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May 23, 2025 25-NWP-073

Dana Cowley

Hanford Mission Integration Solutions
P.O. Box 450

Richland, WA 99354
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Re: Department of Ecology Comments on the United States Department of Energy’s
Supplement Analysis of the Final Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental
Impact Statement for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 200 West Area Tank
Waste Treatment, DOE/EIS-0391-SA-5 Draft, March 2025

Dear Dana Cowley:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Supplement Analysis for
the West Area Tank Treatment Mission, DOE/EIS-0391-SA-5 Draft, March 2025 (draft SA).

The Department of Ecology (Ecology) believes the draft SA provides adequate information
and impact analyses for activities associated with the proposed retrieval and treatment of
the 200 West Area Single Shell Tanks. Ecology accepts the draft SA as fulfilling the obligation
in Tri-Party Agreement Milestone M-062-64 for the United States Department of Energy
(USDOE) to satisfy their statutory and regulatory obligations under the National
Environmental Policy Act.

Ecology is supportive of offsite disposal of 200 West Area tank low-activity waste as described
in the draft SA with one mitigation measure to recommend. Ecology strongly encourages
USDOE to develop a Transportation Plan that includes public meetings and Tribal engagement
along the potential routes when they are identified for evaluation. We encourage USDOE to use
the Hanford Public Involvement Plan at that time.

Ecology’s specific comments are enclosed. We request that USDOE incorporate these
comments into the final SA. If any clarification is needed on our comments, we are willing to
meet with you as well.
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If you have any questions or would like to discuss our comments, please feel free to contact
me at stephanie.schleif@ecy.wa.gov or (509) 537-2229 or Suzanne Dahl, Tank Waste
Treatment Section Manager, at suzanne.dahl@ecy.wa.gov or (509) 539-3489.

Sincerely,

plakens Jo]

Stephanie Schleif
Program Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

wh/lkd
Enclosure

cc: electronic w/enc:
Dave Einan, EPA
Michelle Mullin, EPA
Ricky Bang, USDOE
Brian Harkins, USDOE
Mason Murphy, CTUIR
Anthony Smith, NPT
Alyssa Buck, Wanapum
Laurene Contreras, YN
ERWM Staff, YN
Susan Coleman, HAB
David Reeploeg, Hanford Communities
Max Woods, ODOE
Alex Doolittle, AGO
Talia Thuet, AGO
Kelly Wood, AGO
Alicia Boyd, Ecology
Suzanne Dabhl, Ecology
Edward Holbrook, Ecology
William Hudson, Ecology
Dan McDonald, Ecology
Naoko Schiffern, Ecology
Stephanie Schleif, Ecology
HAB Correspondence Control
HMIS Correspondence Control
USDOE Correspondence Control
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Supplement Analysis of the Final Tank Closure and Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington
200 West Area Tank Waste Treatment, DOE/EIS-0391-SA-5 Draft

Public Comment Period Ending May 23, 2025

Strontium Extraction

e The proposed action has a treatment goal to remove at least 96+% of Sr-90 in at least
30% of the waste to meet Class A standards for disposal at Energy Solutions. However,
no description of such a treatment is provided beyond assumption that all Sr-90 will
reach the ion exchange columns (IXCs) and be removed there. A significant amount of
the strontium would be expected to settle and or be filtered with solids in the waste
stream. Having a more detailed description of strontium treatment, including expected
removal rates through settling and filtering, will support other assumptions used in the
Supplemental Analysis (SA), especially related to cumulative impacts of the proposed
action.

e Given the data available on cesium extraction, it seems probable that the IXC for
200 West can be stored in the same manner as 200 East IXC. That said, what
evidence is available to support the assertion that strontium extraction, if
successful to approximately 96%, can be safely stored under the same assumption
and parameter set as those on the 200 East pad? Please provide support for this
assumption.

e The document speaks to the extraction of cesium and strontium from the waste stream.
It is known how the crystalline silicotitanate (CST) resin attracts cesium; however, it
does not seem to be well known how the CST resin might attract strontium. How well
that strontium extraction occurs bears significantly on the nature of the to-be-treated
waste, as well as where the waste can be ultimately treated (if off-site), transported,
and disposed.

Please provide more definitive detail on the strontium studies that have been done
relative to CST extraction or filtration and data showing the volume of strontium
extracted. Or is there a pre-filtration phase that addresses the strontium?

Transportation

e The document seems to indicate a potential 70/30 split (i.e., 70% of the pretreated
waste being Class C and 30% qualifying as Class A), with Class A eligible waste going to
Energy Solutions, Utah. If all the assumptions and speculation are based on this split,
and the strontium cannot be sufficiently extracted to Class A levels, then the waste
destination split will have to be recalculated. What accommodations have been made
toward the possibility that all the waste, as Class C, must go to Waste Control
Specialists, Texas? Are current transportation calculations sufficiently conservative
enough such that full recalculation of route/hazard elements will not have to be done?
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Grout

Analysis lacks consideration of transportation routes, although the United States
Department of Energy (USDOE) assumes to use federal highways for the majority of
their routes. It would be helpful if the analyses included specific routes being considered
based on the routes evaluated for the 2,000-gallon Test Bed Initiative (TBI)
Demonstrations.

