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Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION
INEL HIGH-LEVEL WASTE PROGRAM

January 22, 1997

S

INTRODUCTION

The Citizens Advisory Board to the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory met with Department
of Energy and Lockheed Martin Idaho Technologies Company personnel during its November
19-20, 1996, and January 21-22, 1997, meetings and received presentations on the DOE-ID
Regulatory Analysis and Proposed Path Forward for the Idaho National Engineering -
Laboratory High-level Waste Program and management and disposition alternatives for INEL
high-level waste. After consideration of the presentations and analysis of the document, the
Board offers the following recommendations.

RECOMMENDATION

The Board appreciates the opportunity to comment on the plan for managing high-level waste
(HLW) early in the process and recommends that such early public input continue to be elicited.

The DOE-ID Regulatory Analysis and Proposed Path Forward for the Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory High-level Waste Program document states that the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is the proper vehicle to reach decisions on the management of HLW at
the INEL and suggests completing the EIS early. The Board strongly agrees with this suggestion
and recommends that work on the EIS be initiated immediately. The EIS must examine a broad
range of alternatives and provide reasonable assurance that the preferred alternative will work as
proposed. As part of the EIS, the Board recommends that a clear and concise description of all
alternatives be provided. The Board also recommends including discussion of the criteria and
relative weights that were used to arrive at the preferred alternative in order to help the
stakeholders better understand the process and options.

During the presentations at the January meeting, a number of issues appear to be unresolved
between DOE and the State of Idaho, including whether the separations approach will meet the
commitments in the Settlement Agreement. The Board recommends that DOE initiate
immediate interaction with LMITCO and the State of Idaho in order to resolve these issues and
to identify alternatives for the EIS that are acceptable to all parties. In addition, the Board

recommends that sufficient research and development funding be authorized for both separations

~ and calcination to provide reasonable assurance that the recommended EIS technology will meet

the milestones specified in the Settlement Agreement.




. The assumptions that DOE-ID uses to reach the proposed alternative should be clear and explicit.
.~ Based on the presentations during the November Board meeting, the assumptions used to draft
“““the Regulatory Analysis appear to include that a geologic repository will become available in the
future for INEL’s HLW, that there will be critical limits on volume in the repository, and that the
HLW must be vitrified prior to disposal. Changes to any of these assumptions could force DOE
to consider other alternatives. It is unclear to the Board why these assumptions are appropriate
and the justification for them must be clarified in DOE-ID’s EIS. Specifically, the EIS should
include answers to the following key questions:

Is Yucca Mountain the repository used for the planning basis?

If not, what are the characteristics of the geologic repository assumed to be? :
What are the limiting factors: physical size, metric tons of heavy metal (MTHM), or both?
How do volume and MTHM relate with and without separation, with and without
vitrification, and with and without cementation?

e What are the legal and regulatory requirements of the waste form and is vitrification
necessary/required?

The Board is also concerned about the proposal to dispose of the low-activity component in
Idaho should that be recommended in the EIS. This material will contain radioactive isotopes
and may contain hazardous components. Disposal of this material over the aquifer may be a
concern to the citizens of Idaho. The Board recommends the EIS include careful examination of
~ the associated risks of such disposal and that DOE keep the Board and the public informed as
* more information becomes available. g

The Board is concemed that, as the liquid waste is treated and concentrated issues related to
criticality be adequately addressed.

Finally, the Board also recommends that a public involvement program be initiated as part of the
EIS scoping process and proposes that it assist DOE in the effort.



Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION

Waste Area Group 3
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

March 19, 1997

INTRODUCTION

The Citizens Advisory Board to the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory
has met with Department of Energy personnel numerous times during the past eighteen months
to discuss the ongoing remedial investigation at Waste Area Group (WAG) 3 at the INEEL.
During the November 18-19, 1996, and January 21-22, 1997, meetings the Board received
updates on the Feasibility Study efforts. After consideration of the presentations and analysis of
the documentation submitted for Board review, the CAB offers the following recommendations.

The Board commends DOE’s efforts to involve the Board early in the process : and appreciates the
consistent updates and new information it has routinely received. The portlons ‘of the draft DOE-
ID WAG 3 Feasibility Study given to the Board for review were concise and reader-ﬁ'lendly and
the Board is pleased with these sections. :

RECOMMENDATION

The Board recommends that some remedial action be instigated and compléted at WAG 3 to
prevent health risks to workers and potential future occupants. The Board is concerned with the
contamination of surface and subsurface soils, surface water, perched water and the aquifer as a
result of activities at WAG 3. '

The Board recommends DOE-ID correct the followmg inadequacies as the final Fea31b111ty Study
is prepared:

e In future iteratioms, clarify what the “no action” alternatives include. The *“no action”
alternatives provided by DOE-ID are not true “no action” alternatives. They assume existing
conditions at WAG 3 making them “status quo™ alternatives.

o Ex-situ treatment of perched water is included in the groundwater waste unit table
summarizing the “technologies retained following preliminary screening,” but it is excluded
in the table outlining the “technologies retained for consideration as component of remedial
alternatives for groundwater.” However, it appears that some ex-situ treatment is being
considered as part of the interim remedies to be evaluated The Board recommends DOE-ID



include an ex-situ treatment alternative for perched groundwater in further analysis of
potential remedial alternatives.

e In-situ treatment technologies have been excluded in the document as “not applicable™ due
in part to “depth to water and inability to confirm effectiveness.” The Board is aware of
ongoing research being conducted to determine and demonstrate the benefit of in-situ
treatments over other technologies. The Board recommends in-situ treatment technologies be
included as potential options in further DOE-ID remediation alternative analyses.

e In Section 4, on page 7, the document states that “contaminant transport modeling suggests
that plutonium in the Tank Farm soils will be leached and transported to the SRPA [Snake
River Plain Aquifer] groundwater beneath the site at a future time. As such plutonium is a
future SRPA COC [contaminant of concern].” The document does not provide much more
information on this issue and the Board recommends additional discussion on the potential
for plutonium to be a contaminant of concern in the aquifer.

Finally, the Board recommends that DOE-ID continue to involve the Board in the WAG 3
remedial investigation.




Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION

WAG 3 FACT SHEET

September 17, 1997

INTRODUCTION

The INEEL CAB reviewed DOE’s draft fact sheet entitled “Comprehensive investigation
reveals extent of contamination within Waste Area Group (WAG) 3.7

The Board acknowledges the difficulty of summarizing the volumes of highly technical
information in a fact sheet. While the draft fact sheet is not a bad first draft, revisions
could minimize confusion and result in improved communication of key concepts.

RECOMMENDATION

The Board recommends that the following changes be made to the fact sheet before it is
finalized for distribution to the public:

e The fact sheet should review basic information about WAG 3, including its location.
It should also review what the RI/FS included and what it did not (i.e., the buildings
and tanks).

e The fact sheet should more clearly communicate the sources, magnitude, and types of
risks (i.e., human health or ecological) posed by WAG 3.

e Please provide both vicinity and location maps for tritium, strontium, and lodine-129
plumes in relation to the site boundary.

o Add a separate paragraph at the top of page 6 that describes present contamination
and that which is projected for the future based on decay, dilution, and natural
attenuation. If space allows, use maps to illustrate the expected (modeled) changes.

e Add a definition for radioactive decay in the sidebar on the page where the term is
first used.

e The fact sheet should explain how DOE will ensure that contamination of the aquifer
by plutonium, americium, and europium will not occur.

e The fact sheet should explain that the computer modeling is based on the no-action
alternative.

e Review of the fact sheet led some of the Board members to conclude that existing
Todine-129 regulations are unreasonable and unjustified. The Board intends to review
this regulation. At this time, however, the Board recommends that the fact sheet be
worded in such a way as to communicate that DOE fully intends to comply with all
existing regulations.



On page 1, in the 2™ paragraph, the text suggests the possibility of consolidating soils
at one facility. What other alternatives were considered and why were they ruled out?
The 1% paragraph on page 2 implies that all liquid wastes have been calcined. This is
not true even for non-sodium bearing liquid waste and certainly not true for the
sodium bearing liquid waste. The fact sheet should acknowledge that the calcination
process is ongoing.

In the sidebar on page 2, the term “calcine” would be a better name for that process.
In the sidebar on page 2, perched water is defined as water that is perched between
layers. A definition must not rely on the word being defined; use terms familiar to the
general public. The definition should be revised by using the word “isolated” instead.
On pages 2 and 3 of the fact sheet, statements are made that indicate that disposal of
radioactive and chemical waste through the injection well was “acceptable at the
time.” The fact sheet should explain past practices but not attempt to justify them.
On page 3, the phrase “the extent of the lower perched water bodies is less well
defined” is confusing. Please clarify whether this refers to the extent of the
contamination or the size/location of the water body.

On page 4, tritium, [-129 and strontium-90 are referred to in the last two paragraphs
but the order is changed. This adds unnecessary confusion. The fact sheet should
minimize confusion by using a consistent format.

In the 1 paragraph of page 5, it is unclear if the 44 monitoring wells are on WAG 3,
on-site, off-site, or a combination of these locations. Please clarify.

Repeated statements as to what was dumped at WAG 3 are contradictory (i.e., page 5,
3" paragraph and discussion of europium).

The fact sheet implies that there are numerous hazards at WAG 3. The only hazards
that are well described are I-129 and mercury contamination in soils. The fact sheet
should clearly list all contaminants of concern and the risks posed by each. Risk
discussions should address both on-site and off-site risks.

In the middle of page 5, 2" paragraph under Human Health Evaluation, and in the
upper figure, the term “risk management” is used incorrectly. Risk management
decisions are made at all risk levels above 1x10%. Actions are sometimes taken at
levels between 1x10°and 1x10* and almost always taken at levels above 1x107,
Please correct.

In the legend for Figure 4-15, the term H-3 distribution is used without explanation.
Also it would be better to spell out Snake River Plain Aquifer rather than use the
acronym in a figure legend.

The remediation alternatives discussed on pages 6 and 7 are so poorly defined that
they are not understandable. Please provide better definitions.



Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION
on
ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION IN THE
DRAFT SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

November 19, 1997

RECOMMENDATION

The INEEL CAB acknowledges that the scoping period for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
EIS has ended. Our interest in the issue is ongoing, and we respectfully submit this list of
concerns in hopes that they may be addressed in the Draft EIS when it is released. Board
members have concerns regarding:

e The need for and safety related to transportation of the plutonium across the Fort Hall Indian

Reservation and elsewhere in the nation,

Comparative analyses of environmental impacts and costs at each of the four alteative sites,

Safe handling, storage, and transportation of all materials, - '

Disposition plans for any and all wastes that will result,

Security plans,

Plans for where and how the mixed-oxide fuel will be used (including a demonstration of

marketability),

Environmental protection,

e Worker and public health and safety,

» Operation of all related facilities in full compliance with all relevant environmental
regulations, including the Idaho Settlement Agreement,

e Whether the mission would bring funding to Idaho (to help sypport the existing
infrastructure) without detracting from the site's ability to meet compliance schedules, and

e The costs associated with handling spent mixed-oxide nuclear fuel (e.g., storage and
disposal).

~
® & o o o

The Board feels that DOE could do a better job at demonstrating the rationale for its decision to
pursue mixed-oxide fuel fabrication instead of vitrification. In particular, the Board feels DOE
must offer a complete and sound comparison between mixed oxide fuel fabrication and
vitrification that substantiates DOE's proposed path forward in the Programmatic EIS ROD,
including whether:

- mixed-oxide fuel fabrication is superior to vitrification at achieving nonproliferation,

- mixed-oxide fuel fabrication can be implemented cost-effectively,

- mixed-oxide fuel fabrication renders the plutonium into a form that cannot be utilized in

the future for weapons production.



Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION
on the
HIGH-LEVEL WASTE AND FACILITIES DISPOSITION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

November 19, 1997

INTRODUCTION

The Board commends the Department of Energy (DOE) for beginning the High-Level
Waste and Facilities Disposition Environmental Impact Statement (HLW EIS) nearly ten
years ahead of schedule and for continuing to involve the Idaho National Engineering and
Environmental Laboratory Citizens Advisory Board (INEEL CAB).

The following are submitted as recommendations for consideration during the scoping
process for the EIS.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In its January 1997 recommendation to DOE, the Board expressed concerns regarding the
sufficiency of funds for research and development for both separations and calcination to
provide reasonable assurances that the technology selected by the Record of Decision
(that will follow the HLW EIS) will meet the milestones in the Settlement Agreement.
Our concerns continue, and we urge DOE to continue funding both research and
development programs to ensure compliance with the Settlement Agreement regardless of
which alternative is preferred and then selected pending analysis in the EIS.

The EIS must state all key assumptions clearly and explicitly. For example, if volume
restrictions at Yucca Mountain are the driving force behind the decision to separate, then
this should be stated and explained in clear and understandable language. In addition, the
method for determining the equivalent metric tons of heavy metal for INEEL’s HLW
should be explained.

The EIS should clearly identify all waste streams, including radioactive and hazardous
constituents that will result from each of the alternatives considered, state quantities, and
describe the risks associated with each and plans for final disposition. In particular, DOE
should distinguish between wastes that will leave Idaho and those that will remain at the

CAB-INEEL MEETING MINUTES, NOVEMBER 18-19, 1997
' ATTACHMENT G
PAGE1
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INEEL. Ifitis assumed that waste will be disposed of at the INEEL, the EIS should
disclose what existing or new facilities will be used, associated costs, and what permits
will be required.

The Board finds the “No-Action” alternative unacceptable and recommends it not be
selected based on the following:

. Risks associated with potential leakage of residual liquid waste from the tanks are
unacceptable to the public due to the potential for aquifer contamination.

.« Leaving the calcine in the bin sets indefinitely is unacceptable to the public
because that would result in de facto disposal of the waste.

o Leaving facilities in “standby operations” results in significant mortgage costs.

e The alternative is not in compliance with the Settlement Agreement.

) The alternative would result in the loss of valuable infrastructure.

The Board recommends that all reasonable, other than “no action” alternatives—such as
vitrification, ceramic, and cementation—be given full, careful and fair consideration in
the EIS.

The EIS should address all liquid and calcined wastes at the tank farm and in the bin sets
at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP). Materials distributed during the scoping
process reiterate that sodium bearing waste has “historically been managed as high-level
waste because some of its physical and chemical properties are similar to those of
high-level waste.” In addition, the Settlement agreement speaks of “sodium-bearing
liquid high-level waste.” However, the scoping materials go on to state that “Additional
waste testing and characterization may result in its (sodium bearing liquid waste)
reclassification as mixed transuranic waste or mixed low-level waste.” This uncertainty
about the classification of the sodium-bearing liquid waste must end. DOE must
determine, as part of this NEPA process (including review by stakeholders and
regulators), the classification of the sodium-bearing liquid wastes. The EIS should
provide a clear rationale and basis for the selected classification.

DOE should consider an integrated, complex-wide approach for HLW treatment. If
different approaches are taken at different sites, the rationale should be explained. For
example, DOE should clearly and spec1ﬁca11y justify why the separations process should

‘be implemented at the INEEL if it is not going to be used at Hanford (a facﬂxty with a

great deal more HLW than INEEL).

CAB-INEEL MEETING MINUTES, NOVEMBER 18-19, 1997 ;
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The EIS should clearly specify all of the pros and cons associated with each of the
alternatives evaluated. Strategies for disposition and potential roadblocks, such as RCRA
permitting and repository availability, should be identified and analyzed.

The description of the “Non-separation” alternative in the informational materials made
available during the scoping period discusses “permanent disposal in-place at the INEEL
or outside of the State of Idaho in a geologic repository” for HLW. The Board
recommends that HL.W should be disposed of in a geologic repository outside of Idaho.

If disposal in Idaho is being considered, it must be included as a separate alternative.

Separation will result in a low activity waste component with radioactive and hazardous
constituents. One plan for the disposal of this waste is to grout it back into the liquid
waste tanks. Even if the low activity waste stream is not grouted into the tanks, the heels
may remain in place. This means that significant quantities of radioactive and possibly
hazardous materials could be disposed of over the aquifer. An option of closing the tanks
as cleanly as possible (for example, by filling with clean grout) should be considered.

The Board insists that DOE clearly define the risks to the environment, aquifer, and down
gradient residents associated with this disposal option including the stability of this waste
form and the possibility of leakage from these tanks. These risks should be compared to
the risks to workers and the general public of other options, such as pumping or otherwise
removing the heels, treating and disposing of the heels, filling the tanks with clean grout,
or removing the tanks. In addition, the regulatory barriers associated with putting this
RCRA regulated material at the INEEL under a CERCLA site should be addressed.

f

Offsite disposal of low activity waste should also be considered. —

The Board believes that the hazardous constituents in the high level and sodium bearing
waste may create serious problems in the disposal of the low activity and/or high activity
waste streams. The EIS should clearly identify quantities and types of all hazardous
constituents remaining in each waste stream and identify the disposal risks associated
with each. DOE should consider alternative strategies for management of these
hazardous constituents including separations and disposal at RCRA permitted facilities.

The EIS covers “high-level waste and facilities disposition.” Preliminary scoping
documents focus primarily on the HLW processing options, with very little information
on facilities disposition alternatives. What facilities are being considered for disposition
in this EIS and what is the tie-in with the WAG 3 ROD, scheduled to be completed a year
before the final EIS is issued?

CAB-INEEL MEETING MINUTES, NOVEMBER 18-19, 1997
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The Settlement Agreement states that the HLW will be calcined. Some of the
alternatives, such as the “separations” alternative, would require negotiations with the
State and rewording of the Settlement Agreement. The EIS should provide a full
explanation of the potential need, strategy for, and ramifications of renegotiation of the
Settlement Agreement under each alternative.

