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PREFACE

This Final EIS consists of two volumes: the first volume is the Draft
EIS as previously issued an he second volume consists of this addendum,

' ich contains copies of th omments on the raft EIS, DOE's responses to the
comments, and errata.






DOE’s proposed action in the K Basins SNF EIS is to take expeditious
action to reduce risks to public health and safety and the environment by
removing SNF from the K Basins and, subsequently, to take action to manage the
SNF in a safe and environmentally sound manner for up to 40 years or until
ultimate disposition decisions are made and implemented.

The purpose of and need for DOE's proposed action is to reduce risks to
human health and the environment, specifically 1) to prevent the release of
radioactive materials into the air or the soil surrounding the K Basins and
the potential migrat >n of radionuclides through the soil column to the nearby
Columbia River, 2) to reduce occupational radiation exposure, and 3) to elimi-
nate the risks to - e public and to workers from the deterioration of SNF in
the K Basins.

Alternatives considered in the K Basins SNF EIS include no action,
enhanced K Basin storage, new wet storage, drying/passivation (conditioning)
with dry storage, calcination with dry s rage, onsite processing, and foreign

rocessing. DOE selected as its preferred alternative drying/passivation
(conditioning) with dry storage.

1.3 Results of Agency and Public Review

Copies of the draft EIS were made ava- able to appropriate federal,
state, and local officials and units of government, environmental organi-
zations, libraries, and members of the p 1lic to provide interested parties
the opportunity to review and comment on he draft EIS. During the 50-day
comment period, a public hearing on the draft EIS was held in Pasco,
Washington. One person presented comments on the draft EIS at the public

earing and 10 persons or organizations sent letters to DOE containing
comments on the draft EIS. These comments were considered by the DOE in the
preparation of the final EIS. Comments on the draft EIS did not require DOE
to modify any alternative presented in the draft EIS, to evaluate any new
alternatives, or to supplement, improve, or modify any analyses in the draft
EIS. Therefore, the final EIS consists of two vol nes: the first volume is
the draft EIS as written, and the second volume consists of this addendum,
which contains copies of the comments on the draft EIS, DOE’'s responses to the
comments, and errata. Preparing an addendum is permitted by the CEQ
regulations at 40 CFR 1503.4.
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L03-C01. Please be wise in yor determination of how to proceed with the
storage of this near immort: stuff we’'ve created. Don't be swayed off the
correct path.

R. Please see response to 1t L01-COL.

L04-C01. I read that all s t fuels in liquid forms would be converted into
a nonradioactive placement by a process called in situ vitrification. Is this
an option?

R. In situ vitrification refe to a process in which waste in san r soil (in
the ground) is converted along th the soil to a glass-like form by using

heat from a large electric cur 1t to melt the soil and the waste. The proc-
ess does not destroy or remove radioactivity: instead, it stabilizes and cap-

tures it within an essentic 1soluble medium. You may be referring to
vitrification of high-Tevel )active waste, some of which is in liquid

for SNF is soli  not 1i and while SNF could be vitrified by adding
sand and melting the two tc *in a container, calcination (which is one of
the altern :ives considerec ie draft EIS) would be a much more effective

way of stabilizing SNF.
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Nez Perce Tribe

L05-C07. Page 3.38, pars. 4 & 5. The EIS states that 2,800 tons of uranium
trioxide and 5 tons of plutonium dioxide »uld be produced from processing
K-Basin fuel in the onsite processing alternative. On page 1.1, the EIS
states that only 2,315 tons of SNF are curri tly stored in the K Basins. 1Is
the extra weight from the oxygen in the | oduced oxidized product? Is the
extra weight fuel from another location « has a mistake been made in the
calculation. Please explain.

R. The calculation correctly shows the « tra weight due to oxygen (three
atoms of oxygen for ear atom of uranium). A small amount of SNF (0.3 metric
ton) from the PUREX Plant has been trans rred to the KW Basin and is included
in this EIS.

"75-C08. Page 3.49, Table 3-2. Chlorine  d alum are listed in Table 3-2 and
usage quantities are given for each alternative. The reason for usage of
these chemicals is not mentioned in the | S text. Information on chemical
‘usage would be valuable to us in assessing this and future Hanford related
documents.

R. Chlorine and alum are used to treat river water for use as basin make-up
water and for potable water. Chlorine is a biocide, and alum is used as a
flocculent to improve particulate removal.

L05-C09. Page 3.52, par. 2. The EIS does not indicate an income range from
uranium and plutonium oxide product sales in the processing alternatives.
This information would be valuable to us.

R. At the present time, income from the sale of recovered uranium and
plutonium is unknown and as a consequence only equivalency of uranium-235 and
plutonium-239 in terms of energy conten” f coal is given as a broad indicator
of its possible value (footnote (b) on | 2 3.37 of the Draft EIS).

L05-C10. Page 4.1, par. 2. The text ir cates shrub steppe is inhabited by
"large sagebrush.” The correct common n e is "big sagebrush."

R. The draft EIS is in error; "big sag: rush" is correct.
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Nez Perce Tribe

R. Sulfuric acid and sodium hydroxide a no longer used at the K asins.
Earlier, they were used as part of the r er water treatment process,
specifically in regeneration of demineralizers. The demineralizers are

currently purchased from an off-site ver who regenerates the demineral :zers
at their offsite faci ity. Polyacrylami s used in small amounts in river
water treatment as a filter aid. It all fi tering of small, suspended
particles without plugging - e filters. s were used in electrical trans-
formers. The transformers are being ref d with non-PCB containing
transformers as part of electrical upgra cl vities. See response to

Comment L05-C08 for chlorine.

L05-C15. Page 5.119, par. 4. The EIS states that at the proposed SNF manage-
ment facility, sagebrush ste| e habitat uld be Tost until the facility is
decommissioned and the site returned to s natural state. Does "returned to
its natural state" mean the site will be evegetated? The Tribe requests,
upon decommissioning, revegetation with natur:¢ vegetation.

R. The Draft EIS text at this point is ferring to use of the reference
site. The expression "returned to its naturez state" is intended to mean
revegetation with native vegetation.

L05-C16. Page 5.122, Table 5-74. In the last row of the table, lifecycle
costs for various alternatives are given hat drives the variation in cost
for the passivation/dry storage alternat

R. The range of costs is a typographical erri (see Figure 5-7 in the Draft
EIS). The life-cycle cost for passivation/dry storage is $1.1 billion.

L05-C17. Page 5.123, par. 3. The EIS s° es that cultural surveys have been
completed in the area of interest and that no cultural resources that might
preclude construction were noted at either o0 he new proposed facility sites.
The Tribe favors cultural resource surveys. sase reference the specific
surveys completed for these proposed facilities. We request, when future
cultural resource surveys are conducted, that we be contacted and offered the
option of participating.
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Nez Perce Tribe

realize that comments have already been ceived on this subject. We do not
support continued shipment of uranium to he K Basins. Also, the document
does not specify K East or K West as receivin shipments.

