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ENCLOSURE 1*

SITE DESCRIPTICN

This enclosure provides the following site descriptive information for the
Hanford Site:

1. Site Descripiion from C£32's Final Environmerta) Assessmenz, Miy -..3
pg. 7-12 )
2. Briefing chart on Status of characterization Activities at Hanford

with a copy of the August 31, 1987 letter to J. Knight, DOE,
transmitting NRC staff comments cn DOE's Expedited Restart Package
for Wells DC-24, 25, 32 and 33

*In the enclosuresonly thcse portions of documents applicable to the Hanford
site have been provided.



2.2.6 DECISION ON NOMINATION

Having made the above findings, the DOE has decided to nominate the
reference repository location at Hanford as suitable for characterization.
The other potentially acceptable sites selected for nomination are Davis
Canyon, Utah; Deaf Smith, Texas; the Richton Dome, Mississippi; and Yucca
Mountain, Nevada. :

3. THE SITE

The reference repository location is in the west-central part of the
DOE~controlled Hanford Site in south-central Washington (Fig. 2). The
reference repository location lies within the Pasco Basin, a
4,850-square-kilometer (1,900-square-mile) topographic depression in the
Columbia Plateau and, more specifically, in the central part of the Cold Creek
syncline. This location was chosen partly because the basalt flows there are
nearly flat lying and should be structurally less disturbed than other areas
at the Hanford Site (Fig. 3). The terrain at the site is relatively flat--its
features were formed by glacially related floods and more~recently developed
sand dunes. The terrain to the north and to the wegt is dominated by .
prominent linear ridges formed by arch-like folds (anticlines) of basalt lavas.

The Columbia Plateau is underlain by a thick sequence of strata deposited
many millions of years ago in Miocene time. The lower strata consist entirely
of basalt-lava flows and the upper strata include increasing amounts of
interbedded gedimentary deposits. Semiconsolidated gediments overlie the
basalt sequence and attain thicknegses of as much as 525 meters (1,200 feet).
Approximately 50 basalt flows, with a total thickness of perhaps 5,000 meters
(16,000 feet), have been identified within the Pasco Basin. One of these
basalt flows, the Cohassett flow, has been identified as the candidate horizon
for the repository. Structures at the Hanford Site consist of long, narrow
anticlines and broad synclines (trough-like folds) that roughly trend
east-west. Faults associated with anticlinal fold axes procbably developed
concurrently with folding.

Ground water occurs at the reference repository location in an unconfined
aquifer and in numercus confined aquifers. The unconfined aquifer is in the
sediments that lie above the sequence of basalt flows. Confined aquifers
occur at greater depths, within the sequence of basalt flowe. There are three
potential pathways for ground-water movement in the basalt sequence: (1) The
more permeable contact zones between basalt flows and in the gedimentary
interbeds, (2) the structural discontinuities (e.g., faults or fracture zones)
that may cross-cut the basalt flows, and (3) the stratigraphic discontinuities
within the basalt flows. The shallow basalts are thought to recharge locally
in outcrop areas, where.the rocks are exposed at the surface, and to discharge
to the overlying unconfined aquifer and the Columbia River. The deeper
basalts appear to be recharged from interbasin ground-water movement and
vertical leakage from the upper to the lower basalts. The location of
ground-water discharge is not known; it has been suggested to be south of the
Hanford Site.
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Figure 2. Reference repository location on the Hanford site, Washington.
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Figure 3. Geologic cross section of the reference repository location on the Hanford site.
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No mining or exploration activities have occurred at the gite since 1943,
when the Federal Government asgsumed control of the area now known as the
Hanford Site. Although exploration for natural gas is currently being
conducted near the Hanford Site, the geologic conditions at the site are not
expected to be favorable for the commercial production of natural gas,
petroleum, or other mineral resources.

) Atmospheric dispersion over the site is generally good, although periods
of shallow mixing depths, low-level inversions, and light winds do occur. Air
quality in the vicinity of the site is generally good and in compliance with
applicable air-quality standards. Occasional dust storms produce high
short-term concentrations of total suspended particulates.

