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Document 24, Snake River Alliance (Jay Hormel), Bliss, ID

Document 25, Ruthann Saphier, Ketchum, ID
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HLW EIS Web Comments HLW & FD  EIS PROJECT -(AR)pr
Control # _D&g_L

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Monday, February 14, 2000 12:46 PM

To: web@jason.com

Cc: web_archive@jason.com

Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Jay Hormel

Affiliation: Snake River Alliance
Address1: P.O. Box 153

Address2:

City, State Zip: Bliss, ID 83314
Telephone: 208/352-4234

Date Entered: {ts '2000-02-14 12:45:45%

Comment: )
(:Isupport the "Early Vitrification” alternative. It is proven technology and there are fewer risks involved than with an
unproven method) 244 ~1  111.D.2.C(l)

El'he highest priority is to protect the environment from these materials, whether they are shipped out of state or nog
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From: HLWFDEIS Web Site
Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2000 3:41 PM
To: web@jason.com
Cc: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Ruthann Saphier
Affiliation: private citizen
Address1: POBox 5557
Address2:
City, State Zip: Ketchum, ID 83340
Telephone: 208-622-3114
Date Entered: {ts '2000-02-22 15:41:21%}
Comment:
Gsay STOP THE INCINERATOR! The air we breathe is precious. Do not contaminate itt CONTAIN radioactivity, do not
spread it} 25 -| Xl (8
1) Don't aim at an uncertain target. Safer treatment and
storage-no matter where-should be the goal. Treatment should proceed strictly out of concern for environmental
rotection)) 25-2  |\.A(8)
IJ_ZJ’) Don't use unproven technology. The three separations alternatives analyzed: Full Separations, Planning Basis, and
Transuranic Separations should be dropped from consideration. "Separations” presents three major
problems:
a. Creates more waste streams to manage
b. Produces greater waste volumes compared to non-separations
c. Poses tremendous technical uncertainties. These technologies have never been demonstrated to work on an industrial
scale. If the technology fails then environmental protection is failed.} 25-3  111.D.3 (]
3) Treat the calcine and liquid wastes independently. These wastes have different properties and therefore require
different approaches. This was also recommended in a recent report from the National Academy of Sciences. 254 | LAQ)
[gffCo_ordinate treatment so as to address all forms of contamination such as groundwater, soil, facilities and the High-level
wasté.) 25-5 VIR
| trust that you will take this email into consideration.
Thank you,
Ruthann Saphier
Concerned Citizen
rsaphier@sunvalley.net
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HLW EIS Web Comments

From: HLWFDEIS Web Site

Sent: Friday, February 18, 2000 9:29 AM
To: web@)jason.com

Cc: web_archive@jason.com
Subject: HLW EIS Web Comment

Name: Wayne Ross

Affiliation: Private Citizen but employee of PNNL
Address1: 1955 Pine

Address2:

City, State Zip: Richland, WA 99352

Telephone: 509 372-4684

Date Entered: {ts '2000-02-18 09:29:05}
Comment:

| have over 25 years experience dealing with HLW in the DOE complex (including the INEEL wastes) and am commenting
from that perspective, but as a private citizen.

I prepared a comment a few minutes ago, but it apparently got lost in our server. | will try again with this comment.

E)_ Learn from the past. One of the most costly decisions make at Hanford was to shut down PUREX before it has
processed all of the spent fuel. The management of that fuel is now costing the taxpayer over a $1 billion and the price will
go up when it is sent to the repository. It could easily become a $2B mistake. The implications of this comment is keep
the calciner running and process off all of the liquid wastes. Get them into a stable and low dispersible solid formj

20-1 W.C0) 5.2 VDG 26-3

EZ;) Make the decision to immobilize for dlsposal soon. Ealso favor use of th Hanford future vitrification facmtijhe sooner

e decision the easier and low cost will be the introduction of the waste into the procesg | have not studied the specifics,
but I suspect that there will be the opportunity to reduce the total volume of wastes if the feed streams from Hanford and
INEEL are blended. Some of the constituents of the INEEL calcine (Zr for example) will increase the chemical durability of
the Hanford Glass. The large volume of the Hanford waste will dilute the low solubility in glass components in the INEEL
calcine (e.g. Zr agai@ 2b-4 \W.E (4)
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wwaFD  EIS PROJECT .rr

Control #
Preliminary Comments of the State of Oregon
on the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
February 22,2000

Good evening, I am Ken Niles, Deputy Administrator of the Oregon Office of Energy’s Nuclear
Safety Division. We are the lead state agency for Hanford issues.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the U.S. Department of Energy and the
State of Idaho on their draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning the treatment of high-
level radioactive waste at the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory. Our
comments focus solely on one element of the draft EIS — the proposal to bring Idaho’s high-level
waste to Hanford for vitrification. Oregon is directly impacted by major activities at Hanford.