R. The PUREX SNF was received at the KW sin ¢ ring October 1995. This SNF,
which represents about a 0.014% increase the total K Basins inventory, was
moved to consolidate fuel of this type i1 ne location.

L05-C21. Page A.11, par. 2. The Draft states that during a power outage,
all K Basins fuel-handling activities wi ease, since normal instrumentation
will be lost. It is surprising that bac power does not supply the site.

We consider it very important to condition, filter, monitor, and cool the
water associated with fuel storage. Is icy lighting available for
emplo: s to «it in an emergency? How v site | sa 1 this
condition exists?

R. Emergency backup power is not needed he K Basins water treatment
functions. The 1.2 million gallons of w. n each pool is such a large
volume that the water quality does not c! quit ly. A sixty-hour loss of
power was evaluated as acceptable when s SNF only 150 days after its
removal from the N Reactor. The K Basin as now aged over 8 years
allowing an even longer acceptable power e. Portable generators can be

brought to the basins or normal power can be restored within the 60-hour
period. Emergency lighting is automatici  activated upon a power loss.

L05-C22. Page A.21, Fig. A-9. Locations in Figure A-9 are numbered;
however, the numbers are not explained in a legend. For purposes of
understanding, it is helpful to have a 1 end.

R. Figure A-9 is incorrectly labeled. 2 correct Figure A-9 is provided in
the Errata section of this Addendum. Th 2 figures were intended to indicate
the scope and complexity of the facilities, not to provide details of the
design.

L05-C23. Page A.24, Fig. A-11. We would to know the locations of
positions 24, 26, and 27 not shown on the figure. Also, what is the purpose
of a cold trap as shown at position 127 formation like this is important in
evaluation of K-Basin alternatives.
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Nez Perce Tribe

R. Item 24 is below the elevation of the figure. It extends to the north
rom i~ m 3 to item 2. Items 26 and 27 are on the second floor of the build-
ing above the elevation of the figure. Item 26 is above item 7. Item 27 is
nominally above items 4 and 22. The cold trap is to condense gases released
ring SNF processing. This figure was incorrectly labeled in the Draft EIS;
it actue  depicts the prop | conditioning facility. 1e correct figures
i 2 pron d in the Errata s on of this Addendum.
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Oregon Dept. of Energy

L06-C28. Table 3-2. The stated risks for foreign processing from a transport
accident appear to greatly understate the potential risk.

R. DOE believes that the assessment of otential risks associated with
transport for foreign processing, as given in Table 3-2 and discussed in
Appendix B of the Draft EIS, is reasonable.

L06-C29. Table 3-2. The table lists the basin sludges as low level wastes.
These wastes are probably high level wastes by definition, and mixed wastes by
characteristic (P s), as well as ossil y being TRU waste.

R. Table 3-2 in the Draft EIS in ootnote g) shows sludge placed in a 200
Area tank farm as TRU wastes. See response to Comment L06-C19.

L06-C30. Section 4.6.3, Seismic Hazards, page 4.14, last sentence. The
Uniform Building Code classifies = e seismicity of eastern Washington as Zone
'2B. Also, it should be noted that the 1991 Uniform Building Code (UBC)
specifies an Importance Factor of 1.5 be sed for this application (1991 UBC
2336(b) footnote 2) rather than the 1.25 specified for hazardous occupancies
(1991 UBC Table 23-L). The provisions of e Uniform Fire Code (UFC) also
apply. Article 80 of the fire code provides specific limitations and controls
requirements for radioactive materials.

R. Uniform Building Code Zone 2B is correct.

L06-C31. Section 4.6.3, Seismic Hazards, page 4.16, first full sentence
states "The most recent probabilistic seismic hazard analysis calculated an
annual probability or recurrence of 5 x 1 * for exceeding the design basis
earthquake." This corresponds to a risk over 5 years for the no action
alternative of 2.5 x 107 and over the 40 ears of the enhanced storage

¢ ternative of 2 x Lo%. A two percent risk is a significant risk. Even a
one gquarter percent risk is significant. Both support requiring analysis and
reporting of the potential consequences of a beyond design basis earthquake
scenario at the basins.

R. Please see response to Comment L06-C10.
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Oregon Dept. of Energy

docks or in transit to sea, or at sea. This analysis need not be performed
unless the foreign processing alternative is considered for selection. Addi-
tionally, based on the public comment on the recent EISs for shipment of
foreign research reactor spent fuel, public opposition to such a shipping
campaign must be expected to be extremely high in both Oregon and Washington.

Please see response to Comment L06-C33. Port accidents and accidents at
sea are discussed in Section B.4.2 of the Draft EIS.

L06-C35. Section 5.14, Waste Management, Section 6.14.1, No Action
Alternative, page 5.74-75. The impacts must be e ected to be greater each
year than at present. The fuel is continuing to corrode at an increasing
rate. This will increase the guantities of waste and levels of contamination
each year. Due to a basin leak in 1993, the basin water temperature was
raised to attempt to cause basin components and waste to swell, thereby
sealing the leak. This appears to have been effective. However, historic
K-Basins documents note that the rate of corrosion and release of fission
products and actinides to the pool water doubles for each ten degrees C rise
in the basin water temperature. This is in accord with expected chemistry
principles. The elevation of the basin water temperature will also increase
the amounts of waste generated over historic trends.

R. Current waste generation rates were used as = e basis for impact
assessments because identifying future waste qua ities is speculative.
STudge generation will generally increase over time as the SNF continues to
corrode. This reinforces DOE's preferred alternative which is to remove and
condition the SNF to preclude continued corrosion and deterioration.

L06-C36. Section 5.15, page 5.83-112. This section does not include an
analysis of the impacts of routine and accident releases of radioactive
materials on the environmental receptors. This may be important particularly
for the species listed or under consideration for Tisting as rare, threatened
or endangered under state or federal law.

R. Data on impacts on environmental receptors of routine releases of

radioactive materials from the Hanford Site are available in the annual
Hanford monitoring reports which are available in the libraries to which this
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Oregon Dept. of Energy

L06-C38. Section 5.16.5, Occupational and Public Health, page 5.117-118. The
lifetime cancer risk from background and natural radiation is high. It is
inappropriate to measure the impacts on occupational and public health by
comparison against this large backgrour Additionally, this section omits
any discussion of the potentially large impacts if a catastrophic incident,
such as an earthquake or terrorist atta were to occur at the basins. The
consequences of either of these events could be quite horrible.

R. Please see responses to Comment LO6 05 and Co ient L06-C10.

L06-C39. Section 5.17, Adverse Environmental Impacts that Cannot be Avoided,
page 5.118. As with the preceding sect s, is section omits discussion of
the potential impacts to t @ environment, and articularly to sensitive
receptors or rare, threatened or endangered species from accidents.

Please see response to Comment L06-C36.

L06-C40. Section 5.18, page 5.119. There is no reason 1y foreseeable need
for any of this material as fuel in the ture. There is also no reasonably
foreseeable 1ikelihood that .S. policy | ohibiting reprocessing will be

changed to allow the separation of the uranium or Tutonium from this waste.

