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State of Oregon Comments

Revised Draft Hanford Solid Waste EIS
June 3, 2003

Page 11

CERCLA must be completed prior to construction of waste sites so that compensatory
mitigation can be determined. Additionally, by assessing damage prior to construction,
appropriate mitigation actions can be incorporated into design and implementation plans,
thereby improving project efficiency and minimizing impacts.

m) Develop performance criteria for:
- site, including a large scale infiltration test
- vadose and groundwater monitoring system
- liner system, including construction quality assurance
- leachate collection system
- cushion system
- waste form
- daily cover material
- dust suppression and water treatment
- final grading material
- cap system

44) Conduct characterization and modeling studies and waste characterization and treatment
studies of each individual site. The variability in the magnitude of release and the temporal
distribution curves presented in Appendix L clearly demonstrate the wide range of
uncertainty in the modeling results. These studies are necessary to develop model
predictions that exhibit greater certainty.

45) DOE should consider siting new waste disposal facilities in areas that already contain vadose
zone contamination. The clean excavated surface soils can be stockpiled for future caps use.
The contaminated soils can be segregated into lightly contaminated soils for daily cover and
more contaminated soils requiring remediation and stabilization. A strategy that uses
contaminated areas will help minimize long-term impacts on the environment.

46) Monitoring should occur prior to, during and following operation of waste disposal facilities.
Long term monitoring should include leachate monitoring, shallow and deep vadose zone
monitoring, and groundwater monitoring. Each facility’s design should include key
monitoring points that incorporate cutting-edge approaches for moisture movement.

47) Following establishment of siting criteria, and investigation of potential sites, DOE should
construct geo-technical test pads that represent proposed capping and lining systems to verify
their constructibility and performance in the Hanford environment. It has been previously
noted that the modified RCRA Type “C” cover is inadequate to store the moisture volume
that would infiltrate from a 5-year storm. This inadequacy drives the need to develop a
robust cover that can withstand the anticipated meteorological variabilities of the Hanford
site. Establishing and testing the proposed cover at the field scale should be a key “go-no”
decision for the permitting of a MLLW or citing a LW disposal facility due to the numerical
model s dependence upon 0.01 cm/year of infiltration through the vadose zone.
Additionally, the waste cover design should include specific consideration for drainage of
excess water to controlled points that preclude it impacting wastes. Such drainage systems
might include deep drains into the subsurface to route water past all waste disposals.
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HOWARD A. PELLETT
5293 GUEMES ISLAND ROAD
ANACORTES, WA 98221-9041

cpellett@cnw.com
(360)293-8128
JUNE 5, 2003

Michael Collins

U.S. Department of Energy
P.0O. Box 550, A6-38
Richland, WA 99352

Mr. Collins:

I'm tired of getting jacked-around by bureaucrats! How about pretending that
Washington State is your home and treating us the way you would like to be treated? We
don’t want anymore nuclear wasted. Washington State did its’ share while the U. S. was
developing nuclear weapons and we deserve some consideration now.

I am writing you as a citizen concerned with the cleanup of Hanford, one of the most
contaminated places in the world. You, the U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE), are
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. Once

again, you have failed to adequately address the human health and environmental impacts
of adding this radioactive waste to Hanford in your Revised Draft Solid Waste
Environmental Impact Statement (SW EIS). I urge you to choose not to import any offsite
waste to Hanford. Your mission is to clean up the huge radioactive mess already
contaminating the Columbia River at Hanford, not to add more contamination to this
problem.

The analysis of human health and environmental impacts in this revised SW EIS still fails
in several ways:

¢ You do not include in your cumulative risk analysis many of the long-lived radio-
nuclides, such as iodine-129, that occur in significant quantities at Hanford. You must
complete the inventory and classification of these wastes before you can assess the
impacts of adding more waste to Hanford.

e Dumping more new radioactive and chemical waste will increase contamination
groundwater flowing towards the Columbia River for “thousands of years.” In your
impact analysis, you have placed the point of compliance for groundwater at the
Columbia River, miles away from the burial grounds, in order to meet drinking water
standards. Allowing the groundwater to become contaminated destroys any
possibility of the public enjoying a safe and usable Hanford Reach.

o Transporting nuclear waste to Hanford creates unnecessary risks to human and
environmental health in Washington and Oregon. The new EIS still does not
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adequately address risks to all communities along transportation routes, specifically
the risks from dangerous “transuranic wastes.”

e The SW EIS contains several alternatives to line and monitor the burial trenches for
radioactive waste. You do not provide any timeline for achieving this. T want these
burial grounds to be lined by the end of 2003!

e Finally, you still do not provide an alternative in your EIS that would only assess
burial of onsite Hanford cleanup waste. Your current “no action” alternative considers

1 stopping all cleanup at Hanford — this is unacceptable!