The Columbia River system, several natural springs, and a number of ponds
. (natural and manmade) and ditches comprise the aquatic eanvironment of the
Hanford Site. No naturally occurring surface waters, however, are on the
reference repository location. Manmade catchments on the Hanford Site support
a variety of aquatic plants and animals that would not normally occur in this
arid regionm.

No threatened or endangered animals or plants are known to regide or grow
~and no critical habitate are known to exist at the reference repository
location. However, the bald eagle (an endangered species) and the peregrine

falcon (a threatened species) reside on other parts of the Hanford Site.

- The area surrounding the Columbia River was & densely inhabited region of
aboriginal North America. At present, nine archaeological gites at the
Hanford Site are listed in the National Register of Higtoric Places. The
~ closest known archaeological site is 2.5 kilometers (1.6 milesg) to the west of
the reference repository location. Field surveys have not revealed any
archaeological sites of national significance at the reference repogitory
location. The natural aesthetic features in the area include the Columbia
River, Yakima and Snake Rivers, and nearby mountains and bluffs.

The areas most likely to experience socioeconomic effects from site
characterization or repository development are Benton and Franklin Counties.
These counties include the cities of Richland, Kennewick, and Pasco (the
Tri-Cities), West Richland, and Benton City, Washington, and several
unincorporated towns. The 1984 population of these two countieg was 138,840.
While the socioeconomic study area was one of the fastest growing metropolitan
areags in the country during the 1970's, its economic and population bases
currently are declining, largely because construction activities at the
anuclear powerplants of the Washington Public Power Supply System have ceased.
As 8 result, thig area has excess housing and public-service capacity. The
U.S. Department of Energy controls the rail spur to the Hanford Site; this
- rail spur ties in with the Union Pacific tracks southeast of Richland,
Washington. Road access to the reference repository location is provided by
Route 240 and DOE roadways. Barge access to the Eanford Site is provided
through the Port of Benton in north Richland, Waghington.
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Unlike much of the land in southeastern Washington, the Hanford Site is
not developed for agricultural use. The Hanford Site is institutionally
controlled and has been restricted to projects directly associated with
nuclear activities since 1943. The major nuclear facilities and activities
occupy only about 6 percent of the total restricted land area at the Hanford
Site.

4, EFFECTS OF SITE CHARACTERIZATION

To obtain the information necessary for evaluating the suitability of the
reference repository location at Hanford for a repository, the DOE will
conduct a site-characterization program of underground testing. To carry out
this program, the DOE will construct two shafts, excavate drifts at the
proposed repository depth, and construct support facilities on the surface.

In addition to the tests performed underground and in the exploratory shaft,
geologic field studies will be conducted to characterize underground
conditions. This site-characterization program requires the clearing of

18 hectares (46 acres) of land of which 8 hectares (20 acres) have already
been cleared and stabilized.

At the same time, the DOE will study the environment of the reference,
repository location and its vicinity, including weather conditions, air
quality, noise, plant and animal communities, and archaeclogical and cultural
resources. Socioceconomic conditions will also be further investigated in the
area expected to be affected by the repository.

The gite-characterization program will last several years. At the end of
- this period, if the reference repository location is found unsuitable for a
repository, the shafts will be filled and sealed, and the surface facilities
will be removed.

The land at the reference repository location has been dedicated to the
DOE or related nuclear activities, and, consequently, land-use conflicts are
not expected. Since there are no natural aquatic habitats at the selected
site, no direct effects on natural aquatic ecosystems are expected. However,
some sgmall-diameter borehole drilling may be carried out near the Columbia
River, and care will be taken to avoid affecting threatened species (the
peregrine falcon) and endangered species (the bald eagle). While the impacts
of noise on the local wildlife may be adverse, the effects on the local human
population will be minor because of the remoteness of any human habitations.