R. Please see response to Comment L06-C17.

L06-C41. Section 5.20.3, Cultural Resources, page 5.123. If Native American
remains are unearthed, construction may have to be halted, followed by
construction at a new site.

R. ~ is is correct. DOE's preferred alternative makes use of only previously
disturbed sites.

L06-C42. Section 5.20.6, Ecology, page 5.124. The preference for previously
utilized or disturbed sites is encouragii If the record of decision selects
a different site, the language in the record of decision needs to more than
state what could be done to mitigate for habitat destruction. It needs to
specify what will be done. This should include specific language detailing
the amount of offsetting habitat improvement which will be carried out,

co iitment to use only native seed a1 . pl t stock, and to monitor the
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Oregon Dept. of Energy

R. Please see Section 6.9 of the Draft EIS and the response to Comment LO5-
C19. A discussion of tribal treaty rights as related to the Hanford Site is
included in Section 4.2.4 of Volume 1, Appendix A of the DOE SNF PEIS.

L06-C45. Section 6.3, Radiation Exposure to Members of the Public, page 6.3.
In addition to USDOE Order 5400.5, NRC and EPA regulations limit exposures to
the public. These limits are being lowered and are expected to be published
at 10 mrem per year. The USDOE standard is inadequate and is not Timiting.
Additionally, EPA limits public exposure via the water route to 4 mrem per
year.

R. DOE Order 5400.5 provides dose limits for all pathways including those not
covered by EPA's Tlimits, most notably direct exposure and the food-crop
ingestion pathway. DOE's individual annual limit of 100 mrem/yr for all
pathways is further Timited by EPA’'s 10 mrem/yr dose from airborne
radionucliides (40 CFR 61) and EPA's drinking water standard of 4 mrem/yr (40
CFR 141). NRC regulations do not apply.

L06-C46. Section 6.8, Species Protection, page 6.5-6. The EIS recognizes
that Washington has identified the shrub-steppe habitat as priority habitat on
page 4.31, second paragraph, and that this habitat is home to a Targe number
of species which are either Tisted or nder consideration for listing as rare,
threatened, or endangered by either the state or federal governments, pages
4.29-31. Each additional impact to this habitat will increase the pressures
on these species. It is important that a + replacement or rehabilitation of
habitat be done using naturally derived seed and plant stock.

R. Tlease see response to Comment L06-C42.
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WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

L07-C05. The discussion for foreign processing fails to mention any potential
ecological accidents.

R. Please see response to Comment L06-C36.

L07-C06. Mitigation is discussed briefly in the summary. Loss of State
Priority habitat should be mitigated through compensatory mitigation such as
that mentioned in the summary on page vii. However, this concept is lacking
elsewhere in the document. This EIS shi 1d commit to a project specific
Mitigation Action Plan to perform compensatory mitigation at a 3 to 1
replacement ratio for habitat loss, and he 3 to 1 ratio should be stated in
the EIS.

R. Please see response to Comment L06-CO1.

L07-C07. The EIS should provide a descy »tion of * e habitat which was
present at the CSB prior to site clearing. If a biological assessment was not
performed prior to site clearing, then the most recent aerial photographs
(prior to CSB site clearing) should be used to assess preexisting habitat
conditions (value). It may be appropriate for e Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS to
provide compensatory mitigation for the loss of abitat value which occurred
from the CSB site clearing.

R. Mitigation for the loss of habitat w ch occurred when the CSB area
(Tocated within the 200 East Area) was cleared is outside the scope of this
EIS.

L07-C08. Section 4.9.1, first paragraph, second sentence. Suggest changing
the word "productivity" to the word “"diversity."

R. Productivity is the correct term. "Productivity" refers to the production
of biomass, whereas "diversity" refers to the variety of species present.

L07-C09. Section 4.9.3, page 4.29, first paragraph, last sentence. Request
the following sentences be inserted prior to last sentence. "“The Hanford
Reach contains the last significant spawi 1g habitat for Fall Chinook salmon.
In addition the Hanford Reach comprises the only significant remaining section
of the Columbia River where white sturgeon are able to spawn."
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WA Dept. of Fish and Wildlife

of habitat and is working to minimize destruction or to mitigate the

consequences where destruction is unavo able. See responses to Comments L06-
C01 and L07-C10.

LO7-C14. Page 5.119, Section §.19. This section should include a statement

which commits to restoring the land with native vegetation once the facilities
are decommissioned.

R. Please see response to Comment L06-CO1.

L07-C15. Page 5.120, Section 5.20. Please refer to general comments on
m igation.

R. Please see response to Comment L06-(
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WA Dept. of Ecology

L08-C04. The analysis in Appendix B is ot thorough and covers transport
issues reasonably well. In particular, SDOE is to be commended for providing
dose estimates for maximally exposed in viduals resulting from accidents
(Tables B-19 through B-25). There are, oJwever, a few points that need
clarification:

Severity categories (page B.42). The DI 3 identifies six severity categories
based on a reference to the Spent Fuel Management and Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory EIS, which relies on a matrix of 20 cells for the
"modal study." The Draft Waste Manageme : Programmatic EIS uses eight
categories based on the Nuclear Regulatory Commission technical document NUREG
0170. Considering the public's concern with the potential impacts of a
maximum credible accident, it would be beneficial to be clear and consistent
in addressing this topic.

R. The severity categories used in this analysis are based on the 20 severity
categories identified in the NRC modal study. The 20 severity categories were
collapsed into six severity categories. it n each of the six collapsed
categories, there is no difference in the release quantity or in the
calculated consequences. Thus, the time required to manage the data and to
calculate the results are reduced. This m hod does not reduce the accuracy
of the results or change the calculated nsequences.

Impact assessment (page B.36). The narr ive describing the information
presented in Table B-11 ider ifies rail ipments of SNF to the Port of
Seattle as the lowest impact alternative. Yet, Table B-11 appears to show
barging to Portland as having the lowest act, which is confirmed in the
first full paragra; on page B.37.

R. The text is incorrect. Barging has - @ Towest impact.

Table B-20. Page B.50, there is no explanation for the two-fo1d calculations
shown in Table B-20.

R. The first three are for truck transport and the last three are for rail
transport.

2.36






BNFL, Inc.

The main disadvantage of wet storage is the continued rate of corrosion of the
exposed fuel generating more sludge and rendering the fuel more difficult to
handle. Thus, a philosophy of maintaining damaged fuel wet with free oxygen
access can work for short term storage (a few years).

R. As noted in the comment, a significant disadvantage of continued wet
storage is further fuel corrosion and resultant sludge generation. Addi-
tionally, the costs associated with operation and maintenance of a wet storage
facility are higher than for a dry storage facility. While providing free
access to oxygen will indeed reduce or eliminate hydride, it also results in
the potential for the release of radioactive contaminants from the fuel
storage canisters. Thus, significant a itional engineered systems for
contamination control would be required.