CAB-INEEL MEETING MINUTES, NOVEMBER 18-19, 1997
: ATTACHMENT G
PAGE 4




Citizens Advisory Board
I[daho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

PROPOSED STRATEGY FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS
AT WASTE AREA GROUP 3 ,
IDAHO CHEMICAL PROCESSING PLANT

January 21, 1998

INTRODUCTION

The Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory Citizens Advisory Board (INEEL
CAB) requests that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency National Remedy Review Board
consider this recommendation regarding DOE's proposed strategy for remedial actions to achieve
cleanup of contamination at Waste Area Group 3, Idaho Chemical Processing Plant (ICPP), at the
INEEL.

RECOMMENDATION

The INEEL CAB recommends that the National Remedy Review Board accept the DOE’s
proposed strategy for cleanup at the ICPP. We considered three issues in achieving consensus on
this recommendation as summarized below.

The INEEL CARB feels that the range of alternatives evaluated in the ICPP Remedial [nvestigation
and Feasibility Study covers the feasible actions for cost-effective cleanup. In general, the
additional alternatives considered to support the Remedy Review Board’s review appear to add
significant cost with little reduction in risk to humans or the environment. Specifically, the
INEEL CAB does not support using pump-and-treat technologies for the perched water and the
Snake River Plain Aquifer alternatives. We believe they involve extremely high costs and a high
degree of technical uncertainty with very little benefit.

The INEEL Comprehensive Facility and Land Use Plan (March 1996) defines future land uses at
the INEEL. This plan designated the ICPP as an area where the federal government expects to
retain control for at least the next 100 years, with the possibility of restricted industrial use during
that time. The INEEL CAB's recommendation on this plan, dated November 15, 1995, expressed
support for the 100-year scenario at the ICPP. We believe the 100-year scenario is acceptable
and appropriate because federal government control of the area will limit the potential for human
exposure to contamination. ,
In addition, the INEEL CAB finds the approach of using risk levels of 1 x 10 to determine the
need for remedial action to be acceptable. We recognize this approach is less conservative than
that used for some Superfund cleanups. We feel, however, that the significantly higher costs that
would be imposed by using risk levels between 1 x 10* and 1 x 107 to trigger remedial action to
be unjustified. While the CAB has never articulated acceptance of this approach in a
recommendation, we have been aware of it for some time and have accepted it without comment.
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Environmental Management Site-Specific Advisory Board - ldaho Nationat Engineerfng Laboratory .
RECOMMENDATION:

' PROGRAMMATIC SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL MANAGEMENT
" AND IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING LABORATORY
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
' DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMEN '
. September 30, 1994 -

o S INTRODUCTION _ _ o
The Environmental Mamgemeht Site-Specific Advisory Board, idaho National Enginecﬁxig Laboratory (SSAB-INEL) met August 29-30; 1994 in'Idaho Falls and con-
-, ducted 4 day-and-a-half study of the Draft £IS. Advance materials had been supplied to all ‘Board members. There were 13 of the 15 members present the first day
and 14 members présent the second day. “The meeting was facilitated and a wide range of DOE, Navy, and contractor personnel were present throughout the .
Board member discussions. - : : o S o o o
o _ OVERVIEW
Several over-arching t_hemes_emérged coﬁceming Spent Nuclear Fuel Management.
.. Storage of SNFis ‘tfiational problem and dgrfﬁhds.a natignal sblution;_:INEL should participate'in the solution; but should not bear the
. .éntire.burden. INEL should not be placed in 2 NIMBY trap; fair and equitible treatment of all potential sites is essential..
Efforts to opena pennarienf storage site must be diligently pursued and demonstrated. A forty-year timeline too easily translates into
"permanent” and provides @ convehien; excuse for permanent storage decisions to be delayed.. S
" Public and worker health and sﬁfe;y and protcction of the environment are prime honsider'ations.in all decisions relating to storage and
transportation of SNF. - ' o . : .

Cleanup at INEL must continue and must be completed as agreed to in the FFA/CO regardléss of SNF siting decisions,~ and less costly and
more effective cleanup technologies must be developed. S ' . o :

Technology developmém related to effective waste mmaéemept is essential. - S

Partici‘patid_n by.an informed public s crucial for acceptkb]é solutions to be implemented. DOE has the 'responsibiiity of clearly and
condisely presenting alternatives, including complete cost comparisons, for public consideration.

PROCESS

“Board pfocedures define consehsus as “.substantive_ agreement among Board members on recommendations concerning, ar_ld ddvice regarding, INEL issues.”
Within this definition, over two-thirds (10) of the Board members present reached substantive agreement, The minority viewpoint follows the majority recommendation.
MAJORITY RECOMMENDAﬁON
_ . : RECOMMENDM"!ON; REGIONALIZATION SUBALTERNATIVE A :
A majority of SSAB-INEL Board members reached agreement on selection of Regiéha_lizétiod, Subalternative A (based pnmanly on fuel type). This was a consensus
agreement among those who preferred an alternative greater than No Action. Regionalization, Subalternative A could best be characterized as the alternative which
“all could “live with” and with-which there was no major disagreement. It should be noted, however, that disposition of Navy SNF was omitted from this decision. ’
 RATIONALE:

" One of the pﬁmary reasons this alternative was selected was based on the fact that it supplies one of the few objective rationales for distribution of SNF, that of .fuel'
type. It also eliminates a great deal of what ‘was felt was unnecessary transportation of existing waste, an unproductive use of taxpayer dollars. Maximum utilization
of existing facilities, site equity, and management efficiency were additional considerations. - :



o managem_ent soluttons, the Board is opposed to the INEL becommg the only soluuon

b
-
ety kv lird

_ While the Navy's presentation on waste streams was supenor to that. mcluded in the overall EIS, it was felt that the Navy's information on water purity considera-
~ tions could be improved. Transportation COSLS. vS. risks and the costs of on-site storage was felt to be another area of deﬁcrency ananly, however, there was A
relw‘tance to make 2 recommendatron concerning Navy SNF because a convincing case was not made for continued: examination at INEL or elsewhere. Due to the
'hance of opinion regardmg this issue, N0 CONSENSUS Was possrble. however, it is possxble that consensus could have been reached if time had been avallable. &0

MME.II

RECOMMENDATION A HYBFllD OF ALTERNATlVE B AND ALTERNATIVE D

The SSAB-INEL malonty recommends 2 hybnd of Alternative B and Alternative D for SNF management, envrronmemal restorauon and waste management atthe
Idaho Nauonal Engmeenng l.abomtorv Specifically, the Board ma]onty recommends the elements mcluded in Alternative B except those for High-Level Waste and :
Hazardous Waste, preferring those two elements from Alternative D. This preference is dependent upon the selected altemauve in Volume I and the INEL Draft

- Site Treatment Plan’s resoluuon lt is assumed that the Volume Il alternatives will be re-named and/or reorgamzed

RATIO NALE

TR e Am SRR Gl oy et A0

This hybrid alternattve burlds upon the site knowledge base and takes local and state economic 1mpacts mto consrderauon it has the further advantage of better

o utrhzmg the nation’s investment in facilities and technological expertise. Total potential waste management costs could also be reduced under this allocauon of

. - fesources; however addmonalspeoﬁc cost mformatxon is necessary t0 conﬁrm thts assumpuon Hrgh level and hamrdous waste, management lie wrthm INEL'

",hrstoncmxssron A : : : Cor : S : '
.The Board was concemed that the time frame contatned in Volume il did not address the long “term’ storage rmplrcatxons 1mpllcrt in Volume L This could cqeaed

" situation where INEL would become: ade ficto long -term | (permanent) waste repository: Whtle 1t is the: Board s pasition that the INEL must parucapate in waste o

. The Board believes that the EIS could be rmpnoved by addressing the followmg concerns in greater detarl total and comparatwe cost arw.lyses, tnbal ard tr&ty
a5, site hydrology and strategxc land use planmng ‘ . . .

MINORITY VIEWPOINT
YOLUMET
) RECOMMENDATION NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE '
- Aminority of the. SSAB INEL prefers ‘the No-Action alternatrve Thts position is based on the, premise that choosmg any of the ex1st1ng DOE sites for temporary cen-

trahzed or regionalized storage of SNF is likely to become a de facto choice of that site: for permanent storage. What fittle movement presently exists toward perma
nent solution of the SNF/waste management dilemma is the product of pubhc worries about the safety of the present dispersed hand_lmg of these materials.

RATIONA_LE:

The minority fears that if these materials are moved out of peoples’ backyards, to temporarv locanons whrch are out of sight and have no pohucal power, | then the
political will to pyrsue 2. permanent solution will evaporate. Since there are such strong reasons to believe that selection of a site for temporary SNE management
and storage will in fact become a selectton of that site for permanent storage the mmonty belleves that the EIS is. senously ﬂawed

While DOE has devoted consrderable effort 10 lookmg at the transport of SNF to and between the various srtes, ‘the analysis stops with the matenal located at Sltes
which are supposed.(in most cases) to be temporary While 4 permanent geological repository has not been ideniified, this does not excuse DOE from the need to
include the transportanon of SNF and any W wastes’ generated by SNF handlmg 104 permanent site. - : :

‘Grven federal budget constrains. and the magmtude of the SNF and cleanup tasks being addressed in this EIS ‘cost estimates are vital 10 makmg an mformed choice " -
among the alternatives. DOE has indicated that pubhc opinion and cost will play 2 majoc role in its decisions regarding SNE. Delaying the public release of cost
unates until or near the date of the Record of Decision depnves the public of important mformauon requrred for making decisions. ' : ST



)

YOLUMEII

RECOMMENDATION: NO SPECIFIC ALTERNATIVE

RATIONALE:

-~

" Because the minority has significant problems with the SNF portion of the DEIS, those concems carry over to the INEL ER/WM DEIS. This process whereby the
INEL might be chosen as a de facto permanent SNF storage site is uniacceptable.- There are factors including groundwater, hydrology, location relative to SNF
sources and likely permanent repositories, and présent site facility 'prprems'whicﬁ make INEL inappropriate as 2 site for treatment and gither temporary or perma-
nent storage of additional SNF: g o ' ' ' : o : o

“In éﬁmmary,_ INEL:shqu!d not accept 2 major role in proce§sing wgsie 'ﬁﬁteﬂals from other siteéfat least unitil 2 bgrménént storage site is avaifable. The mi‘nbrity .
- feels the-draft EIS daes not address:the right questions.nor provide .sufﬁcicht and accurate enough information for the public to make informed decisions. - - .

" DISSENT TO THE SSAB MAJORITY POSITION ON THE o S
SNF & INEL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS

| Atits Aggﬁst 2930 'm.eet‘ing' the INEL Sité-Sﬁec_:iﬁé Advisory Board developed a set of respons_es;and récommerx_dati@ns regardmg the SNF & INEL envirorimental - -
i ixilpdgt stitement. We wish to dissent from that majority position for the following reasons: - .- - o " -
| SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL: |
- Teinporary actioris mdy become perrna_neﬁt ' s
-«0ur_dj§igréemént about what 0 do with sperit fuel is the cqré ‘of our dissent. We are conviced that choosing any of the existing DOE sites for temporary central-
. ed or regionalized storage of SNF is likely to become a de facto choice of that site for permanent storage. DOE representatives at our meeting gave us no assur-
ance that' any permanent geological repository could be developed during the 40-year time horizon of the EIS. ‘The DOE’s deaft land use scenarios document
echoes the pessimism that agreement can be reached regarding a permanent site: “Uncertainty in the opgmng of the WIPP increases the importance of the RWMC

_ serving as at leasta short-term waste management facility, if not a long-term facility.” Department of Energy, Long-term Land Use Futuré Scenarios for or the Idaho
* National Engineering Laboratory, August 1994, page 3. B ' : o '

What little movement presently exists toward permanent solution of the SNF/waste management dilemma is the product of public worries about the safety of the .
 present dispersed handling of these materials, and DOD concerns about the effects on its defense mission. We fear that if these materials-are moved out of peo-
-ples’ backyards, to temporary locations which are out of sight and have no political power, then the political will to pursue a permanent solution will evaporate. - -
 Cerainly, with the public's attitude toward transportation of nuclear mateials, if they are once moved to a site that is out of sight and out of mind, then the pubiic
will be very reluctant to see the material moved again. : ' : S S

Any site chosen for a centralized or regionalized role in SNF madagement -énd{empomrf storage will develop (or perhaps already hs) related infrastructure both -
onsite and in the surrounding community, as well as a population dependent on the jobs at the site. This local economic dependence, and the political pressures
. it fosters, make it likely that temporazy. actions will stretch into permanent nes. Inthe same way, the major investment in site facilities, once made, would be an
" investment that DOE:wouldbe'relucLarit to abandon in  further move to an eventual permanent solution. "~ ' ' '

Since there are such s(rdng reasons to believe that selection of a site for tempofary SNF nianagement and storage will in fact become a selection of that site for per-

; mimerit‘storhg‘e,‘we believe that the EIS is segious'!){ fliwed: We are concerned that this-assumption is implicitly embedded in the EI.S_-,, but not discussed explicitly.
We are cancerned that the issues important to the NEPA process for sglectidn of a site for permanent storage have simply not been discussed in this EIS. -
‘» Link to decisions on nuclear matecial from other sources _

ihile itis outside the stated scope of this EIS, the decision about what to do with SNF miay be ékpected to relate to decisions about the handling of other nuclear
" materials. If any site develops the skills and facilities for handling SNF, this may make it more likely that the same site will be chosen to also handle the additi_onal
nuclear matérials.” While the most plausible link would be to materials resulting from the dismantling of domestic and/or foreign nuclear weapons, our concerm '



extends even to commerciat SNF, which have so far not found a‘permanent home. The massive cost estimates for addmons/modxﬁcanons to butldmg 666 and for
dry SNF storage (from Volume 2, part B) l&d us to wonder whether the scale of these projects might be 2 “Trojan horse” for even more shipments of SNF to INEL.

_%eatment/reprocessing issues

We agree that some farms of treatment may be necessary to prepare SNF and waste matenals for permanent storage. However, we are concerned that proposals to
" develop SNF stabilization technologres involving the separatxon of fissile materials mtght in fact be a'back-door attempt to resume fuel reprocessing. If resumption
of fuel reprocessing is bemg considered (with all of its international politics and non-proliferation implications), then it should be discussed openly, and not buried:
in the details of the EIS. Sepatatxon of fissile matenals evenif it is done 1ust for storage technology and safety reasons, still raises these political and non- prolrfera-
tion concerns. : : : :

We are concerned that the EIS alternative of “regronaltzatton by fuel type,” whieh was favored by the SSAB ma;onty, is a way to assemble sxmrlar fuels at selected '
_ sites for ease in reprocessmg Otherwrse why ot ;ust regronahze by geography, and minimize the transportatron problem’ : : '

. SNF transport section- of EIS is mcomplete

While DOE has devoted considerable effort to looking at the transport of SNF to and-between the vanous sites, the analysxs stops w1th the material located at sites
. which are supposed (in most cases) to be temparary, While 2 permanent geological repositogy has not been identified, l:hlS does not excuse DOE from the need to -
o mclude the transport of SNF and:any wastes generated by SNF handling to a permanent site. Both.the economic'and the pohtrcal costs of this second move may be -
" very unportant DOE should address this in therr ttansportauon analysls by conungency analysrs (What if the Nevada site is chosen as permanent, what if INELis - -
chosen...) .~ : . .- :

Incomplete treatment of hmlth effects .
We are concemed wrth DOF's focus on “latent cancer fatalmes as if that were the only consequence from the altemanves studied in the EIS. As DOE recogmzes

~ “er health effects can result from possible acute and/or low level exposure to the radiation and hazardous materials inherent in SNF transportauon and site oper-
s.on. Having recogmzed that other heaith effects are possrble it falls to DOE to make known the full nature and extent to whtch people’s health i is at risk. '

_ Inaddition, should accidents happen in the course of tmnsponauon the physxcal enwronment is also placed atrisk. The EIS fails to fully address the unpacts from .
: transportatton accidents to air, earth, water, and wrldlrfe : :

. Failure to consider all options

. ,The EIS farls to fully consrder all the avarlable options for some SNF streams., For example the SNF from the Fort St Vram reactor might be held for the time bemg
in facilities presently available ot that-could be built at that site, rather than shipped to supposedly temporary storage at another regional or central site. There -
maybe options for storage of SNF from. university reactots. on-site (and there is the further question whether DOE's support of all these umversrty reactors is in the
national interest). There may be other non-US sites which could handle the foreign SNF as an alternative to shxppmg it here. - Having failed to address the environ-
mental unpacts of what may be other vrable alternattves, the EIS is mcomplete

. Iack of cost data

Given federal budget constrarnts and the magmtude of the SNF and cl&nup tasks being addressed in [hlS EIS, cost estunates are utal to making an mformed chorce
among the alternatives. In fact, DOE has indicated that public opinion and cost will play a major role in its decisions regardmg SNF. If the public is being asked to -
. make EIS decisions without cost information being available, and then actual implementation is dictated by budget realities, then the EIS processhas been a cha- o
_rade. Delaying the public release of cost estimates untrl at or nedr the date of the record of decxsron depnves the publrc of mformatron important for making deci- .
" sions, and this is unsausfacto;y : :

NAVY FUEL:

Permanence - lmpetus to find permanent site

Since Navy fuet makes up a large part of the addmonal SNF requiring management and storage, our comments above about the likely permanence of this suppos-
edly temporary action apply especially to the Navy fuel The existence of the Navy's Expended Core Facxhty at the INEL makes this a particularly difficult decision.



-

- Regarding permanent storage, we would much rather that the Navy feel a serious commitment to finding a good permanent site for a geologic repository, rather
than give the Navy access to a “temporary” solution which would sap its incentive to seek a permanent site. We would prefer to have the Navy on our srde in seek-
mg the best possrble permanent solution to SNF storage.

