Chapter 5; Page. 5.12, Sect. 5.3.1, Conclusions Not Provide a basis for this expecialion.
Lines 33 ~ 36 Supported
135 | Chapler 5; Page. 5.12, Sect. 5.3.1, Conclusions Not Provide a basis for this expectalion. Specify where in the va:!ose zone (i.e., how
Lines 37 — 42 Supported deep in relation to the water table andfor below trench lants
have infiltrated and at what rate are they infilirating toward grmndwaw
136 | Chapter 5; Page. 5.13, Lines 9, 10 Conclusions Not Provide a basis for this expectation.
| Supported
137 | Chapter 5; Page. 5.14, Lines 10, 11 Conclusions Not Until such time as relrievably slored TRU wastes are retrieved, processed and
Supported shipped off-site, they are part of the vadose zone inventory attributable to the LLBG
and should be included. Previous Hanford plans have gone awry (e.g., Grout), so
until these TRU wastes are removed, or there is a firm schedule commitment and
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[ budget to accomplish the removal, they should be included as part of the inventory.
that i ibution

138 | Chapler 5; Page. 5.16, Lines 16 - 34 Conclusions Not Recent investigations at SST WMA S-SX indicat, ption (i.e., di )
Supported coefficients may be variable because of wasle and soil characteristics. Is it
appropriate lo use single values for all these contaminants throughout the entire
vadose zone? Cobalt is indicated as belonging to Group 5; i.e., strangly sorbing.
However, Co-80 will complex with organics and other constituents and become
much more mobile. Are there any co-conlaminants present in the waste or soil that
. would result in changed mobility for any other of the Group § conslituents?
139 | Chapler 5; Page. 5.12, Sect. 5.3, Lines | Conclusions Not Provide a basis for the statement, “None of these contaminants are thought to have
16,17 Supported originated from the LLBG."
140 | Chapler 5; Page. 5.12, Sect. 5.3, Lines | Conclusions Not How many of the listed contaminants were discharged in any form to any of the
19-23 ; Supported _|.LLBG?
141 | Section S.8 Editorial General slatemenls and assertions are made here. As this is a summary, the
ppropriate part of the d that these specific issues (e.g., Land
Use, Human Health) should be cited to allow the reader to verify that the supporting
analyses provide the analytical basis for the asserlions made in this section.
142 | Page S.19, Table S.3 Editorial Reference (here) should be made o the source and/or analyses that support the
various quantities and conclusions listed in this table under various categories.
143 | Page. S.18, Line 10 Editorial Define and locate the *200 Area Industrial-Exclusive zone,” f y on a map.
144 | Chapler 4; Page. 4.25, Figure 4.9 Editorial This is taken from a BWIP document and shows a location labeled *Candidate Site.”
This is most likely the Reference Repository Location (RRL), the candidate for a
basalt high-level nuclear waste repository at Hanford. This location is irrelevant lo
_| this Draft HSW-EIS and should be removed.
145 | Chapter 4; Page. 4.31, Line 8 Editorial Delete the word “all.” These are the known earthquakes, bul others may
have occurred, so the map Is likely incomplete.
146 | Chapter 4; Page. 4.32, Line 10 Editorial Insert word "known” b “all* and “ear " Same reason as previous
comment,
147 | Chapter 4 Page. 4.45, Lines 1 through 5 | Editorial These two sentences are not clear. Rewrite for clarity. The USDOE's DCG is
somewhat self-serving and not nearly as protective of human health and the
— environment as the DWS/MCL.
158 | Chapler 5; Page. 5.16, Lines 36, 37 Provide a justification as to why anal of chemical ti were not
performed.
149 | Section 6.3, Page 6.2, Lines 23-25 Editorial The h includes several that are out of date. Update and clarify

the description of the Hanford Sile RCRA permil. Recommended wording for the
senience in lines 26-27 is: “The Hanford Site’s RCRA permit was originally issued in
two portions, one portion was issued by EPA Region X and the other portion was
issued by Ecology.” Similarly, recommended wording for the sentence in lines 27-28
is: “The EPA-Issued portion of the RCRA permit covered the Hazardous and Solid
Waste Amendments portion of the RCRA permit for the U.S. Ecology Site located on
the Hanford Site (EPA 1994)." Similarly, recommended wording for the sentence in
lines 28-30 is: “The second portion of the Hanford Site RCRA permit covered the
dangerous wasle provisions and was issued by Ecology (Ecology 1994)." Similarly,
recommended wording for the sentence in lines 29-30 is: *The Hanford Site RCRA
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permit was recently modified for Ecology to cover Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments (Le. via Ecology’s RCRA Carrective Action authorization) previously
not included in the permit.” Similarly, recommended wording for the sentence in
lines 30-33 is: “The Ecology portion of the RCRA permit includes standard
conditions, general facility conditions, and specific conditions for individual operating
treatment, TSD units and SWMUs undergoing comective action, and TSD units
undergoing closure.

(§1502.7)

150 | Sec.3.7,p.3.15

Please explain how the costs reflected in Table 3.6 are consistent with those
presented in USDOE's Report lo Congress on the Cost of Waste Disposal (July
2002). Note the following statement on p. A-39 of the latter report *Hanford does

not have cost estimates for long-term stewardship.”

| [57 | Appendx G; Page. G4, Line 28

Use of a 1-D model for vadose zone Is rather simplistic. Ji this choica.

152 | Page. S.18, Sect. $.8.3, Paragraph 1

Health effects appear o be limited to polential uptake of drinking water by citizens
obtaining water from the Caolumbia River. One of the Hanford Site's remedial
objectives is to restore groundwater to its “maximal beneficial use”; i.e., to make it
potable. This analysis should also add p on h ‘within the
Hanford Site before it dischal to the Columbia River.

153 | Page. S.18, Lines 43 — 46

Where Is the analysis that supports the conclusion that 28 latent cancer
fatalities could result from consequences arising from the occurrence of a
basis earthquake?

154 | Chapter 4; Page. 4.42, Fig. 4,18

Waler table contours north and east of the Columbia River indicate significant
differences in the elevation of the waler table. However, north and east of the
Columbia, there are no well locations shown, so it is difficult to determine how these
elevations were obtained. What is the source of these elevation/head data?
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AUG 23 '82 ©8:53AM DEPT FISHERIES

P.2/5
State of Washington
EPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
Mailing Address: 60O Way N+ Olympia, WA 905011031 » (260} 902-2200, TDD (360) 902-2207
Main Office Locatioh: Natural Resources Buiding = 1111 Washington Street SE » Olympla, WA

August 20, 2002
Mr. Keith A. Klein,
Department of Energy
Richland Operations
Post Office Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352
Dear Mr. Klein:
SUBJECT: DRAFT SITE SOLID (RADIOACTIVE AND HAZARDOUS)
WASTE PROGRAM ONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (BIS)
The Washington D of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has completed review of the Draft

Solid Waste EIS. The WDFW is providing comments on this EIS because of our responsibility
to protect, preserve, te, and manage fish and wildlife resources in Washington State.
1 | The WDFW has significant fish and wildlife trustee resources associated with the Hanford site,
and we are co-trustees with the Department of Ecology on the Hanford Trustee Council, Our
comments are focused on the species potentially impacted by the proposed actions and the
reluctance of Department of Energy’s (DOE) commitment to fully mitigate for these actions.

Overall, the Draft EIS

ils|to adequately evaluate the impacts of proposed actions on state and
federally listed species. state has 18 listed species that axe associated with shrub steppe
habitat that are not within this document, This document devalues the importance of
The Nature Conservancy's|(TNC) ongoing biological inventary on the Hanford site. “From a
2 conservation standpoint, the Hanford Site is a vital and perhaps the single most important link in
preserving and sustaining the diverse plants and animals of the Columbia Basin Ecoregion™
(TNC 1998). The 1999 TNC report indicated 28 rare plant taxa were located on the Hanford
site, including three species that are new to science. Twenty species of butterflies and moths
were new to science, and 14 species represent new state records for Washington. The bird
inventories documented 221 species on the Hanford site including 22 not previously known.

Regarding the threatened and endangered species information presented on page 4.64, paragraph
3| two. the following s is incorrect, “no plants or mammals on the Federal list of threatened
and endangered wildlife and plants are known to occur on the Hanford site,” Table 4.11 should
include the following specjes:
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Mr. Keith A. Klein

August 23, 2002
Page 2
Loggerhead shrike SS/FSC
| Sage Grouse ST/FC
Washington Ground Squirrel SS/FC
Burrowing Owl SS/FSC
Rabbit SE/FE
Northern Goshawk SC/FSC
3 Common Loon SS
Sagcbrush Lizard FSC
| Olive-sided Flycatcher FSC
Willow Flycatcher | FSC

State Sensitive (SS), State tened (ST), State Endangered (SE), Federal Species of Concemn
(FSC), Federal Candidate (FC), Federal Endangered (FE),

The statement “the loon is the only Washington State sensitive animal species found on
the Hanford site,” 15 also i t given the updated information, as shown above.
Table 4.12, Washington State Candidate (SC) species should include:
4 Lewis W SC
Vaux’s Swift | sC

This Draft EIS fails to recognize the importance of the microbiotic crust to the shrub steppe
ecosystem by excluding it in the limited analysis of project impacts to the environment, As

5 stated in the TNC report, “it clearly plays an important role in ecosystem functioning by

g nitrogen and organic carbon to the soil, and increasing infiltration

of precipitation into the soil. Intact crusts can also enhance native seedling establishment in arid

ccosystems” (TNC 1999).

carbon tetrachloride and were not evaluated in this document. Within the Draft EIS it gives
conflicting information on the impacts to the aquatic resources from this propoesed project. The
Appendix I states that pote; impacts to riparian and aquatic resources would occur in the
long-term (up to 10,000 ), following the conclusion of waste management operations. In
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Mr. Keith A. Klein

August 23, 2002
Page 3
another paragraph (5.5.5.), to Aquatic Ecology in the Long-term, “leaching of

6 radionuclides and other s chemicals from the waste via infiltrating precipitation would
eventually result in small ties of long-lived mobile nuclides reaching the Columbia River.
There was no evidence of e impacts on aquatic biota for any of the alternatives”. Given
the limited analysis provided within the Draft EIS, Lher:mnugumntocthataquancmptors
would not be impacted the proposed actions. Further, impacts to federally listed steelhead
are not adequately analyzed jwithin this document.

language, DOE should

remediation or other activity for each project, develop & plan for a full and proper mitigation for
those injuries, and then ¢ through with a plan.