Adverse and beneficial effects may result from characterization
activities at the Hanford Site. The Hanford Site tends to experience
naturally generated fugitive dust, which leads to elevated levels of total
suspended particulates. Site-characterization activities would aggravate this
condition, since site-preparation and earth-moving activities could
significantly increase the potential for dust generation from cleared areas.
The actual level of total suspended particulates will depend on a number of
factors, including the amount of activity at the gite, size of the exposed
surface area, soil characteristics, weather conditions, and dust-guppression
techniques employed. Although dust-suppression techniques will be used, the
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environmental conditions are such that higher than normal dust levels could
still occur. However, it is expected that fugitive dust can be mitigated to
acceptable levels, as has been demonstrated in the past by large-scale
construction projects at the Hanford Site.

Some tall structures (e.g., the drill rig for the exploratory shafts) and
the night lighting used for site-characterization activities will be visible
from Route 240, However, the structures will not be within the line of sight
of any scenic view or overlook, and the light is not expected to have a
significant effect.

The Hanford Site and surrounding area have an excellent transportation’
network that should be more than adequate for the requirements of site
characterization.

Archaeological field surveys have not identified any potential-
archaeological resources at the reference repository location, nor is any
known to exist. Site-characterization activities at other parts of the
Hanford Site will avoid any known archaeological sites.

Examples of the types of mitigating measures that will be taken include
locating and conducting site-characterization activities in a way that tends
to minimize adverse environmental impacts, employing equipment and engineeéring
measures to reduce the adverse conditions created by site-characterization
. activities, and using appropriate control measures to minimize the adverse
- environmental impacts of those activities.

The clearing of areas for exploration and testing has the potential for
adverse impacts on the terrestrial ecosystem through the loss of vegetation
and wildlife habitat and through direct kills. Approximately half the area
needed for gite characterization has already been cleared and stabilized. The
effects of clearing additional land can be mitigated, to some degree, by -
avoiding sensitive areas; the loss of habitat during site characterization is
expected to be insignificant. After site restoration, if the reference
repository location is not selected for development, the cleared areas can be
allowed to revegetate.

The local economy is expected to benefit from projected expenditures
during site characterization. Given the extent tc which the local economy has
developed for other large construction projects, it is likely that local firms
will be able to provide many of the necessary materials and services and will
benefit accordingly. . .

5."REGIONAL AND LOCAL EFFECTS OF REPOSITORY DEVELOPMENT

To determine the effects of developing a repository at the site, three
phases of repogitory development were examined: Construction, operation, and
closure and decommissioning. During the construction phase, which will last
approximately 7 years, the DOE would construct surface support facilities,
construct access shafts, excavate and prepare underground drifts and
vaste-disposal rooms, and improve access roads and utility services. During

~12-



STATUS OF CHARACTERIZATION ACTIVITIES AT HANFORD.

On-going hydrologic and seismic monitoring
Hydrologic testing of deep aquifers

- April 1987 meeting with DOE on hydrologic testing where NRC
agreed on DOE's general approach

- NRC reviewed and commented on DOE's expedited restart
package for drilling of wells DC-24, 25, 32 and 33; dated
August 31, 1987

- DOE started drilling of DC-24 on November 3, 1987. The NRC
issues identified on the DOE's Expedited Restart Package
have not been resolved.



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0. €. 20555

AUG 3 1 ng

Mr. James Knight

Director, Licensing and Regulatory Division
Office of Geologic Repositories

U.S. Department of Enerqgy

RW-20

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Knight:

This latter is in response to DOE'S riquest dated June 26, 1987 for NRC r'v.ew
and comment -on the revised package of documents related to the restart of

- constructing plezometer facilities for DC-23, 24, 25, 32, nd 33. In a July
27, 1987 conference call with DOE-Headquarters, DOE-BWIP, and Westi se
staffs, to clarify che scope of che rescart package, DOE requested the MRC
review of the restart package be limited to only the drilling and tntcisl
geophysical logging of wells DC-24, 25, 32, -nd 33.. In subsequenc telephone
conversatfons with DOE-Headquarters, DOE requested that NRC comments focus on
only that part of the program up to an including drilliing of borehole DC-24 to
the full depth, but not including final installation of the piezometer its:1f,
However, since this final clzrification was racefved it tha end of our review
and since the sequence of drilling proposed in the package requires drilling to
2 specific depth or stracigraphic horizon, laggin? this zone, installing casing
to the bottom of this zone, cementing the casing in place and drilling through
"the bottom of the casing to a new horizon 4 which time the gsrocedure is )
repeated, we have provided comments on drilling, logging, and piezometer
location. Furthermore, drilling, logging, and casing are considered by the NRC
staff to be associated activities of critical fmportance, as much of the geolojic
fnformation can only bz obtained while che borehole is drilled. Afcer che
casing has been placed there will be no possibility of getting new wnformacton
or checking tha informacion obdtained.