X Double shipment, 100 percent examination of Navy SNF

The Navy-would prefer to ship all spent'fuel assemblies.to INEL, examine them to provide input to its ongoing reactor research program, and then have-them
stored “temporarily” at the Idzho site. . If the temporary storage part ‘doesnt work out, then the Navy proposed to still ship all fuzel assemblies to an Expended Core g
Facility (at INEL or some other site) and then ship the materials back o their pomt of origin for temporary storage. We wonder whether this double shipment sce-

nario, with the high associated financial and pohtrcal transportation costs, mrght have been crafted to make the status quo of examination and storage at INEL look
better by companson : : o

We questron whether the Navy’ sob;ectrve of exammmg all spent fuel elements is really vital to its mission (especxally a mission appropnately conﬁgured to the reali-
ties and budgets of a post-cold war world) If the Navy's past fuel examinations have been- adequate surely they must have resulted in some knowledge about the
effécts of materials used, core position, use history, etc., on the fuel itself. If this is 50, then concentrating the examination on asmall | sample of spent fuel elements
that include alternative desrgns, materials or use histories should produce almost as much information to. support the Navy's mission as would complete examina-
" tiof. ‘Moving to sample examrnauon would make it much easier to smaller scale accommodate examination facrllttes at altemauve sites such’ as refuehng sitesora
' selected permanent -SNF reposxtory ' .

In fact we understand that, following the end of’ fuel reprocessrng operattons most of the SNF examination conducted in Idaho consisted of wsual and nondeStruc- ’
v observatton Apparently some 20% of fuel elements are examined in -any detail. Only a small fraction of these elements were examined. mvastvely, and that was
apparently done not in Idaho, but at the Beutis facilities at Pitisburgh. We are led to. wonder whether the examination issue isn’t really a Navy strategy 10 et the

: SNF to ldaho for "temporary’ storage : : < : .

_ INEL ERAWM EIS:

nee .SNF‘management and storage

” 'Because we have ma]or problems thh the SNF envrronmental impact statement, it follows that these concemns: carry over to the INEL ER/WM envuonmental impact-
statement We object to a process where INEL mtght be chosen as 2 de facto permanent SNF storage site vnthout a comprehensive decision-making process to
assess whether INEL i is appropriate for such use: It.is self-evidenit that DOE has targeted INEL as the location for storage of SNF--only INEL Has been analyzed in

. detail. We contend that no decrsxons on SNF can be made unul each potenual site has completed asite specrﬁc NEFA revrew :
The draft EIS fails to focus on the most basic question~name_ly whether the INEL site s suitable (and indeed the"best' altemative) for the receipt and storage of
additional SNF. We believe there are reasons, including seismic risk, groundwater hydrology, location relative to SNF sourcés and likely pennanent repositories,
and present site facility problems which make INEL inappropnate as a site for treatment and either temporary or permanent stofage of additional SNF. .

* Minimize receipt of waste from other sites.

A similar logrc has to apply to programs which would involve shtpptng waste from other sites to INEL Itis true that INEL has facilities and skills that could be used '
to address waste problems at other sites. Certamly, many m the commumty would welcome the jobs and i rncome whnch such programs would imply.

On the other hand many waste treatment dctivities would result in some matenals that are probably not appropriate-for permanent storage in Idaho For that -
© reason, we are very reluctant to see INEL accept a major role in processmg waste materials from other sxtes-at least until 2 permanent storage site is available.

. Support aggressxve srte cleanup

We had hoped that the draft EIS would provrde the breadth and depth of analysrs needed to make the right decrsrons for restoring the envrronment that has been
damaged by past activities at INEL, and properly managing the wastes that are stored at the site. The document fails to meet that expectatton The EIS focuses
‘astead on the receipt and storage of many additional shipments of highly radioactive SNF at INEL, at the expense of any comprehensrve treatment of alternatives
- _r environmental restoration and waste management at the site itself. The environmental restoration and waste management alternatives specific to INEL, for the
‘ most part, contain components that are unreasonable or- unrealistic. ‘None of them matches what DOE really plans to do ot should do. No rationale is provrded
for why particular-projects were considered in some alternatives and not in others. The likely: result of such a process could only be a mix and match of parts of the
various proposals-frustrating the opportumty for meaningful comment on the envrronmental acceptabthty of future management alternatives at INEL:



We. strongly support an aggressive cleanup of the INEL site and continued development of technology to accomplish this cleanup Budgetary constraints make it
imperative that the most hazardous sites be addressed first, but economics should not be used as an excuse to avoid cleanup of wastes that pose a hazard to rea- '
sonably likely uses in the long-t term futuré. Site practices may need further improvement to avoid aggravating existing waste problems or creating new ones. Much - .
< thrs cleanup may occur on-site to minimize transport, and it may be necessary-to temporarily store the resulting matenals an-site, even though someofthem % ..
tay be 1nappropnate for erther temporary Or permanent storage over the Snake Plan aquifer: ’ : -

* Failure to consrder Shoshone- Bannock trtbal mterests

- The draft EIS was prepared without srgmﬁcant consultatton with the Shoshone- Bannock Tnbe DOE pohcy recognizes the sovereign status of Indtan tribes and
requires the Department to consult with tribes before taking actions that may impact tribal interests and nghts ‘The trrbe hasa number of serious concerns that are_
_not adequately addressed in the EIS, several of which are hsted below. . ~

The Hazardous Matenals Transponatton Act authonzes lndlan tribes as sovereigris to regulate the transportation of such matenals across s5 their lands. Under this
authority, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have enacted ordinances regulattng the transportatron of SNF across the Fort Hall Reservatron Thts issue-of regulatory
authority, completely ignored in the EIS i of special concem to: the Shashone- Bannock Tnbes because most shrpments of SNF converge at and cross the Fort Hall
: Reservauon regardless of direction and mode of transpor:tatton

- ’Ihe EIS also fals to adequately address the tmpacts of altemattves on/ the many cultural sites.with possible srgmf' icance to the Shoshone Bannock Tribe. Apart from
the admission: that as many as 57,000 cultural sites exist on the reservation, “there Has been no comprehensive inventory, and ne systemattc assessment of the
effects whtch the vanous alternattves might have on ‘these sites. It is not acceptable to defer such studies. undl after decrsrons have already ‘been made

-

CONCLUSION'

We agree with the assertion made by Govemor Andrus in hlS tesumony on August 25 1994 that the SNF and INEL EIS both fall short and go beyond what is needed _

“Fust of all the INEL Envu‘onmental Restorition Waste Management Impact Statement is not comprehensrve It does not provrde an adequate descrip-
" . tonof ongoing activities and operatrons at INEL. Nor does it provrde enough detarl fbr us to evaluate the unpacts of past present and future DOE '

. activities.” - U L . . .

.

“Second the Programmattc EIS on spent nuclear fuel goes far beyond what Judge Ryan requrred for the: lNEl. envrronmental impact statement. That is,
. the Programmatic EIS looks at the.nationwide i issue of where to store the total inventory of DOE spent nuclear fuel over the next 40 years. It does not
focus on the concern that Idaho ratsed in the lawsurt namely whether INEL is a surtable site for the conunued recetpt of Navy spent nuclear fieland

- fuel from Fort St. Vrain, Colorado

“..Now why did they do this? Is DOE trying to tell us that we should thrnk of INEL and the storage ofall DOEspent nuclear fuel in the same breath’
That is certatnly the message Iget.” . _ o .

' We too feel that the draft EIS does not address the nght quesuons, ner does it provide sufﬁcrent and accurate enough tnformauon for the public to make reasoned
'. decisions. For these reasons, we dissent from the position adopted by the ma)onty of the INEL Specific Advisory Board on these issues.
_ Joel Hamilton, Brett Hayball Chuck Broscious, Beatnce Bradsford

Dated September 14, 1994 .
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Environmental' Managemént Site-Specific Advisory Board - Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
RECOMMENDATION:

DEPARTMENT' OF ENERG%QWNED '
SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL STRATEGIC PLAN -
R June 20, 1995 . -

. The Eavironmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board for the Idaho-Natiorial Engineering Laboratory (EM SSAB-INEL) provides the following recommenda- -
" tion in response to the three questions posed in the draft DOE-Owned Spent Nuclear Fuel Strategic Plan. The Board’s response to the three questions are Cross- ..
referénced to the attached document “EM SSAB-INEL Spent Nuclear Fuel Strawman Questionnaire Results,” which summarizes SSAB member attitudes and posi-

- tions on the more overarching concerns of SNF policy. T o ‘ o B

) .1.A -Should pd&ov_vne’d SNF be placad_vin the first geologic reposﬁory? :
' Generilly our answer is yes. However; we feel that the plan is deficient in several aress:

-~ #-The Strategic Plan needs {0 articulate more clearly the technical and political realities of opening the first geologic repository, and the anticipated lim- -

its at this site-on spaée available for DOE-owned SNF. Tht;- report should also address considerations related to a second geologic repository, such as.
'Limirig,_politiés,andcost._ 5 o ‘ o I ' E - |

.» 'The document shéuld include contingency plans which addréss what happens if repository sites dre not approved or are delayed, These plans should

" include discussion of the full range of possible contingency alternatives, presumably including treatment and aboveground retrievable storage.
¢ _The plan needs to address in greater detail the. process of determining waste acceptance c;iteria and identifying the actions necessary to bring DOE- - .

) " owned SNF into-compliance with those criteria. We recognize that NRC has fiot yet defined such criteria. o o

(- » Theplanneedsto address what will happen with any DOE-owned SNF that is not scheduled to go to a geologic epositary in-its present form.

5

gge v We cnéoumge DOE to continue the process of updating the SNF inventory.

~Related SNF stmwman questionnaire results: .

. #3 ‘R&D for t_:etfér, safer, faster and more costeffective handling, processing and storage of SNF.
. #4  Weshouldn' tell another state what to.do. o '
#5  On contingencies.in event no peﬁhanent solution is in sight.
#10 . Want assurance that SNF will be moved to a geologic repdsitory.
~ #11- Effect of actions on search for a permanent repository. '
A T #12 Doubt permanent solution is achievable. o :
#15 SN should be retrievably stored for future domestic or defense use.
#21  Geton with decision on second repository. ' K o 'A .

#2 Don't spend money to store SNF - use it beneficially.
#23 Quickly'decide on permanent repasitory.
#24  National problem requiring national solution.
.#25  Need for contingency plans. T

2. Should new.interim stééag’qfacilitios be licensed by the NRC? -

The SSAB concludes that such facility licefising by NRC should occur. There are several bases for this recommendation as follows: _

' * There is experien_ée and expertise in NRC and its contractors in the areas of stomgé and design and handling of SNE. _
e . . Since the NRC will license permarient disposal of DOE SNF, it is probable that the necessary characterization and validation technologies used by the

licensed commercial facilities will be required for DOE.SNF. Therefore, it makes sense to handle SNF in interim storage the same way as will be
required for final disposal. ' ' ' ' '



* The commercially accepted NRC licensing procedure, including publrc involvement and technical review of the adequacy of DOE interim storage
facilities by NRC would be useful. The Board is concerned with the necessary integration of all applicable regulations and orders into'a streamlined
' process, and the effect of such mdependent technical reviews on the public accessibility of the licensing process.
~* The proposed DOE licensability review using a SNF dry storage demonstration pro;ea to define the cost, schedule and techmcal 1mpl1catxons of
potenual NRC hcensmg makes sense. .

: These recommendauons are supported by Board responses in the strawman questxonnatrev '

) - # ‘R&D for better safer faster and more costeffecuve handlmg, processing and storage of SNF.
. #5 - Oncontingencies in event no permanent solutton isin SIghL
#8 On SNF storage vulnerabllmes '
“#13-° Onproperly funded interim storage.” . o L _ o
#19 . -Assureshortand long-term safety and well-bemg of workers, the public and the environment in processing and managing SNF and
e ;hamrdous waste T ' S ' '

v

3. Should somo DOE-Ownod SNF be regulated under RCRA?

" The SSAB feels that the tnformatton contarned in the DOE-Owned Spent Nuclear Fuel Strategxc Plan is tnadequate for the Board o form a quahﬁed optmon on tlns
"questton PR : S 4 } R . L _

e The document states: “Prekmmary valuattons mdtmte that only a small fraction of the many. types of DOE-owned SNF may potentlally exhrbtt the: »
_ chamctensncs of a RCRA hazardous waste” and funher states “process knowledge or more spedific ongomg evaluauons will be requrred to completely
" resolve the issue.” : : : _

* The SSAB-INEL recommends that DOE proceed with such evaluauons as the questton i5 premature untd the evaluauons are completed

R

. The Board exercise quesuons whxch may provrde gutdance are:

_#1 Use INEI. resources/knowledge base . : o
. #3 ° R&Dfor better, safer, faster and more costeffecttve handling, processing and storage of SNF
#6 Continue clean-up of existing SNF where currént knowledge indicates that problems exist.
_ #18 - Continue clean-up and upgrade SNF storage at INEL to address existing problems. ~ :
. #19  Assure short and long-term safety and well-being of workers, the public and the environment in processmg and managmg SNF

© and hamrdous waste

Reference is also made to the SSAB-INEL recommendauon on the S'I'P relauve to RCM



Environmental Management Site-Specif—i'c-Advisory‘Board - Idaho National Engineering Laboratory
RECOMMENDATION

PROPOSED NUCLEAR WEAPONS NONPROLIFERATION POLICY .
CONCERNING FOREIGN RESEARCH REACTOR SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL
' June 20, 1995

' The F.nvrronmemal Management Site Specrﬁc Adwsory Board for the Idaho Nauonal Engmeenng Laboratoty (EM SSAB-INEI.) recommends Management Altenative
' lasmepreferredaltemanveforthe Draft By al Impact Statement on 3 Proposed Nuclear Weapor Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Forefgn Research

.Ore mmonty perspecnve to- the recommendauon of Altemauve lis aruculated below and one mmonty perspecuve is ameulated w1th1n the altemauve Both are
" writtenin 1tallcs . _

' A}temauve 1 proposed that the Umted States. should accept and manage forelgn res&rch reactor (FRR) spent nuclear fuel (SNF) contalmng uramum of U S origin. © -~
The Board recommends this aIternauve with the followmg civeats:.” .
.. Any appropnate spent fuet contammg hrghly ennched uranmm (HEU) and low ennched uramum (IJ:'U) would be accepted only for a penod of ten
. years. L
: - Developmg natxons would be submdxzed, but the United Stata would charge a compemwe rate to other nations for FRR SNF management activities. ‘ " :
- “The aluminuni-based and TRIGA ('l'rammg, Research, Isotope Geneml Atormes) FRR SNE would bc managed atthe Savannah River Slte and the .
" Idaho National Engineering Laboratery. =
Mmonty Dperspective prowded by one Board member In talemg alummum based and TRIGA SNF from otber countries the Board sbould _
. encourage mvolved/appropnate federal agenaes fo negona:e with coumnes regardmg acceptable storage of FRR SNF or absorbmg SNF mto their
B existing reprocessing streams. -
. * The United States would take title to the SNF at specnﬁed pons of entry.
. Regularly scheduled commercial ships should be used to: provrde marine transport of the FRR SNF.
* Once in the United States possession, ground transport should take place by rail or highway, not by barge
* Dry storage technologrm should be used as often as possible, especially in any new construction. , :
- * Nearterm chemlcal separatxon blending HEU down to LEU, should take place in the United States, but only at facilities current]y performmg activi
- ties of this nature. No new reprocessing activities should be xmnated and only the FRR SNF should undergo blending down to LEU. No domestic
fuel should be reprocessed - ‘

- The EM SSAEINEL also urges conunued focus on a permanent geolognc reposntory The Board 'has also submitted to DOE a.recommendation on the SNF and INEL
Draft EIS. The comments. in that recommendation regardmg the management and transponanon of SNF remain apphcable We urge the DOE to- refer to that rec-
ommendanon as well. ©o

' Mmonty pmpecnve prowded by one Board member L

“q support a modzf ted Forezgn Researcb Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel Enmronmentaf lmpact Statemem No Actzon Altematwe wbtcb mc.’udes onsite storage of SNF
at the facility of origin; and absolutely-no reprocessing. The proliferation threat discussion is like lzstenmg toa couple of old farmers arguing over whether to
 shut the barn door after the borses bave run out. Solufions to radioactive waste management will never be developed uriless the generators bear full responsi-

- bility for bealtb safety, and costs of permanem dzsposal in tbe country of origin. Moreover; wzlbout this respomzbzhty, tbere will be no incentive fo s:op generat-

. ing more radioactive waste. - :

'DOE fazled to present a credible Programmanc Spent Nuclear Fuel Management Enwmnmental Impact Statement for current SNF inventories. Tbe fundamen-
. tal flaws in the EIS are recogruzed by US District Court, which quickly issued an m]unctzon against additional shipments to INEL upon request by the State of .
idaho. These two management plans are inextricably related and both contain the same fundamenial flaws, not the least of wbzcb is DOE’s denial that signifi-
cant quantities of SNF is dumped in shallow land burial at the Radioactive Waste Management Complex.”