L09-C03. Page 3.3 - "Drying/passivation with dry storage." Vacuum
conditioning at 300C will probably remo ater, but given the large inventory
of fuel in each MCO, it will be impossil to know how successful this has
been. Any water remaining will continue to generate hydride.

R. The conditioning process will remove sufficient free and bound water
ensure that requirements for safe interim storage of the fuel are satisfied.
See also the response to Comment T27a and omment L05-C04.

L09-C04. Page 3.5 - "Foreign processing." The principal disadvantages are
quoted as relating to transport, shipping, casks and cost of a new head end.
The transport issues are really insignificant - this has been done before
(ref. Sallugia/Latina) without incident and a full safety case was produced.
There certainly would have to be more risks assigned to the other alternatives
as compared to the known, demonstrated, 1inageable risks associated with
transport of this fuel (metal fuel is regularly transported internationally
without incident). A new head end at the processing facility is no more of an
uncertainty or cost than the proposed drying/passivation plant and has the
advantage of being based on existing proven technology. There should be
1ittle or no staging required for off-site sh- ment of fuel for foreign
processing. The fuel can be removed from the asin as it is shipped, and
shipping schedules can easily meet the required basin emptying timescales.
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BNFL, Inc.

(4000) has to be a typographical error. NFL's estimates assumed 600 ship-
ments, on the basis that the shipments would be ¢ »>leted in 5-7 years (not
- the 9 years shown in Figure 3.11).

R. The 4,000 shipments stated in the Draft EIS is an error. The analyses in
the Draft EIS were, in fact, done on the asis of three shipments of 24 casks
of SNF per year; i.e., 72 casks per year, over a span of 8 years for a total
of 24 shipments. These numbers were arrived at as follows: since each cask
can hold 3.7 metric tons of SNF and since  ere are 2,100 metric tons of SNF
to be shipped, a total of 568 casks must e shipped. At the time the analyses
were performed, the information available on shipping capacity provided the
three shipment per year limit. Thus, at t assumed rate of 72 casks shipped
per year, it would require about 8 years to ship all of the SNF, not the

9 years shown in Figure 3-11, which is ¢ 50 in error. See also the response
to Comment LO9-C04.

L09-C08. Pages 3.5, 3.43, and 5.80 - "Returned Vitrified Waste." Vitrified
waste does not have to be returned to Hanford. It can be returned directly to
the U.S. repository when this becomes available.

R. This is correct, pending establishment of agreements for long-term storage
of vitrified waste in the U.K. and if the foreign processing alternative were
implemented. The impacts for return of the material to the U.S. are not
significant and were included to cover potential impacts should contract
negotiations result in return of the material to the U.S. due to costs or
other factors.

L09-C09. Page 5.37 - "Processing Alternative." Scenarios and consequences
relating to water quality do not apply in the case of foreign processing.
There are none.

R. DOE agrees. Section 5.8.6 on page 5.37 is intended to refer to onsite
processing.

L09-C10. Pages 5.133-5.143 - "Costs." e foreign contract costs gquoted are
$0.3B to $0.5B higher than the estimates given by BNFL. In contrast, the cost
of the ‘ying/passivation process seem to be underestimated (no allowance for
develop: 1t) and the costs for on-site processing have been underestimated (no
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BNFL, Inc.

L09-C11. General Comment on Transportation. The assumptions regarding
transportation risks are, in general, quite negative. In fact, however,
BNFL's experience in transporting similar fuel around the world over the past
40 years speaks for itself and is the real measure of the relatively small
risk inherent in such an undertaking.

R. The computer codes and input data used to evaluate transportation risks
for all alternatives in the Draft EIS are believed by DOE to be appropriate

and consistent with previous analyses. = e also the response to Comment
L09-C04.
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December 4, 1996

Dr. Philllip G Loscoe
K-Basins Draft EIS Comments
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550

Richland, WA, 99352

Dr. Loscoe:

Regarding storage of spent nuclear fuel, please analyze careful. This is a sophisticated
engineering project and hopeft  t trend toward nuclear storage wastes will be over.

My feeling is that the existing conta =rs are very fragile and one mistake will cause
a nonrecoverable loss of a river as well as potentially our lives and children. Please don’t
shortcut the operation. Itmust s: and intelligent.

Thanks Marceen Bloom
755 S. W. Maplecrest D1
Portland, Oregon
97219
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Curt Leclie
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Wallul=, wa 9363
509/ 5-7- 5807
Jecemper 13, 1995

ur., Phillip G. Loscoue s7-41
K-Basins vreft blo Comments
U 5 Department of bnergy

r U Box 550

“*ichland, WA 99352

vear Dr. Loscoe:

The spewuker at the Tuesday afternoon public hearing
expressed an oppinion of the process of worxning through
to a Recore . of vecision before proceeding with
work on the Hanford site.

I think that the procedures are of value and ao contribute
to a quality of worK that makes their extra cost in time
and money worthwhile.

Lertainly lay people will rarely come up witn ideas that
surpass those c¢f the professionals in charge of any project.
But, as you s0 aptly and accurately pointed out, no project
is free standing, the process of aecicion affects many

other future decisions.

and, any aecision also affects the community in more than

just technicul wnd/or engineering fa ctors. fThe nanfora

£ite of &ll governuent facilities has for tuvo long been

z mystery, it s people not really p.rt of sSoutheastern wachington
or the Pacific ivorthwest.

+t is unfortunate that morce people uo not take the time
or make the eifort to take wavantage of the informal
exchange of ideas as well a.. the formal comment period.

One possibility not uiscussea das any possivility régaraing

the SNF in the K-Basins 1is the 200 horth #rea. This was

a five or so track siding area togetnher with a series of

cooling ponas wbullt to the horth ana sligntly Lbast of

200 west and n=ver used. If these are still serviceavnle,

the SNF in quecstion could ve interim stored there, and over

and above public uprozr, corunercial fuel couliu ve storea

awaiting its final aisposition, at very [ifle addifional Qosd or ~isk.

