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COMNENTS ON WABHINGTON BTATE'S DEPARTMENT OF BCOLOGY
BITE~WIDE PERNIT
FOR THE DEPARTNENT OF ENERGY'SH
HANFORD NUCLEAR REGBERVATION

LNTROPCTION

Tha Treat: for the Confederated Tribea of the
Umatilla . (CTUIR) the,
"exc. king fish in the strsams -
runn, rdering sald reservation 1s
herel Indians, and at all other
usua. tations in common with
citlis States, and of erecting
suite curing the game; the
privi 7athering roots and berries
and g >ck on unclaimed lands in
commc ls also secured to them.”

Lands ceded to the faderal government by this treaty includaes the
slite now occupied by the Department of Energy's (DOE) Hanford
Nuclear Raservation., Hence, the CTUIR have treaty raserved
rights at the Hanford Reservation, of which, tha DOE are the
federal agency in a fiduciary position.

The permitting of the following three facilities by Washington's
Department of Ecology and the U.S. Environmental Protectilon
Agency, signatories to the Hanford Federal Facillity Agresement and
Consaent Order (Tri-Party Agreement/TPA) along with DOE,
represants movement towards addressing the various cleanup
oparations propossd by DOE. This permit for ths 616 Non-
Radiocactive Dangerous Waste Storage Facility, the 183-H Solar
Evaporation Basins, and the vitrification Plant, inherently poise
differant issues.

Comments addressing each facility are not highly technical in
detail, (i.e., commenting whether the current design of the
Vitrification's Plant (Vit) off-gas treatment system will
adeguately protect the alir shed), but rather are larger issues
not addressed by the permit., Currently, the CTUIR lack the
technical staffing to adequataly review plans in detaill for
protection of treaty-reserved rights to the ceded lands.
Ganeral comments, trailed by specific issues about each of the
facilities, ars as follows.
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Confesersted Trives of ths Umatliia Indlan Raservation
Commeams on 8ie-Widae Permit
Maroh (8, 1992

On the same pagae is aection II.0., "General Inspection

Recuirements." Because of the ceded lands issue, the CTUIR

-request that inspections of any facility at Hanford include a \
CTUIR representative, especlally given the naturs of and thas area 26421
of visual inapectiona. The national security of the CTUIR rests

with protecting the natural resources of their cedsd lands.

Thus, this action would allow for independent verification of
inspections and an assessment from a tribal perspective.

= Milestone M-12-02

= Comments submitted based on "616 Nonradiocactive Dangerous Waste
S Storage Facility Dangerous Waste Parmit Application", Octobar

e 1991, DOR/RL-89-03, Revision 2. "This is an active storage unit
fﬁj for dangerous wastes which are shipped to off-site commercial

P, treatment or dispesal facilities."

= Concerns expressed with the 616 are directed towards adequate

CTUIR emergency preparedness and properly designed containment
i systems to protect Hanford's groundwater and the Columbia River.

(< Again, an adequate review of plans for consistency in protecting ,
; CTUIR rascurcses cannot be submitted due to a lack of parsonnel. xzzl v

Given that "[a)pproximately 18 times a year, depending on the
rate of waste accumulation, ... [containers will] be transported
to a permitted TSD facility.” The CTUIR currently lack the first
regponder equipment and personnsel to protect the natural
regources of the tribes in the event of a major transportation
incident. Due to the sovereign nation status of tha CTUIR, the
CTUIR's police and fire departments are the lead agency in the
avent of a cross-CTUIR lands i1 1t

The potential this facility represents, IF an accident were to
occur, is quite high given the wide variety of hazardous
naterials ¢o be stored. In the event of a catastrophic accident,
are the containment designs capabls of protacting the groundwater
and the surrounding environment?