The WDFW is concemned with the lack of apparent commitment from DOE for mitigation for the
continued loss of shrub steppe habitat in the Low Level Bunial Ground’s (LLBGs) in the 200
Area West and East, due to the efforts of vegetation control (herbicide application) as indicated
in Appendix I. We disagree with the following statement, “continued use of these LLBGs, or
new disturbance of the extant plant communities within them, would not result in the loss of any
8 | habitats designated by WasHington State as priority habitat”. The WDFW mitigation policy goal

is to maintain the functions and values of fish and wildlife habitat in the state, and we strive to
protect the productive capacity and opportunities reasonably expected of a site in the
future. In the long term, WIDFW shall seek a net gain in productive capacity of habitat through
restoration, creation and enhancement. Since shrub steppe babitat is a WDFW priority babitat, a
mitigation ratio of 3:1 is recommended for the loss of shrub steppe habitat on central Hanford, as
indicated in the Hanford Site Biological Resources Mitigation Strategy Plan (BRMiS), for
compensatory mitigation.

Appendix | discusses the ed project’s expansion of a borrow site (Area C) within the Arid
Lands Ecology Reserve E). This area is part of the Hanford National Monument and also

contains mitigation sites DOE’s operations within the 200 Area. The maps provided within
g | theappendix (figure L1, 12| 1.3) do not illustrate the extent of disturbance this activity would
have on ALE. In addition, endix D mentions the blasting of basalt in Area C. The
discussion of potential i to terrestrial resources is excluded largely within this Draft EIS.
Elk impacts due to this are only mentioned passively within the Aesthetic and Scenic
Resources section of the EIS. EIK are a priority species for the WDFW, and a more
thorough assessment of the of blasting to elk and other species is recommended.
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Mr. Keith A. Klein
August 23, 2002
Page 4

The WDFW appreciates the ity to comment on this Draft Solid Waste EIS. If you have

any specific questions ing the co nts please contact Lauri Vigue (360) 902-2425.
Singenely, F :
ﬁﬁ

1
Assistant Dircctor, Habitat Hrogram
GH:LV:kam
Cec: Ted Clausing, Region 3 Habitat Program Manager
David Mudd, Major Projects Division Manager

Cynthia Pratt, SEPA
Larty Goldstein,

References

The Nature Conservancy. 11:9:. Biodiversity Inventory and Analysis of the Hanford Site.
Seattle, Wa.

The Nature Conservancy. 1999. Biodiversity Inventory and Analysis of the Hanford Site. Final
Report; 1994-1999. Wa.
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Heart of AmericaMorthwest

“adwvancing our region’s quality of ife.”

Michazs! Collins

U.5. Department of ED.EIE}"R]EMHDCI Operations
825 Jadwin Avenus

Mail Stop A6-38

Richland, Washington 99352

August 21, 2002
Comments RE: Hanford Site Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Collins,

Enclosed are Heart of America Northwest and Heart of America Northwest Research
Center's comments on the Draft Hanford Site Solid Waste Environmental Impact
Statement. Our comments are in two sections. Our comments are titled:

1) "Heart of America Notthwest, heart of America Northwest research Center
LComments on the US Department of Energy's "Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive
and Harardous) Waste Program Environmental Impact Statement, and Related
Proposed Actions to Make Hanford a National Radioactive Waste Dump”; and

2) "Review Comments on "Draft Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous)
Waste Program Environmental Impact Statement Richland, Washington'
DOE/EIS-0286d" prepared John R. Brodeur, P.E.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (206) 382-1014. Thank you
for your time, . u .

B}‘E}l \'fliht}.;

s B
/ ﬁ::’"L_ B ——

,/;;‘i-hun S, Lee, JD, LLM

i
i -"f
L

&

1305 Faveth Avenue » Suite 200 ~
St Wa, FEI0! ;
mc.-'aa'z -1014 = fioe 04/382-1148 = e-moik affice@heatalomencanortisast ong
woersr hesartalomencanartvwest.ong
Gerald b Polal, JD, Becutive Director
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Heart of America Northwest,
Heart of America Northwest Research Center
Comments on the
U.S. Department of Energy’s
*Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program
Environmental Impact Statement,
and Related Proposed Actions
to Make Hanford a National Radioactive Waste Dump

August, 2002
Overview of Proposed USDOE Actions and Failure of the EIS to Consider

1 1 (i) (M S

1. Import 70,000 truckloads of radioactive waste to Hanford for burial.
+ EIS has no consideration of any alternative to use of Hanford for burial of

1 these wastes. Reasonable alternatives include: waste minimization; increased
treatment and characterization prior to landfill disposal (USDOE proposes
“minimal treatment” only for Low-Level Radioactive Wastes [LLW]); use
of externally regulated, commercial landfill disposal facilities for specific
waste streams instead of using unlined soil trenches that are not externally
regulated; charging offsite waste generators the fully burdened long-term
costs of disposal (which generators would have to pay if they used a
commercial, independently regulated facility), and, thereby, created financial
incentives for generators to reduce waste volumes.

s The EIS fails to have the legally required “no action altemative”, which
would be an alternative comparing the benefits of not adding 70,000
truckloads of radioactive waste to Hanford's soils and not placing large
populations and environmentally sensitive areas along the shipment routes at
risk.

3 » the draft HSW-EIS was clearly prepared to be an ex-post facto
justification of the decisions, goals and strategies adopted by USDOE
in the Secretary of Energy’s “Review” of the Environmental
Management Program (“Top-to-Bottom Review™) and the Hanford
Performance Management Plan adopted to implement those national
strategies, rather than being an independent analysis of Hanford site-
specific issues.
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* EIS fails to consider the very real potential for terrorist attacks on USDOE
nuclear weapons and research facility related radioactive waste shipments,
especially Plutonium and other Trans-Uranic Waste Shipments, This
analysis must include specific risks from use of truck routes through Oregon,
along Interstate 5 and the Columbia Gorge.'

. Add 12 million cubic feet of radioactive waste to Hanford’s unlined soil
radioactive waste burial grounds — more than doubling the total amount
of radioactive waste buried in the unlined soil trenches.

The Hanford Solid Waste EIS (HSWEIS) fails to consider ending the use of
unlined soil trenches for disposal of radioactive wastes.

o ltisillegal for a citizen in Washington to dump their kitchen
garbage in unlined ditches. It is illegal for a local government to
have an unlined soil garbage dump for municipal trash. It is no
longer legal for USDOE to dump radioactive wasies in anlined
trenches, and NEPA requires consideration of the wide range of
reasonable alternatives. This practice must stop immediately — and
the EIS should consider how to dispose of Hanford’s own cleanup
wastes, without adding more wastes from offsite.

Reasonable alternatives must include different types of liners and
caps, along with maximum segregation of wastes. Different types of
radioactive wastes, as with different types of hazardous wastes, react
differently with various liners and caps. For instance, certain
radioactive or Mixed Wastes generate off-gases that are incompatible
with liners and caps that would offer greater benefits to prevent
intrusion by humans, wildlife, plants or water.

The ELS ignored a proposal from USDOEs discussions with
regulatnrs in the Cleanup Constraints and Challenges Team process
(C3T) to end the use of unlined soil disposal by using a giant “mega-
trench” for both LLW and Mixed Wastes. This proposal can not be
acted upon unless fully considered in an EIS, along with its impacts
and alternatives. Claims that USDOE has the freedom to do anything
less destructive than the use of unlined trenches, referring to this EIS
as providing only a “bounding analysis”, have no support in NEPA or
relevant case law, NEPA requires description of the proposed action,
and all reasonable altematives. As noted above, mixing radicactive
waste and Mixed Wastes in one trench has a set of impacts that may
not be acceptable when compared to the use of trenches with liners,
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I leachate collection systems and caps that are tailored for each type of
waste.

* The EIS failed to consider ending the practice of leaving the trenches

I uncapped for the next forty years — increasing the mobilization and
release of hazardous substances.

¢ USDOE totally failed to disclose the presence of hazardous wastes in
the unlined burial grounds" and consider their impacts on
groundwater, future site users, environmental receptors. USDOE
failed to disclose, for example, that numerous solvents from
Plutonium and Uranium extraction processes were disposed to the
very same burial grounds where USDOE proposes to undertake major
expansion of trenches. These solvents were specifically selected for
their ability to mobilize and dissolve Plutonium and Uranium, which
are present in very large quantities in the trenches. The groundwater
model used to predict contamination from the burial grounds utterly
fails to consider the presence of mobilizing solvents, and it fails to
consider and disclose the impact of the hazardous wastes on
groundwater. (SEE detailed discussion and comments on USDOE’s
“Pertormance Assessments” for the Burial Grounds, later in these
comments. USDOE relies upon these outdated performance
assessments for the claims made in the EIS). There is no risk
assessment undertaken for this EIS on the hazardous substances in the
burial grounds.

* USDOE fails to consider alternative actions to change waste disposal
practices, including improved verification and waste characterization
procedures, independent regulation of waste characterization by waste
generators.

* USDOE must describe the current and recent failures to prevent
misdocumented wastes, wrongly characterized wastes, and illegally
disposal hazardous wastes from being buried in the Low-Level Burial
Grounds. Under separate cover, we have submitted two reports
(*Washington Beware™ and an update) detailing failure by offsite
waste generators to properly track wastes, identify wastes,
characterize wastes. These should be responded to by having the EIS
rescoped to include the presence of hazardous wastes in the landfills,
description of actual waste acceptance criteria violations by generators
(including rates of violations), consideration of the clear benefits to be
derived from independent regulation of USDOLE"s low-level
radioactive waste burial grounds and practices, the impact of
hazardous wastes on the mobility of radionuclides, and a risk
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12 assessment considering the potential for hazardous waste exposure
{cont) mr?ugh groundwater, intrusion, direct soil exposure and gaseous
emissions,
3. Add 7 million cubic feet of “Mixed Waste” containing both radioactive
and hazardous wastes to Hanford’s soils:

* Washington State law explicitly forbids land disposal facilities for
hazardous wastes to be sited in this manner or at this location, or to
take these wastes.

s USDOE never discusses Washington's Hazardous Waste
Management Act and the state hazardous waste facility siting
requirements, nor the State’s ban on land disposal of extremely
hazardous wastes, Instead, USDOE repeatedly asserts in the E18 and
in the Performance Management Plan that USDOE is permitted to use
the Mixed Waste Burial Ground for offsite disposal of Mixed Wastes.

= In fact, Washington State can only permit the facility for onsite waste
associated with cleanup, and must describe all waste streams and
estimated total quantities in the permit. USDOE has failed to disclose
any information about the nature of the mixed wastes to be disposed
from offsite generators, total quantities for each waste stream and the
unique impacts from each waste stream.

| * USDOE failed to disclose and consider the proposal in the

13

Performance Management Plan and the C3T documents to dispose of
waste from Hanford's High-Level Nuclear Waste Tanks, and melters
and other equipment from the Hanford Vitrification Plants, in the
burial grounds. This includes the failure to consider cumulative
impacts from the proposals to NOT vitrify all wastes, to replace
vitrified wastes with cement grout waste forms for burial, and
proposals to leave wastes forever in Single Shell Tanks, Consideration
of cumulative impacts must include these proposed related actions,
and the cumulative impact on groundwater and human health from
these related actions.