Eosd reganrds —

(fz;gbxi74ﬁ;péﬁlz A2



\‘D‘. 'F }‘\L((f) C—- L(‘Scc,*é" 5_7""(’(
"D as ms qu{‘(' F (S Coprno—ts
ve De &

6 RBex <sc
Richland wa qassz

?@«r D.. Lcrscvoe /

e 4""\{‘7 I\Cw'( {0 $¢~7 ‘f‘écr)c l:t (o S€. (n
v[cwr cl{"{ﬁrmma-hon 0{4 hooo fz: ‘Frcuu_;( Lv’d‘(\

) *1"1\«: S‘(ONI?( o-F ‘H\ts hestl”  1mpiey 'L:c( S{‘L\“L u,tu{’

created . Deny be {u,c'nzec/ €€ te coriect
Peth.

s‘tr\d)?' ¢ (\71

/
K

AR

v’uu'( §a§)<c,.\ DC_
2| =1 (77ﬂL Pve. LE
Suchomish, wor Fszdo

I/Q’&H I wué VV\Q“"Q- ?‘ffwt

A.3

LO3



b@rf MF LOSQC«@ e

3 s

, __Y&/(’ M e

L,m nof awwe wl

e. 1t at J{@,\_o

\< @ox:ms L //vé_

C/oj@ _Rhov 11 o

{\ 29

Mot

‘Vh;_;*\-/\é"’?Q%?J

)Q’--

1( ,ﬁ';avfﬁz‘-’_"ifﬁ ' \"S'F
B78

BN R
—

L veaJ Jd iu_g

—HJmL ol _spo

n‘/L ‘r[:le

n ﬁMJ

/IIX(H

_ /IC{){VL;J' uudt/cﬂ He ﬁiar)

i [
"_'_, .'____@"\ 7%455_ C’/Sc Lﬁ_LS

VEér #0(/( m ULr

G Jlen—

' VA(/ o(o-)LsV’e }Q/érQ— -

/]Ah,\_’i‘ A\/ --{' l

p ,"@ <

CQS( . C/\// e(,

H’l KL'?X"IJ AR

lvt(\ L& (/‘\’H”\)n .

Do L

. ,“J, b e a(i.cd‘/fla%

LO4

ke M he

- *’Vﬂ : /17L'D 50/7&_‘_,,
F_m_-ﬁv ' 07£ 4(47LM§,
___ﬁ:qof /)y é/{’cﬁ—,é hdn
S woul d ho//,/ce
e%e f?Lﬁ)/A/ryl;/ s
/'(.(.//D/ Pth/rA%ﬂ /"m/:f/—f

. Anéf‘wu{ %{7" T rnce
S __*__hfuz A l[':f_’flf«__'[__ﬁ/§~—:—

Ak heer yewrs

Ly The 4 m.o y&h*
_é;.aL__z}gf G hold of
o MA laﬂfv /j’h_q:ﬁ,dg:/%u);_*

5 s (/7/(/
Y C/%Cﬂ . l (7,074‘(5.’0 __________

| [/()b "5 f"l 57Lf’u 5mc, -

A.4






When the first fuel rods are removed it seems likely that clouding of K-Basin water will
occur from sludge on the basin floor. We question the ability to remove fuel rods sately
in clouded water.

A stated disadvantages of the preferred alternative is uncertainty regarding the chemical
state and pvrophoric nature of the SNF. It is of concern that no EIS text explanation is
given of how the pyrophoric state of the S  wi  be monitored.

The Tribe does not favor the construction ot a wet storage facility since a below surface
radioactive water impoundment would be created. Such an impoundment creates another
possibility for contaminated water to impact the soil. groundwater and possibly the
Columbia River.

An option is considered where all vacuum drying could be completed at one location.
The preferred alternative endorses vacuum drying/conditioning at two locations. The EIS
text did not explain why two stage drying is preferred.

The EIS states dry storage SNF temperatures would not need to be low because of
reduced potental for continued corrosion. The Tribe suggests any corrosion in a sealed
multicansiter overpack (MCO) is too much as it could cause pressurization and possible
rupture of the MCO.

Several chemicals including, sulfuric acid, Polychlorinated biphenyl’s (PCB’s), sodium
hvdroxide. Alum. chlorine and polycrylamide are mentioned as present at the K-Basins.
Copper is also listed as a resource consumption at the proposed passivition facility. To aid
our understanding, we would like to know the use of these chemicals at the K-Basins.

Long term storage of SNF at the K-Basins is not favorable partly because of the
possibility of seismic hazards. A seismic event could crack the K-Basins and cause
leakage of water impacted with radioactive materials. The Tribe considers K-Basin
seismic monitoring to be a necessity.

The EIS states, at the proposed SNF management facility, sagebrush steppe habitat would
be lost until the facilitv is decommissioned and the site returned to natural state. Does
“returned to its natur  state” mean the site w  be revegetated?

Surveys regarding cultural resources an¢ abitat mitigation were referenced as having
been completed for the EIS. The Tribe wou ike to be contacted and offered the option
of being present on future surveys to help ev  ate these parameters with respect to Native
American usage.

It states an additional 0.3 Metric tons of weapons grade uranium will be going to the K-
Basins from the Plutonium and Uranium Recovery through Extraction (PUREX) Plant.
Continued shipment of uranium to the K-Basins is not supported by the Tribe.

The EIS states during any power outage all K-Basins fuel handling activities will cease.
We consider it very important to condition, filter, monitor and cool the water associated
with fuel storage. How can the site be safe when a condition such as this exists? Is there
emergency backup lighting avaliable for workers to exit the building?
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The Nez Perce Tribe ERWM ¢ ce appreciates the opportunity to provide comment on

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Management of Spent Nuclear Fuel from the
K-Basins at the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, Octa r 1995; DOE/EIS-0245D; U.S.
Department of Energy, Richland, Washington 99352

If you wish to discuss Nez Perce ERWM’s comments further  ase contact Paul Da :lson of
ERWM’s technical staff at (20¢ 843-7375.

Respectfully submitted,

| _;ﬁ;ru! Mg_ku e e

Donna L. Powaukee
ERWM Manager

In Concurrence:

Samuel N. Penney, Chairman
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee

cc: John Wagoner, DOE-RL, Site  mager
Kevin Clarke, DOE-RI. India rograms Manager
Steve Alexander, Ec y, Perimeter Areas Section Manager
Douglas Sherwood, EPA, H 1 Project Manager
Russell Jim, YIN, ER/WM | ter
R. Wilkinson, CTIUR, SSI inager
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RESPONSE TO

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, MANAGEMENT OF SPENT
NUCLEAR FUEL FROM THE K-BASINS AT THE [ANFORD SITE, RICHLAND,
WASHINGTON, OCTOBER 1995; DOE/EIS-0 5D; U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY,
RICHLAND, WASH GTON 99352

Comments Prepared By:
Nez Perce” be

Department of Environmental Restorat  and Waste Management Staff

December 15, 1995
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Page 3.3, Ninth Bullet

The EIS does not explain why contaminated water in the K-Basins needs to be replaced with clean
water following SNF removal. The Tribe is against storing anything in the K-Basins. including
water, that could potentially mobilize disp!  :d contaminants to the groundwater or Columbia
River should a seismic event or accident occur. Please expiain why replacing K-Basin water with
clean water is proposed.

Page 3.4, Paragraph 2

A stated disadvantage of the preferred alternative is uncertainty regarding the chemical state and
pvrophoric nature of the SNF. No explanation 1s given of how the pyrophoric state of the SNF
will be monitored reducing the possibility of fire orre tion. Please explain how you propose to
accomplish this monitoring.

Page 3.16, Fourth Bullet

We concur with the EIS not making wet storage the referred alternative since a below surface

radioactive water impoundment would be created. >u  an impoundment would create another
opportunity for contarninated water to impact the soil, groundwater and possibly the Columbia
River.

