Department of Energy 057945
Richland Operations Office

P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

Mr. Dirk C. Dunning APR 17 1938

" P.O.Box ""56

Gresham, Oregon 97030
Dear Mr. Dunning:

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON DOE/RL-97-11, REV. 0, PHASE I FEASIE .ITY STUDY FOR
THE CANYON DISPOSITION INITIATIVE (221-U FACILITY)

The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (RL) acknc ledges receipt of
public comments submitted by you on November 18, 1997. A copy of y ir comments and the
responses to those comments will be recorded in the Administrative Rec 4 file for the 221-U
Facility.

Below are your comments with the RL response.

COMMENT 1: Disposition (cleanup and dismantlement) of the canyon cilities at Hanford is a
key part of cleanup. This phase I disposition initiative is intended to be : prototype for the
remaining canyons. However, the hazards and problems at the U canyo1 re not as severe as at
other canyons and analysis of U canyon should not be taken as the only  )ut into the decisions
on the rest of the canyons.

The canyon facilities were engineered to contain the hazards presented b he dissolution of
radioactive nuclear fuel. The facilities were designed to meet typical de: n standards for the
1940's and 1950's. Even then, they were exempted from complying witl 1e laws that applied to
construction of other structures in Washington State by the invocation o: 1e Atomic Energy Act
and National Secrecy. These facilities are not seismically sound to stanc ds for new buildings.
In many cases, standards and procedures were waived during the constrt  ion of tanks and
buildings at Hanford due to limitations on time, available supplies and I: Hr.

RL Response: The study only appl  to the 221-U Facility. Dispositio1 f the other Hanford
Site canyons is not addressed in the feasibility study (FS). A structural (__cluding seismic)
analysis will be performed to determine if the existing U Plant Facility ¢—— withstand the stresses
oft _ rtilized as a disposal facility.

COMMENT 2: When the canyon initiative was proposed, it was envisic :d as a way to dispose
of high-level nuclear waste within the bodies of the canyons and low-lev nuclear waste packed
around the outsides. This was then and is now a foolhardy proposal. It ¢ >uld have been
rejected when it was proposed. It should be rejected now.

RL Response: High-level waste is not proposed to be disposed at the 22 U Facility in this FS.
The FS showed that each entombment alternative had the potential abilit :0 meet applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR) and protect human healtt nd the /ironment.
Quantitative data and analysis will be obtained and documented in a futu  final FS to determine
if = it alternatives are viable. : :
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COMMENT 3: The proponents argue that the canyons are “engineered ¢
however, what they fail to point out is what they were “engineered” to dc
to contain the processing of nuclear fuel to separate uranium and plutoni
products. They were engineered to resist the buoyancy forces of the eart
bottom. They were NOT engineered to be filled with waste. Doing so p
stresses on the canyon walls. They were not designed for this. Doing so
downward stresses on the canyon floor, including the bottoms of the diss
were not designed for this. If the canyon is buried under twenty feet of e
proposed, the downward forces on the roof structures will tremendously -
support strength of the canyon top. It was not designed for this it will co

RL Response: A structural analysis is currently being conducted to deter
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canyon to endure stress from internal disposal. Results of the structural ¢___lysis will be
documented in a future final FS for the 221-U Facility. Public review of ““¢ final FS will be

conducted.

COMMENT 4: The proponents responded to this criticism by proposing
canyon roof and that waste be dumped into the top to fill it to the brim, tt
injected to fill it completely to support the roof. This is a foolish suggest

:at holes be cut in the
1 that grout be
1. First, if any holes

are cut in the structure, or if the roof can reasonably be forecast to collaps - the canyons cannot

be considered for disposal of high-level nuclear waste of any kind. They
requirements to do so. '

RL Response: High-level waste is not proposed to be disposed at 221-U
response to comment #3 above for structural concerns.

COMMENT 5: Second, even if the grout were injected, over time, differ

ill not meet the legal

cility in this FS. See

tial settling of the

waste would lead to void formation which would remove the support this _-out provided for the

roof. The roof would collapse under the weight of the soils above. The 1
large rectangular bowl with a leaky and holed roof, a subsiding cap and a
water would accumulate in the depression formed in the clay cap and be
It would leach the radioactive and toxic components from the waste and
the holes formed by the fo  'rdissolvercellsv * rethewe ~ of * :wi
have blown out the bottoms.

nlt in any case is a
aky bottom. Rain
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2 in the canyon will

I cannot image a worse way to design a disposal facility. Engineers, scie....sts, the public and the
congress will look back on everyone involved in disgust and wonder how ““iey could have been

so stupid.