* Discussion of liner and leachate collection systems for Mixed Wastes,
and for Low-Level Wastes, is totally missing. All liners are not equal.
An integrated system of liners, including geologic elements (such as
clays), leachate collection and caps is necessary to discuss mitigation
for each type of waste.

17
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Heart of America Northwest's Interests:

Heart of America Northwest is the citizens’ group that has been leading the fight
for the cleanup of Hanford, America’s most contaminated area, since 1987.
Together, Heart of America Northwest and Heart of America Northwest Research
Center have over 15,000 members across the region. The organizations have
undertaken the bulk of the public notice, comment generation and turnout efforts
for the hearings on the Hanford Solid Waste EIS (HSWEIS) and related proposals
to make Hanford a National Radioactive Waste Dump. At the public hearings in
Portland (attended by over 250 persons) and Seattle (attended by over 160),
facilitators asked the attendees how they had heard about the hearings. In both
cities, no one responded that they had seen any newspaper advertisement by
USDOE, and only a handful had received mailed notice from the U.S. Department
of Energy (USDOE). The majority of citizens atiending only knew about the
hearings and the proposed decisions that impact their values and could impact their
health through the mailings, ads and phone banks run by Heart of America
Northwest.

We formally request that all citizen comments, questions and presentations at the
hearings be responded to, and that each of our members who gave comments
receive a written response. Both the question and answer sessions and alternative

19 public interest viewpoint presentations were transcribed, and we request that they
be included in the record, and responded to as comments. Where questions were
not responded to accurately, or when USDOE was not able to respond to a
question, USDOE should fully respond in writing.

In addition to these written comments, please consider the presentations and
comments made by Heart of America Northwest’s representatives at the public
hearings as part of our comments, Under separate cover, we will also forward you

20 the comments of our technical consultant, hydrogeologist and licensed engineer
John Brodeur. The comments of John Brodeur, P.E., have been relied upon in
part for our organizational comments, and should be considered to be a formal part
of our organizations’ comments.

Lack of Disclosure Violates NEPA:

Notice of the hearings has not been the only effort by USDOE to avoid public
29 notice and information regarding the issues that are supposed to be covered in the
Hanford Solid Waste EIS (HSWEIS). USDOE deliberately, and illegally™, has
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withheld the following from disclosure to the public during the EIS comment
{unnﬂ p'eriﬂd-

a. A definitive plan and schedule to ship Plutonium and other Trans-
Uranic wastes to Hanford. These wastes would be stored in facilities that
are the subject of the EIS, and include waste forms for which Hanford lacks
any permitted storage or treatment capacity for. These Plutonium and Trans-
Uranic wastes (TRU wastes) would be shipped to Hanford via trucks using
Interstate 5 from California, passing through Medford, Eugene, Salem and
Portland on congested highways, before being trucked through the Columbia
Gorge, with its high winds and treacherous road conditions. TRU wastes
would also be shipped to Hanford via 1-84 across Eastern Oregon, with
treacherous passes through the Blue Mountains. USDOE has failed to
consider the unique risks associated with TRU waste truck shipments along
these routes, nor taken into account the specific types of wastes and their
potential impacts on health and the environment in the event of either a
terrorist attack on a truckload of TRU or Plutonium wastes, or an accident.

= USDOE adopted a set of national “goals” and “strategies” in
November and again on February 4, 2002 accompanying the
President’s Budget Request, and referenced in the USDOE
Budget Request for FY 2003. Those goals and strategies
included actions that would ship TRU waste to Hanford, as well
as other goals and strategies to leave High-Level Nuclear
Wastes forever in the Single Shell Tanks that have already
leaked over a million gallons of waste to the soil. Neither of
these goals or strategies is disclosed or discussed in the
HSWEIS, despite relating to facilities reviewed for the EIS or
being related decisions that would add cumulative impacts to
the soil and groundwater. On May 1, 2002 Hanford issued a
draft Performance Management Plan with a schedule to start
TRU shipments to Hanford. This was adopted without the

‘ benefit of consideration of the risks and impacts, and
alternatives, in violation of NEPA.

* Heart of America Northwest discovered that there were specific
plans and schedules to begin shipping TRU waste to Hanford
only through the Freedom of Information Act. Documents
obtained through the Freedom of Information Act revealed that
USDOE had already made a decision to ship TRU wastes to
Hanford, and an approved, change controlled USDOE
document stated that: |

25
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"Hanford will make receiving RH-TRU from offsite generators
a priority over award fee workscope.”

(RH-TRU is extremely radioactive Remote Handled TRU).
Similar statements were made for TRU mixed with hazardous
wastes (Mixed TRU) and Contact Handled TR, Award fee
workscope refers to contractor work to meet Hanford Clean-Up
Agreement milestones and other legal requirements.

* NEPA requires USDOE to consider the impact on
Hanford Clean-Up from the proposed action to take TRU
waste from offsite generators. The statement in official
USDOE documents that receipt of offsite TRU would be
a higher priority, reflecting national goals and strategies,
than Hanford Clean-Up Agreement workscope indicates
that there will be an impact that must be disclosed and
fully considered.

¢ For all offsite waste shipments to Hanford, not just the

‘ TRU shipments, USDOE studies have repeatedly
documented that the offsile generators pay less than fifty
percent (<50%%) of the marginal cost incurred by
Hanford’s receipt of the wastes. Thus, the perpetually
underfunded Hanford Clean-Up budget™ must pay the
long-term costs due to offsite waste, while deferring
legally required safety upgrades and environmental
remediation or monitoring.

o Heart of America Northwest has had a
longstanding interest in ensuring that the
underfunded Hanford Clean-Up Budget stop
subsidizing offsite waste acceptance.

o As members of the Hanford Advisory Board, we
formally requested copies of USDOE’s own study
of the costs of disposing of wastes at USDOE
facilities and commercially available facilities that
are independently regulated. USDOE has failed to
make this report — which was requested by
Congress, and due to Congress some time ago —
available during the comment period. This report
was repeatedly requested by the Hanford Advisory
Board. Failure by USDOE to provide the
information in this Congressionally requested
report — and failure to incorporate it into the EIS -
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buttresses owr call for the EIS to be withdrawn,
oenl) totally rescaped and redrafied, and then reissued
for public commaent.

b. USDOE withheld from disclosure documentation of the release of
hazardous substances into the environment from the unlined soil low-
Level Waste Burial Grounds:

o Before the draft HSWEIS was released, USDOE took air samples
from pipe “risers” venting the unlined soil trenches in Waste
Management Unit Four (West of the Plutonium Finishing Plant),
where USDOE has proposed to expand trench use and has several
unlined trenches in service.

o The carcinogen carbon tetrachloride was found in Trench 4 at levels
one hundred seventy six times the OSHA standard for worker
exposure to carbon tetrachloride. Carbon Tetrachloride is also a
poison and potent reproductive toxin. The maximum air sample from
Trench Four was 63% of the LIVLC50 - the level at which 50% of
rats exposed were killed.

o Chloroform was also found at levels up to six times the OSHA limit

31 for worker exposure.

o At least one vent sampled had organic chemicals above standards in

the breathing zone when initially sampled.

o USDOE is fully aware of the presence of a wide range of hazardous
wastes in these Low-Level Burial Grounds, including explosive and
flammable wastes and solvents. However, none of these risks were
considered in the EIS, including the risk to worker health from the
proposal to expand use of burial trenches in these areas.

o The presence of Carbon Tetrachloride was only revealed in response
to a Freedom of Information Act request by Heart of America
Morthwest. That request was made in June, and noted the need for the
readily identified documents to be released within the ten day period
required by the Freedom of Information Act, in order to allow us to
present this information to the public in a Citizens" Guide and other
materials being prepared for the hearings. Instead, it took the threat of
litigation, after the Portland hearing, for the public records to be
released to us. Thus, many of the citizens (and state officials and
Members of Congress) attending the hearings on the EIS did not have
the benefit of knowing this important information in time to provide
their comments.
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o USDOE is legally required to undertake a Model Toxics Control Act
34 Phase IIT investigation of the releases and potential releases from the
unlined LLW burial grounds. The EIS should discuss the steps for this
investigation, and how steps will be taken immediately to prevent
worker exposure and to prevent further contamination spread from the
burial grounds.

¢. USDOE fails to disclose that the groundwater monitoring wells around
the Low-Level Burial Grounds are mostly dry, and incapable of
measuring contamination from the burial grounds.

* Instead of disclosing this, USDOE presents a ridiculous model for
groundwater contamination relying on a single well one kilometer
away from the closest edge of each area’s burial grounds.

» USDOE must use describe the groundwater contamination over time
at the point of compliance for each burial ground — the edge of the
burial ground. Then USDOE must disclose the impacts on future use
values for Native American Nations, users of the Hanford Reach
Mational Monument and others from the extensive groundwater
contamination that comes from the burial grounds. Then, USDOE
must propose mitigation and remedial action measures — instead,

I USDOE proposes to add waste and continue current burial practices,

which will make the impacts worse.