In this review of the restart package, the NRC s:taff has idenzified 1:ems chat
should be resolved prior to proceeding with wells DC-24, 25, 32, and 3. Ve
are concerned that some of tha cypes of cncerns identified may oe Indicative
of an fneffective QA program and inadequate program control. As disc:ssed in
more detall below and in srecific commencs which are anclosad, th: main
concerns identified are in regard to the scope of the restart package, th2
incomplete nature of thz restart package, =he use of drafc documents,
fnconsistencfes in the documents, the Qualtty Assurance program and Quali-y
Level assignments.

The restart package did not concain an overview that clearly laid out

the scope of the overall work and define how the individual documents fit
together into an integrated program for drilling and geophysical logging. This
matter was discussed in conference calls with DOE - Haadquart=rs, DOE-BWIP ind
Westinghouse staff where the NRC wis informed chat the restart package
represented the documents necessary to take all four well through drilling and
fnitial geophysical ligging and chat DOE Letcar No. R87-2380 in. :he rastart
package presented the overview. Subsequent HRC re-review of this ddcument
indicated chat this document did nct contain che requested information.




As discussed in a July 27, 1987 telephone call, a significant number of
documents which the NRC scaff c.nsider rilaven: ) the raview were not
provided. This conclusion is based primarily on a comparison of the documen-s
recefved fn the restart package versus .h? T:chnical O-erating Pracud ires
listed in SD-BWI-TP-045. A list of these documents is prov.ded in Enclosury 1,
It appears chat preraquisite documents n~t in >lace when work u~gins will ve
integrated with completed work once the documents are completed. [n add°tion,
the DOE restart nackage contained draft dccuments, and documancs :hat
specifically stated " Not to cite or quote®. Also our review indicat d
inconsistencies (=.g., 1:cations for DC=32 and 33) wang the verious documents
which further indicate the draft nature of some documents.

With regard to quality assurancz, a number of QA doc.menis which .iply

to this work are currently under review by NRC and NRC has identifi:d
outstanding fssues o DOE. Ic is possible chat some of chese issqes miy not
apply directly to the drilling of DC-24/25. However, each issue should pe
addressed and a determination made as ¢3 ius effect on drilling. In addicton,
there are & number of qualfty assurance comments in Enclosure 2 as well 1s
technical comments in orther enclosures chat direccly relace to quality. We
therefore have reservations about the effectiveness and fmplementatian of QA
for the activities d:scrived in the restart package since based on our rivicw
we can not conclude that there is good assurance that the QA 1s adequat:. Th's
could also be an issue in & lfcensing hearing fn chat DOE aroceeded co caltlxct
data without an acceptable program. The KRC staff position {s :hat no new w:k
needed to support licensing findincs should ce inftiated without proper quality
assurance controls In place. Finally, with regards to the quality level
assi?nments. in this document the Quality Evaluation Board has sssigned + QA
level 3 to borehale geologic logs. One of the considerations is that the
information on logs will not be used in site characterization. The NRC does
not agree with this assignment because the data gained from the gavlogic liys
are the basis for scveral lzval 1 accivities (see Enclos:re 2).

In response to your request to separate out comments related to init .1
drilling and logging from subsequent activities, commants ralated to the
driliing and fnitial geophysical logging of wells DC-24, 25, 32, and 33 «r:
provided fn Enclosure 3 and cmments r2lated t) activities that go beyond
drilling and initial logging are provided in Enclosure 4.