Environmental \/Ianacement Slte Specific AdvrSory Board Idaho Nahonal Envmeennc7 Laboratory

. . RECOMMZENDATION .
- ~_I\IEL SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL VIANAGE’VIE‘\IT PLAN DOCU’VIENT SR
July 16 1996

INTRODUCTION

g The Envuonmental Ma.nagement Srte Specrﬁc Adv1sory Boa.rd to the Ida.ho Nauonal Encmeenng T
~ Laboratory (EM SSAB-INEL) met with Department of Energy (DQE) and Lo¢kheemd Martin -~ '+
Idaho Technologies (LMITCO) personnel during tis.July 16, 1996; rhéeting-of the Board in Idaho o
"Falls. Followmg detailed presentation and” discussion, the EM SSAB- INEL developed'the - ' .
following recommendation to the DOE and LMITCO The recornmendauon was consensus-based :
* - and it was reached unammmously

OVERVIEW

‘ The EM SSAB INEL has made recormnendattons and/or studled numerous documents and issues .
. regarding the- ‘management and disposition of spent nuclear fuel over the past.21 months. ‘During
.. that timé individual Board ernbers and the Board as a whole have questioned how all these . - :

. planning documents and related-agreements (such as the SNF.and INEL. ER/WM EIS/ROD, WM R
Programmatic EIS/ROD, Foreign Research Reactor EIS/ROD;, ‘Electrometallurgical Treatment-EA;
Settlement Agreement, etc.) are mtegrated to-provide a descnptlon of a procram to rnanacre spent

_i_nuclear fuel throuc,hout the Umted States and spec1ﬁcally in Ida.ho - -

‘w-The INEL Spent Nuclear F uel Management Plan document should be v1ewed asa posmve attempt‘ S
to provide for Idahoans and others one document that captures the programrnatic path forward and -, -
- outstanding issues for managing spent nuclear fuel at the INEL based on decisions made in other -
-~ documents, including those already subject ta or currently undercomcr Natronal Envrronmental
_ ’Pohcy Act (\IEPA) pubhc processes : N : S - :

3 Recogmzmg the dlfﬁculty in developmc an tntegrated document the Board apprecmtes DOE s and '
" LMITCO’s efforts to produce this document and comiunicate its objectives to this Board andto
the publtc at large. The following recommendations are in response to questrons asked ofthe . =
. Board at its ‘\/Iay meetm«7 These questxons are: - : : :

o 'Is the INEL Spent Nuclear Fuel Manacernent Plan provrdmg the level of detarl necessary to
' facrl.rtate mforrned reviews by stakeholders'7 o

. 'Are there any recommended unprovements the INEL Spent Nuclear Fuel Proaram can make to
S further deﬁne or convey the programmatrc path forward‘? SR B ‘

o 4”"/' .'

_— 'V_,What level of pubhc mput is appropmate for the H\IEL Spent Nuclear Fuel Manacrernent Plan’7 : '

E .. :.What avenues would be most effectlve in workm° w1th the F?Ubhc‘7



RECOVIVIENDATION
{ Related Board comments frOm the May meetzng follow each statement in, ztaltcs )

T l .' : Whlle the Board rnernbers found this-to be a difficult document to read, follow, and
© . understand, the presentation made by Al'Hoskins, LMITCO, at the May Board meeting ..
. clarified many items of the Plan and should be incorporated in future drafts. In addmon to
- following the specific sugg estions made i 2-5 below, other simplifications to the -
_ document will enable citizens to better-comprehend its scope and function. One suggestion
. 1$ to develop a simplified version based on the sug ggestions made aboye for pubhc ‘
_ Ad1str1but10n leaving the full.document as one that is.available upon.request. Anotheris to’
" revise the: document in“order to snnphfy and clarify information. For example the Board
* found the May meeting présentation-to be much rhore effective-in‘creating understanding
regarding -document scope and objectives than any review of the docurnent itself. DOE
- might consider capitalizing om that mformatlon and approach in sharmcr plan -related
: mformanon with the public. - e A

o Board member comments

.o,._ Watch color mz.x zn tllustratzons for those who are color-blznd.
Reduce acronyms : : ‘ :

C :j 2.7 ". Prov1de a clear sunple statement of plrpose at the start of the document pomnnc out that

' the path forward is guided by decisions made iri other documents (Records of Decision,
" Settlement Agreement etc.).” Specrfy those areas where questions remain and future N
"+ decisions are subject to public input, involvement, and agency dec151on-rnak1n°' e
(mult1purpose contamers, fmal d1sp031t10n etc.). :

.. The scope of the issue and. the docurnent has been best descnbed and put into ontext by
" the flow charts and graphs presented by Al Hoskins, LMITCO, to.the Board at-its May |
 meeting. Similar visual rnatenals should be mcorporated to put the document and 1ts rssues
- intoa nanonal and local context - :

- _‘ Board member comments

- Need “‘whble ”'pictu‘re L
o. User frtendly . :
Natzonwza'e vs. szte speczﬁc

Tt

3. - The mtroduchon should 1nclude a graph/chart showmc quantmes and types of spent nuclear L
-+ fuel, coupled ‘with a.similar graphic indicating associated vulnerabilities to provide a v1sual
:orientation to the scope of the program at the INEL. Quantities listed in a user friendly .
.~ format, as deplcted in the May presentatron o the Board, are more useful to the Creneral
o reader . , : R o e

'~Board member comments

e Need commonplace comparzsons '

"« SNF comparzsons s
e Entire INEL - ) _
K3 chtures of typzcal types of fuel wzth ‘man’ for size perspectzve ’



Other Board rnembers comments not hed to: 1 -5 above mclude

] Dr)r/w'et storage przfctures '
S implif cation of charts

L. Volume of each SNF stream

' The SNF quanttnes types and vulnerabthttes and how they are manacred need tobe
~* addressed. Flow charts depicted in the May presentation to thie Board can help readers
" visualize the path forward for these materials, DOE should consider using a-key to link

activities to decrsron~mak1nc documents (Settlement Acreement for example) reculahons '.

. and/or reguIatmc aﬂenc1es R

‘ Board member comments
; e C’Zear lines of accountable zmplementatzon
e .Ltcenszng concerns NRC/DOE
e Time line - especzally wzth flow charts ’

o Show INEL total system analyszs o

S e Relatzonsth between NRC. & DOE & DNFSB
o . Milestone dates emphaszzed

. Relatzonsth between dz]j’erent agenczes/programs/oovernments

e '.i'Promote workzng relaaonsth between dzﬁ‘erent agenczes/programs/governments
- e Complexity of various SNF stream treatments SR R

: Clearly 1dent1fy rrnpedrments to achrevrncr the ulhmate ob_]ecnve for spent nuclear fuel
~ 'Identification of-these’ impediments, both on a flowchart and simply listed in the text, -
.- provides the reader instant. identification of potential pttfa]ls and guides the. reader to areas '
*- where DOE requrres addmonal pubhc mvolvement R

: Board member comments ,
. e ~Cost trade-offs and ma]or cost drzvers by stream _:-
A‘ . Shtppzng route conszderattons up from port to Lewzston .
- Regssessment of how ( and why) pay for retum of FRR from countrzes known to have ’

" (officially or unofficially)- ‘nuclear weapons capability -
.- Don tneed any more detazls in order to make a deczszon

e . State wzde and regtonal publzc meetzngs

.o Encourage open-house meetings : L o
e Consider Board tnvolvement in brzeﬁngs to explam baszs for recommena’atzons L

.(communttyforum) RPN S e

et Use more graphs, pie ¢ charts pzctures L
" e Don’ t need ary-more, detaz[s in order to make a deczszon o

-
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. "Environmexit_al Ména_gémgnt-Si,te.Spec'iﬁi:- A_dviédry Board - {daho National Engineering f.aboratory Iv

© . .. RECOMMENDATION:
 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT FISCAL YEAR 1998 - .
. INTEGRATED BUDGET PRIORITIZATION - .

" November 15,1995 - .

. The Environmental Management Site' Specific Advisory Board - Tdaho National Engineering
- Laboratory (EM SSAB-INEL} met on November 14-15, 1995 in Idaho Falls, Idahg.. -

Following presentations and discussions with Department of Energy-Idaho Operations Office”

©* . (DOE-ID) and: Lockheed Martin Tdaho Technologies (LMIT) personnel regarding the” ™

. strategy for.prioritizing activities for the Environmental Management (EM) Fiscal Year . .
“ " 1998 (FY98) budget and as described.in the drafy INEL EM Priortization IPT Repert of -~ ..~ =+ 7 ..
" November 8, 1995, the Board participated it & facilitated, consensus-building process through "%~

- which. the -following recommendation was developed and unanitously adopted. i . e

The Boardsuggeststhat DOE-IDand LMTmcorpora.tethePrmClplesartxculatedbelow into - R v
- “the INEL’s development of criferia-for prioritizing activities, The Board’s principles have . vl

" ~been priofitized in descending order; with the_:fn_:__tps't'impc.jrftan_t"'p'rihcip_le listed first. .~ " DL o

- The E_ﬁvifonr_ﬁenta;l Maﬁéggmeﬁt .S'i.te',S'ij_e.ci'ﬁjc':‘ ‘Advisory Board to the Idaho N_"é;t‘i:ohéi-‘ : . .
' “Engineefing’ Laboratory -has made ¢leven recommendations to’ the Déepartment of Energy. -~

."Idaho Operations Office:(DOE-ID) describing its perspectives on DOE activities. Within- *. " :.'
" those recommendations exist overarching principles on which the Board feels policy, . . .~

~ . programmatic, and budget decisions should be made: - A 'recommiendation on the EM FY98-

" Prioritization: List should articulate and integrate thosé Board ‘principles which are‘essential - - o

to making prioritized decisions. In order to give DOE a more substantive opinion.on the .

. prioritization of specific’ projects; the most effective way would be to go through the = = A

! prioritized list project by project..

- .- Inconsequedtial waste an
.- -high risk wastes are treated. S

; pe - .Risk:-Ba:s'e'd Prio.ritizat'-io'n&"fhg EM SSAB-INEL advocates-the use of nsk isa béé__is; e
-, for setting priorities at the INEL. “The Board also recommends ‘that.the DOE focus dallars.

and effort to ensure that environmental remediation and waste ‘fmadagement activities - .

_.-©  underwayare addressing the most pressing risk issues first.” Ensurg that environmental, S
"o cultural, public, and worker safety measures are in place as‘the work is pursued.” Relatively- =
te and waste streams ought to receive attention only after. significant and . -

D S Yy

< 20 Integration: .’_l’h-e,B'_'oé:'rcfér’icd;ffageéf{the DOE to make decisions factoring nrisk, [

pocrihlint o loliorsbfndudiniedd

" cost, budget realities, regulatory.requirements, viability of innovative technologies, and - -

i ultimately, t

he abjlity- to complete the’ highest prierity tasks as expeditiously as ;pi‘c‘is.;ible'.l

e T3 o 'Ejn'vi'rdhmenf!a'b 'Protéc‘tion;"'.The'EM'SSPLB‘—NEL‘ comsiders protection of the Snake -

River Plain Aquifer a paramount concern. ‘Continued federal managemeant of the site is -
anticipated, with fig- residential development: Agricultural development should be .hm;ted; o



_,orazmg Cultural resources on site must be preserved -These standards should be factored into

1 decrsrons reIated to envrronmental rernedratron and waste manaaement

4 (tze) Core Competencres The EM SSAB-ENEL is concemed about the lono term vrabthty
of the INEL in meeting its ‘waste managerent and ‘environmental remed1at1on mission, .

~ including. researchand development to meet.the needs of the EM program - Spekcifically, as -
. -described in the’ following:. maintain INEL technical core competencies required to conduct

~ the research and development in scrence/engmeermg and applrcattons to'develop new .

. technologtes and. facilities; and assure:there is.an appropnate mix of personnel with expemse L )

- -dnd knowledge of the exrstmg facrhty operating characterrstrcs and 'to. preserve ‘the P
- " institutional memoery.-of the aging INEL facilities. DOE ‘stiould- also support dew research and
: ~development mtttatwes to clevelop 2 future 1ndustr1al 'oase when cIeanup 1is- completed '

. _,ﬁ.-; 4. (tze) Ftsca_l Management. The EM SSABJNEL recogmzes tlrat the IN'EL is among the
" - ¢leanest DOE ssites in the complex: ‘The Board' does not want the INEL and the State of -

. Idaho to"be penahzed for its better ‘management and technical practices by receiving fewer. N

~ " dollars to- 1mplement the activities requrrerl at-the INEL. The EM SSAB-INEL emcourages -~ -
. .- the DOE to invest i INEL capabtltttes whether, through technology . ‘development, contmuedr.vii S
rntegratlon efforts ‘or. privatization, for the benefit of the rest of the complex dnd the : P

. counftry in solving “environmental réstoration,: waste rnanaaement' ‘and technology o
.. . development issues.. “The Board believes that a 'DOE goal. should be to keep costs at a. level
compa.rable to that mcurrecl by the pnvate sector for srmllar actlvmes B : ;

Natwnal Waste Dtsposal Solutxon The DOE rnust agvresswely pursue a SOhlflOD. to

:locatmg and, actwatmg a nafional reposrtory, Both for current and future needs. A solutron to

o this national problem mist be. spearheaded bY DOE Headquarters as the a.ppropnate federal

i acency m thrs matter

o 6.. Pubhc Involvement The EM SSA.B INEL encourages contrnued pubhc mvolvement

I 'early 4nd throughout ‘the. decrsmn—makmcr activities. at the INEL;- The Board encourages-the : o

o _DOE to remain responsrve tqg public concerns. arid rmplement genuine public: involvement.
: :actrv1t1es as well-as- aclvrse the pubhc as cleanup and remedratron are’ accomphshed
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Envrronmental Management Site Specrﬁc Adv1sory Board Idaho National Engmeenng Laboratory _
RECOMMENDATION

ENVIRONN[E‘ITAL MANAGE’VIEVT FISCAL YEAR 1998 *
INTEGRATED BUDGET PRIORITIZATIO‘I '

March 20, 1996 -

INTRODUCTION

The Envnonrnental Management Site Specific Advrsory Board to the Idaho Natronal
Engineering Laboratory (EM SSAB-INEL) met with Department of Energy (DOE) and
Lockheed Martin Idaho Technologies (LMIT) personnel during’ its March 20, 1996 meetmg
of the Board in Idaho Falls: Following detailed presentation and discussion, the EM SSAB~
INEL developed the following. recommendation. to.the DOE and LMIT. The .

o recommendanon was consensus—based and it was reached unanunously

RECOMMENDATION

On November 17, 1995 and Ianuary 17 1996 the EM SSAB INEL provrded

recommendations to DOE and LMIT on the. progress in ‘budget prioritization. A

_ presentation was made on'March 20, 1996, which- further updated this progress -and responded'
" to earlier Board ¢oncerns. The Board. would like to extend congratulations to-Enoch Miles
" . and Lori Fritz; DOE-ID, and Jo Ferguson, LMIT, for an excellent presentation. The Board.

has increased.confidence. in the budget prioritization due to.the improvements and °

*_clarification made to the process. The use of personnel from multiple programs and support

orgamzatrons (for example the Murder Boards) has we beheve led to a more defénsible .
budget. r

» 'For future presentatrons the Board suggests the Pnorrtrzatron Criteria graph should be

amended. Just'as the Mission and the Environment, Safety and Health columas are detailed, -
we suggest the Regulatory Compliance colurnn be drvrded into-a) lrabrhty for. non-comphance
and b) risk factorsr : . ‘

"The Board endorses the accelerated cost concept, e3pecra11y pursuing ‘the Accelerated Hloh

Level Waste Immiobilization Plant. - The Board feels that accelerating this project will ensure
compliance with the Settlement Agreement sooner and at an estimated §1B. life-cycle.cost .-
reduction. We-alsa support early reduction in mortgage costs 'whenever possible. The Board
is interested in assuring that the necessary Reséarch and Development (R&D).is ‘adequately

- funded for developing new technologies. R&D efforts should be focused and mtegrated m
' order to avord duphcatron of technologms berng developed elsewhere .

We have several concerns mcludmg

1. 'The potentral for the DOE-ID budget to bear the ‘cost of transportmg Fore1gn Research

Reactor fuels. Developed natrons should bear all costs related to return of U. S ongmated
" _spent fuel from their countries.

2. We encourage further examination of construction prolects Wrth the goal of ehmmatron o

or reduction in scope in order-to achieve cost savings.

3. We continue to support the development of and fundmo for an INEL vrsrtors center at
Experimental Breeder Reactor-], and that DOE-ID pursue the p0551b111ty of 1nteracrency .
‘and rnteraovernmental support for thrs endeavor .



4. We encourage DOE attention to the budoet implications of 11ab1ht1es due'to regulatory
non-comphance in light of recent State of Idaho legislation embodied in the

Envxronmental Audxt Act

B Agam we would like to emphasize our apprematxon for the thorouOhness and quahty of
‘ today s EM budget pnontxzanon presentatlon '




Citizlens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

FISCAL YEARS 1999 AND 2000 BUDGET REQUESTS

INTRODUCTION

The following recommendation is submitted to the Department of Energy’s Idaho Operations Office
(DOE-ID) as the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL) Citizens Advisory
Board's (CAB) comments on the Fiscal Year 1999 and 2000 Bu;lget Requests.

DOE-ID recently asked the INEEL CAB to provide input that the agency could use to support its efforts
to develop budget requests for the INEEL for Fiscal Years 1999 and 2000. The agency presently expects
(based on budget targets provided by the Office of Management and Budget) that funding levels for the
two fiscal years will be insufficient to stay in compliance with laws, regulations, and agreements,
including (but not limited to):

The Idaho Settlement Agreement; N

The Federal Facility Agreement/Consent Order;

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compénsation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

Signed Records of Decision that result from compliance with CERCLA and RCRA;

The Hazardous Waste Management Act;

The Clean Air Act;

The Federal Facility Compliance Act;

The Clean Water Act; and

The Safe Drinking Water Act;

R
NS

The INEEL CAB has been involved in numerous compliance decisions that have resulted in significant 1
cost-savings and increases in efficiencies. It appears unlikely that many more significant cuts can be i
made without affecting the site’s ability to staying in compliance.

Executive Order 10288 requires federal agencies to submit budget requests that will allow full ;
compliance with all applicable enforceable laws, regulations, commitments, and agreements and with :
voluntary actions (like the Voluntary Consent Order). It does not allow agencies to “pick and choose”
among compliance commitments.