¢ The EIS must reference and describe how groundwater exposure and
intrusion scenarios or other exposure will violate applicable and
relevant standards, including Washington's Model Toxies Control Act
standards. It is not acceptable for USDOE to rely upon its own orders
and standards for determining acceptable doses or risks from exposure
(See ensuing discussion relating to use of USDOE's Performance
Assessments for the burial grounds). The EIS fails to disclose impacts
to groundwater and human health at the point of compliance for waste
management units. USDOE must consider the recent advice from the
Hanford Advisory Board reflecting input from the Exposure Scenarios
Task Force (consensus advice #132): The point of compliance should
ensure no further degradation to ground water beyond the edge of the
waste management unit. Non-degradation is required under both state
and federal regulations. Without explanation, and in apparent
violation of applicable standards, the EIS provides only a partial
description of groundwater impacts for a single well one-kilometer
away from the burial grounds.
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d. The EIS fails to include analysis of Environmental Restoration wastes that
would be shipped to Hanford for burial. This is the same fatal legal flaw that

o USDOE had in the Waste Management Programmatic EIS, and which led to
a court approved order,

39 I Inadequate assessment for impacts of the proposed actions and cumulative
impacts of related decisions on endangered or rare species.

grounds, and the Central Waste Complex may not be made without
knowledge of the quantities and nature of wastes proposed to be stored,
disposed, or treated.” Since SEPA requirements are not met in this draft
EIS, we join the Hanford Advisory Board in urging that permitting agencies
not grant any permit based solely upon the draft or the final HSW-EIS until
such quantities and generators are specified and all requirements specified
above are met. Nor can a Determination of Non-Significance be issued for
permits for the CWC or WRAP given the acknowledgement of probable
significant impacts to human health and the environment from the related
actions, including waste import decisions that rely upon availability of
permits for these facilities. Washington State’s own comments on the Draft
EIS preclude issuance of a Determination of Non-Significance as sought by

e.
f. Permits for the Waste Receiving and Processing facility, low level burial
| ‘

USDOE. |
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Analysis of USDOE's “Performance Assessments™ for

Low-Level Radioactive Waste Burial Grounds
Gerald Pollet, JD;, Executive Director, Heart of America Morthwest

USDOE relies upon two “Performance Assessments” for its analysis of the
proposal to expand Hanford's Low-Level Burial Grounds to accommodate disposal
of an additional 350,000 cubic meters of Low-Level Radioactive Waste in the
unlined trenches that comprise the burial grounds.” The Performance Assessments
are the critical documents underlying conclusory statements in the Hanford Site
Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement (HSWEIS), that the burial of
additional waste would not have unacceptable impacts on human health and the
environment. The Performance Assessments were published for the burial grounds
in 200 West in June, 1995 and for 200 East Area in August, 1996, The documents
were provided to Heart of America Northwest by Michael Collins, USDOE
Program Manager for the Hanford Site Solid Waste Environmental Impact
Statement (HSWEIS), because — while relied upon for analysis in the EIS = the
documents are not available on the internet.

# It is necessary to review the Performance Assessments in order to
independently assess the basis for USDOE’s claims of low health risks from the
proposal to more than double the total amount of radicactive waste buried in
unlined soil trenches at Hanford, The unlined soil trenches have no leachate
collection and inadequate groundwater monitoring.

P Claims related to health risks rely upon exposure scenarios for future users of
the Hanford Site and Columbia River, which are found in the Performance
Assessments.

Waste Quantity:
# More than double the total amount of radioactive waste buried in unlined soil
trenches at Hanford:
+ Documentation: EIS Table 3.2 for LLW: “Previously buried waste” =
283,067 cubic meters
*Upper Bound™ proposed = 631,427
) Added Waste = 348,360
However: cf: WMPEIS™ summary at 53 shows Hanford
total “current inventory plus 20 years generation™ =
89,000 cubic meters.
¥ 350,000 cubic meters LLW x 35.3 to get cubic feet = 12,355,000 cubic feet
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USDOE’s Performance Assessments Use Criteria for Acceptable Health

s Which Exceed its for Radiation

» Washington State’s Model Toxics Control Act (Chapter 70.95D, R.C.W.; and
implementing regulations at Chapter 173-303 WAC) set applicable health based
standards for public expasure to “hazardous substances” and carcinogens
released from disposal sites. Included in hazardous substances are
radionuclides.

» The State limits exposure, and requires cleanup, if exposure would result in a
total carcinogen risk (from all sources at the site) greater than one in one
hundred thousand. Thus, if more than one exposed person in one hundred
thousand would get cancer, additional cleanup is required. (This is often
expressed in scientific notation as 1E-5). The State limit applies at federal
Superfund sites in Washington.

* This is one additional cancer in the most sensitive exposed population,
per 100,000 exposed; i.e., children or Native American children who
consume large quantities of water and food from the site.

# United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) sets a more relaxed
standard utilizing a risk range allowing between one additional fatal cancer per
ten thousand and one in one hundred thousand. (1E-4 to 1E-5).""

# USEPA has issued a formal opinion that exposure to 25 millirem per year of
radiation from pollution at a federal Superfund site is not protective of human
health or the environment, calling that level of exposure “unacceptably high”
because it would result in 5 additional fatal cancers per ten thousand exposed
adults (SE-4)."

* EPA has formally found that a proposal to allow 100 millirem exposure
annually “could create unacceptable health risks to the public... and
potentially result in the creation of new Superfund sites,™

e The EPA and Washington State standards are applicable to the Hanford
Low-Level Waste Burial Grounds because:

1) The burial grounds have released wastes to the environment, and have
illegally been used to dispose of hazardous wastes — subjecting them
to RCRA and Washington Hazardous Waste Management Act
requirements for permitting and remediation. Washington State
utilizes the MTCA standard for RCRA permit actions — consistent
with the philosophy that we should not create new Superfund sites
requiring cleanup.
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::"“ I 2) The burial grounds are in the midst of the federal designated
Superfund National Priority List site and MTCA designated site.

USDOE’s Performance Assessment is based on the burial grounds meeting
“Performance Objectives” that allow radiation doses of 25 mrem per year to the
public and continuous exposure to 100 mrem per year of radiation following
reasonably foreseeable intrusions into the waste sites. Doses of 500 mrem per year
are considered acceptable by USDOE for a single exposure following intrusion.

Rather than designing the burial grounds to meet the applicable EPA and
Washington State standards, USDOE sets “performance objectives” (which are not
regulatory rules) in DOE Order 5820.2A for general public exposure from all
pathways and post-intrusion exposures.™

EPA has specifically called the 25 mrem per year annual exposure an
“unacceptable health risk”.™ This radiation dose is fifty times the allowable
carcinogen risk under Washington's Model Toxics Control Act.

USDOE’s performance objective for reasonably foreseeable continuous annual
exposure after intrusion into the burial grounds results in 2 fatal cancers for every
1,000 adults exposed. It is now generally accepted that children are 5 to 8 times
more susceptible to cancer from ionizing radiation exposure than adults, For
children, post intrusion risk deemed acceptable under USDOE's performance
objective could be as high as 1 in 100, (Washington State law sets the standard as
additional cancer in 100,000 from all carcinogens remaining on the site).

Extensive documentation exists of hazardous wastes disposed in the burial
groun 4 _:ti1i

The presence of non-radioactive hazardous wastes is highly significant because:
e Hazardous wastes migrating from the burial grounds create significant health

and environmental risks — for the commercial Low-Level Waste Burial
Grounds, Washington Ecology has documented releases of nonradioactive
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{cont)

hazardous wastes other than radionuclides (there is also evidence of

radionuclides reaching groundwater) have reached groundwater in less than

forty years of operation, in concentrations exceeding Washington State cleanup
standards and Safe Drinking Water Standards.

* Some of the hazardous wastes disposed included liquids that will
mobilize other wastes; or were wastes that would increase the corrosion
of waste containers.

e Some hazardous wastes disposed in the LLBG were explosive or
flammable.

* Hazardous wastes disposed in the burial grounds were often solvents and
wastes that will serve to mobilize radionuclide contaminants, and
dramatically increase the speed at which they travel to groundwater.

» Hazardous wastes change the ability of radionuclides to “sorb” to the soil,
destroying the basis for USDOE’s models that show limited radionuclide
migration through soil to groundwater.

Incredibly, USDOE’s Performance Assessment = relied upon for the
HSWEIS - totally ignores the presence of hazardous wastes in the Low-Level
Burial Grounds.

The discovery in 2002 of Carbon Tetrachloride (CCL4) at 1,760 parts per
million at a vent in Waste Management Area 4 of the Hanford Low-Level
Burial Grounds shows the danger of relying upon a performance assessment
that ignores the presence of non-radioactive hazardous wastes.

USDOE’s Performance Assessment does not even reference standards for the
burial grounds to meet for non-radioactive hazardous wastes.

Cumulative impacts, which the National Environmental Policy Act and State
Environmental Policy Act require to be considered in an EIS, from the burial
grounds already appear to exceed applicable standards from the Carbon Tetra-
Chloride release — before considering additional releases from adding more
waste to the LLBGs.

It must be noted that, even without considering the impact of hazardous wastes
on the models used to predict contaminant transport and perform the risks
assessments, the HSWEIS admits that radioactive lodine 129 and Tritium
contamination from the burial grounds will greatly exceed standards at a well
one kilometer away from the burial grounds, and require restricting access to a
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44 large area (which two Native America Nations have treaty rights to utilize) for
feont) “thousands of years”.

For the HSEWEIS, USDOE inexplicably only presents groundwater
contamination data for a single well one kilometer away from the burial
grounds — which is further than one kilometer from many of the burial grounds.
Mo explanation is proffered for why or how this single point was chosen.

In discussing “parameters that could influence radionuclide groundwater
concentrations”, USDOE never mentions the potential for non-radicactive
hazardous wastes to increase contaminant mobility,*"

Groundwater Standards for Radionuclides Are Shown to be¢ Exceeded in
the Performance Assessment:

Despite the Solid Waste EIS depicting groundwater results only for a single
well in the 200 West Area (one kilometer away from the edge of the nearest
burial ground), the Performance Assessment for 200 West clearly shows that
for a well 100 meters from the burial grounds, the radiation doses from use of
groundwater would exceed standards,

45 As noted earlier, the Maximum Concentration Limit (MCL) under the Safe
Drinking Water Standard, utilized by EPA and Washington State for Superfund
and MTCA standards, is based on a maximum dose of 4 mrem per year. At
Table 4-22, USDOE provides “Radionuclide Dose Estimates for Groundwater
Pathways™". Doses exceeding 4 millirem per year are shown for:

C“; Cl!f.-; Tc”; llib“: Se?‘?; NPI!T: Pa]ﬂ; U

The total cumulative dose — not shown in the Performance Assessment —
from the groundwater pathways would equal >9E+4 mrem/year. The MCL
standard would be 4E+1. In plain language, the MCL will be exceeded by
three magnitudes.

The HSWEIS, however, presents results solely for one well a full kilometer away
from the burial grounds. The EIS shows MCLs violated for that well for only
lodine 129 and Tritium (H3). The reason for USDOE choosing to only present data
for a well 1 kilometer away from the burial grounds appears to be to prevent
disclosure of the excessive groundwater contamination that will occur from these

burial grounds.
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A final groundwater note: The majority of groundwater monitoring wells at the
edge of the LLBGs are dry or out of compliance with RCRA requirements. A dry
well can not find contamination in the aquifer. The Performance Assessment relies
upon models, rather than actual data. The significance of this is shown by the
investigation into the nearby Hanford commercial Low-Level Waste site run by US
Ecology Corp., For the EIS for relicensing that site, US Ecology relied upon the
same model as USDOE used in the Performance Assessments for 200 East and
West. As with the HSWEIS, little migration through soil was predicted and
groundwater was not expected to be impacted. However, actual data from
monitoring wells (starting in late 2000) conclusively revealed that hazardous
substances had reached groundwater from the US Ecology burial grounds.