‘If you have any questions r»garding the asove comments =r would lik: o set
up & meeting or conference call to discuss our concerns, .lease contect me 27
Sandra L. Wastler of my siaff a: FTS 427-4780.

A N

é;sy dﬁk-.:gz) C. evedane
John J. E?hehan. Section Leader
Projacts Section
Operatfons Branch '
Division of High Level Wiste Management
Office of Nuclear Material Safety

and Safeguards

Enclosures:
- As stated



- ENCLOSURE 2

MAJOR SITE ISSUES

This enclosure provides information on the major NRC Site Issues including:

1. December 22, 1986 NRC Letter to Stephen H. Kale, DOE, transmitting
the NRC staff comments on DOE's Final Environmental Assessment for
the Hanford site.

2. The Major Issue and Resolution Approach Table from the lst Quarterly
Report to the Commission.

3. Internal NRC Questions and Answers on Hanford Key Issues (2/02/87).

In addition, the enclosure provides the following information on the current
[-129 issue:

1. September 25, 1987 memorandum from R.E. Browning to H. Thompson on
"lodine-129 Groundwater Data at the Hanford, Washington Site,"
providing the NRC staff position on relevance of 1-129 data to
Hanford's suitability as a potential geologic repository.

2. Congressman Wydén's press conference materials on the alleged DOE
cover-up of I-129 information.

3. October 1, 1982 and October 10 and 15, 1986 Rockwell memoranda on
communication with NRC.
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Mr. Stephen H. Kale, Director

Office of Geologic Repositories

U.S. Department of Energy

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Kale:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff has completed its review of the
five final Environmental Assessments (EA's) issued by the Department of Energy
(DOE) on May 28, 1986 for the first high-level radioactive waste repository.
The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the results of our review
(Enclosure 1) for consideration by the DOE in the development of the Site
Characterization Plans (SCP's).

These NRC staff comments on the final EA's are part of the continuing interface
between the staffs of the DOE and NRC which will lead to early identification
and resolution of potential licensing issues. In the short term our comments
should assist the DOE in preparing high quality SCP's. Therefore, we belfeve
that the opportunity afforded by the final EA's for early interaction between
NRC and DOE will be beneficial to the progress of the repository program.

It is apparent that significant efforts were made by DOE to respond to each of
the NRC staff major comments on the draft EA's, and in fact, many of these
comments have been resolved. However, in each of the final EA's our review
identified remaining concerns which are principally related to 1) not '
identifying the range of uncertainties associated with the existing limited
data base, 2) not identifying the range of alternative interpretations and
assumptions that can be reasonably supported by existing data, and 3) not
incorporating a reasonable range of uncertainties and alternative
interpretations into evaluations and conclusions. Based on these concerns we
believe that some conclusions in all five final EA's are still overly favorahle
or optimistic for the areas of comment. At this stage of the site
inyestigation and screening process there is inherent uncertainty in site
information that can lead to alternative interpretations of data. Furthermore,
resolution of uncertainties -- such as those identified in our comments -- must
await detailed site characterization. However, recognition of these
uncertaintfes and alternative interpretations is critical to the development of
test plans that will lead to adequate characterization of sites and result in
the information needed for licensing. To the extent necessary for
demonstrating compliance with 10 CFR Part 60, site characterization testing
should lead to narrowing the range of uncertainties eliminating alternative
interpretations and confirming or revising assumptions on the basis of new data
and analyses. This narrcwing process will not be effective unless test plans
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recoghize the range of uncertaintfes and alternative interpretations and
assumptions that can be reasonably supported by the existing data.

The NRC staff has not attempted, nor do we consider it appropriate to evaluate
the ranking of the sites. Accordingly, we have not performed a detailed
evaluation of the following two documents: “A Multiattribute Utility Analysis
of Sftes Nominated for Characterization for the First Radioactive-Waste
Repository ~ A Decisfon Aiding Methodology (DOE/RW-0074) and "Recommendation by
the Secretary of Energy of Candidate Sites for Site Characterization for the
First Radioactive-Waste Repository" (DOE/S-0048). The review that was done
indicates that conclusions on repository performance in the Methodology
Document (DOE/RW-0074) that were derived from evaluations and conclusions in
the final EA's, that are considered in our comments to be overly optimistic,
are likewise considered optimistic.