The budget targets provided to DOE-ID by DOE-HQ would not provide adequate funding to meet DOE’s
compliance commitments to the State of Idaho and the Environmental Protection Agency. The INEEL
CAB rejects the concept of choosing between compliance commitments with regard to the INEEL and
urges DOE to submit budget requests in compliance with Executive Order 10288. ;

RECOMMENDATION # 38 MARCH 30, 1998







Environrnental Management Site-épecific_Advisory Board - Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

‘ RECOMMENDATION:

- IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING LABORATORY '
DRAFT SITE TREATMENT PLAN
December 7, 1994 -

_ INTRODUCTION-

" The Envu'onmental Management Site Specific Advxsory Board - Idaho Natronal Engmeenng Laboratory (EM SSAB-INEL) met Decémber 6-7 1994 in Idaho Falls and
" developed their recommendation on the INEL Draft Site Treatment Plan (DSTP) after having studied the plan with the assistance of Department of Energy Idaho
Operations Office (DOE-ID) and Lockheed Idaho Teehnologres Company (I.ITCO) personnel The meeung was fac:htated and the recommendation was obtamed .
via consensus and it was unammous : : r

'OVERVIEW ., o

With the assnstance of DOED and LITCO staff the board conﬁrmed the followmg assumptxons regardtng the DSTP These assumpuons were utd1zed in the devel-
opment of the recommendatlon ' :

1 Thattheplan1smandatedbyFFCAtoensurecomphancewrthRCRA. - A o _ . : o ‘

-2, Thatall hamrdous and mixed wastes.are umformly regulated by RCRA regardless of nsk and volume DSTP addresses only mixed s waste (mtxed waste is waste
’at is both hamrdous and radtoactlve) : :

-3, ’I‘hat the DSTP was prepared based upon RCRA compliance and fot on cost]beneﬁt or risk analysis. That selectton of trmtment technologles and 1mplementa-
tion time will be dependent upon the DOE’s negotiations with the State of Idaho ‘ -

' 4 That the DSTP has rdenttﬁed treatment technologres for mch waste stream and addmonal 1mproved technologres may be developed
’ 5 That the schedule for mixed waste treatment s dnven by the FFCA negotiations with all parties, and the DOE budget
6. 'Ihat this plan requlres some mtegratton with other DOE Sites, states and tribal govemments and that such natronal coordrnatxon will be difficult.

7. That the State has the overall lead and will decrde how much public mvolvement it wants durmg negotrattons (Further clarification wﬂl be forthcoming from the
State of Idzho via Steve Hill, INEL Oversight ex oﬂlelo) ' -

" 8. That waste, treated or otherwrse, will requrre storage for an unknown amount of time and ‘that drsposal demsrons have not been made.

~ RECOMMENDATION. -
cosT

In the present national budget cltmate it is apparent that fundmg for treatment of mixed waste at the INEL is presently, and will continue to be, limited to some
“tent. Consequently, it is urged that the DOE prxontrze the INEL Site Treatment activities on the following basis: :

. * Initial expenditures should be applied to treatment of those wastes that pose the highest risk to site workers, offssite citizens, the aquifer, and
air quality. :



. * More of the present and-near term expendrtures should be applied to actual treatment as opposed toa continuation of waste and waste stream
charactenzauon of very low risk and very srnall volume wastes, - :

e Waste treatment should be conducted in the most cost effecnve manner possible to meet regulatory standards; consrderauon should be given to pnva-
tization of s much of the effort ds possrble and relatrvely inconsequential wastes and waste streams should recetve attention only after the significant
and high risk wastes have been treated. : ‘

RISK -

_The Board is aware that the Site Treatment Plan must meet the legal requrrements of RCRA Within RCRA constraints, the Board believes that the aCtual site treat-
ment should be nsk-dnven and closely related to the potentral impact of the specrﬁc waste. A clear delmeauon of nsk ensures the rmplementatton of necessary
" . treatment. - - - -

‘

: Therefore itis recommended that DOE consrder the followmg tenets in regard t0 the lNEL Site Treatment Plan

e Each waste ot waste’ stmm should be evaluated on the basxs ofits quanuty, physrcal state, hazardous and radrauon components and ultrmately, the
 risk-to site workers, the general public; the aquifer, and air quallty to determme the schedule for mrxed waste treatment requrrements This evaluauon
shOuld form the basrs for DOE’s recommendauons to the State of Idaho for schedulrng expendrtures :

e Rrsk'based evaluatrons should be conunually applied at variods steps in the tr&tment process to assure that hmxted Eunds are applred ﬁrst to the tregt-
. ment of waste havmg the htghest nsk . :

. Enstrng treatment technologres should be unhzed wherever reasonable to put the waste mto a stable and retnevable form The form for the waste
should fiot be dnven by the anucrpated acceptance criteria or trmmg ofa nauonal reposrtory ‘

e S e e Pt;_usu‘c INVOL\/EMéNT ,
From a broader perspective than the DS’I’P but engendered by its review of this document the INEL SSAB has some comments on the pubhc involvement process
o utilized by the DOE. It is crucial that the site workers, local resrdents tnbes and other stakeholders know what is bemg done mcludmg the State S. mvolvement

Your attentron is therefore directed to the followmg concerns. -

< All practrcal avenués; 1nclud1ng an Execuuve Summary and the use of publrc mvolvement professronals and techmcal experts, should be used to.
: rnform the public of the key aspects of the Site Treatment Plan and other related plans

. As cleanup and treatment proceed and remedlauon of waste problems is actually accomplrshed advrse the: publrc onan ongorng basis.

. Provrde a bnef but clear road. map of document integration. to make it clear how various plans are mterconnected and how they rnterrelate with
. nauonal plans ' : . . .

.. Avenues should be pnovrded to allow the publrc to be mvolved in subsequent actrons rncludmg the Consent Order negotrauons



Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION
A DOE “Focus on 2006” Discussion Drafts,
“Contractor Report to the Department of Energy on the
Environmental Management Baseline Programs and Integration Opportunities (Discussion Draft)”

and the DOE-ID EM FY 1999 Budget Priorities Document

July 16, 1997

INTRODUCTION

The INEEL Citizens Advisory Board has studied, evaluated, and investigated the proposed
actions of the Department of Energy relating to the budget planning for waste management and
cleanup of the INEEL site and the entire DOE complex and provides the following
recommendations. For ease in review, the recommendations are made on specific program
planning documents. However, more than one document may be germane to the
recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION

The Board is concerned that budget distributions to the various sites are apparently not
compliance and risk driven, but are scaled to some arbitrary historic allocation, which refutes any
argument that there is any “unifying vision (that) will drive budget decisions, sequencing
projects and actual actions taken to meet program objectives,” as stated in the Focus on 2006
Plan vision. An example of this arbitrary allocation is the INEEL allocation of 6.8% of the $6.0
billion budget and 6.9% of each of the $5.5 billion and $5.0 billion budgets. This appears to the
INEEL CAB as an abrogation of the responsibility EM has to determine allocations based on
compliance and risk. The CAB also notes that neither the $5.5 billion or $5.0 billion cases
provide sufficient funds for INEEL to maintain compliance with the Settlement Agreement or
other enforceable agreements in FY 1999. DOE should recognize and emphasize the’
relationship between the “Focus on 2006” plans and budgetary decisions.

The INEEL Board does not believe that the environmental damage done to the various sites or
existing potential hazards are the same at each site. DOE Headquarters has the opportunity and
responsibility to integrate a regulatory compliant, risk driven program of environmental
management. It does not appear to have taken that opportunity or responsibility, but has backed
away from managing the program by providing arbitrary goals for reducing support costs,
obtaining project improvements in expenditures, and achieving annual productivity
improvements.

Page |



The INEEL Board believes such goals may be worthy, but does not believe they should be a
universal standard for high and low risk sites and programs, for varying degrees of compliance
requirements, or for unequally efficient Management and Operating (M&O) operators.

Therefore, our recommendations are as follows:

1. Inits next version, the 2006 Discussion Draft should

a. Be more cleanly structured for ease of review, and should be clear, concise, and
consistent, integrating information from the individual site and other DOE planning
documents.

b. Delineate the regulatory and compliance dnvers for budget distribution project-by-
project and site-to-site along with the consequences of non-compliance.

c. Describe accurately the highest risk to lowest risk programs at each of the DOE sites
and show how the budget allocations are reducing these risks by 2006. Risks to be
included are environmental degradation, worker and public health and safety, and
risks to future generations.

d. Provide a clear and consistent basis for the anticipated cost savings site-by-site based
on existing program (or project) costs (both direct and indirect); demonstrated support
or overhead cost saving achieved to date since FY95; and the basis for support cost
reduction. The Board currently believes that DOE has arbitrarily established the
performance enhancement targets, which include the support cost reduction to 30%,
and achieving annual productivity improvements of 3.5 percent for definable projects
and 6.0 percent for operations. DOE should be more realistic in defining its goals.

e. When privatization is purported to be 30 to 50 percent cheaper than M&O cost type
contracts, explain the consequences for failure to fund privatization to the $1 billion
level requested in FY 1998. For INEEL, this would be the initial increment of $671
million total for the AMWTP and SNF dry transfer in FYs 1998, 1999, and 2000. In
the absence of these funds, the Settlement Agreement Milestones cannot be met.

f. Explain precisely how the funding is anticipated to be provided to assure the TRU
pits and trenches cleanup will be accomplished.

g. The Board supports the schedule in the “Focus on 2006” Discussion Draft to.issue the
EIS for the ROD for the INEEL HLW activities in 1999. However, the Idaho
Settlement Agreement has overall goals that may be achievable by using other
technologies for treating HLW (e.g., calcining). The State and DOE are urged to
explore the most cost-effective and efficient ways to meet these goals when
completing the EIS.

h. Include a concise definition of what is included in the referenced equlty
considerations” and explain the potential options for achieving equity among sites.

2. The Contractor Complex-Wide Integration effort and report is applauded as the first effort the
INEEL Board has seen in the vital area of attempting to convert the national EM Program
from an accumulation of numerous narrowly focused site specific problems to an integrated
program to resolve key issues. The INEEL Board stands ready to support such an effort in
the nation’s best interest, so long as it can be done while protecting the citizens and
environment of Idaho, which we believe is not only a must, but doable. In the interest of
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furthering.the complex wide integration effort, the Board offers the following comments and

advice.
a.

We believe the approach and strategy are excellent. The document offers an excellent
comparison of alternatives based solely on technical capability. We urge DOE to use
and support the purpose and findings of the document and expand the scope to other
DOE programs.

We believe the various TRU initiatives, including transportation initiatives and
consolidation of TRU waste from sites with small inventories to sites with greater
inventories is logical, although it will require careful planning and execution, public
and states involvement, and regulatory negotiations.

We believe equity (transfers of waste for treatment, storage, or disposal) should have
greater significance than relatively minor dollar savings.

The overall savings of $1.3 billion in enhanced TRU management should be pursued.
The $300 million savings in MLLW appear to be based on logical premises and
should be implemented to the extent possible. Since DOE is moving toward NRC
regulation, the “De Minimis” level might be adopted from the BRC (Below
Regulatory Concemn) level developed by NRC in the late 1980’s.

The $400 million in LLW savings appear reasonable.

In the area of Environmental Restoration the suggested actions to save $600 million
are logical, cost effective and have minimal, if any, environmental, public, or worker
impact and should be implemented to the extent possible.

The HLW program changes and savings of $18 billion are the most impressive and
are worthwhile investigating. The issue of disposing cesium and strontium in Idaho if
INEEL HLW is shipped to Hanford will require state to state negotiations between
Idaho and Washington.

The $3 billion cost avoidance at INEEL to close the HLW tanks may be of less
concern to stakeholders than to the State of Idaho regulators, but will be considered
by the Board in its HLW considerations.

3. Although the following partially duplicates comments provided by the CAB on the “Focus
on 2006 Discussion Drafts,” they specifically apply to the INEEL Budget Priorities Summary
for Fiscal Year 1999. The Board recommends:

a.

The INEEL EM program should be funded such that achieving compliance with all
legal, regulatory, and Settlement Agreement requirements and minimizing risk are the
primary drivers. The funding should also be adequate to avoid anticipatory breach of
compliance in future fiscal years. The Board is convinced that neither the INEEL
allocation proposed in the $5.5 billion nor in the $5.0 billion DOE EM budget are
adequate to meet this requirement.

It is vital that privatization funds, or their equivalent, be added to the Base Budget to
support the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project on the previously agreed
schedule or a major portion of the Settlement Agreement will be compromised. The
Board finds this to be unacceptable. DOE is responsible to allocate sufficient funds to
support all Settlement Agreement commitments, including high-level waste



treatment, spent nuclear fuel storage, and the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment
Project, even if the privatization funds are not authorized by Congress.

As in previous recommendations, the CAB recommends DOE ensure consistency among the
“Focus on 2006 Discussion Drafts and other DOE planning efforts and pursue options to
increase efficiency and effectiveness. In addition, the CAB suggests implementation of good
recommendations made by independent groups. In the past, some highly-prestigious, national
commissions (e.g., Galvin) reviewed DOE sites and programs and suggested how DOE could
operate more efficiently. These are mentioned in the DOE Strategic Plan as “Past
Achievements,” although the recommendations were not largely implemented. Where
appropriate, DOE should implement the recommendations that would help EM achieve
accelerated site cleanup and long-term cost reduction.

The CAB also urges DOE to open both the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and the Yucca Mountain
repository. While the WIPP opening has again been delayed, and Yucca Mountain has yet to be
approved to open, the “Focus on 2006” documents and other site plans are providing for disposal
of waste according to criteria based on these locations. Much time, effort and money has been
spent on treatment and planning transportation routes, when the repositories are not guaranteed to
open and waste acceptance criteria are still being debated. In addition, there are no contingency
plans in place for disposal of TRU and HLW in the event that the locations do not open. The
CAB believes a more rational approach would include full identification of optimal solutions for
each waste stream before finalizing the planning details.
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Environmental Management Site Speéiﬁc Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION
INEL TEN-YEAR PLAN

September 18, 1996

INTRODUCTION

The Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board to the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory (EM SSAB-INEL) met with Department of Energy (DOE) personnel regarding the
INEL Ten-Year Plan during the July 16-17, 1996 meeting. Board members attended a June video
conference and an August stakeholder forum featuring Al Alm, DOE Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Management, both of which focused on the EM Ten-Year Plan. The Board
developed the following recommendations td DOE-ID on the INEL Ten-Year Plan at the September
17-18, 1996, meeting.

RECOMMENDATIONS

While recognizing that all cleanup will not be accomplished in 10 years, the Board endorses the
concept of an accelerated 10-year cleanup schedule and recommends that the proposed activities
{ . outlined in the INEL Ten-Year Plan receive full funding to bring waste’ management and cleanup
../ activities to a rapid conclusion. Specific recommendations regarding various facets of the INEL .
Ten-Year Plan are given below. e

Settlement Agreement

The Board agrees that the Settlement Agreement provides strong funding justification for
accelerated waste management and cleanup at the INEL. The Board continues to be concermned that
a threat to the aquifer comes from the storage of 1.8 million gallons of liquid radioactive waste,
containing several million curies of radioactivity. The Settlement Agreement supports an
accelerated schedule for conversion of this liquid waste to a more stable form. The Board strongly
supports this 50 percent schedule acceleration for liquid waste stabilization, with the completion
date moved from 2075 to 2035. The Board also supports the acceleration (from 2018 to 2015) of
removal of large quantities of plutonium (i.e., transuranic, or TRU) wastes from over the aquifer
and out of the state.

Spent nuclear fuel (SNF), has been stored, handled, processed, managed, and controlled safely
and efficiently at the INEL for more than 40 years. Due to concerns of the state’s residents and
officials, the Agreement states that in 1999, spent nuclear fuel will begin to be converted from wet
storage to safer and more dependable dry storage. By 2023, all fuel will be in dry storage and by
2035 - 235 years earlier than previously scheduled -- all existing SNF will be gone from Idaho to a
permanent repository. The Board strongly endorses this improvement.

The Board also endorses the guarantee that none of the 92,000 shipments of commercial nuclear
fuel the government must begin accepting next year will ever come to Idaho.

Recommendation on INEL Ten-Year Plan
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The Board recognizes that there are some concems.

* The financial penalties are not excessive, and DOE could determine it is easier and more cost- @
" effective to pay the fines rather than adhere t0 the Agreement. '

e The Agreement specifies enforceability by the federal court, which can sentence federal
officials to jail and can award financial damages to Idaho if DOE fails to meet the Agreement.
However, history shows that the federal courts side with the federal government and there is
concern that if milestones are missed, the terms of the Agreement may not be enforced. Also,
the Agreement does not collectively address the interests and concerns of other states, such as
Nevada and New Mexico, that are candidates for permanent waste disposal. Idaho could
become a de facto repository if no permanent disposal site is established.

The Board endorses the Agreement, but cautions that it will only be successful if DOE complies
fully with the terms stated. The Board expects and recommends in no uncertain terms that DOE
meet each established milestone.

Integration and Timing

The Board recommends that the Ten-Year Plan realistically define a path forward for cleanup at EM

sites and become better integrated at all levels, both site and complex wide, to avoid duplication of

activities and facilities. The Board is concerned that the site plans are not adequately incorporated

into the national plan based on the current timetable, particularly since the site plans are due to

DOE Headquarters the same day the national plan is scheduled to be released to stakeholders.

Where specific milestones in the INEL Plan are dependent upon the schedules of other facilities

such as the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant and the Yucca Mountain repository, contingency plans

should be provided. Where the Oak Ridge plan states that wastes or SNF will be sent to the INEL
. for “long term storage,” for instance, the Board expects itself and the citizenry of Idaho to be kept
. ully informed by DOE as to how, or whether, this fits isto the SNF EIS and the INEL Ten-Year - . @
“i'Plan. Where it is stated that “6,700 kilograms of enriched uranium would be ... shipped offsite”..

or “treat and ship transuranic and low-level (including mixed wastes) offsite” from Rocky Flats,

the Board requires clarification of what “offsite” means to INEL.

Privatization

The Board recognizes that privatization may be problematic given the complexity of activities and
contractual requirements at EM sites. The Board does support privatization where it will reduce
costs and eliminate duplication of effort/activities in the governmental system. The Board urges
DOE-ID to maintain the appropriate technical knowledge base at INEL as essential support to the
privatized activities. The Board recommends DOE-ID examine the potential life-cycle costs and
activities associated with privatization and demonstrate the basis for economic benefits prior to
moving forward with specific initiatives.