Heart of America Northwest

1305 Fourth Ave. #208

Seattle, WA 98101

(206)382-1014

email: officef@heartofamericanorthwest.org

'USDOE documents obtalned by Heart of America Northwest Research Center reveal that this is a reasonably
faresesnble potentinl occurrence with unknown and never considersd (in NEPA related documents) impacts.
USDOE acknowledges that the patentinl for such an occurrence is real, but hag nol congidéred the impact in an
interdisciplinary fashion, with public disclosure, a3 required by NEPA. The Ohio Field Office Solid Waste Forecast
cites “DOE shipping restrictions in response to potential ferrorist actions™ as the explanation for rating their
confidence level in their forecast of shipments to Hanford as “medium™.

“ The ETS has a mention in Volume | that e trenches contain mixed wastes and TransUranic wastes, No further
description is given of the nature or quantity of the hazardous wastes. Indeed, it is not even explained what is meant
by stating that mixed wistes are present. This did not meet the NEPA requirement to describe the current conditions
and potential for significant impacts to human health and the environment, including cumulative impacts.

* Failure to disclose related proposed actions is 3 viokation of the National Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and
mmplementing regulations from the Council on Environmental Quality. Failure to disclose known environmental
releases of hazardous wastes from waste sites that are the subject of the EIS s also violative of NEPA's
requirements thal the agency disclose and consider reasonably foresesable environmental impacts, including both
cumulative impacts from related decisions and from current conditions, Additionally, in June, Hean of America
Morhwest and HoANWRE submitted a Freedom of Information Act request for documents relating o the presence
and potential release of carbon tetrachloride (a known carcinogen, reproductive wxin and poison) in the unlined sodl
radioactive waste trenches. The USDOE failed to provide a timely response, as defined m the Freedom of
Information Act, to the prejudice of the crganizations” ability to comment on the EIS, and to the prejudice of the
public's ability 1o comment. Despite the request noting the need 1o receive the documents in time o prepare
comments and & Citizens” Guide for the public in advence of the hearings, it took & threat of litigation 1o obtain the
documents, The documentation of the earbon tetrachloride (and also chloroform) contsmination in burial grounds
that are not supposed to contain hazardous wastes, and which the EIS failed to consider the impacts from such
hazardous wastes, was only provided to the citizen groups after the hearings in La Grande and Portland, and after all
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mailings, Citizens' Guides to the EIS, and media notices had been prepared. The requested documents were well
identified, and easily obtainable, Thus, the failure to release public reconds was o serious violation of the Freedom of
Information Act, and greatly injured the public inferest,

" Claims that Hanford Clean-Up is fully funded belis projections of “compliance gaps” in funding. USDOE must
acknowledge and use official baselines and funding target assumplions in responding to our comments and in
preparing an EI5 that considers the potential impact of taking offsite waste, with associated ingrensed coats for
Hanford facilities, monitoring pragrames, burial ground capping, burial ground remediation, facility and trench
expansion, etc.... For example, USDOE has repeatedly claimed that it lacks the funds to upgrade the groundwater
monitoring wells around the Low-Level Burial Grounds, which are the subject of thiz EIS, 11 is clear that USDOE
does make receipt of offsite waste  higher priority than compliance with legal requirements for groundwater
manitoring at the same burial grounds where this E1S proposes that USDOE dump an additional 12 million cubic
fieet of radionctive wastes.

* SEE Washington Administzative Code,

"Performance Assessment for the Disposal of Low-Level Waste in the 200 West Durial Grounds”, WHE-EP-0645,
prepared for the LS, Department of Energy by Westinghouse Hanford Company, June 1995; and, “Perfarmance
Assessment for the Disposal of Low-Level Waste in the 200 East Burial Grounds™, WHC-50-WM-TI-730,
prepared for the TS, Department of Energy by Westinghouse Hanford Company, August, 1996,

"' Waste Management Programmutic Environmental Impact Statsment, USDOE, 1997,

" *“This guidance clurifies that cleamups of redlonuclides are governed by the risk range for all carginogens
established in the NCF (National Contingency Plan) when ARARS are not avallable or are not sufliciently
protective. That is to say, such clesmups should generally wchicve risk levels in the 107 1w 10™ range.” OSWER No.
D200.4-18; USEPA; August 22, 1997, at P.3.

*“Analysis of what Radiation Dose Limit is Proteetive of Human Health at CERCLA Sites™; USEPA; August 20,
1957 at Page 7. EPA's limit is 10 millirem from a single source of airhorne radionuclides for NESHAP; 4 millirem
per year from groundwater and o more than 10 to 15 millirem from all sources would mees NCP requirements,

" UL, Environmental Protection Agency; April 19, 1999; letter to Conference of Radiation Control Program
Directors commenting on proposal to allow residual contaminstion levels resulting in 100 millirem per yeur of
potential public exposure, The EFA cited the eame concern for NRC"s license termination rule, July 7, 2000,

" USDOE Performance Assessment for 200 West Burlal Grounds, Table 51 at Page vi; see also same table in 200
East Assessment,

= Id and EPA August 20, 1997, Op.Cit.

" See Heart of America Northwest Reports available on our wehsiterwww. heantofamericanorthwest.org:
“Washington Beware™, USDOE has acknowledged prior disposal of hazardous wasies in & Part B RCRA application
to Washingion State, The Heart of America Morthwest report conclusively shows that illegal disposal of hazardous
wastes gontinued in the trenches after 1989,

* SEE Performance Assessment for 200 West at 4,.2.5

" Page 4-48; Assessment for 200 West.
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Review comments on “Draft Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste
Program Environmental Impact Statement Richland, Washington™ DOE/EIS-0286D

Review comments by

John R. Brodeur, P.E,

Energy Sciences & Engineering
23309 5, 823 PR SE
Kennewick WA 99338

Comments on erial.

P2.21{16) “L.L.W has been buried on the Hanford Site since the start of the defense
materials production mission™. It is assumed that this statement includes radicactive as
well as harardous wastes which are also buried in the LLBG, If that assumption is not
correct, please explain where the older hazardous wastes were disposed.

Section 2.1.1.5 refers only to waste from 1962 to 1999 (283,000 m” ). So we are
missing radioactive and hazardous waste from 1944 to 1962 (almost 20 years of
operations) that is not included in the EIS. A complete review, discussion, description
and estimation of the solid waste generated during that time needs to be included in the
EIS. What is the probability that the bulk of this waste is buried in the older portions of
the LLBG?

MNext, there is little to no information in the EIS on the eomposition of the
previously buried waste (referring to Section 2.1.1.5 and Fig 2.1). Does this waste
include hazardous constituents? What dates or time-frames are associated with what
portions of this landfill. Please provide a comprehensive description of all previously
buried waste and provide information on the composition of the material in the various
landfill cells. If the compaosition of the individual cells is not known, this should be
stated and the level of uncertainty of the cell contents should be clearly identified.

Figure 2.1 also does not include a box element showing the previously buried
mixed low-level waste. s the implied conclusion that we do not have any previously
buried mixed low-level waste a valid conclusion? If that implication is not appropriate,
then the EIS should be rewritten to provide a thorough discussion of all mixed low-lewvel
waste in the landfill.

Considering the apparent “anomalous” occurrence of carbon-tetrachloride vapor
in the risers of LL WMU#4 and the absence of any discussion of the mixed waste in the
landfill, an objective reader of the draft EIS is left with a default suspicion that the DOE
is hiding information on the mixed waste in the LLBG.

To prevent this, the EIS must inclede a better description and characterization of
the source material, ie. the stufl in the old landfills. This must include any and all
information on hazardous constituents as well as radionuclide compeosition.

Emphasis for disclosure in the EIS of certain hazardous constituent in the landfill
is also required because of the potential for specific chemicals such as carbon-
tetrachloride to enhance the migration of specific radionuclides such as plutonium or
other transuranic elements. At the State LLBG operated by US Ecology, Inc. recent site
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52 characterization data indicate this very thing may be happening at that site, Since the

(cont) DOE LLBGs were constructed in the same manner, within the same geologic formations
and largely contains the same hazardous and radionuelide contaminants in similar forms,
it is not unreascnable to assume that the organic chemicals in the landfill may be causing
enhanced migration of very hazardous radionuclides. It appears that the findings from
the site characterization of the State LLBG were not considered in the draft solid waste
EIS. This problem should be rectified by providing a complets discussion of the findings
from the characterization of the State LLBG,

MNow we must address the source material characterization or lack thereof. Very
little information is presented in the draft EIS on the composition and characteristics of
the material in the LLBGs. This implies that little is known of the compoesition of this
material and it indicates a need to perform a source material characterization. This data
need is especially applicable to the older portions of the LLBGs.

If records and information on the composition of the various cells within the
LLBGs do not exist, the DOE must address this as a characterization issue and perform
an appropriate characterization of that source material. Now this does not mean that
DOE needs to put together a multi-million dollar project and expose a bunch of workers
to radiation and chemical hazards. What it means is that the DOE needs to put together a
reasonable program with a realistic budget to assess the contents of the landfill. Such an
assessment would first involve an extensive review of any records and the conduet of
interviews of former Hanford personnel to objectively assess what potentially could be in
the landfill. Then consideration should be given to applying in-situ characterization
techniques such as vapor sampling, remote sensing or borehele geophysics screening
methods to regions of the landfill for which records do not exist and for which the
contents remains unknown. Actual intrusive characterization should only be considered
if data cannot be obtained by any other means or if specific hazards are indicated to exist
within a cell.

This characterization must be completed and the resulting information must be
used 1o develop an accurate source model for the contaminant transport model and
properly assess the environmental impaets. The current form of the envirenmental
impact assessment does not consider an appropriate upper bounding condition that
includes all of the contaminants known or indicated to be in the burial grounds. This lack
of consideration is exemplified by the recent finding of carbon tetrachloride in a
ventilation risers of WMU#4, The occurrence of this contaminant in the landfill shows
that the site has not been properly characterized and the environmental impacts of this
contamination have not been evaluated.

The draft EIS must provide source characterization data and it must include a
description and evaluation of the uncertainties associated with the source material. In the
draft EIS, there is no discussion of how well we know the source term. As aresult, we
have no assurance that the assessment of environmental impacts is accurate.

Page 5,17,
53 There are problems with the soil-debris release model that cause it not to be

conservative. First, the assumed and model assigned hydraulic characteristics, being the
same as that of the surrounding soil, are not realistic, The source waste material is
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53 generally composed of everything from cardboard containers to wood to various parts,
{cont) piping, machinery, etc that all contain substantial voids which preatly enhance
permeability to both vapor transport (such as carbon tetrachloride) and liguid.

Next, much of the older waste materials contain free liquid in drums or other
containers, That free liquid is released when the containers break down, potentially
causing significant migration of previously contained radionuclides and hazardous
constituents through the unlined waste facility. As the free liquids are released they can
pick up additional contaminants causing an enhanced source-term releass.