Over the past few years we have identified the need for recognizing
uncertainties and alternative interpretations in the DOE program as reflected
fn our comments on the BWIP Site Characterization Report (NUREG-0960), the

‘draft EA's, and the draft Project Decision Schedule. In addition our staffs

have met numerous times over the past few years to discuss this subject. While
we feel that these interactions have resulted in final EA's which exhibit
progress in these areas, we consider that further improvement in recognition of
uncertaintfes and alternative interpretatfons is still needed. We also
recognize the progress that has been made recently by DOE and NRC agreeing on
how uncertainties and alternative interpretations will be considered in the
SCP's and supporting study plans (NRC/DOE meeting on Level of Detail {n the’
SCP, May 7-8, 1986). However, because of the difficulties encountered in the
past in addressing uncertaintifes and alternative interpretations, we consider
it important that our staffs discuss representative comments in these areas as
part of our pre-SCP interactions to agree on how they will be considered in the
development of test plans. Two representative comments which we consider would
serve as timely examples for discussfon at technical meetings in the near
future are groundwater travel time at the Hanford Site and hydrothermal
activity at the Yucca Mountain Site. Mr. Linehan will be contacting your staff
to make arrangements for these and other pre-SCP technical meetings.

Sincerely,

o ‘\T% i
Rot;e\t% Browning, Directo‘;
Division of Waste Managemen

Office of Nuclear Material
Safety and Safequards

Enclosure:
NRC Staff Comments on the DOE
Final EA's
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INTRODUCTION
Background

The Department of Energy (DOE) 1ssued for public comment nine draft
Environmental Assessment (EA's) on December 20, 1984. The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) reviewed the nine draft EA's and gave DOE comments on

March 20, 1985 (SECY-85-114). Subsequent to the public comment pericd, DOE
prepared revisions to the draft EA's in response to comments received from
Federal and State agencies, Indian Tribes, various interest groups and members
of the public. In accordance with the repository siting guidelines (10 CFR
Part 960) the Secretary of Energy on May 28, 1986 issued five final EA's and
nominated five sites that he determined suitable for site characterfzatfon

from the original nine potentfally acceptable sites. The five sites nominated
are Davis Canyon, Deaf Smith, Hanford, Richton Dome, and Yucca Mountafn (the
same sites proposed for nomination in the draft EA's). The Secretary of Energy
also recommended three of the five sites for site characterization: Deaf Smith,
Hanford, and Yucca Mountain (the same sites proposed for recommendation in the
draft EA's). The President has approved this recommendation. DOE also issued
two other documents titled: "A Multiattribute Utility Analysis of Sites ‘
Nominated for Characterization for the First Radiocactive-Waste Repository = A
Decision-Aiding Methodology" (DOE/RW-0074, referred to below as the Méthodology
Document)- and “Recommendation by the Secretary of Energy of Candidate Sites for
Site Characterization for the First Radioactive-Waste Repository® (DOE/S-0048,
referred to below as the Recommendation Document). Together with the final EA's
these documents provide the support for the DOE nomination and recommendation
decisions. '

NRC Staff Review

The NRC staff has reviewed and prepared comments on all five final EA's. The
staff conducted its review according to the NRC Division of Waste Management's
"Standard Review Plan for Final Environmental Assessments" (March 18, 1986),
which states that the final EA review is being done 1) to inform the Commission
of any major concerns the staff may have with the final EA's and 2) to support
NRC's ongoing effort to identify major concerns important to NRC's prelicensing
consultation with DOE. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) and NRC regulations
governing licensing of the geologic repository provide for consultation between
DOE and NRC staffs prior to formal licensing to assure that licensing
information needs and requirements are identified at an early time. The final
EA's give current information and revised DOE conclusions regarding the sites
after considerable evaluation by DOE of numerous comments on the draft EA's.
Therefore, they provide current DOE posftions and a foundation upon which DOE's
project planning (including preparations for the Site Characterization Plans
(SCP's) and draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)) will be developed for
those sites recommended for site characterization.