Page 3.26, Fourth Paragraph

An option considered is vacuum drying at one loca n. The preferred alternative endorses
vacuum drying/conditioning at two locations. The! d not explain why two stage drying was
preferred. Unless a good engineering reason exists why two stage conditioning/drying is
necessary, the one step option seems favorable to reduce expense. Please explain your chosen
alternative.

Page 3.27, Second Bullet

It states dry storage SNF temperatures would not net to be as low as another option because
significantly lower potential for continued corrosion exists. We suggest any corrosion in a sealed
multicansiter overpack (MCO) is too much, as it coi  cause pressurization and possible rupture
of the MCO. Please clarify if continued corrosioni  ossible in sealed, dry storage MCO’s.

Page 3.38, Paragraph 4 & § ,

It states 2,800 tons of uranium trioxide and 5 tons of |  »nium dioxide would be produced from
processing K-Basin fuel in the onsite processing alternative. On page 1.1 it states only 2,315 tons
of SNF are currently stored in the K-Basins. Is the extra weight from the oxygen in the produced
oxidized product? Is the extra weight fuel from another location or has a mistake been made in
calculation? Please explain.

Page 3.49, Table

Alum and Chlorine are mentioned and usage quantities are given for each alternative. The reason
for usage of these materials is not mentioned in the EIS text. The information on chemical usage
would be valuable to us in assessing this and future Hanford related documents.

Page 3.52, Paragraph 2
The EIS does not indicate an income range from uranium and plutonium oxide product sales in
the processing alternatives. This information would be valuable to us.
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Page 6.9, Paragraphs 3 - 6

The Tnbe favors policies protecting Indian govern:  1it, religion. culture and archaeology. We
interpret these policies to mean we should be contacted and allowed input into research and
fieldwork to produce conclusions stated in this and  1er documents.

The area of protection of Native American culture are quite broad in these policies. We support
inclusion of Native American cultural use plants protection policies as well.

Page A.1, Paragraph 4

It states, an additional 0.3 Metric tons of weapons grade uranium will be going to the K-Basins
from the Plutonium and Uranium Recovery througt action (PUREX) Plant. We realize
comments have already been received on this subject. We do not support continued shipment of
uranium to the K-Basins. Also, the document does  t specify K-East or K-West as receiving
shipments.

Page A.11, Paragraph 2

states, during power outage, all K-Basins fuel handli  activities will cease, since normal
instrumentation will be lost. It is surprising backup power does not sup s the site. We consider
it very important to condition, filter, monitor and co water associated with fuel storage. Is
emergency lighting avaliable for employees to exit in an emergency? How can the site be safe
when this condition exists?

Page A.21, Figure A-9
Locations within Figure A-9 are numbered, however e numbers are not explained in a legend.
For purposes of understanding, it 1s heipful to have : gend.

Page A.24, Figure A-11

We would like to know )cations of posttions 24, 26 .27 it vn on the Figure. Also, what
1s the purpose of a cold trap as shown at position 12?7 Information like this is important in
evaluation of K-Basin alternatives.
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wieguu COMIUEILS 0N h-Basins Ki1S
December 29, 1995
Page 5

16.

17.

18.

19.

Initial analytical data on the fuel rep ts a sizeable quantity of hydrogen in
the fuel. :

Description of Alternatives, page 3.4, calcination with dry storage. (See also
section 3.2.5) Calcination will release a sizeable fraction of the fission
products in the fuel. The EIS should state this, estimate the amount of
material expected to be released, exp] n how these will be treated,
captured or contained, and what their ultimate disposition will be.

Description of Alternatives, page 3.4, site processing, second paragraph.
(See also section 3.2.6) As a nation, we are awash in plutonium and
uranium. There is no economic value ) be gained from separating this
material. Contrary to the statement the last line, the wastes produced
will not be in a form suitable for storage in a geologic repository. The
processing of the tank wastes into a n re stable form is not guaranteed.
Any additional wastes generated and nt to the tank farms will add to the
burden already present in the tank farms and further jeopardize the
removal of the waste from the non-compliant Single Shell Tanks.

Further, page 3.5 lists the disadvanta s and omits the radioactive
emissions which would occur from suc a facility. It also omits that no
facility exists at Hanford which could perform this operation. This would
necessitate the construction of a new reprocessing facility with a very
limited mission at exorbitant cost. This in turn raises issues over non-
proliferation and dismantlement. It wi 1d violate U.S. policy not to
reprocess fuel.

Description of Alternatives, page 3.5, foreign processing. (See also sections
3.2.7 and 6.1) This option also omits e discussion of impacts on non-
proliferation treaties. The transportation of this highly degraded pyrophoric
fuel would present very large and undefinable risks. The potential disaster
hazard from an accident involving this material is unacceptably large.
Whatever is done to stabilize the fuel must occur at Hanford.

Description of Alternatives, page 3.5, discussion after alternatives, first
paragraph. As noted previously, shipr nt of the sludges to tank farms
unacceptably impacts future treatment and handling of the tank wastes.
The presence of PCBs makes the sludges unacceptable for shipment to tank
farms.
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Oregon Comments on K-Basins EIS
December 29, 1995
Page 13

42.

43.

44.

45.

Section 5.20.6, Ecology, page 5.124. e preference for previously utilized
or disturbed sites is encouraging. If e record of decision selects a different
site, the language in the record of d¢ sion needs to do more than state what
could be done to mitigate for habitat :struction. It needs to specify what
will be done. This should include specific language detailing the amount of
offsetting habitat improvement which will be carried out, commitment to
use only native seed and plant stock, and to monitor the progress of this
replacements development with adju ment in the plans as needed. It is
not sufficient that their be a goal. The results of the habitat replacement
must be the measure of its adequacy. Work needs to continue until the
replacement habitat is fully function: and biologically equivalent to or
greater than the habitat impacted.

Section 5.20.10, Accidents, page 5.125-126. The potential severity of many
of the accidents which may occur during the process of transporting and
stabilizing e fuel are large. The chances of these accidents occurring is
also large. The condition of the fuel in the basins both physically and
chemically is substantially different from the baseline evaluations used in
the emergency p1 ared: s plans. This is especially true of a potential
fuel fire under several scenarios (fuel drop, MCO overpressure, basin drain
down). The Hanford Emergency Assessment Resource Manual (HEARM)
and the K-Basins Facility Safety Analysis Report (FSAR) need to be
updated to include more accurate estimates of the probability and potential
severity of incidents at the K-Basins and involved in stabilizing the fuel.
These should also be included in sitewide emergency drills.

Section 5.21, Environmental Justice, page 5.127-132. The EIS identifies the
native american populations in this section. It omits any discussion of
USDOEs tribal treaty obligations. It : 30 omits any discussion of the tribal
treaty reserved rights of the Yakama Indian Nation, the Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Nation and the Nez Perce Tribe. All of the
Hanford site is impa :d by these treaty reserved rights. The
disproportionate impact to the tribes occurs primarily from USDOEs
preventing tribal members from using the site lands in accordance with the
treaties.