We must also consider the infiltration rate. While an infiltration rate of (.05
em/yr may be applicable to the covered landfill, that infiltration rate does not consider
infiltration during the operational lifetime of the landfill, before an infiltration barrier
cover is installed. The source models do not account for this significantly enhanced
infiltration prior to cover installation.

Itis likely that an enhanced infiltration process is responsible for the enhanced
migration of contaminants at the State’s commereial LLBG (US Ecology site). Since this
mechanism appears to have created a problem at the State LLBG, it is likely that a similar
occurmence will be found at the DOE LLBG when an appropriate site characterization is
conducted.

The draft EIS source term must be modified to include an enhanced infiltration
during operations as well as a free liquid material source from within the landfill.

Comments on the conlami

A problem exists with the contaminant transport model and the resulting assessment
of environmental impacts in thal the vadose zone model is overly simplistic and does not
properly represent actual conditions within the vadose zone.

P4.3B(1) states “Preferential flow may also occur along discontinuities, such as clastic
dikes and fractures™ which have the “potential to either enhance or inhibit vertical and
lateral movement of contaminants in the subsurface, depending on textural relationships™.

This preferential Dow is not considered or accounted for by the simplistic
homogeneous, one-dimensional vadose zone model. Even with conservative parameters
are used in the model, preferential flow and an unfavorable source material chemistry can
canse enhanced migration in a manner that is similar to what occurred at several of the
tank farms.

We must consider data and information obtained from vadose zone characterization
work at other sites at Hanford, [t is apparent from vadose zone characterization data, that
the migration of radionuclides does not occur in a manner that can be described by simple
diffusion and dispersion. Rather contamination migration through the vadose zone,
particularly within the Hanford formation is generally known to occur in a manner that is
deseribed as a discontinnous and tortuous flow path.  This type of contaminant migration
pattern is seen at essentially all of the subsurface contamination plumes around the tank
farms and at most of the plumes originating from waste crib sites. This type of tortuous
migration pattern is the rule at Hanford rather than the exception. If a proper site
characterization were to be conducted at the LLBGs, it would likely reveal that this type
af eontaminant migrarion is characteristic of the plumes originating from the LLBGs.
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This characteristic pattern of contamination migration is not represented by the
simplistic diffusion and dispersion calculations of the one dimensional model that was
used in the draft. The simplistic model described in Appendix G of the draft EIS is
entirely inappropriate and does not properly represent the actual contaminant migration
mechanisms or patterns. As a result, it is concluded that the estimations of environmental
impacts from the subsurface pathway are inaccurate to an unknown degree and the draft
EIS must be rewritten to correctly and appropriately assess and quantify the true
environmental impacts.

Additional problems with the contaminant transport model are identified above
and relate to the inappropriate source terms that are used in the model.

The model is also not calibrated by comparing a projected model to actual site
conditions which are generally revealed by characterizing the distribution of
contaminants during a site characterization. That type of site characterization was not
conducted for the DOE LLBGs so the simplistic model presented in the draft EIS is
essentially uncalibrated and its accuracy is unknown,

Finally, no contaminant transport model sensitivity assessment was performed.
As a result, there is no way to determine if the uncertainties of the model parameters are
significant relative to the environmental impact assessment. [f, for instance, the model
source term is highly underestimated in composition or quantity, there is no way of
knowing how that will effect the estimation of contamination delivered 1o the
groundwater.

There is also coneermn about the location of the receptor well 1km downsiream
from the waste site. Since the LLBGs are RCRA regulated waste sites, the receptor well
for exposure caleulations should be located just outside of the waste site boundaries. In
effect, the site model uses the dispersion and dilution that occurs within the groundwater
to minimize the reported environmental impacts. It is reasonable to assume that &
receptor well could be placed just outside of the LLBGs at the end of institutional control.
Therefore, such a well placement should be analyzed in the environmental impact
assessment as prescribed by the RCRA rather than using CERCLA groundwater
prescribed criteria. We are interested in the trug impacts to groundwater from the actions
proposed in the solid waste EIS, not the impacts of the groundwater cleanup work.

Site characterization and monitoring data needs

There 18 a great pavcity of site characterization and monitoring data that are needed
for contaminant migration model development and for assessing the current and future
environmental impacts of the LLBGs.

As discussed above in the comments on the source material, there has been very little
characterization of what was put into the landfills over the vears to the point that an
unexpected occurrence of carbon-tetrachloride was recently found in the LLBGs. This
problem must be rectified by characterizing and assessing what was placed into the older
portions of the landfills.

Characterization data are also needed on the current distribution of contaminants
within the vadose zone beneath the landfills. According to the vadose zone contaminant
tramsport model presented in the EIS, there should be essentially no radionuclide
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contamination beneath the landfills at this time. This must be confirmed by drilling and
sampling or by some other means of assessing the distribution of contamination in the
vadose zone. Because of source material uncertainties discussed above, it is highly likely
that a little bit of site characterization will reveal migration of contamination that is more
extensive than anticipated or expected,

Because of the importance of the subsurface contaminant migration pathway relative
to the environmental impact determination, characterization of the distribution of
subsurface contaminants is critical. This subsurface characterization data are needed to
confirm and calibrate the vadose zone and/or groundwater models,

The only subsurface monitoring currently applied at the LLBGs is monitoring of the
groundwater. However, the groundwater has already been contaminated beneath all of
the LLBGs with varving hazardous and radionuclide contaminants from other waste sites
making it difficult if not impossible to determine if the LLBGs are contributing to
groundwater contamination. In addition, the groundwater has been subjected to large
changes in the flow regime resulting in reversals and changes in groundwater flow
direction, Current decreases in groundwater elevation are making the groundwater
monitoring well system non-compliant with some of the basic RCRA groundwater
monitoring requirements. This further complicates any effort to truly monitor the LLBGs
using a groundwater monitoring strategy,

Finally, if one accepts the vadose zone transport model presented in the EIS as
accurate, it is apparent that contaminants from the LLBGs will not even reach the
groundwater for many hundreds of years. So, what is the point of using groundwater
monitoring for the purpose of short term monitoring of contamination from the waste site,
This is not to say that we do not need a monitoring scheme for the short term, On the
contrary, that is exactly what is needed,

To accomplish the goal of providing a way to monitor the LLBGs for the short term
and to provide current contaminant distribution dats, an extensive vadose zone
characterization and monitoring program is reguired. This characterization and
monitoring must be implemented before the environmental impacts can be assessed,

The current distribution of contamination (both radionuelide and hazardous
chemicals) beneath the LLBGs is completely unknown at this time. Thus the
contaminant transport model cannot be confirmed and the current environmental impacts
cannot be assessed. This large and glaring data gap must be climinated before we can
realistically say that we know and understand the environmental impacts of the LLBGs.
This issue must be resolved before we can massively expand the LLBGs and import low
level waste from other DOE facilities,

Consideration of a liner

Under Section 3.1, Alternatives for Management of Low-Level Waste
A potential range of realistic alternatives for disposal of the low level waste is not
considered in the EIS, This range of realistic alternalives encompasses an alternative to
dispose of the waste at Hanford within a facility that is constructed with an engincered
liner system similar to the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF).  On the
maore conservative side is an alternative to dispose of the waste off-site, at a facility
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within a geologic environment that is more conducive to satisfying the requirements for
isolation of the waste. Such a facility may be the Envirocare commercial low-level waste
facility in Utah or a new facility constructed in lacustrine clay deposits or within a
massive salt dome deposit,

Instead, the EIS only considers disposal of the waste in near-surface, unlined
facilities at Hanford. The only difference between the two alternatives that are analyzed
in the draft EIS (excluding the no-action alternative) relates to the size and geometric
configuration of the disposal cells. These are not the only viable alternatives that can and
should be analyzed in the Hanford solid waste EIS regardless of the limited scope and
eonclusions presented in the previous Programmatic Defense Waste EIS,

61 One alternative that clearly must be considered in the EIS is the alternative to
construct an engineered liner with a leachate collection system, This liner and leachate
collection system would retain the contaminants and provide assurance that the waste site
will not leak, at least during the operational phases of the facility. Considering the
potential inzccuracies and uncertainties of the environmental impact assessment and the
simplistic nature of the contaminant transport models for both the vadose zone and
groundwater portions, a liner may be required to assure the performance of the LLBG
system. In addition, a liner with a leachate collection system provides an ability to
monitor the LLBG system until a cover is installed and infiltration has effectively been
stopped.

Comparison with the 5 LLE

P3.11, section 3.5.3.4 Use of the U.S. Ecology Disposal Facility

The use of the U5 Ecology disposal facility should not be considered for disposal
of any DOE LLW due to the fact that contaminants from this facility have already
reached groundwater and the DOE is now under a corrective action order by the State for
that facility. It is important to note that the environmental “impacts (at the US Ecology
gite) are expected to be similar to those determined for burial of wastes in the LLBGs"
(PA.11(34)). This means that much of what was discovered with the small amount of site
characterization that was conducted at the US Ecology LLW site, applies to the DOE
LLBGs because of the similar genlogy, waste site configuration and source material.

62 As a result of the investigation and characterization of the US Ecology Site, it was
determined that the contaminants disposed at that facility have migrated a considerable
distance through the vadose zone and some contaminants have already reached
groundwater, This conflicts with contaminant transport models developed for the State
LLBG. Because the DOE LLBGs are of similar construction (unlined and uncapped at
this point) and because they received similar hazardous materials and radionuclides, it is
reasonable to assume that the DOE LLBG contaminants have also migrated from the
facility and may have already reached proundwater. The observed patterns of
contaminant distribution and migration found at the US Ecology LL'W site conflicts with
the contaminant transport models developed for the DOE LLBGs, Because the
contaminant transport models are largely the same for the two sites, this discrepancy must
be explained by way of an extensive characterization of the DOE waste sites before a
mardel can be prepared and before an estimation of potential environmental impacts can
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proferred. Therefore, it is recommended to withdraw the EIS until more characterization
is completed and aceurate models can be developed for the DOE LLBGs.

Finally, the EIS that was prepared for the US Ecology LLW site has not been finalized
due to the gross inaccuracies of the environmental impact estimations. This fact was not
explained in the DOE EIS (Section 3.5.3.4). The DOE solid waste draft EIS should fully
explain the problems and inaccuracies that were identified at the US Ecology LLW site
along with the problems identified with that EIS. The problems with the State
commercial LLBG create a faulty waste disposal system that has tremendous
implications for the DOE LLBGs. Without a compleie assessment of the US Ecology
site findings, the DOE EIS is incomplete and most probably inaccurate.

mary of prim cErn

This reviewer's primary concem is with the current level of understanding of the
migration of contaminants through the vadose zone. We must ask if that level of
understanding is adequate 1o justify the burial of low level radioactive waste materials
(hoth Hanford generated and imported) in unlined trenches within a complex geologic
envirenment composed primarily of fluvial sands, silt and gravel. The problem is, the
DOE has almost no data on the distribution or migration of the LLBG contaminants
through the genlogic media comprising the vadose zone and there is a very poor
understanding of the source material composition as demonstrated by the discovery of
carbon tetrachloride,

We know from studies at the tank farms, that contaminants from the tanks migrate
through the complex geologic materials in a rather complicated manner that is difficult to
define in a characterization and even more difficult to effectively model. Considering
differences in source material and differences in the migration driving mechanisms
(water, etc.}, we do not know if the same type of contaminant migration behavior
exhibited at the tank farms is also found at the LLBGs.