Waste Minimization and Pollution Prevention

The Board recommends that DOE-ID capitalize on waste minimization at INEL. Waste
minimization efforts can and should span the breadth of programs from treatment and disposal of
currently existing waste, minimization of current waste streams, and planaing for future waste
streams that will come from decontamination, decommissioning, and environmental restoration
activities. An integrated program of waste minimization and pollution prevention should be
developed and explicitly incorporated into the Plan.

Technoloey Development and Treatment

Recommendation on INEL Ten- Year Plan
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The Board has consistently encouraged DOE-ID to continue to develop and improve technologies

». 1o complete waste management and environmental remediation tasks more efficiently and cost
. effectively. The Ten Year Plan must offer a clear rationale for the technologies currently being

planned for development. The listing of “INEL Identified Needs Prioritization™ contained in
Appendix A does not articulate the needs of the Plan to support its accomplishment. For example,
“Removal of Undissolved Solids from Tank Waste and Dissolved Calcine” is a mechanical
separations issue which has traditionally been resolved by the use of centrifuges. This does not
appear to warrant development of a new technology. The Board recommends that the “needs”
listing be clearly defined, justified, and prioritized, and realistic budgets and schedules developed
promptly.

The Board also recommends that DOE-ID accelerate the treatment of various waste streams to:

1. Stabilize and remove the highest risk liquid waste at an even faster rate than that in the Ten-Year
Plan

2. Ensure that waste and spent fuel are in the most stable form possible for future storage,
transportation, and/or disposal

3. Optimize the options, schedules, and life-cycle for disposal of all waste streams. DOE should
also accelerate evaluation of newer technologies for the possibility of waste minimization and early
achievement of final waste forms. An example might be the remaining sodium bearing liquid
waste that is legally a mixed transuranic waste and may be eligible for disposal at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant after stabilization rather than at a high-level waste repository.

The Board applauds DOE for the far-sighted Ten-Year Plan with the accelerated timetable.

Recommendation on -Year Plan
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John Wilcynski

U.S. Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office
850 Energy Drive, MS 1203
Idaho.Falls, 1D 83401-1203

Dear Mr. Wilcynski:

The attached is submitted by the Idaho National Enginecring and Environmental Laboratory
INEEL Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) as our recommendations and comments on the U.S,
Department of Energy’s (DOE) Druft Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure document. We
reviewed both the national volume and the INEEL site-specific volumes of the Paths to
Closure document in preparing this submittal,

A total of 59 specific recommendations comprise it, organized into 9 broad categories.

-Several of the specific comments and recommendations are directed at DOE's ldaho

Operations Office, while others arc more appropriately dirceted at the dcpaerent as a whole.

' We trust you will convey them all appropriately.

The submittal was approved by consensus on May [, 1998, following significant ¢ffort on our
part. Board members participated in a total of 15 committee confercnce calls and a special
meeting in April to develop this rccommendation. Those cfforts were supported extensively
by DOE-ID staff and their efforts are greatly appreciated.

The Board looks forward to DOE's response to this recommendation.

Sincerely, v

Charles M. Rice, Chair
cc: Jumes Qwendoff, DOE-HQ
- Martha Crosland, DOE-HQ (EM-22)
Larry Craig, U.S. Senate
Dirk Kempthorne, U.S. Senate
Mike Crapo, U.S. House of Representalives
Laird Noh, Chair, Idaho Senate Resources and Environment Committee
Golden C. Linford, Chair, Idaho House of Representatives Resources and
Conservation Committee
Dolores Crow, Chair, Idaho House of Representatives Environmental Affairs
Committee
Linda Milum, Chair, INEEE, CAB Focus on 2006 Commitiee
Gerald Bowman, DOE-ID
Kathleen Trever, State of Idaho INEEL Oversight
Wayne Pierre, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X

Jason Associates Corporation = 477 Shoup Avenue, Suite 201 * [daho Falls, [daho 33402
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Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho Nationut Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

Final Recommendation
Draft Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure Document

INTRODUCTION

The [daho Nationul Enginecring and Luvironmental Laboratory (INEEL) Citizens Advisory Board (CAD)
commends the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) [or producing the Draf! Acce. erating Cleanup! Paths to Closure
document (hereafter called Parhs fo Closure). An integrated approach to management of the environmental
management (EM) program across the entirc DOE complex has been nceded. This document represents a good first

step.

The INEEL CAB appreciates DOL’s efforts to respond to public comments on previous versions of the document.
Attachment B to the INEEL-specific volume of the document provides a uscful tool for communicating with the
public about the comments DOL received on the previous version of the document and how those comments were ©
addressed in this reviscd version. We understand that site-specific volumes for other sites did not include a similar

attachment.

‘The INEEL CAB commends DOE on its obvious efforls to communicate the nature and extent of the problems
addressed by the EM progrum. Appendix A in the sitc specific volume for the INEEL oflers a concise presentation
of appropriate and necessary information to help stakeholders understand the complexity of the progeam. ‘The
“footbull field” diagram (Figure I of the INEEL site-specilic volune) helps stakzholders visualize the volumcs of
waste products managed at the site. We also appreciated presentations provided by DOE personnel on the
document as they allowed an enhanced understanding of how the INEEL’s EM program fits into the averall picture,

We do have concems about and recommendations on hoth the national and the INEEL site-specific volumes of the
document which urce presented below, They were formulated based on our understanding of the programs as
described in the document and other information provided to the Board to support our review, While most of the
points ruised in this recommendation have application for the cntire DOE complex, we have included site-specilic
examples to illustrate our points where appropriatc. Fach specific recommendation appears in a bolded typefuce
and has been assigned a number to assist in tracking,. '

CLOB:}_L RECOMMENDATIONS

(G-1) In order to achieve a fully-integrated appmach, the INEEL CAB recommends that DOE incorporate
waste streams under the ausplces of other DOT programs (outside the EM program) into the Paths fo Closure
document. Such waste streams should be portrayed on the baseline disposition maps, as well. For example, the

‘wastes managed by Argonne National Laboratory - West (ANL-W) should be included in the Paths (o Closure

document.

(G-2) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE add a diagram (similar (o the football ficld diagram) to each
site specific volume of the Patlts to Closure document depicting wastes by their level of radioactivity. Sucha
diagram will cnhance the stakeholders’ understanding of the nature and extent of DOE's stewardship
responsibilities at cach DOE site.

April 30, 1998
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(G-3) The INEEL CAB recommendy that DOE integratce the maonagement of the environmental restoration
(ER) program with the management of the waste management (WM) program to the extent possible. In
addition, the wastes depicled on ER progrant baseline cisposition maps should be incorporated into the other,
relevant maps for cach site. For example, low-level wastes (LI W) that result from implementation of the ER
program at the INEEI should be managed in the same manner as LLW under the auspices of the EM program at the
INEEI and they should appear on the INEEL LLW Bascline Disposition Map,

(G-4) The INEEL CAB recominends that DOE add improved descriptions to the docwnent for all projects—
such ay Nayy projects —not under the auspicey of the DOE EM progrum. This is especially important for all
projects that DOE is or will be reliant upon in complying with enforecable laws, regulations, agreements, and

commitments. .

(G-5) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE prepare annusl progress reports on activities and
accomplishments under the Accelerating Cleanup program in addition to periodic revisions to the document.
Such progress reporting should occur in coordination with other annual progress reporting, such as cfTorts at the
INEEI to support the Site Treatment Plan. The Annual Accelerating Cleanup progress reports should document
progress toward meeting commitments made in the 1998 Parhs 1o Closure document. The annual progress reports
will cosure that stakeholders are able to more [ully understand program continuity,

(G-6) The INEEL CAD recommends that DOF, pursue waste minlkmization efforts to the extent practieal. The
manner in which waste minimization ¢fforts will be applied at cach site should be included in the descriptions of the

" sites in the Parhs to Closure document. The descriptions will allow stakeholders to develop an understanding of

how such efforts contribute to the responsible management of the M program, The Annual Accelerating Cleanup
progress reports (see Recommendation G-5 above) should include information on the effectivencss of waste
minimization efforts,

'(G-7) The INEEL CADB recommends that DOE provide n hetter explanation of and more fully integrate the
concept of programmatic risk throughout the Parhs to Closure document. The document should alluw
stakeholders to develop a better understanding of how programmatic risk alfects management of the program,

(G-8) The INE£1, CAB recommends that DOE develop strategies for minimizing programmatic risk plans
for these prujects with the highest progra'tymatic risks, We further recommend that DOE develop
cantingency plans for the same projects in cuse the preferred path forward cannot be implemented. ‘The Drafi
Paths to Closure document assumes that Yuccu Mountain will be available as a waste repository, but it lacks a
contingency plan should the fucility fail to open. The Annual Accelerating Cleanup progress reports (sce
Recommendation G-5 abovc) should identify new contingency plans devcloped as a result of problenis expericnced
in implementing the commitments in the 1998 Paths tv Closure docurnent,

(G-9) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE present funding needs in a way that will allow stakcholders to
understand when funding shortfalls would exacerbate the programmatic risks. That information will enhance
the public’s understanding of how important adtquate funding is to the DOE’s ability to fulfill its commitments and
mission, : '

(G-10) The INERL, CAB recomsnends that DOFE delineate all enforceable compliance requirements and the
budgets necesvary to comnply with those requirements for all DOE site in the nutional volume of the Parits to
Closure document. While comparable infonmation may be available in each of the site-specific volumes, that
presentation does not atlow for comparisons among sites.

(G-11) The INEEL CAD recommends that DOE consolidate the summary tnformation for cach DOE site In
Appendix E of the uational volume and climinate Chapter 3. The splitting of site summaries between Chapter 3
and Appendix E does not serve any useful purpose. It could also be misconstrued Lo mean that the sites in Chapter 3
are preferred to those in Appendix L, even though there is a disclaimer in the text.

RECOMMENDATION £ 41 ' April 30, 1998
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RECOMMENDATION # 41 ' A ' April 30, 1998

(G-12) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE apply the concept of mortguge reduction to further identify
potentinl for achicving economices within the program. The concept should be explained better and integrated

mare tully into the document.

(G-13) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE clarify its definition of “closure™ as it is not well
communicated in the Draft Paths to Closure document. It is not clear if closure means completion of the EM
program at a sitc or closure of the site altogether. The term “critical closure path” similarly needs clarification.

(G-14) The INEEL CAB Insists that DOE take measures to ensure that cleanup will continue at the INEEL,
The schedule in the national volume of the Draft Paths ta Closure document indicates that INEEL will be the last
DOE site to be cleanced up. The INEEL CAB is concemed that means that cleanup of the INEEL. is of the lowest
priority to the Department. As depurtmental funding will surcly decline over lime, we fear that the INEEL will
never be cleaned up. Such an outcome would be completely unacceptable to stakeholders in Idaho.

(G-15) ‘The INEEL CAB recommends thut DOE develop and present its plans for coordinated intersite
handoffs of waste and discuss these plans in the Patlis o Clusure document, For example, the bascline
disposition map for Spent Nuclear Fuel at the INEEL shows an ultimate disposition for INEEL-SNF-10 being a
“handoff to the Navy,” yet provides little information about that handofF.

(G-16) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE add deseriptions of the decivion-making process that will be’
used to sclect the ultimate disposition for each of the waste streuams that are degignated with “'o-Be-
Determined” (TBD) dispositions on the hascline disposition maps. The deseription should include a list of
candidatc afternatives being considered in the decision-making process and identify the schedule for completion of

the process.

(G-17) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE identify and aggressively pursuc technology development
and deployment efforts needed to support cleanup and closure activities, Annual Accelerating Cleanup
progress reports (see Recommendation (3-5 above) should report performance milestones for technology
development and deployment.

i N
P . v
= %

BUDGET RECOMMENDATLONS

The INLEEL CAD recognizes that the Draft Paths 1o Closure document is neither 2 decision document nor a budget
document. We do recognize huw important the document will be in establishing policy with regard to the pr ograms
portrayed, however. As a result, we have scveral recommendations with regard to the budget implicutions of the
dncumcnt that are discussed in this section.

(B-1) The lN EEL CAB insists that all budgefs presented in the Paflis to Closture document must reflect
adequate budget and werk scope to allow full compliance with all enforceable laws, regulations, agreements,
and conmitments as required by Executlve Order 12088, 'The INEEL CAB has been old that budget targets
provided by DOF-I1Q will not allow for full compliance with all laws, regulations, agreenients, and commitments at
the INELL. This is unacceptable. The DOE must request sufficient funds for full compliance.

(B-2) The INEEL CAB recommends that life cycle cost estimates prescnted in the Pathy to Cloyure document
should be ealculated using one consistent approach for DOE-Headquarters and all field offices.

(B-3) The INEEL CAB recommends that the Pathy to Closure document provide more dotailed cost estimates.
For example, we would appreciate an explanation ol the variation over time (e.g., the peaks und valleys) tor all fifc
cycle cost estimates provided in Appendix A of the INEISU site-specific volume. In addition, stakeholders and
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representatives of the State of Iduho’s INEEL Oversight Program should be kept informed about the INEEL cost
estimating process, &s appropriate.

(B-4) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOF establish and implement a charge-back system across the
complex as soon a3 possible for churging all generators for treatment und disposal services. For example,
Argonne National Laboratory—West (ANL-W), the Naval Reactors Facility (NRIY), and others should reimbursc the
INEEL For costs associated with treatment and disposal of wastes generated at their facilities,

(B-5) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE identi(y the compliance milestones that would be achieved

and those that would be jecpardized under baxeline and farget budget scenarios for the entire complex in the
Paths to Closure document. The annual Accelerating Cleanup progress reports (see Recommendation G-5 above)
should clearly identify how changes in target budgets will alTeet the Department’s ability to comply with regulatory

obligations at each site.

(B-6) The INEEL CAB recommends thut DOE provide plans for funding In the event that adequate
privatization funds are not provided. This will be especially important for future projects that must be
implemented (o meet compliance milestones which are reliant on privatization funding, INEEIL examples that
concern us include the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project and the interim dry storage for Spent Nuclear

Fuel.

(B-7) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE identily budgets for all unfunded mandates as soon as
possible. We are concemed that unfunded mandates jeopardize the budgets for all projects, One example is the
Foreign Research Reactor (IFRR) project at the INEEL.  Annual Accelerating Cleanup progress reports (see
Recommendation G-§ above) should include information on program performance that allow 1 comparison between
what each site is expected to do over the year and what it was unable to complete as a result of unfunded mandates.

{B-8) The INEEL CAD rccommends thuat DOE provide n better explanation of the differences in costs and
schedules presented in Exhibit 2-10 of the Paths to Closure national volume. (The exhibit illustrates how the
Drajt Paths to Closure document dilfers from the previously released Focus on 2006 discussion Draft,) We noted,
for example, that DOL now predicts that Savannah River Site will be cleaned up much more quickly than it was
thought a yepr ago, with little added cost. By contrast, Oak Ridge will be clcaned up a little more slowly, but the
cleanup willBe significantly more costly than previously thought. {{anford and Rocky Flats will be cleaned up
more quickly and for less money, The pateern is not apparent and the oversimplified explanation is not very helptul,

LOW-LEVEL WASTE PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS (J% SM

The INEEL CAB submits the following recomimendations with regard to the low-level waste (1.1, W) program as it
is portrayed in the Uraf} Paths tv Closure document. ' :

(LLW-1) The INEEL CAB recommends tfmthOF. clarily the strategic direction for the LLW program by
promptly Issuing the LLW Record of Decislon (ROD) for the Programmatic Eavironmenta) lmpact
Statement (PEIS) for the W program. Timely completion of the ROD will not only allow for resolution of the
TBD dispositions for specific wastes in the LL.W program, but will also allow for more cfficient and responsible
management of the overall program.

(LLW-2) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE-ID continue disposal of LLW at the Subsurface Disposnl
Area (SDA) only ITit is consistent with the final remedial action selected for the SDA under the ER program,
If the final remediul actjon sclected for remediation of the SDA will involve removal of LLW from the SDA,
disposal of I,LW should not continue at the SDA and DOE should make provivions for interim storuge.

RECOMMENDATION #41 ' A April 30, 1998
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(LLW-3) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE-ID contlnue its plans tv close down disposal ol contact-
handled LI, W at the SDA by 2006 and remote-handled LLW disposal at the SDA by 2008.

(LLW-4) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE-ID develop contingeney strategies for contact-handled
LLW disposal at INEEL after 2006 and remotc-handled LLW disposal at INEEL after 2008 in case
appropriatc off-site disposal sites are not aviilable,

(LLW-5) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE consider the possibility of manuaging LLW under a
strategy based on the duration of the radioactive waste half-lives.

(I.LW-6) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE develop a contingency strategy for LLW treatment in case
the agency is not able to favorably resolve the current litigation with Yaste Control Specialists. "This litigation
could threaten the agency's ability to contract for LLW treatment at a commercinl LLW treatment facility if the
litigation has not been resolved by the time the Waste Experimental Reduction Facility (WERF) shuts down as

planncd in 2003,

()

MIXED LOW-LEVEL WASTE PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

‘I'he INEEL CAB submits the following recommendations with regard to the mixed low-level waste (MLLW)
program as it is portrayed in the Oraf? Paths to Closure document.

(MLLW-1) The INEEL CAB recommends that DO clarify the strategic direction for the MLLW program
by promptly issuing the MLLW ROD for the PEIS for the WM program.

(MLLW-2) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE develop a contingeuey struategy, including funding
requircmcnts, for treatment of MLLW in casc the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project (AMWTP)
does not proceed as presently seheduled.