These NRC staff comments on the final EA's are part of the continuing
interface between the staffs of the DOE and NRC which will lead to early
identification of potential licensing issues. In the short term our comments
should assist the DOE in preparing high quality SCP's. In its concurrence
action on the siting guidelines, the Commission found that the guidelines

are consistent with the requirements of its own regulations on geologic
repositories (10 CFR Part 60). Therefore, while the staff has not {dentified
how its comments relate to the specific requirements of 10 CFR Part 60, the
NRC staff considers that they serve to identify open items which are relevant
to potential licensing of each site based on information currently available
and which will need to be resolved during site characterization. Therefore,
we belfeve that the opportunity afforded by the final EA's for early
interaction between KRC and DOE will be beneficial to the progress of the
repository program.

The objectives of the NRC staff review are as follows:

1. ldentify and document any major concerns with DOE's responses to the
NRC major comments on the draft EA's and certain detailed comments
(1.e. those referenced by major comments and other detafled comments
that now appear to warrant the same attention as the major comments
based on the ongoing review of DOE's program). In other words
identify residual major concerns not adequately addressed by DOE.

2. Become aware of as well as identify and document any major concerns
with new data and information resulting from revisfons/additions to
the draft EA's by DOE. ' ‘

3. ldentify and document any major concerns with changes to the findings
and supporting material in the final EA's.

4. Ildentify and document major concerns with the technical evaluations in
Chapter 7, the Methodology Document, and the Recommendatfon Document
including inconsistencies in use of data, interpretations, etc.,
between Chapter 7, the Methodology Document, the Recommendation
Document and supporting final EA chapters. This does not incliude a
review of the evaluation methodology or the ranking of the sites.

§. Identify and document any inconsistencies between the evaluation
methodology in Chapter 7, the Methodology Document, and the Recommendation
Document and the siting guidelines as concurred in by the Comissfon
(including whether or not the evaluation methodology 1s an interpretation
of the guidelines). »

The final EA review is not a review 1ike that of the draft EA; it is not a
comprehensive and detailed review effort to identify every concern and document
these concerns as major and detailed comments. The final EA review, as



jndicated above, focuses only on documenting major concerns in the form of
major comments. Detailed comments, which were developed for the draft EA
reviews to fmprove the information provided in the final EA's, were not
developed since the EA's are now final. Furthermore, identifying only major
concerns sharply focuses on high priority concerns needing attention in the SCP
development.

Just as in the draft EA review, the NRC staff has not performed a detailed
review with regard to the site characterization plans described in Chapter 4 or
the repository descriptions in Chapter 5 of the final EA's. The staff only
commented on the plans for characterizing the gechydrological regime beneath
Canyonlands, National Park, (close to the Davis Canyon site) because it was 2
major comment on the draft EA, and because of the potential impact on the park.
Site characterization plans and repository descriptions will be reviewed by the
NRC staff upon receipt of the SCP's, and comments will be documented in NRC's
Site Characterization Analyses.

Because of the limited time available for review relative to the amount of
information existing for the five sites, the staff prepared for the final EA -
reviews long before their recefpt. Preparations included 1) reviewing selected
new or revised final EA references containing significantly different
information, 2) reviewing draft EA comments from States, Indian Tribes, and
other Federal agencies, 3) conducting technical meetings with DOE, States and
Indfan Tribes on selected technical concerns identified in draft EA comments,
and 4) conducting selected data reviews and site visits. This early preparation
and familiarization with the existing data base has allowed the staff to better
determine if the conclusions fn the final EA's are consistent with the available
data.

Contents -

The attached comments describe only major concerns resulting from the review of
the final EA's. Therefore, “no comment" merely indicates that no major
concerns were identified. Table 1 lists for each final EA the major comments
resulting from both the draft and final EA reviews thus indicating in which
areas major concerns remain. Major comments are grouped for each of the five
final EA's. Within the group of comments for each separate final EA the order
is governed by the fact that some comments, which help the reader understand
others, come first.