If we look at limited vadose zone characterization work that has been done at the
crib sites at Hanford, we find that a similar tortuous contaminant distribution and
migration pathway is also the norm. This same complex distribution of contaminants is
found even though there are significant differences in the sources when comparing the
cribs and the tank farms. Those sources differ in liguid velume, liguid chemistry,
radionuclide content and release mechanics. We do not know how the limited knowledge
of the distribution of contaminants in the vadose zone at the tank farms and eribs is
related to the LLBGs as there is almost no information available on the distribution of
contamination beneath the LLBGs. Most of the characterization and monitoring to date
at the LLBGs has focused on groundwater,

The only information available on the contamination distribution beneath a LLBG
is the data from the limited charactenzation that was conducted at the commercial LLBG
at Hanford. The limitations of that characterization effort do not permit development of a
sound prediction model and they certainly do not justify the adoption of a one-
dimensional homogeneous layered earth model for quantitative predictions of impacts to
the groundwater,
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However, data from the commercial LLBG at Hanford indicate significant
migration of contaminants has already occurred at that facility. These data demonstrate
that the mode] presented in the draft solid waste EIS is not representative of actual
conditions at a similar facility with the same geology, source type and waste burial
configuration. Yet, there has been no consideration in the draft EIS for this data.

The recent discovery of carbon tetra chloride at the LLBGs demonstrates the
simplistic vadose zone model presented in the draft EIS is not accurate and that a
significant amount of site characterization is required to define the source material and
contaminant transport mechanisms.

It iz this reviewer's conclusion that the current level of understanding of the
mechanisms and modes of contaminant transport through the vadose zone at the DOE

65 LLBGs is not adequate to predict the impacts to groundwater. The draft EIS is
inadequate to justify the current and planned disposal of Hanford generated waste, much
less the importation of massive quantitics of off-site waste.
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Heart of AmericaNorthwest
'.'AdvunchiﬂW'iww of ife.”
Keith Klein, Manager
USDOE Richland Field Office;
U.S. Department of Energy

P.O, Bax 550
Richland, WA 99352

Michael Collins, NEPA Document Manager, Hanford Sclid Waste EIS
IS, Department of Energy

P.O. Box 550; A6-38

Richland, WA 99352

Dear Messrs, Klein and Collins

At the very end of the comment period on the draft Hanford Solid Waste EIS (HSWEIS), and in
response Lo the concemns from hundreds of persons who attended the hearings and submitted
comments, you issued a letter with significant new proposals for USDOE actions to import radioactive
wastes to Hanford and changes to pmpcus:d actions considered in the draft HSWEIS. We urge you to
withdraw the draft EIS, rescope it and revise it in consultation with other agencies, tribes and
stakeholders (as legally required, which was not done for the initial draft) and then reissue it for public
comment. Furthermore, we must point out that any effort tD import Plutbnium and other Trans-Uranic
Wastes to Hanford without such rescoping and consideration of the impacts of the proposed USDOE
action, will viclate the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. The outpouring of
puhllt: and Enngrﬁuﬁnul opposition to this dangerous scheme should have already convinced you and
USDOE that it is a course of action that USDOE will not be allowed to carry out,

Our comments echoed the Hanford Advisory Board's (FIAB) advice in July on the Hanford Solid
Waste EIS (HSWEIS), which concluded that the HSWEIS: “is incomplete and inadequate to support
praposed decisions. Therefore, the Board wrges the current draft be withdrawn and reissued in draft -
Jorm for public comment,.. baved on appropriate consultation and incliding the scope discissed
below. ™ (3 pages of detailed commnents foliowed ). The Board requestea that USDOE extend the
comment period, in part to allow the Board to consider edditional information requested from USDOE,
Although USDOE chose not to extend the comment peried, USDOE did commit to fully consider
additional comments or advice provided by the Board at our September meeting. Because of both the
new information and your unusual action of making new proposals for USDOE action at the close of
the comment period on the EIS, we request that you include the following in the formal record for
response, as well as responding directly to this letter.

USDOE must not ignore the public concern shown over the potential impacts from the proposed
actions, which resulted in an unprecedented level of public comment and hearing attendance.

MWew information which should have been available to the Board and public at the outset of the
comment period has become available, some of it only through Freedom of Information Act Requests
rather than USDOE voluntarily providing this information in the draft EIS or via broadly disseminated
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3 supplementary material prior to the public hearings. However, many essential underlying documents
toont} } and assumptions relied upon in the draft EIS remain unavailable,

On August 22, 2002, you announced that USDOE would issue a supplementary “information package”
by October 1" to cure concerns over the failure of the HSWEIS to summarize and discuss the prior
documents and assumptions relied upon in the HSWEIS, and over the failure of USDOE to provide
access to requested information. This will not meet our fundamental concern over the inadequacy of
the draft EIS. Again, we urge USDOE to withdraw the draft EIS, rescope and revise it to include all
necessary analyses in consultation with other agencies, Tribes and stakeholders, and then to reissue it
for public comment.

One point of the HAB advice and our comments, reflecting the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), is that the underlying assumptions and prior documentation must
be summarized and discussed in the draft EIS." During the comment period, numerous parties
unsuccessfully attempted to obtain documents incorporated into the draft EIS by reference (including:
Washington State’s efforts to obtain the Hanford specific technical information document or appendix
that was referred to in the USDOE's 1997 Waste Management Programmatic EIS (WMPEIS),
numercus parties’ efforts to obtain the WMPEIS, the performance assessments for the Hanford Low-
Lewvel Burial Grounds and the documentation relied upon for those assessments), USDOE's proposal of
August 22nd to issue an “information package” with some of these materials iz neither responsive to
our advice nor will it meet the requirements that the draft EIS provide a single comprehensive
discussion of impacts, environmental conditions, alternatives and analyses which USDOE claims to
rely upon from documents that are not readily available to the public. Regulations of the Council on
Environmental Quality state that “Mo material shall be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably
available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment."™"

Mixed Waste (LLW and MW would result in 70,000 truckloads of radioactive waste crossing Oregon
and Washington along routes with specific dangers due to weather, mountain passes or travelling
through congested urban areas. Nor did the HSWEIS disclose and consider the impacts of the
USDOE's proposed action to import Trans-Uranic Wastes (TRU) 1o Hanford. This proposed aclion
came to light only through use of the Freedom of Information Act. Public and Congressional concern
over these actions can not be ignored. USDOE has claimed that the impacts of these proposed actions
were considered in the 1997 Waste Management PEIS, However, relevant analyses of route and waste
specific impacts from the WMPELS were not summarized in the draft HSWEIS, and the document was
not available for public review during the comment period (USDOE removed it from the website and
informed the public that it lacked copies to meet requests). Indeed, claims that route and waste specific
impacts for importing LLW, MW and TRU waste to Hanford were considered in the WMPEIS are not
COITECL.

During the comment period USDOE announced that it intends to revise the Record of Decision to
begin shipments of various forms of TRU waste to Hanford (Remote Handled TRU, Mixed Waste
TRU and Contact Handled TRU). There is no consideration of the impacts of this decision, or
alternatives to this action, in the HSWEIS, including consideration of the cumulative impacts. A
review of the WMPEILS — which, contrary to Council on Environmental Quality regulations is not
readily available to the public - reveals that USDOE specifically never considered the serious impacts
from importing TRU waste to Hanford, including both transportation impacts (i.e., the dangers of
transporting Plutonium wastes through the I-5 and Columbia River Gorge corridors, or over the passes

‘ In the HSWEIS, USDOE did not disclose that the proposed actions to import and bury Low-Level and
| of the Blue Mountains in Oregon) and the impacts from long-term storage of TRU at Hanford. For
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MW, the WMPEIS only analyzed alternatives in which only a smaller portion of the waste streams
from various sites would be shipped to Hanford, rather than Hanford being the sole or one of just two
sites for treatment, storage or disposal.™ As our prior comments note, there is no permitted or safe
storage capacity for such wastes at Hanford. We urge USDOE not to proceed with any action to import
TRU wastes to Hanford, and we urge Washington State to ensure that permit conditions preclude the
storage of additional offsite TRU wastes in facilities or in burial grounds.

The USDOE letter of August 22 offers to ship out two barrels of TRLU waste for every barrel imported
- within 18 months of receipt of offsite wastes. The impacts of importing these wastes, however, have
not been considered in the HSWEILS. Mot all TRU wastes are of equal hazard USDOE proposes to
truck Remote Handled and Mixed TRU wastes to Hanford — for which there is no appropriate and
legally permitted storage and treatment capacity, and which pose higher dangers in transport and for
storage than the Contact Handled TRU that USDOE is already legally bound to ship to WIPP, Apart
Sfrom the nnaccopiable “trust us" aspect of this “offer”, it iv abjectionable because USDOE is
proposing to kold efforts to accelerate cleanup (whick it seeks to save money via reducing the
aperational period for WIPF) hostage unless our region accepts the risks of taking more waste,

Our pricr comments discuss why the HSWEIS must consider and analyze specific alternatives for
ending the use of unlined soil trenches for disposal of LLW. The public outcry over this practice has
resulted in USDOE stating, in its letter of August 22, that it will now consider “plans to... (c)hange the
current practice of disposing of low-level wastes in unlined trenches to more modern practices.™
USDOE must revise the HSWEIS to specifically eonsider:

1. The benefits and varying impacts from different burial ground trench designs, including caps and
leachate collection systems,

2. The impacts from the proposals to bury MW together with LLW, including the impacts on
engineered performance from commingling wastes;

3. The cumulative impacts from USDOE’s announced decision — since the draft HSWEIS was issued
—to bury 1.8 million curies of waste from the High-Level Waste Tanks in massive separate
trenches or in combination with the trenches proposed in the HSWEIS;

4. The impacts from the proposal to commingle offsite and newly generated MW and LLW in
Hanford's ERDF landfill,

5, Where a new “mega” trench or separate trenches would be placed, taking into consideration the
values of the Board, tribes and public to reduce the footprint of the impacted area of the Central
Plateaw and the need to avoid locating new burial grounds in areas of potential contamination
(specifically considering the impact of the new information that volatile organic chemical wastes
have spread from the burial ground trenches in the area where USDOE had previously proposed to
expand trench capacity or place a “mega” trench);

6, The latest analyses of groundwater impacts utilizing the most recent characterization data and
Systems Assessment Capability model effort;

7. The comparison of impacts (¢.g., items above) between expansion of burial capacity to meet
Hanford clean-up needs and the capacity required to serve offsite disposal and storage plans.