(MLLW-3) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE develop a contingency strategy for MLLW disposal in
cuse the agency is not able to favorably resolve the current litigation with Waste Cuntrol Specialists, ‘This
litigation thréatens the agency's ability to cdntract for disposal of MLLW slated for disposal at a commercial
Subtitle C disposal facility.

(MLLW-4) The INEEL CAU recommends that DOE-ID upgrade and maintain the WERF in an operutional
state as long as the facility Is cost-effective, it can be permitted, and it can be vperated sulely within
regulatory guidclines. Due to the difficullics involyed in permitting new incineration facilities, DOL is urged not
to shut down WLRF until a viable complex-wide alternative is operational,

'3 w
HIGH-.EVEL WASTE PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS LT "

The INEEL CAB submits the following recommendations with regard to the high-level waste (HLW) program as it
is portrayed in the Draft Parhs to Closure document,

The INEEL CAD prefaces their recommendations on the HLW program by noting that the INEEI, HLW Baseline
Disposition Map presently portrays Lhe program baseline. An EIS for the HLW program is ongoing and will
evaluate alternatives that may be preferrcd to those in the bascline and may be selected in the ROD. For cxample,
grouting the low-aclivity waste back into the tanks mity not be supported by the ROD for the EIS. We request a
continuing opportunity 1o review the status of the HL.W EIS ulong with pertinent supporting documentation.
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(HMLW-1) The INEEL CAB recommends that DQF.-1D continue Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) permitting activitics for HLW processing (including the calciner) so that the specific EIS alternative
ultimately selected for inclusion in the ROD ¢an be implemented with no delay in the program. Any delays
would reduce DOE’s ability to comply with the Idaho Scttlement Agreement.

{HLW-2) The INFEL CAB recominends that DOE resolve the question concerning sodium-bearing waste
cutegorization and cnsure that the resclution is conxistent with the language in the Idaho Settlement

Agreement.

(HLW-3) The INEEL CAB rccommends that DOFE clearly distinguish HLW from sodium-bearing waste and
MLLW throughout the Puths to Closure docunient and on the INEEL HLW Baseline Disposition Map. The
mup states that the INEEL has 10,000 m? of [ILW. Our understanding is that 4,000 m” of calcine meets the legal
defnition of HI,W, whereas the balance (about 6,000 m"*) does not meet that definition.

(HLW-4) The INEFL CAB recommends that DOE-ID consider alternatives to its deeislon to enleine, While
culcining reduces short-term risks, it doesn’t appear 1o make sensc to caleine the remaining 1.4 million gallons of
sodium-bearing liquid waste and then dissolve the caleine prior to treatment,

(HLW-5) The INEE L CAB recommends that the budget presented in the Paths to Closure document for the
INELU HLW program be reconsidered. There is an apparent disconnect belween the budget presented in the
draft document and whalt is curvently budgeted for the I, W program at the INEEL., The budget should be

consistently presented,

TRANSURANIC WASTE PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

The INEEL CAD submits the following recommendations with regard to the transuranic wasle (TRU) program as it
is portrayed in the Draft Paths to Closure document.

(TRU-1) The INEEL CAB rccommends that DOT, develop contingency plans In case any one or combination
of the following conditions cannat be met—all of which are neeessary to ensure that the TRU program will
mect the terms of the Tdaho Settlement Agreement:

The Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) must open as planned and DOE must resolve any legal actions
filed against the facility promptly, -

© WIPP must geta RCRA Part B Penmit to allow acceptance of those TRU wasles at the INEEL that huve
hazardous components,

" Fundiug for the AMWTP must be ade;quatc (regardicss of the future of privatization funding),

The WIPP enabling documentation and the WIPP waste acceptance eriteria (WAC) must be changed
allow for the disposal of all TRU waste to which DOE holds title (without régard to point of origin) and all
wastes that are managed as TRU waste by DOE (because of comparable health and safety risks), and

DOE must give INCEL priority for receipt of the available TRUPACTS (shipping containers certilied for
the shipment of TRU wastes) if the number of those containers will limit the ability to support shipment of
TRU to WIPP in accordance wilh the schedule outlined in the Ideho Settfement Agrecment,

(TRU-2) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE-ID develop a contingency plan for treatment of TRY waste
in the SDA in case the contract option for the AMW'I'P is not exercised.

QN A4 TZ7N'0ON at:aT 26, TN AHUW Y 920C¢c <807
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(TRU-3) The INKEL CAB rccommends against building doplicate processing facilitics for TRU waste at
vther DOE sites as we feel such construction would constitute an unnecessary expense. In order to limit the
number of shipments to the INKEL to the extent possible, TRU waste that can be treated at the site of

generation should be.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS ({\(ﬂ"

The INEEL CAR submits the following recommendations and one comment with regard to the wastes resulting
from cleanup efforts conducted under the ER program as portrayed in the Drafl Paths to Closure document.

(ER-1) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE-ID conduet ER projccts across the INEEL and within each
waste area group (WAG) at the INEEL in accordance with 3 prioritization based on the risks that are posed
to human health and the environment.

(ER-2) The INEE[; CAB recommends that DOE-ID develop its ER budget at the INEEL on a conservative
basis to provide assurance that the total volumes can be managed responsibly. We are not confident that the
volumes listed for the various waste streams resulting from the ER program are accurate nor that the budget
estimates for the program are accurate for out-years,

(ER-3) The INEEL CAB recommends that the Put/is to Clusiere document Include cost estimates for the
Remedial Investigatlon/Feasibility Study and Remcdial Action of the Tank Farm Solls.

(ER-4) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE based cost estimate for cleanup of Pit 9 in the Parfs fo
Closure document on DOE-TD’s estiimate of costs for remediation under the contingency plan. The cost
estimate presently reflects the fixed-price privatization contract that is under dispute. We are concerned that the
$132 million that was set aside for the privatization contract For remediation of Pit 9 will not rosult in effective
cleanup.

(ER-5) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE use a planning scenario of 100 years before vesidential land
use will oceyr in the vicinity of cxisting facilities at the INEEL. We support the planning basis that would
prevent residential usc for 100 years, That planning basis should be uniformly applied throughout the INGEL.

In addition, we offer one comment on the ER program as it is portrayed in the document. The INLEL CAD is
uncomfortable with the plan to continue pump-and-treat operations at Operable Unit 1-07B at Test Area North as a
long-term solution. We look forward to the results of the treatability studies currently being conducted to identily
remedial alternatives, We are hopelul that a remedial allernative will be identilied thart will be less costly and more

clfective than the pump-and-treat operation.
)
(e

The INEEL CAD submits the following recommendations with regard to the spent nuelear fuel (SNF) program as it
is portraycd in the Draft LPaths to Closure document.

SPENT NUCLEAR l"l:jEL PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

(SNF-1) The INEEL, CAB recommends that DOE develop a contingeney plan In case it {s not possible to .
implement the present plan for procurement, construction, and licensing of SNF dry storage lacilitics In time
to meet the commitments in the Idaho Settlement Agrecement.

(SNF-2) The INEEL CAB recotnmends that the section on the INEEL's Integrated SNF program he
rewritten, It presently lacks sufficient detail to provide the reader with an understanding of the Dry Storage Project
(privatized or otherwise). The technology development required for (he “dry interim storage and preparation for

RECOMMLENDATION # 41 , April 30, 1998
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offsile reposilory dispusal” is not described. Itis also unclear what the “new privatized dry transfer system and
modular storage facility” is and how it fits into the Dry Storage Project.

(SNF-3) 'The INEEL CAB recommends that DOF provide adequate funding for privatization projects
supporting the SNF program. We are concemed about the future availability of funding for privatized projects.

(SNF-4) ‘The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE develop contingency plans in case lawsuity threaten J(s
abllity to meet compliance milestones. In parlicular, we are concerned about the impact from lawsuits related to

the FRR project.

(SNF-5) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE develop a contingency plan in case there is no repository
available to receive all of the SNF froin of Tdaho by 2035 in accordance with the Idaho Settlement Agreement.

(SNF-G) The INEEL CAB reconumends that DOE-ID develop a contingency plan for sodium-bonded fuel at
ANL-West in cage the current research and development cfforts fail to identily an effective treatment
technology that is acceptable to stakeholders. '

BASELINE DISPOSITION MAP RECOMMENDATIONS
The INEEL CAB makes the following recommendations with regard 1o the baseline dispusiﬁon maps:
(BDM-1) The INREL CAB requests that DOE (1) modify the bascline disposition maps to reflect i’y own
review und incorporation of non-technical considerations (including regulatory, political, equity, and

stakcholder considerations) or (2) DOF. issue an explanation to the SSAB chairs as to why those
considerations did not impact ou the waste dispositions portrayed on the bascline disposition mups previously

-released In the Contractor Report to the DOE on Envirenmental Management Baseling Progrums and

Integration Opportunitles (Contractor Report). DOL-Headquarters personnel made & commilment to the Site-
Specific Advisory Board chairs at the October 29-30, 1997 meeting that DOE would review the bascline disposition
maps prepared by the contractors and incorporate non-technical considerations into the baseling disposition maps
included in this revision of this document. It is not apparent that this commitment was curried out.

ey
s

. A . -
(BDM-2) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOE continue to make every effort to ensure the baseline

- dispositiou tnaps can be casily understood by the public, We suggest, for example, that the maps do not need to

present all of the information needed by system engincers, The maps should be tied to more detailed information
for those who want it, however.

(BDM-3) The INEEL CAB recommends that DOF, provide whut is known about waste forms and the
expected range of volumnes for “To-Be-Determined” quantities of wastes on the baseline disposition maps.

(BDM-4) The INEEL CAB reconimends that@ll of the baseline disposition maps should be consistently
designed and formatted and all hand-offs of wastes within sites and between sites should be correctly and
consistently portrayed. ’

(BDM-5) The INEEL CAB recommends that the baseline dispositlon maps indicate when new facilities will be
required to fulfill treatments depicted on the maps. The {unding for new fucilities will always be less certain

. than for existing Facilitics.

RECOMMENDATION # 41 ' April 30, 1998
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Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION

Environmental Documentation Process for the
Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project

July 16, 1997

INTRODUCTION-

The INEEL Citizens Advisory Board has had numerous discussions, presentations, and
committee deliberations on all aspects of the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project
(AMWTP). Representatives of DOE, LMITCO, and BNFL have led and participated in these
discussions, providing the Board and members of the public with a thorough understanding of
the purpose, timing, products and costs associated with the future operations of the project.

DOE, in considering waste stream management and continued operations at the INEEL, has
performed and prepared appropriate environmental analysis and documentation in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act, including the “Department of Energy Programmatic
Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management Programs Final Environmental Impact Statement” (SNF and
INEL EIS) completed in 1995. This document establishes the generic management and
environmental baselines for subsequent proposed activities and facility operations. Itis our
understanding that these baselines were assumed in the Request for Proposal for the AMWTP.

RECOMMENDATION

Considering the costs and time associated with full development of an Environmental Analysis
and subsequent Environmental Impact Statement, the Board recommends DOE undertake a
Supplement Analysis approach to the AMWTP. The Supplement Analysis should incorporate
the non-proprietary specifics of the contract with BNFL, including other environmental
compliance issues that are applicable. The Board recognizes that the SNF and INEL EIS covers
analysis for a ten-year period (from 1995-2005) and the AMWTP will operate beyond that time
frame. The Supplernent Analysis should address the additional requirements for the anticipated
operational life of the facility.

Although not part of the formal process to complete a Supplement Analysis, the Board urges
DOE to assure broad public education and involvement throughout the process. The Board also
requests DOE provide a status report in September, including the results of additional data due in
August, any non-proprietary results of the environmental analysis completed on the BNFL
proposal, and DOE’s plans for proceeding. If DOE intends to pursue amending the Record of
Decision for the SNF and INEL EIS, the Board would like a presentation on the specific public
involvement activities that DOE intends to incorporate into that effort.



' _Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory- '

-~

RECOMMENDATION - -
INEL LOW-LEVEL WASTE PROGRAM
o " Sepfember 18,1996 - -

s INTRODUCTION' =~ "
" The Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory -Board to ‘the’ Idaho National '
-~ . Engineering Laboratory (EM SSAB-INEL) met with Department of Energy personnel at its
" May 21-22, 1996, meeting and received a presentation on the disposal options for INEL -

- low-level waste (LLW). During the July 16-17,:1996, meeting, Board members had the .
" . opportunity - to :participate; in’ various | le-talks supported by Lockheed Martin Idaho

.. - Technologies - Company personnel..  These ‘table-talks provided ~detailed information >

" regarding LLW treatment; storage and disposal. The Board received additional information,

"+ atits September 17-18,.1996, meeting and developed the 'fqlldwivng_reco;nmendat@pn.

| "The Board'was asked to pravide comumients (6 the Deparimerit ‘of Energy on the current -~~~
. "INEL low-level waste program and its components.. ‘Based on: informiation received in

" s_evera;lip;ese,ma".tion_s_ to the Board, it_sx;dngly recommends DOE-IDy - .7 . ..
74" Recategorize low-level waste, Considestability, solubility, fedctivity-and the level
-" " andfor type of radioactivity.te recategorize LLW. This will allow DOE-ID to manage

‘the various types. of low-level waste more -appropriatély. “For example, consider the 1.7

. small amount.of LLW that is. “high risk” separately for.treatment, storage and disposal

. options.” The Board recommends DOE-ID dispose of all LLW-as- cost-effectively. as

- .possible, evaluating both on- and off-site options for treatment, storage and disposal. -
DOE-ID should utilize an integrated management system to-efficiently balance volumes,
-risks and costs." . L, ' R

; A':; Integrate .Enviro:nmehtal'Réstoratidn (E’R) and ‘Waste Management (WM) activities in -
* order to dispose of the radioactively contaminated INEL soils efficiently and. more Cost-

" effectively.. The Board therefore requests information and presentations from DOEID " o

""" regarding future plans for a soil repository at the INEL; including any consideration of
" disposal of WM waste at an ER repository.” .o T R .

' o -Prioritize and -capitalize’ on pollution prevention and waste minimization- in " alf

| operational . activities, including D&D. activities.. = Aggressively -jmplement a_ - N

“chargeback” system to motivate generators to decreasé the volume of waste produced.
This incentive program would result in cost savings and assist DOE-ID in extending the
_capacity of ‘the Radioactive ‘Waste Management Complex (RWMC). . Consider the
waste minimization solutions employed in the nuclear utility industry. and examine the
applicability ~ of commercial solutions to government-owned =~ waste, including



(re)instituting worker - incentive: programs.  Emphasize pollution prevention and
recycling programs as a means of dealing with waste more effectively. Continue to
employ volume reduction techniques, where waste generation cannot be reduced.

e  Maximize the use and life-span of existing facilities which are already permitted, such
as the disposal capacity at the RWMC: If shown to be cost-effective, maxirnize the use
* of the Waste .Experimental Reduction Facility (WERF), extending the timeline for its
operations, and consider 2 potential léase arrarigement where WERF could continue to
operate beyond 2003 as a private facility. Ata minimum, coordinate activities at WERF -
" with. activities.'scHeduled for the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Complex to
maximize the use of both facilities and achieve the most cost-effective solution.

T e _ Clarlfy the technical capabiliticé of the _private sector and the poieﬁtiél costs associated”
| with privatizing treatment of LLW and report these to the Board. Subsequently, allow
the Board to review these issues and offera recornmendaﬁon.' R
_The*Board recommends DOE-ID contine to streamline activitiés for maximum efficiency
and cost savings in the treatment, storage and disposal of LLW." = . o .




JOINT STATEMENT OF THE IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING AND
ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD AND THE
HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

September 17, 1997
Post Falls, Idaho

The Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) and the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory Citizens Advisory Board (INEEL CAB) have received information and presentations
on DOE and contractor planning efforts. These have occurred during Board and committee
meetings of both boards separately and during a joint session between the INEEL CAR and
representatives of the HAB on September 16, 1997. Both Boards have previously and separately
provided advice/recommendations on the Focus on 2006 discussion drafts, the Contractor-Led
Integration Report, and the Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS).

Based on the information the Boards have received and subsequent discussions among members,
the Boards respectfully submit the following comments related to the Focus on 2006 efforts, the
Contractor-Led Integration Strategy, and the WM PEIS:

* Each of these efforts is based on assumptions regarding intersite transfers of waste and
materials. It is not clear, however, that the assumptions made in each of the planning
documents are the same or that the decisions will align. These documents appear to have
resulted in parallel and uncoordinated tracks.

* The Boards urge DOE to continue efforts to develop a coordinated decision-making process
related to intersite transfers.

* Both Boards urge DOE to provide adequate funding to ensure full compliance with all
legally-binding commitments, including the Idaho Settlement Agreement, the Tri-Party
Agreement and all Tribal agreements. '

We look forward to your response.



Envrronmental Management Site Specrﬁc Advisory Board Idaho Natronal ‘Engineering Laboratory

RECOMMENDATION

INTEGRATION OF ENVIRONMIENTAL MANAGENEEN’T ACTIVITIES AT THE '
IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING LABORATORY

August 2 1995

INTRODUCTION

‘ The Env1ronmenta1 Management Stte Spec1ﬁc Advrsory Board Idaho Nat10na1 Engmeenng '
Laboratory (EM SSAB INEL) met on August 1 and 2, 1995. Following presentations and discussion -
- with Department of Energy-Idaho Operations Office (DOE-ID) and Lockheed Martin Idaho- :
. Technologies (LMIT) personnel, the Board participated in a facxhtated consensus-hulldmg process -
- through which the following recommendatron was. developed Thrs recommendahon was
‘unammously accepted by the Board S -

RECOMI\/IENDATION

The EM SSAB INEL since its’ rnceptlon has sought two’ commitments from the DOE-lD and. 1ts
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) contractor(s); 1) early’ EM SSAB-INEL' mvolvement
- in‘the.development of pohc1es and plans for the' INEL; and 2) integration of DOE- ID documents,.

 policies, fundmg priorities, 'and clean-up activities. .The recently completed Integrated Product Team -

- activity using systems engineering. to mtegrate environmental management activities at the INEL.".