[IE is Oregon’s position that it is premature to consider bringing Idaho waste to Hanford for two
reasons: one, Hanford does not currently have a vitrification facility; and two, once it does, there
is a pressing need to treat Hanford’s waste as soon as possible. These discussions should not
occur until after Hanford’s waste is completely treated. Under current schedules, that means
about 45 years from noW]

27-1
W.EG)

217-2 [Wc recognize the financial constraints that drive this proposal to bring Idaho waste to Hanford
1\ .E("‘) rather than build additional treatment facilities at Idaho. We believe it may make sense to
consider this proposal at some futEﬁJHowever even then — sometime in the distant future
— the State of Oregon would not consider treatment of Idaho’s high-level waste at Hanford unless
the following conditions were met:

usge this statement as a preface +p each of the

Next 5 comments

e Idaho waste would not be treated at Hanford until all of Hanford’s high-level waste is
treated.

o Idaho waste would not come to Hanford until it is time for treatment.

o Upon vitrification of Idaho waste, it must then be returned to Idaho or to a national
repository, if one is available. It must not remain in storage at Hanford.

o The transportation of this waste must adhere to enhanced transportation safety
protocols developed by Western states for shipments to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant.

e Oregon must be allowed to participate fully in Hanford decision-making meetings in
order to assure these conditions are met.

Let me elaborate on each of these conditions.

Edaho waste cannot be treated at Hanford until all of Hanford’s high-level waste is treated.
273 Hanford has 54 million gallons of high-level waste stored in 177 aging underground tanks. The
II.E(s)  Waste in these tanks, along with more than one million gallons that have already leaked from
failing tanks, poses a direct threat to the Columbia River. The current timetable calls for

27-4 Hanford’s pre-treatment and high-level vitrification facilities to be operational in 2009, but that
IR0 only 10 per cent of Hanford’s high-level waste will be treated by 2018. At that point, waste will
still remain — waiting for treatment — in 147 of Hanford’s 149 sinele shell tanks.
EXHIBIT #2
HLW F&D EIS
Portland, OR

February 22, 2000

Name:__ften Aziles— S f'tl/” o Uregon
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By 2018, the newest of Hanford’s single shell tanks will be 52 years old. The oldest tanks will
be more than 70 years old. And keep in mind these were designed to have a 20 year operational
life. With nearly 70 leaking tanks in the first 50 years of Hanford operations, how many more
leakers should we anticipate during the next 20 years?

The double shell tanks are aging as well. By 2018, the oldest of Hanford’s double shell tanks
will be 47 years old. The newest Hanford tank — presuming more don’t have to be built in
coming years — will be 32 years old.

The U.S. Department of Energy predicts it will take until 2047 to treat all of Hanford’s tank
waste. By then, some of Hanford’s single shell tanks will be 100 years old. The newest double
shell tanks would be 61 years old. Given the age and condition of the tanks, the extent of
contamination in the vadose zone and groundwater beneath the Hanford Site, and the fact that the
Columbia River is at risk from this contamination, it will take a compelling argument for the
State of Oregon and Oregon’s residents to support treatment of Idaho’s high-level waste at
Hanford before all the waste has been removed from Hanford’s tanks and treated. We believe
that’s an argument the Department of Energy can not convincingly makej

[Our second condition is that Idaho waste would not be brought to Hanford until it is time for
treatment. The draft Environmental Impact Statement suggests two possible timeframes to
bring waste to Hanford — beginning in 2028 or sometime thereafter — presumably after Hanford’s
wastes have been treated, or between 2012 and 2025, and building new storage facilities at
Hanford for interim storage prior to treatment at some undesignated time. The calcined waste at
Idaho is currently stored in bin sets, which are designed to safely store the waste for up to 500
years. It would be financially irresponsible to squander many millions of dollars on temporary
storage facilities at Hanford, when the waste is safely stored at Idaho. Moving the waste from
Idaho to Hanford between 2012 and 2025 or any time prior to actual treatment makes absolutely
no sense from a scientific standpoint, from a regulatory standpoint, and most certainly not from a
financial stundpoina

Ejpon vitrification of Idaho waste, it rnust then be returned to Idaho or to a national
repository, if one is available. It must not remain in storage at Hanford. Hanford already
has a significant burden of waste — a burden of environmental risks from 50 years of mis-
managing waste which even now we do not fully understand. The current draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a national repository at Yucca Mountain offers little hope that there will be
room for disposal of Hanford’s vitrified high-level waste. If Yucca Mountain is not the final
destination for this waste, it will be stored indefinitely in Hanford’s new Canister Storage
Building. That facility — impressive as it is — is not designed for permanent storage. Sometime
before the end of this century, new or additional storage facilities would have to be constructed.
Waste from another site should not be added to this burdera