Section 6.3, Radiation Exposure to Men ers of the Public, page 6.3. In

addition to USDOE Order 5400.5, NRC and EPA regulations limit
exposures to the public. These limits are being lowered and are expected to
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State of Wa. ington
DEPARTN NT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

~
(o]

1 S, 24th Ave.. Yakima. wh S232I2-5720 Tel. 1509, 575-2740

—a

c/o Departme  of Ecology
1315 W 4th Ave, Kennewick, WA 99336

21 December, 1995

Ms. Barbara Ritchie, NEPA Coordinator
Environmental Review Section

State of Washington

Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 47703

Olympia, WA 98504-7703

Dear Ms. Ritchie:

Subject: Comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement titled
Management of Spent Nuclear fuel from the asins at the Hanford Site, Richland,
Washington, do. nent DOE/EIS-0245D.

General Comments

The KE Basin has leaked water in the past and may Il be leaking unknown quantities of
water contaminated with radionuclides to the (  imbia River Ecosystem. Neither, KE or
KW basin, was designed for a 80 year life expe  1cy. Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW) concurs with the purpose and need of this action, and with a dry
storage action. However, this EIS lacks adequ  1formation to decide which of the
three dry storage alternatives should be the pre  d.

The three wet storage alternatives are unaccept  : because they can not fully assure
protection of the environment. All wet storage matives are susceptible to a seismic
induced breach of the storage basin allowing complete drainage of water. A complete loss
of water would lead to autoignition of the spent 1 clear fuel. This accident scenario is not
discussed along with environmental impacts from such an event. The new wet storage
alternative fails to discuss a seismic scenario.

Under the drying/passivation alternative, WDFW is concerned with the uncertainties
which exist regarding the chemical state and pyr horic nature of the spent nuclear fuel in
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Ms. Barbara Ritchie
21 Decer er, 1995
Page 4 of 4

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this EIS. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (509) 736-3095.

Sincerely
! 1715 / J
{%, 7// (_,‘%/K—n7 L:‘j»//
a f /
v Ja{McConnaughey ad

Habitat Biologist, Hanford Site

cc:
Washington Department of Ecology
Dave Lundstrom
Geoff Tallent
Tom Tebb
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Ted Clausing
Brent Renfrow
Gordon Ziliges
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Dr.

P. G. Loscoe

December 27, 1995
Page 2

If y
Ron

736-

5.55, and the explicit statement on page 6.1 that "shipments
would occur exclusively on federal aovernment

0] rty...where ac : L i all times through
the use of gates and guards.") It is no longer true that
access to the road network between 100-K and 200-E is
controlled at all times by guards and gates. Under new
security arrangements, unauthorized persons can in fact be
on those roads, albeit illegally.

In the past, USDOE has committed to temporary road closures
for on-site shipments of materials not meeting the standards
establi: ed in 10 CFR 71 or 49 CFR 171-78. Even though the
transport of liquid sludges would not meet these standards,
there is no indication the road closures have been
contemplated.

Transportation impact analysis. The analysis in Appendix B
is both thorough and covers transport issues reasonably

well. In particular, USDOE is to be commended for providing
dose estimates for maximally exposed individuals resulting
from accide :s (tables B-19 through B-25). The are,
however, a few points that need clarification:

Severity categories (page B.42). The DEIS identifies six
severity categories based on a reference to the Spent Fuel
Management and Idaho . tional Engineering Laboratory
environmental impact statement, which relies on a matrix of
20 cells for the "modal study. The Draft Waste Management
Programmatic environnr tal impact statement uses eight
categories based on t : Nuclear Regulatory Commission
technical document NUREG 0170. Considering the public's
concern with the potential impacts of a maximum credible
accident, it would be beneficial to be clear and consistent
in addressing this topic.

Impact assessment (page B.36). The narrative describing the
information presented in Table B-11l identifies rail
shipments of ¢ F to the Port of Seattle as the lowest impact
alternative. Yet, Tab 2 B-11l appears to show bargi to
Portland as having the lowest impact, which is confirmed in
the first full paragraph on page B.37.

Page B.50, there is no explanation for the two-fold
calculations shown in Table B-20.

have any questions on our comments, please call Mr.

flan with our Nuclear Waste Program in Kennewick at (509)
3008.
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Dr. P. G. Loscoe
December 27, 1995
Page 3

Consistent with the Department of Ecology's responsibilities as
Washington State's coordinator for the National Environmental
Policy Act, we are also forwarding the comments received from the
State of Washington, Department of ' 1 ¥V '1ldlife.

If you have any questions on the comments made by Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife, please call Mr. Jay McConnaughey
at (509) 736-3095.

Sincerel
*i/?fﬁgiS;/ZQJZ;%E:

Marvin L. Vialle
Environmental Review Section

MV:ri
95-8264

cc: Ron Effland, Kennewick
Jay McConnaughey, Kennewick
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The following comments are specific to the text, and are referenced by page number:

p. 3.2 - “New wet storage alternative” - disadvantages

Further hydriding is less of a problem if it occurs wi  free access to oxygen, such that o1 ' low
concentrations of UH3 are formed. Hydride becomes a problem only if oxygen is excluded (yielding
higher UH3 concentrations in corrosion product) and there is a subsequent possibility of exposing
the fuel to air. The main disadvantage of wet storage is the continued rate of corrosion of the exposed
fu generating more sludge and rendering the fuel more difficult to handle. Thus, a philosophy of
maintaining damaged fuel wet with free oxygen access can work for short term storage (a few :ars).

p. 3.3 - “Drying/passivation with dry storage”

Vacuum conditioning at 300C will probably remove water, but given the large inventory of fuel in
each MCO, it will be impossible to know how successful this has been. Any water remaining will
continue to generate hydride.

p-3.5 - “Foreign processing”
The principal disadvantages are quoted as relating to transport, shipping, casks and cost of a new

head end. The transport issues are really insignificant  1is has been done before (ref. Sallugia/Latina)
wi out incident and a full safety case was produce  There certainly would have to be more risks
assigned to the other alternatives as compared to the known, demonstrated, manageable risks
associated with transport of this fuel (metal fuel is regularly transported internationally without
incident).

A new head end at the processing facility is no more of an uncertainty or cost than the proposed
dryi ‘passivation plant and s the advantage of b 1g based on existing proven technology.

There should be little or no staging required for off-site shipment of fuel for foreign processing. The
fuel can be removed from the basin as it is shipped, and shipping schedules can easily meet the
required basin emptying timescales.

p. 3.29 - “Drying/passivation (Conditioning) for]  Storage”

Controlled admission of oxygen would certainly stabilise some of the finely divided uranium.
However, there would be no guarantee that all such material was stabilised. Under controlled
oxidation the uranium will form a very thin protecti coating of oxide which could be removed by
subsequent abrasion, revealing further pyrophoric s faces. The swelling associated with oxidation
could effectively seal off extensive regions of unpa: /ated material.