This concern is heightened due to presence of a fault line in
Gable Mountain. Will the building specifications be adegquate to
withstand a worst-case scesnaric? Additionally, when reviewing a
map of shallow earthguakes in the Hanford region, a concentration
can be found in the Cold Craeek Valley. This issBues should be
rectified before completion of the facility.
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Contecerated Trines of the Umatilia Indian Rsparvalion
Comments on Sits-Wide Permit
Maren 13, 1992

L2717 SOLAR EVAPORATION BASINS
Comments based on "RCRA Closure Experience with Radloactive Mixed

Wagte 183=-H Sclar Basilns at the Hanford Site," WHC~SA-0705-~FP,
January 19390,

I was unable to locate the appropriate document to allow for
—~ adequate review so comments are based on the above mentioned ;&:) 57
11’ work. p

ne miaging point in the paper was the lack of radiological data.
B quoted, "({rJoutine wastes consisted of uranium and technetium-
9,% yet the waste material was categorized as "low-level,

ontransuranic radicactive waste.,” What justification is there
or this characterization? How can independent verification be
ought?

he 100-H area also has a Chromium plume under it. Wwhat plans

ra therea to prevent exacerbating the plume's movement to the
Columbia River? Will the activities associated with closure have
any influence on the plume?
1

FANFTED FASTE VTTRIFTCATION FLANT vty

Milestone M-20-01

Documents raviewed wers “Tank Waste Disposal Program
"Redefinition'” WHC-EP-0475, Revision 0, and, "Hanford Faclility
. Agreement and Consent Order Quarterly Progress Report for the
Period Bnding December 31, 1991,% DOE/RL~-92~2. For brevity I
will use TWD and QPR, respectively, when referring to a document. ;%y

JC

The previocus two facilitles represent relatively stralghtforward
issues and concerns. However, the Vit Plant doss not fall in
this category. Here the concerns have to do with the overall
program direction of dealing with the tanks! wastes. Several Key
pointas emerge, each with a lack of justification for moving
ahsad, Along with the Vit Plant are the attendant disposal
issues, the "Grout" facility and the glass logs resulting from
the vitrification process. What happens to the glass logs if the
HLW repository is not open by the time the Vit plant is
cperational?

r

The same concerns sxpressed a! i1t the 616 fe llity apply to tr
Vit and grout/glass logs process. Will the facilitlies be
sufficiently designed to ensurs the safe operation of the
facilitles in case of an sarthquake. Additionally, does the
grout facllity have the potential to change groundwater flow
patterns?
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Confederatad Tribas of the Ummiila Indlan Ressrvation g
Commaents on Slte-Wias Pe:mit
Margh 18, 1682

On page 2-4 of the QPR, 1t states that "[rj)esolution of the
environmental compllance and investigation orf alternative
bretreatment process and facllity options, as well &g other waste
feed options for the HWVP, are continuing in support ol the tank
wagte treatment program.” .

The qu¢ tion arises, why license a facility when so many variable

and douots may surface between the licensing of said plant and

the actual operation of it? 1In other words, would it not be /C)
wisar to license each incremantal step (i1.8., the pretreatnent .
process) allowing for the flexibility of alternative critical

paths? For example, the TWD states on page 6~9 that the "risk
assagssment model showed TRUEX process development 1s on the

critical path for the program and, ag a result, introduces a risk

of program delay."

Why license thae end facility when the steps to get the wasta from
the tanks through prstreatment and to the plant have not been
establighed? Alternatives in pretreatment facilities should be
debated, then license that facility and initiate a tank-to-
pretreatment and back-to-tank operation cycle to ensure that the
wastes can be adequataly pretreated in a safe manner.

On a similar vaein, I have been unable to identify the
Juatification for raduced consideration of alternativa methods,
such as calcining, in-situ vitrification, or plasma arc furnace.
Further, the research and development side of disposal issues
appears lacking. Wwhat efforts are being made at enhancing
cutting-edgs technology and research? Thus, more basic analysis
of a wide range of alternative technologies and those yst
identified should be done prior to making the Vit Plant a "done
daal.”

< INVCLOSIONT

The 616 and 183~H Basins both represent straightforward
operations and should be permitted. However, the Vit Plant is
not as clear of a permitting process and as such should not be
licensed. Rather, the incremental steps to that possible nd
faci” lty could be licensed to er ire that 1ich step to final
disposal of the tank waste is safely completed.

The concsesrns expressed about the Vit Plant also involve the
attendant disposal facilities, the Grout facility and the glass
logs. Concerns expressed are the lack of sound justification for
disregarding other alternatives, the non-homogencus nature of the
tank wastes and the low level of supporting laboratory analysis,
and the unclear manner in which pre~treatment will occur. =
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