El'he transportation of this waste must adhere to enhanced transportation safety protocols
developed for shipments to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. For the past ten years, Western
States, including Idaho, Oregon and Washington, have worked with the U.S. Department of
Energy to develop a comprehensive transportation safety plan for the shipment of transuranic

Vil . #(5) Waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. This transportation program was intended as a model

2

29-1l
1x.c(5)
21-12
VilLA(2)

for transport of other, more radioactive materials such as spent fuel and high-level waste. The
transportation program developed for WIPP shipments includes a number of safety elements that
go well beyond the minimum legal requirements, such as higher driver and carrier standards, bad
weather protocols, shipment tracking, and enhanced truck inspections. High-level waste moved
from Idaho to Hanford — and then back again — would travel through about 200 miles of
northeast Oregon. The State of Oregon could not support any proposal to treat Idaho waste at
Hanford unless the enhanced transportation safety program was used for all of these shipmemg

E)regon must be allowed to participate fully in Hanford decision-making meetings in order
to assure these conditions are met. The environmental hazards presented by Hanford do not
recognize state boundaries. The State of Oregon and its residents are at risk from Hanford, and
the state should have every opportunity to influence the decisions that are made that affect
Hanford cleanup]

Any proposal which is not consistent with the five conditions we have outlined here is one which
the State of Oregon cannot accept.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We will submit more detailed comments in writing prior to the end of the comment
deadline. We look forward to seeing how our comments are considered.
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“HLW & FD IS PROJECT . AR)PE
Control # (-
Dennis Donnelly

56 Tulane Avenue
Pacatello ID 83201

SN

4
Recewved
FEB 14 2000

Mr Hltesh Nigam Feb 9, 2000
[ Protection Sp

Office of NEPA Oversight (EH-25)

1000 Independence Avenue SW

Washington, DC 203585

Dear Mr. Nigam,
I enjoyed meeting you at the Pocatello comment meeting for the high-level waste EIS.

Given the short time to the next meeting in this area(March 2 at Fort Hall) T would like to request
your help in finding answers to the following questions that [ have on the subject. Please
understand that I have not yet received the document for review.

28-\ 1. Evhat are the waste form reqmrcments for (a.) Transport and (b) disposal of the high-leve]

Vill. K@) waste materials heing ad d by this Envir | Impact S ? 1don’t want any vague
2%-7 answers here. If the requirements are not yet defined, I want to know that tooj

n.F.2.2)

8- 2.\What are the repository requirements, and possible locations that meet these requirements,
l\l F 2 @)for the high-level waste materials being addressed by this Environmental Impact Statement? |

|l F.25) S.Evhat about all those defunct reactor cores at INEL? Are they not high-level waste also?
| 7’“ 26-5 V(i) 2

To follow up on George Woods’ question at the meeting, which did not get answered, I have the
following additional question:

28-b . (I) E’Vhal is the amount of water which would dilute the high level wastes addressed by this EIS
Vil to a level which meets current EPA Maxxmum Permissible Concentrations for drinking water—?]

261 Please ‘ both chemical and radiological toxicity, and compare to the amount of water in
g the Snake River Plain aquifer.]
virne(i

1ook forward to your answers in time to preparc for the March 2 meeting.
E

Sincerely,

Dowcuy W

Dennis Donnelly

é[om\e//y@fwﬁy,s'rv, heT)

Document 29, U.S. Department of Transportation (Anthony J. Ossi), Washington, D.C.
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U, Depariment ogmncssuls

of Transportation

Federal Transit

Administration

February 7, 2000

Ms. Carol M. Borgstrom
Director
Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance, EH-42
U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585
Dear Ms. Borgstrom:

The Federal Transit Administration has received a copy of the draft environmental impact
statement for the Idaho High-Level Waste and Facilities Disposition. I am returning the
documents to your agency's document manager in the Idaho Operations Office. E’he us.

ZIV;Z —BI ® Department of Energy (DOE) should send an unsolicited copy of an EIS to FTA only if:
BB (2

1. FTA has participated substantively in the scoping process for the document; or

2. There are specific transit issues associated with the project about which you are
requesting FTA commeni]

If you have any questions, my phone number is (202)366-0096. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Anthony J. Ossi, Jr.
Environmental Planner

cc: T.L. Wichmann‘,//

DOE Document Manager
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