3.39 - “Foreign Processing Alternative”
Final disposition of the fuel will be much more expensive in the future if a dedicated processing

facility has to be constructed specifically for this fuel. There is no option to dispose of passivated
metallic fuel directly. Irradiated uranium metal will never be suitable for disposal in a repository due
to its reactivity.

pp. 3.40 -3 42 - “Packaging, transport and processing”
The nine year period for shipment of fuel for foreign processing is excessive. There is no transport
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On behalf of BNFL, I wish to express my appreciation for the opportunity to comment on this
- important document. As BNFL has previously stated, we extend an offer to help in any way we
might be able to in the successful management of this fuel.

Yours truly,

ety 7 Necgpe

Marilyn F.  feigs
Vice President
Fuel Cycle and Materials Processing
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- Do NOT process fuel at the 100K area. There was a VERY brief discussion in the EIS about a
‘cold vacuum drying’ facility at 100K. It appears you purposely downplayed the risk and
description of this in the EIS to disguise this new processing facility at the River. 50 degrees C is
not all that cold and if I understood the description, this is clearly processing. I though DOE
committed that they would not be building new operating/ processing facilities near the River.
This does not make good financial sense either. If DOE does it’s usual thing, this ‘new
processing facility” will be built to excessive criteria to meet huge earthquakes and tornadoes,

c. (not that we should see them  the 34 years this building will be used). It will abviously
have to have a state of the art air filter system, with all the processing. Yet this new asset that
should be available for other cleanup activities, wil e placed in an area inaccessible to any
other major site. All new buildings should be located in the central 200 areas. And that excuse
that the fuel must be shipped dry is one of the worst excuses I have heard from DOE yet. How
many thousands to shipments have been made wet from the 100 areas to the 200 area. For the
good of both public and the workers, all new processes should be done in the 200 areas and the
fuel should be removed and shipped in the same manner (well cars by train) that have been
successfully demonstrated for years. Then unload them into a small water pool for trans-loading
and processing in a building DESIGNED for that (e.g. filters, remote handling tools, etc.). It
likely would not even cost more, since the very expensive shipping trucks and casks would not
be needed. It would also use existing equipment on site.

- Don’t use trucks. Use the train system. The trains at Hanford have a FANTASTIC safety
record. We already are having continued problems with big crawlers and multiple trucks on the
road for cleanup and solid waste. If you must use trucks, the road from 200 area to 100K should
be totally redone. It is not designed for these big and steady loads. There are already bad
potholes, no shoulders, narrow lanes and little passing areas( as well as lots of big animals that
run across the road). Whoever picked trucks over the trair as NEVER had to drive that road
over a one year period. On page 5.53, even your own data show that trains are much better. If
you honestly assessed the cost of road upgrade and repair, then the cost between train vs. truck
would probably be about the same.

- Prior to proceeding down your preferred option, you should balance the ALARA dose to
workers (for having to do more work in a building DOE never kept up) and to the fishermen by
the river bank to the small risk of shipping via the existing train system to the 200 area site and
doing all process/handling work in a new, filtered facility.

- DOE should look at the potential savings of designing a proper MULTI USE Storage facility
(for some of the high dose transuranic garbage, vitrified tank wastes, spent fuel, etc.) It would
not be surprising for a small increment increase, this new building can be a big asset for the
cleanup, and not a one-subject item. Use the systems engineering tools you brag about.

- DOE’s focus should be to do the minimum amount of work in the 100K area and get the fuel
moved out as soon as possible. This means not sel g new and aggressive standards on the old
facility and process. This is usually done under the excuse of safety, but often ends up with
actually increasing the risk to workers and nearby residents. Please, before you blatantly apply
rules (NRC, tornado, etc.) look at the real risk sav. . It is one thing to desi_ the new 40 year
storage facility to very stringent standards, but th.  cilities that have a 2-5 year life should just
meet the absolute minimum.

Concerned Citizen

Richland, WA
December 13, 1995
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
K-BASINS SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL MANAGEMENT
HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON

EIS SCOPING MEETING

December 12, 1995
1:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.
Pasco Red Lion Inn
2525 North 20th Street
Pasco, Washington

E IDGES & ASSOCIATES
Ce: if =2d Shorthand Reporters
P.O. Box 999
Ke 1ewick, WA 99336
(509) 735-2500 (800) 358-2345

A.43




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

25

transcript. So if you do have written comments to
supplement your oral ¢ mments, if you have them
here today, please prc ide them to me, and I will
me < tt g exhibi and include them in the
record. |

As I menti ned earlier, the comment
period continues throuc December 29th, 1995, and
you can provide commer in writing by mailing them
to Dr. Loscoe.

With that, I’d like to begin the public
comment portion of thi hearing. And we have a
couple of individuals ho have indicated an
interest in commenting. I believe the first one 1is
Mr. Gordon Rogers.

Mr. Rogers, would you please step
forwérd to one of the microphones?

MR. ROGERS: My name is Gordon
Rogers, 1108 Road 36, here in Pasco.

I am speak ng strictly for myself as a
private citizen today. I know a number of people
will recognize me as a member of the Hanford
Advisory Board, holdin one of the public-at-large
seats. I have no idea whether the Board itself
will offer any comments on this EIS. However, I

want to make it clear, I am not authorized to speak
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in order to carry out a legal mandate to follow
NEPA procedures.

I would strongly urge the Department of
-adergy an the Washington Department of Ecology to
seriously attempt to find some way to be sure that
they can avoid breaking the laws, but at the same
time, expedite this process in the interest of
saving money and time.

I had the same comment on the Safe
Interim Storage EIS. Once again, we see one that
looks very safe to me compared with further delay,
so let’s find a way to move ahead.

The other point is, I don’t know, I
hope I won’t give somebody the wrong idea, but as I
look at the relative cost of these alternatives,
again, if I were a Congressman or somebody with no
ties to this area looking at this thing, I might
very well say, gee whiz, the preferred alternative
costs quite a bit of money, and the no action
doesn’t really cost much more.

On the other hand, the no action
spreads the cost at a fairly level rate over 40
years, whereas the preferred action calls for some
major capital funding in the near term. And I hope

we’'re not setting a trap for ourselves here.
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spent deteriorated fuel to Britain for
reprocessing. I don’t think you have come off very
well.

I have only one specific comment about
the process being proposed in the preferred
alternative. I think the long term stability of
uranium metal material is not assured and probably
cannot be fully assure in the brief period that
you have from the present until the passivation
treatment begins.

And I woul hope that you will have
some provisions for assuring that the leak
tightness and the inert atmosphere within the
multi-canister containers can be assured over the
long storage life.

Thank you very much. I have only had a
brief time to review this document, and I may have
further written comments, which I’ll submit later.
Appreciate the opportunity to comment.

MR. CAROSINO: Thank you for those
comments.

We have another individual, I’'m not
sure whether he is here, is Murray Edwards in the
audience?

Is there anyone else that is interested

27
A.48

(509) 735-2400 BRIDGES & ASSOCIATES (800) 358-2345