In sum, it is not acceptable for USDOE to claim that the draft HSWEIS “bounds™ the worst case
scenario rather than consider the environmental benefits and impacts of the specific proposed actions
and alternatives to themn, USDOE’s own NEPA regulation requires mitigation commitments addressing
the adverse environmental impacts from specific proposed actions, are to be incorporated into a Record
of Decision and Mitigation Action Plan." The HSWEIS fails to even provide an outline of the
proposed actions and alternatives (i.e., size of trenches and location, how commingled wastes would be
managed, where TRU wastes would be stored, routes for importing wastes, etc,..) necessary to
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11 determine adverse impacts and potential mitigation measures. Further, as we have stated in these and
(cont) our prior advice, the draft HSWEIS fails to even disclose the total cumulative impacts from the
proposal = failing to even provide a useful “bounding” analysis.

Northwest's Freedom of Information Act Request, that volatile organic chemical hazardous wastes had
been detected released from Low-Level Burial Grounds in the area West of the Plutonium Finishing
Plant, where the prior USDOE EA on LLBG Trench Expansion had proposed new trenches ora
“mega” trench. USDOE failed to meet its obligations under NEPA and public involvement policies
when it failed to provide the public with a clear supplement to the draft EIS detailing this significant
new information. The release of chemical wastes was confirmed in sampling done prior to the public
release of the Draft EIS. Carbon Tetrachloride (a carcinogen, poison and reproductive toxin) and
chloroform were found in air samples in the vent risers in the trenches at levels reaching 176 times and
& times, respectively, the OSHA exposure limit for workers. Other shemical solvents from the
Plutonium Finishing Plant were known to be disposed in trenches throughout the W-4-C burial ground,
This was not disclosed in the draft HSWEIS. The Board is concerned that ongoing disposal in this
burial ground is both an environmentel hazard and worker safety concern. The hazardous wastes that
are known to have been disposed in these trenches were selected for use as solvents because of their
ability to mobilize Plutonlum and Uranium. The chemical wastes pose significant health and
environmental hazards on their own., We urge: a) that no additional wastes be added to this burial
ground to prevent additional environmental harm and to reduce the potential for worker exposure; b)
that a full scale investigation and characterization effort be launched for the full range of chemical
wastes that may be released from all the trenches in the burial ground; c) that new groundwater
monitoring wells be placed at all the LLBGs in compliance with minimum requirements for Dangerous
waste units per Washington Administrative Code; d) that Ecology utilize its authority under RCRA and
Washington hazardous waste laws to accomplish these goals and to ensure that workers are not
exposed to the release of the hazardous substances; and, ) that the HSWEIS he revised to fully
disclose the extent of chemical disposal and potential for release from these trenches, along with a full
discussion of alternatives for mitigation and eorrective action.

Both the Board and I repeatedly requested that USDOE provide us and the public with the USDOE's
own analysis comparing the long-term costs of disposal of LLW between different USDOE sites and
commercial sites, This analysis was directed to be done by Congress and was delivered to the Senate
Appropriations Committee along with proposed new USDOE policies early in the comment period and
before the public hearings. These were never provided to the Board, states, Heart of America
Northwest, or public despite having major implications for comparing the alternatives to disposal of
LLW at Hanford and the impacts of disposal at Hanford. The study concludes that Hanford charges
generators only about 509 of the cost of disposal of offsite LLW", and concludes that “Environmental
Management sites should be directed to consider the ‘cradle to grave' costs for each waste stream as
disposal decisions are being made.” Further, the study concluded: *“Commercial facilities offer the
lowest disposal cost for some DOE waste,” and, “Comparison of disposal alternatives must consider
more than just disposal fees”

The HAB criticized the draft HSWEIS for failing to consider the long-term, fully burdened costs of
disposal and the reasonable alternative of charging generators these costs. If this analysis is not
included in a revised draft HSWEIS, then USDOE will be failing to meet its newly announced paolicy,
and will not provide any generator or the Hanford site with the ability to consider "cradle to grave”

‘ During the course of the comment periad, it was publicly disclosed, as a result of Heart of America
‘ costs as USDOE committed to Congress it would do.
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During the comment period, we learned that the groundwater Systems Assessment Capability was not
utilized to assist in analyzing the cumulative impacts to groundwater from the proposed actions. It was
also learned that the 1995 Performance Assessments, relied upon and referred to in the draft HSWEIS,
failed to consider the presence of chemical wastes. The Performance Assessment does, however,
disclose much higher impacts to health from the future use of groundwater via a well 100 meters from
the 200 E and W burial grounds, compared to the discussion of impacts from a well one kilometer
away in the draft HSWEIS. The Performance Assessment for 200 W, for example, discloses a
cumulative annual dose from groundwater exposure pathways, at a point one hundred meters from the
burial grounds, exceeding 9F+4 mrem per year (>90,000 mrem/year).

USDOE public notice effort for the hearings on the draft HSWEIS was a joke, At each hearing, the
public was asked if they had received notice via USDOE's advertisements or mailings. There was no
positive response by the public to receipt of notice via USDOE's newspaper ads at any hearing -
because they were not designed to provide meaningful notice of how the proposed actions would
impact public concerns and values (e.g.: not providing notice that the proposed actions would result in
70,000 truckloads of radioactive waste through Oregon) and because they were placed weeks ahead of
the hearings. USDOE failed to collaborate with any stakeholders or other agencies on the notice ads,
unlike the notice mailed to the TPA list which was the result of collaborative input and provided notice
of significant issues of public concern. We have shown that, despite having far less in the way of
monetary resources, a well designed newspaper ad on the subject of the Hanford Solid Waste EIS can
provide appropriate notice to the public and encourage their attendance and participation. We reject
USDOE's repeated claims that it will not place newspaper ads for hearings because they are ineffective
ortoo costly. In the future, we expect USDOE to meet its obligations to provide real notice to the
public regarding the opportunity to comment on actions that afTect public concerns for health and the
environment.

In closing, adding more waste to Hanford has unacceptable impacts and there are reazonable
alternatives to such plans that USDOE has failed to consider. The public will not fall for a proposed
deal to take more waste in exchange for USDOE’s overdue end to the illicit practice of dumping
radicactive waste in unlined soil trenches,

Sinceraly yours
#7

Gerald Pollet, JD

Endnotes follow on next page

Ce:

Senator Patty Murray,

Senator Ron Wyden,

Senator Maria Cantwell;

Senator Gordon Smith,

Tom Fitzsimmons, WA Dept. of Ecology
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' Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the Mational Envirenmental Policy Act, Council on
Envirenmental Cuality, Executive Office of ihe President; 40 CFR 1502.20 “Tiering™,

¥ 40 CFR 1502.21. “Incorporation by Reference™,

* WMPEIS Summary at 45: “DOE analyzed two of the intermediate altematives - dispocal at 12 sites and a1 & sites — as
regionalized alternatives.” The WMPEILS was based on a todal of 153,000 cubic meters of MLLW for all ather sites than
Hanford, However, the HSWEIS iz based on an action which would import and bury 192,000 cubic meters of waste at
Hanford, in addition to the Hanford inventory and projected generation of MLLW.

* 10 CFR. Part 1021,331{a) and 57 FR. 15128,

* The study found that the life cycle cost of dispesal of LLW at Hanfoed 15 $2000 per cubic meter, Hanford charges just
over $1000. This life cycle cost does not consider the cost of capping, the cost of investigating the newly discovered
cliemical waste releases from the burial grounds, the cost of having fully compliant groundwaler monitoring wells and the
costs of remediation and final closure with capping, Nor does this $2000 per cubic meter life cycle cost include the costs of
the new conumilment to end the use of unlined burial grounds without leachate collection,

" Table 4-22, Performance Assessment for 200% LLEG. 1995,
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Loague of Women Voters of Washington » 4710 University Way NE, #214, Sealtle, WA 98105
Phi 206-622-8961, 1-800-419-2506, Fax 208-522-4908 « email: vwaiwwvwa org = websits: hittp:ideww. wvwa. org

August 7, 2002

;I‘lg;wMéisMichae! Collins
Document Manager
Richland ions Office

US Department of Energy
men

PO Box 550

Richland WA 99352-0550

Subject: Comments on Draft Hanford Site Solid Waste Program Environmental Impact Statement
From: Elizabeth Tabbutt, Nuclear Waste Chair for League of Women Voters of Washington

1 The League of Women Voters has a long history of involvement in issues of resource protection and, spe-
cifically, nuclear waste management. Our underlying position is that “pollution must be controlled in order
to preserve the physical, chemical and biological integrity of ecosystems and to protect public health.”

Our position on nuclear waste nt states, in part, that the League “supports policies for the man-
agement of civilian and military high- and low-level radioactive wastes to protect public health, and air,
water and land resources.”

The intractable and expensive problems we are facing in the cleanup of our weapons complex sites reflect
the fact that these Hpnw were not followed. Prevention of pollution was ignored throughout the pro-
duction effort; public health and the integrity of our resources were blatantly disregarded.

Now the public is offered a plan which essentially repeats the history we should have learned from. The
plan in the draft EIS calls for again dumping huge quantities of wastes into the same type of unlined, poorl
monitored trenches that we are still struggling to clean up. The threat to the groundwater will be enhnnoec{
Once again, the DOE is looking for the cheapest, most expedient solution with little concern for long-term
cost and protection.

I Morcover, the plan would require the transportation of vast quantities of nuclear waste through most of the

(L)
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country to end up in Washington state, at Hanford. Again citizens of the Northwest will have the burden of
more contamination even before responsible cleanup has protected our resources: the land and water on
which we depend.

5 Six years ago the League of Women Voters of Washington, along with Washington Physicians for Social
Responsibility and other groups, held a Roundtable focused on the problem of site-wide waste disposal,
especially weapons-grade plutonium. We received from the Department of Energy a commitment that they
would convene an inclusive and representative “National Dialogue™ to give a full public airing to questions
of equitable and responsible decisions on the storage and disposal of nuclear waste from the cleanup of our
weapons . There was a minor effort to shape such a Dialogue, but the commitment was never ful-

filled. The flawed proposal in this EIS would never have emerged if such a full public discussion had

occurred.

6 The League submits that a “National Dialogue” still needs to happen. There should be a full public discus-
sion of the most environmentally sound solution for the management of all cleanup waste. The public
needs the assurance that mistakes of the past ar