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?

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 still not
responsive to citizen concerns and does not effectively analyze all alternatives. I request
that you stop all future import of radioactive and chemical wastes to Hanford for
burial and stop burying radioactive waste in unlined soil trenches by the end of
2003.

1 would appreciate a complete response to my comments.

Sincerely,

/'yls«—wmch Ll

Howard A. Pellett
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June 4,03

Yvonne Sherman
USDOE - Richland

PO Box 550, A7-75
Richland WA d9352

Dear Ms Sherman

H&lnfwd's yradioactive and hazardeus waste
bhur ol 3ror_lﬂd5 must be closed down | The fukure of
nuclear power cfepénals Upon s ab'liiFﬂ to 50F€f|j dis -
pose qF its wastes. . And +hat ha; proven émposs'fbl(;/ with
experiments PY‘OhJIOH’()‘.b]ﬂ LA pEnsive and unr¢ hable .

I surely hope for my grandchildren’s s ke , and for
all fufure gmera»‘%onsi that we do cfw,rﬁmimq Posé'ub\e

D_c_)_\/\/ to arrest this nuclear mgh{mam . Yet the USDOE
15 in virolahan todar of +he 1r - Pard: Aﬂffﬁment, o

1

27l r- - s :
128 re@m to provide basic formation = ¢ssential +5
crucial c(ecmup of Hanfard .
Cihizens blﬂ Jrhfa Fhousands - who live and work in
3 the area = have 8]V€'ﬂ COmm@f’H’S}Jresh'monj._ The

Smgle ﬂ’\&SSQQ& has been loud and clear - e cleanup
of &)c aerinﬁ 9”51”0‘%5, leu lu'nj, M|91é6ﬂ/£-pr<37% Wastes
Needs +o be +op Pr;orh‘j.

Yet this winter plutonium waste  has made its way
from weapsns Plcm%s to Hanford and now lies buried in
unhined pits . Car bon tetrachlonide | o knowhcarcenogen
has alse been repoyted buried there . Needless 4o 54y, /
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the Pub].-'c trust has been \,‘v‘c{n-f’(rn{ﬁ be f’l’ajf_af.

Maoreover, Homfor d poses serious danger fo +he
Narkhwest. We speak of cleanup as iF it were [eall
| poa‘;nblue, ,when all we can l/}J}pé for 1s Cohmmﬂ’\cm{,%n
'be v‘;g]]anﬂ,ﬂ mgm}hnfecf)ar)c( re m,w'fié{,r:d }ﬂx"{o/f&f im/’.iff

the_nuvk 10,000 years , 4 dismay legacy we icave the future.
Jhort of the best contaimment witthin aur kiow -how
%a{:ffay/ We feice. cerd4in a’z_sHuc‘H%m oF « majn;ﬁrcénf
river system of inestimable commercial and re -
creda Honal value, and 3(@{%/ increased cancer
deatns . Because of the +rdal InFuence  +he Willame He

S5 | River will  ako b (omprom‘fsfd-

gCOhOY}’iICSIWhosi 9o¢-l is to maZimize probks for
G few at any cost 4o the environmant Hhat sustains
l'Fe for all : /s 5+upid conomics.  Fyve decades ofF re —
/I&WIC&. on nuclewr Weapm‘rlj ﬁn’ SeeLr l—g hews e FE e
Yery insecur<e , and al immense cast (not m""f G
SI;;:m[/Zfi:’l% b;ﬂF also for wducation healHy  en -
, Lo gner +echnoloo and .
peace s T il . a4 3% _ d wor!o{_
I+ 15 ime for Volces of jnJeﬁ r‘rhj and corurage to over-
ride +he conformist Yes'men ;3 Hime for those in pasi -
fions of gutharity to act owk of care and compassion :
So vital fowprd msurrgc,h’nj our sense. of ben'nﬁ human
fiom +he barvbarism of our fimes . '
.;S‘i‘hcer;/g %
Nan M
’73:0065{11) Pine gﬁﬂ
Fodlunul C- 47233
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