Please include discussion of USDOE’s future need/commitment for public involvement
and Tribal engagement for the Transportation Plan before deciding the final routes. The
Department of Ecology (Ecology) encourages USDOE to utilize the Hanford Public
Involvement Plan once the actual routes are evaluated.

Modeling of transportation risks should be specific to the routes to Energy Solution
(Utah) compared to Waste Control Specialists (Texas). Include specific modeling
comparison for better understanding of transportation risks for the two disposal sites.

Dose Risk/latent cancer fatality (LCF) values in Table B-7: Please add in this section more
explanation or source information on how the transportation analyses came up with
these LCFs: 2.6 LCF for the worse case truck accident scenario and 7.9 LCF for the rail
accident.

There are multiple assertions or implications that cast stone and grout are sufficiently
similar that assumptions can be made with credibility. Given that there is not a current
recipe for grout for the specific types of waste to be “encapsulated,” how can these
comparisons be made at this point? Please explain further.

Footnote 23 explains that the 50% increase rate for grout was based on a 2013 Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) Study. Ecology recommends re-evaluating this
increase rate by actual data from the 3-Gallon TBI Treatability Study (2017) and the
2,000-Gallon TBI Demonstration (2025).

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts related to action, including Sr-90 extraction, need to include
discussion of impact on remaining waste inventory after pretreatment of supernatant,
such cross-site transfer and treatment of residual sludge. Will retrieval and
pretreatment of the supernatant ultimately require use of additional fresh water to
remove and prepare sludge for cross-site transfer and treatment, thus increasing total
waste volume?

In discussion that a 200 West IXC storage facility would be of similar nature and risk as
the one currently located in the 200 East area — is it possible that there is additional risk
related to storing a greater cumulative amount at Hanford?

Unsupported Assumptions

In Section 2.2.3, the pretreated waste storage tank (PWST) is being compared to the
waste receiver facility (WRF). However, the statement says “...would likely be similar to
those associated with the waste receiver facilities.” By what set of criteria was this
comparison made? Where is that level of detail located?
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Use Of Terms

Footnote 9 reads, “DSTs SY-101 and SY-102 will be retrieved to provide tank space for
subsequent S, SX, and U tank farm SST retrievals. Waste from tank SY-103 will be
transferred to tank SY-102 prior to SST retrievals....”

What is meant by retrieved in the context of SY-101 and SY-102 in this action? What is
meant by retrieval in context of Single-Shell Tanks (SST)s? Specifically, do they mean “full
scale waste retrieval” including sludge, salt, and supernatant? or, does it mean only
supernatant and dissolved salt, as used in the text? Please provide clarification of
intended disposition for all existing waste forms in 200 West SSTs and Double-Shell Tanks
(DST)s at the conclusion of the proposed action. This may elucidate additional
cumulative impacts.

Waste Volumes

More

Section 2.4.1, the first sentence in the second paragraph reads, “The Supplemental
Data Report includes radionuclide inventories and volumes for 44 tanks in 200W that
are being considered for 200W Tank Waste Treatment (S, SX, and U tank farm SSTs and
SY DSTs), which includes a total of about 39M gallons of tank waste (H2C 2025).”

The waste inventories for S, SX, U, and SY tanks farms from the draft Waste Incidental to
Reprocessing (WIR) Figures 2-4 through 2-7 do not add up to 39 million gallons. Is the
volume of 39 million gallons inventory, retrievable volume, or volume after retrieval?
Please clarify.

“The assumption for removal of key radionuclides includes 99.9 percent of the Cs-137
and 96.8 percent of the Sr-90 per Appendix D of H2C (2025).” Appendix D is not located
in the referenced document (H2C 2025).

Section 2.4.1, Pretreated Waste Stream, has within it a confusing array of dates and
assumptions about starts and stops of waste processing in different forms. Please
consider re-writing this section to more clearly indicate the purpose, the alternatives,
and the potential path(s) forward. Consider revising information for clarity.

Editorial In Section 4.2.5, Text reads: “Under the DFLAW approach, DOE will not be
sending any waste off-site for treatment or disposal but would be managing loaded IXCs
on-site in 200E.” Under Direct-Feed Low-Activity Waste (DFLAW) approach there are
some secondary waste streams USDOE would be sending off-site for treatment and/or
disposal, according to the Final SA for Off-site Secondary Waste Treatment and Disposal
(DOE/EIS-0391-SA-03).

We suggest revising the sentence as follows: “Under the DFLAW approach, DOE will not
be sending any pretreated tank waste off-site for treatment or disposal but would be
managing loaded IXCs on-site in 200E.”

Editorial in Section 3.3.5.2: First paragraph includes the following sentence which
appears to be missing several words: “Final issuance of the WIR Evaluation and a WIR
Determination would be required treated and disposed of in an appropriately licensed
and permitted commercial TSD facility.”
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e The authors are missing the opportunity to point out that these off-site disposal
scenarios significantly reduce the risk to Hanford groundwater by not disposing the
grouted waste form at Hanford.

The Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC& WM
EIS) showed a significant impact to groundwater from cast stone. This off-site disposal
mitigates that risk and is different from what was presented in the TC& WM EIS. Please
add this additional information to be complete and accurate as described. Additionally,

as this document states, it does not increase the groundwater risk for the two disposal
facilities.
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