_ appears to be responsive-to the spirit of these and other' EM SSAB-INEL recommendations, such as
- prioritized treatment of highest risk waste in the most cost-e ffective manner. We commend DOE-
N ID ‘and LMIT for- thls effort and the resultmg document oo - » S

: .The methodology appears to be a comprehenswe and useful tool assummg that the input is valid and :
that all applicable activities are incorporated. We-support' the- effort to continue to apply and
leverage systems integration at.the INEL. We suggest application of a-similar approach throughout
“the DOE. eomplex We especrally support progress toward actual clean-up and managément of the
.. INEL wastes-in a cost-effective manner that meets all.applicable regulations and agreements as
* opposed to generating’ further studies.. We fecognize that the National Environmental Pohcy Act
(NEPA) process, including continuing public involvement, is required for technology
implementation, facility development; and changes to the .existing environmental impact statement _

e ‘-Records of Decrsron This mtegratmn effort glves a solid bas1s for any such changes.

‘The EM SSAB- INEL beheves that technical reviews. are needed by experts. not mvolved in the study -
in addition. to management reviews. The assumptions used in this activity and the impact of changes
in the assumptions should be evaluated, including technologies, re-negotiations of compliance.
agreements, and privatization. Understanding this and the need to meet NEPA requirements, the EM
SSAB-INEL supports the full treatment Opnon as bemg most cost-effectrve trmely, iand respc)nsrve e
to pubhc concerns. - : : , . : ; S »

' ' The EM SSAB l'NEL has the followmg addmonal recornmendatlons

All stakeholders internal and external need to be fully mvolved in the development of the
envn'onmental management integration strategy :



The impact'vof regulatory driver‘é,(Comprehensvi‘ve Environmental Response, Compensati'dn,_ and .

~ Liability Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) and NEPA requirements should be

assessed and described. Additional options S3, S4, and S6 from the alternatives described in Figure 8

 of the report should be evaluated to reflect the possibility of outside policy impacts, such as e
unavailability of 4 high level waste (HLW) repository, the absence of a no-migration determination
“for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant' (WIPP) and the need for-additional transuranic.waste (TRU) -and

HLW repositories. The impact of reduced funding rieeds to be considered, including the minimum.

", ‘funding needed to continue the preferred option. ~

*-" The third bulfl‘et.'oirx'p'ag'e;‘lé,~ *Pfrovidé relief from-guidance dbcﬁmeﬁts; and unnecessarily restrictive o

legal and Tegulatory interpretations,” needs to.be-clarified in. future iterations of this study to avoid. -
- the impression of circumventing regulatory oversight. - R e

" All-assumptions and bases, including waste quantities, need t0 be documented and shown to be -
consistent with the Progfammatic Spent Nuclear Fuel and Idakio National Engineering Laboratory
. Environmental Reéstoration and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement, the Proposed -
' Site Treatment Plan, and other:current-planning documients. ' : L .
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- ) ,EnVil'-'O-mxi.ental Management Site S,Peéiﬁc,Ady‘is‘).rY Bo_:‘xr'd = I.&ahO.Nati‘on-aI Eng'iﬁe'eri'ng Lahbratoﬁ’ L '
. RECOMMENDATION:. : . - -
' IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING LABORATORY - /. ' ..
* DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE FACILITY AND LAND USE PLAN "+ ..

L ot 159 i

. The ‘Environmental Mandgement Site Sperific Adviso 5 ‘Board - Tdaha National Enpinceting -

! jLébomlfatdr}f"('EM':SSA;B._INEL)'mét on November 14-15, 1995 in Idaho. Falls. After discussion With- e
" Depattment of Energy-Idaho Operations Office (DOE-ID) and -Lockheed: Martin Idaho Technologies . -

" following recommendation was developed aud unanimously adopted: =, * " =~

(LMIT) personnel regarding the document, and after having discussed. the issue and-previous Board ;. "~ S
-, meetings, the Board participated in‘a facilitated, consensus-building process through which the "m0

The Environmental Mandgemént Site Specific’ Advisery Board to the 1daho National Engineering. [~

" Laboratory (EM SSAB-INEL) determised that thefe is & major fmbalancé i the weight given the . - ="

'7iand use section and the faciliies section of the Draft Comprehensive Facility and Land Use Plan © -
¢ TLUP), Twenty-niné (29) pages ‘generally “outline’:the resources. that exist on the site while the -

Nt of the:24F-page. document focuses primarily on-the existing facilities and mfrastrucmre T R

L+ That ihe Cotaprehénsive Facilify dad Land Use Plag (CELUP) address and better definethé -+ 1"~

. *"rationale Tor'pteserving the unique, contiguous and isolated-892-square miles. of fedérally-controlled. -
“land fot futare programs. “This definition stiould clearly state the need for continuity ofiits . .7
" boundaries to provide site integrity to lessen the possibility -of it gt
BN A '-D-éfiﬁe};:Préfél"réﬁ.icofe ‘al."-.f::a,-:.t;).'a'étefﬁi-in-icliéxact-ly *;v_hét-_la{nd IS needed for'fa'c_i-iiﬁ'e'é'

- " .development and what it.will be used for.” This includes recognizing (or at least not D cetuding) e

"+ possibility of nuclear energy research as a component.of a_';alfgéj; research mission. The pl a.n sh oul a S

* -~"also address the need for fumuré wasté disposal sites, -
30 : The ,.:P'.Ia.:n‘_idehtiﬁés""mairi)}iof the fe'é-ourée"vglxiesg Ehd"céﬁéﬁﬁfﬁts found onthe TNEL site but'- ..~

.. - does not-go. izito, any. detail on planning for theirfiiture use and management, "Grazing, wildlife, .- . -

‘

* .~ cultural, archaeological, minerals, endangered species, recreation, hydrology, and others are-.-"

_ " .’mentioned, but the plan is silent on Whether to use:and mamege the resourees of o preserve them. o

entities, ' .:‘ R S e '. PR RS "‘ . s -. e e »’.\'. . ST

5. " . Address in more, detail those policies, treatiés, tegulatiors, statutes, and physical - .0 -

d use for example, seismology and levels of contamization) should be described. . - . -

djoining” - . -

" . chafacteristics which-affect land nsage in areas 6f the INEL." Provide references, where laad use'is .. o
impacted (for'example, .100-year flood plain).- Areas where significant data gaps. exist whick impaet” <



~6A. ; Expand the “Land, Descnptron and “Hrstory of Land Acqutsmon Terms and Agreements
to reflect the’ historical dnd current Native American presence as légitimized by the Fort Bridger
T: of.1868 between the "United States.and Shoshone- Bannock Tribes; DOE Order 1230.2

(“LwE-ID Native American: Policy™), the subsequent “working agreement * and Memoranda of =

Agreement v with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. They should be fully described in the Land Use
Ghapter 1. as"they impose- restrrctrons on furure land use development (for example cultural and
hrstonc preservanon srtes) S

_'7 A sectton should be devoted to detarlmg the' Pubhc Land Orders that removed the land frorn
the publrc “domain and put-it under the jurisdiction € .of the Department ‘of Energy (DOE). .The "~ ~
“constraints and unplrcatlons of each Order should be outlined. In addition, any MOUs or MOAs ™.
"pertatmng to land management (for example fire pfOLCCthI’l and rehabxhtatron) should be addressed

8 The Plan should be a lwmg document that 1ncorporates land use planmng xmplrcatrons of ; :
.other related INEL documents as well as plannmg based on system mtegratmn prmcrples acToss °
: 'program hnes L S R R . . :

: 9 The Plan should mclude proposals for creatwe uses of the avarlable land such as’ development','_.z' :

of an INEL Interpretrve Center in. con)uncnon with: the EBR R-1.Facility. This could- be'an -

B Interagency Visitor Cénter: to explain the: various MiSSIODS ; of INEL and-describe the ongomg brOJectsi-:- -_."' }'j-‘..v TS
_-and research. ~The facility would help remove the cloak of-secrecy ‘that surrounds the site and. mform',:' S e e

the public. that it is-a- “syorld class nuclear research facility. Also;: from ad idteragency standpoint,”

- the. surroundlng federal 1ands and their resources could be mterpreted ’l'hrs could be a pnvately—run fi; e

jcenter or @ cost-shared federal facrhty

_'_ 10 The Board made a recommendatron at. the May meetmcr that basrcally supported the 15
- fnptrons on which the land-use plati wds ‘beirig based, and the Bazrd added:two additional

U npt1ons and a-footnote related to: concerns of the Tribes. In the August meetmg DQE. responded_-.: "
| 197 query to the effect that all. ‘the Board’s recominendation fad been. incorporated in the draft land . -

-use plan To the. contrary, the draft document drd not reflect the Board’s recommendatmn

', Edrtonal Comments

Include 2 -more detailed mdex

clearer mdrcatron of what the ﬂoodplarn map 1s)

Include document sources in the text, usrng ormnal references not _jUSf DOE docnrnents T '

. Correct maps and [abels (for. exarnnle 1nclude Clark County orr the map on page lO and provrde al ﬂ': :

v .. .
T



Environmental Management Site-Speciﬁc Advisory Board - idaho National Engineering Laboratory
RECOMMENDATION:

LONG-TERM LAND USE FUTURE SCENARIOS
FOR THE IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING LABORATORY
- ‘May 2, 1995

++1, The INEL wil remain under government management for at least the mext 100 years The 1mplementauon of thlS management and control becomes increas-
1ngly uncertain over thrs time period. .

R by bzs assumpnon was not agreed upon unammously by tbe Board Cbuck Broscious dtssented on RevtSed Asumpnon #l as be feit it sbould read °50 years”

rather than “100 years.” o
"2 Advances in DOE and pnvate -sector research wrll result in the obsolescence of existing facrhttes Teis further assumed that new facilities will need to be con-
structed in response to the need to provrde state-of- the -art research faCl]l[lCS Other programs, however will be dlscontmued entn'ely after the facﬂmes become

_obsolete o

3. New construction may mclude structuires in exrstrng facrlxty areas; other new constructxon may require the development of new facxhty aras New development_

: should be restrictéd to core areas already developed

4 As contamxnated facﬂmes become obsolete, D&D wrll be requrred Sumlarly, contammated arms w1ll requxre remedwttdn D&D and ER requrrements may vary . A- '

based on nsk The D&D process wdl commence followmg closure of a facrlrty ‘ c L

5, To the extent ptacttcal new development will be encouraged in developed facxlxty areas to take advantage of exxsnng tnfrastructures Such redevelopment will -

..-educe enwmnmental degtadatton assocrated with constmcuon activities in prevxously undeveloped areas.

«

6. The CFA will remain the focal area for support and inftastmcture'activitles assuming continuity of existing or similar INEL missions, *

7. Incorporated with #4,

8 Envuonmental restoration and waste management actmttes will contmue Cleanup of hazardous, mixed, and low level waste sites is expected to be completed

'w1thm 10 years followmg completron ofa Record of Decrsron (ROD) for the CERCLA mandated cleanup.

9. Research and development facrlrues will be expanded to accommodate "new frontier resmrch To support such efforts cooperative partnershlps between the, o
pubhc and private sectors may be developed to achteve mutual goals This could result in the re-use of INEL facﬂmes by private- sector interests, supplemented
with technology support by INEL personnel : ' ‘

10. Incorporated with #9.
11 INEL may be called upon to support defense-related operauons

.12 Reg10nal development trends are closely related to activities at the lNEL The welght of INEL's mﬂuence on the reglon may incredse or decrease over time
: dependmg on the drversxty and strength of the regtonal economy ' : '

13 No resrdenttal development (e housmg) will occur thhtn INEL boundaries. Grazmg will be allowed to continue ifi the buﬁer area.

4. No new, major private developments on publtc lands (residential or nonresrdennal) are expected in areas ad;acent to the Slte There is uncertaxnty about the

mpplxmbthty of this assumptlon to pnvately held land. Beyond 25-50 years there is less certamty about thlsassumptton



15. An 890 square mile site dedicated to n_uclear research, development, testing, evaluation and environmental management is irreplaceable. It was therefore
assumed that it is uniikely that the siting of 2 similar DOE facility and land withdrawal would occur in the future at any other location in the contiguous 48 states.

) additional assumpuons added by the Board:

16 New locatlons for Low Level Waste drsposal may need to be sited. Ifnew locauons are needed they will be subyect to regulatory approval processes

- 17 'l'he United States government-has trust responsrbrhty 10 federally recogmzed Tnbes If poruons of land become the responstbrhty of another owner or agency, -

the same trust responsibility will be conferred to the affected Tribe.

Footnote to assumpuon #17

The SSAB is keenly interested i DOE- D takmg all necessary steps at the INEL to both correct the mistakes. of the past and protect the enwronmental and cultoral -~ _
resources in the future. The SSAB also: recogmzes that the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe's unique relatronshrp to the Snte gwes rise to a particular i mterest in future land
T use. . .

The Site itself lies on. abongrnal terntory of the Shoshone and Barmock people. The Shoshone- Bannock Tribes have used the lands and waters wrt.hm and sur-
) " . rounding the Site for fishing, hunung, plant gathenng, medicinal, rehgrous cerémonial and Other cultural uses smce txme immemorial. These lands and waters pro-
3 vrdedtheTnbeshomeaswellastherrwayofhfe o R T o . - :

When the Tnbes signed the Treaty of Fort Bndger in: 1868 wrth the Umted States the Tribes protected therr rights. to subsrstence and tmdmonal activities on. the o
* " “unoccupied lands of the. federal govemment which includes the Site in the evént of any; alterauons 10 the land base for future land use scenanos and/or INEL bor- -

ders. Effecuve exermse of these treaty nghts however depends upon the health of the resources upon  which these nghts are based:

Smce the creauon of the Srte many acuvmes a the INEL have m)ured.the land natural and cultural resources both on the Site and of’f Stte INEL‘s decsrons regard-

R future waste management remedxatton D&D, R&D, and storage activities must provide for the protection of the Tribe's natural and-cultural resources. The:.
Jes asa soverergn ‘and constitutional government, are determmed to protect and restore natural resources and to provide opportunities for Tribal members 10
exercrse treaty-reserved rights throughout tradmonally occupred lands, mcludmg undeveloped areas of the Site. :

The Umted States. government has the obhgauon to recogriize and commit to 2 govemment-to-govemment relauonshrp with Native American Tnbal governments

‘and fulfill its trust responsibility to those tribes, including the concepts of tribal sovereignty and tribal rights (DOE 4D Order 1230.2). In furtherance of this respon-

srbrhty, the DOE must consult with and involvé the Tribes in decisions affectmg them when consxdenng any future land use of the INEL.

e
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Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COMPREHENSIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY
ACT AT THE IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING AND
ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY

INTRODUCTION

The following recommendation is submitted to the Department of Energy’s [daho Operations Office
(DOE-ID); Region X of the U.S. Environmental Protection Ageney; and the State of Idaho as the 1daho
National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL) Citizens Advisory Board's (CAB)
comments on the approach being followed by the three agencies to comply with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) at the INEEL.

The INEEL CAB has recently completed reviews of the Proposed Plans for Waste Area Group 1 (WAG

1 — Test Area North), Waste Area Group 8 (WAG 8 — Naval Reactors Facility), and Waste Area Group 9
(WAG 9 — Argonne National Laboratory—West). Our recommendation and comments are based on those
reviews. : : -

The INEEL CAB recommends that the agencies consider involving the Board when Proposed Plans are
in the draft stage. We believe that we could better serve the agencies as a sounding board, with an
overall goal of helping to produce documents that are ready for review by the public. In addition, we
submit the following comments.

Responses to questions addressed to the DOE-ID Manager for WAG 1 revealed that the selection of the
preferred alternatives may have involved consideration of issues beyond the evaluation criteria required
by CERCLA. The full rationale should be fully explained and should include consideration of whether
the alternative will resolve the problem at hand or simply move it somewhere else.

With regard to cost estimates and how they are presented, the three Proposed Plans we have recently
reviewed present cost estimates for all remedial alternatives considered, yet the cost estimates do not
appear to represent DOE's best estimates of the total life cycle costs. This conclusion is based on notes
in the comparison tables in the Proposed Plans as well as remarks made during presentations to the
Board and the Board’s Environmental Restoration Committee. In addition to cost estimates that are
required for presentation in Proposed Plans, the INEEL CAB recommends that future Proposed Plans for

- remediation at the INEEL include tota] life cycle costs for each alternative that are calculated in as

straightforward a manner as possible and represent DOE’s best estimate of the true and real costs.
If cost information is presented in the requested manner, the public will be better able to make ‘
comparisons among the alternatives based on costs. In addition, the Board recommends that all

assumptions that provide the basis for the cost estimates be uniformly applied.

The Board’s review of the WAG 1 Proposed Plan resulted in concerns that extend beynd the scope of

i that document. Asa result, we have two additional recommendations that apply to all future Proposed

Plans.
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The proposed remediation plan for the Mercury Spill Area (TSF-08) at WAG 1 will be the third cleanup
that has occurred at that site since the mercury was spilled. The description of prior cleanup activities in
the WAG 1 Proposed Plan raised concerns about repeated efforts that prove to be insufficient to reduce
risks to acceptable levels. The Board recommends that all future remediation activities, whether interim
or final, be carried out in such a way that they will reduce risks to humans and the environment
sufficiently that remediation activities will not have to be repeated at a later time. Repeating remediation
activities at the same site is unacceptable. The INEEL CAB is certain that cleaning up a contaminated
site multiple times is more costly than doing it once.

Finally, the INEEL CAB thought the Proposed Plan for WAG 1 was very difficult to read as there were
so many alternatives presented for so many different types of contaminated sites. The presentation to the
Board included details that allowed for an improved understanding of the nature and extent of the
contamination not provided in the Proposed Plan. The Board recommends that future Proposed Plans
provide descriptions that the public can understand. ,

MARCH 18, 1998
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