RL Response: Structural analysis and a performance assessment will pro
'o determine * :viability of the 221-U Facility to operate as an effective
Review of the analyses will be performed by the regulators, stakeholders,

Furthermore, the regulatory agencies will approve the appropriate model
performance assessment.
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COMMENT 6: In addition to these problems, the initiative proposes to *~1ve in place many
wastes and to dispose of wastes by piling them against the building. Thi :ompletely disregards
the requirements for liners ir. ..CRA disposal facilities. It also disregard he requirements under -
RCRA, CERCLA and the AEA to protect public health and safety. Und.. RCRA and CERCLA,
a risk assessment is required to close these facilities. In the past year, wi ave learned that the
computer models and data used by DOE at Hanford are grossly invalid.  ata on the magnitude
¢. .he source of the waste is poorly understood. Data on soil properties i...d transport
mechanisms are nearly non-existent for Hanford’s soils. Lacking these important pieces of
information, it isn’t possible to produce an estimate of the risk to the public and the environment,
let alone assure the public that these risks are acceptable.

In addition, DOE is required to limit exposure to the public to no more t! 1100 millirem per
year from all sources. Lacking this information, DOE cannot begin to do the calculations needed
to assure compliance with this requirement.

RL Response: If waste is disposed to the external portions of the 221-U Facility, a RCRA liner
will be utilized. See first bullet on page 3-33 under section 3.1.2.4 and on pages 3-36 and 3-37.
An assessment of protection of groundwater will be conducted through implementation of an
appropriate model selected by RL, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology). The model will be run with input from
quantitative data obtained through characterization.

COMMENT 7: The initiative offers seven alternatives for consideration ~-d proposes limiting
consideration to our alternatives. The initiative ignores the most viable ¢ :mative. Following
are the eight alternatives and a discussion of the merits or problems with each.  The last
alternative which I have added was excluded or ignored by the proponents. It should be added
and should be the preferred alternative.

No Action - Required for CERCLA, RCRA and NEPA analysis - nota v »sle option. The risks
for workers, the public, and the environment are grossly unacceptable.

Full Removal and Disposal - This is a viable option and should be considered. The costs of full
dismantlement and disposal at L..JF are likely to be unacceptable. ...e habitat and
environmental destruction at the ERDF site weigh heavily against this alternative.

:contamination and Leave in Place - This is not a viable option due to the high risks to workers
d the public over the long term as the structure degrades and collapses. This is a high safety
k.

itombment with Internal Waste Disposal - As discussed above this is a foolhardy proposal

ich is not viable. The canyons were never designed to be containmen  tructures. The floors,
walls and roofs are not designed for the weight loadings which the struct zs would be subjected
to. The result will in all probability be the failure of the canyon floors, walls and roofs over time.
This will lead to failure of the surface cap and preferential inflow of water through the waste.
The worst case would occur if the roof was holed or failed first, leading t- water flow into the
building over time, with later failure of the floor and/or walls. This couli ‘esult in a catastrophic
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COMMENT 8: The Recommendations section suggests issues to be use
alternatives to use. These need to be changes as well. These issues shot
the alternatives.

1. Compliar : with legal requirements in RCRA, CERCLA, AEA,
Washington Laws, including the Dangerous Waste regulations. |
and public health and safety and for the environment.)

2. Compliance with Treaty Rights and obligations.

3. Complete Life Cycle Cost Analysis of each option, including a c
value of land lost from use for its most highly valued potential pr
Agricultural) and the contingent valuation for lost natural resourc
affected sites, including the canyon facilities, the “borrow” or sot
disposal sites (ERDF area), and transport routes (where or impror

4. Detailed QUANTITATIVE - not - qualitative validated groundw
analysis - proceeded by a detailed data acquisition effort on the v
wastes.

5. Analysis of availability of fill and cover materials - in full compl
Rights and obligations. (Don’t even think about using Gable Mo
sources of fill or cover materials.

6. Analysis of residual risk from each alternative and potential impz
cleanup at other Hanford sites to assure compliance with State an

7. Detailed structural analysis of the buildings for any consideration
options. ,

8. Overall impact on other Hanford cleanup activities.

Absolutely no consideration should be allowed for disposal of any waste
Hanford in any case. -

RL Response: Your suggestions for issues that need to be addressed to ¢
entombment is covered on page 5-2. The issues will be resolved and doc
final FS for the 221-U Facility.

COMM..iva 9: The U.S. government signed treaties with the Yakama In
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and the Nez Perc
opinion that USDOE has consistently failed to meet their trust duties to t
they have taken at Hanford, including their actions involving disposition

RL Response: RL in coordination with state and federal regulatory agen
Indian Nations in the canyon disposition initiative. RL has offered briefi
have conducted briefings with representatives from the Nez Perce and th
Nations. Additionally, RL will seek to coordinate up-front input prior to
detailed analysis for the canyon altenn *"ves. RL, EPA, and Ecology wil
each Indian Nation, as appropriate, to address all concerns associated wit
U Facility.
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