The heading for each comment contains a reference to the appropriate draft EA
comment for ease fn tracking the staff's concerns back to the original comment.
Also identified in the heading for organizational purposes are the relevant
guideline conditions. Each comment consists of 1) a statement of the orfginal
concern with the draft EA; 2) those portions of the original concern that have
been resolved; 3) the remaining major concern(s); 4) the basis for the
remafning concern with reference to appropriate sections in the final EA; and
5) the significance of the remaining concern.



Comments that appear nearly identical for the different sites reflect
information that was presented in the final EA's that was very similar among
sftes. Similar comments do, however, take into consideration differences
resulting from site-specific information.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It is apparent that significant efforts were made by DOE to respond to the NRC
staff major comments on the draft EA's, and in fact many of these comments have
been resolved. However, for each of the final EA's our review identified
remafning concerns many of which are the same type of concerns fdentified in
our review of the draft EA's such as 1) not identifying the range of
uncertainties assocfated with the existing 1imited data base, 2) not
identifying the range of alternative interpretations and assumptions that can
be reasonably supported by existing data, and 3) not incorporating a reasonable
range of uncertainties and alternative interpretations into evaluations and
conclusions. Based on the above we believe that some conclusions in the final
EA's are still overly favorable or optimistic for the areas of comment. ;
In accordance with our review plan, the NRC staff also reviewed aspects of the
Methodology Document. As mentioned earlier the NRC staff did not evaluate the
- ranking of the sites or the ranking methodology itself. Just as was done for
the draft EA's, the review focused on the existing data and how that data was
used in the evaluations in the final EA's and the Methodology Document. From
this review it was clear that evaluatfons and conclusions regarding site
conditions presented in the final EA's were factored into the evaluations of
scenarfos and their consequences presented in the Methodology Document.
Therefore, conclusions on repository performance in the Methodology Document
that were derived from evaluations and conclusfons in the final EA's, that are
considered in our comments to be overly optimistic, are likewise considered to
be overly optimistic. Some examples for the Hanford Site are 1) insufficfent
consideration of flow along large, discrete faults and fracture zones that may
exist within dense flow interiors, including consideration of fracture flow as
an “unexpected" feature rather than an "expected* one, and 2) {nadequate
consideration of alternative assumptions regarding pumping for the small-scale
exploratory drilling scenario. Some factors which were not given sufficient
consfderation for the salt sites are 1) effects of host rock mass
heterogeneities and 2) shaft and repository sealing concerns related to
thermally inducted salt creep and differential uplift. An example from the
Yucca Mountain Site is the lack of consideration that hydrothermal actfvity
could be a future source of fluid important to waste package corrosion. For
all sites, the effects of alternatfve corrosion mechanisms were not factored
into waste package lifetime analyses. Finally, considering the examples noted
above, it is overly optimistic to state on p. 3-41 of the Methodology Document
that "When placed on a scale where a zero can be fnterpreted as performance at
the minimum level required by the primary-containment requirements of the EPA
standards and 100 is perfectfon, all of the sites have expected utilities of
99.7 or higher."



The significance of the above concerns is to DOE's ongoing preparation of the
SCP's and eventually to site characterization activities, since both the
general over optimism as well as the specific concerns could result in
inadequate testing programs and inadequate information at the time of
licensing. Should the range of uncertainties and alternative interpretations
and assumptions that can be reasonably supported by the existing data not be
considered in the SCP development, the SCP could be deficient in the
identificatfon and description of 1) the site including the range of
uncertainties in known site conditions; 2) the issues and information needed
to resolve issues; 3) the issue resolution strategies; 4) the performance
allocation (1.e. the definition of performance goals and desired, assocfated
confidence levels for varfous components of the repository system); 5) the
investigatfon and study plans (tests and analyses); and 6) the ratfonales for
investigations and studies with consideration to various sources of
uncertainty. To the extent necessary for demonstrating complfance with 10 CFR
Part 60, site characterization tests should lead to narrowing the range of
uncertainties and eliminating alternative interpretations and confirming or
revising assumptions on the basis of new data and analyses. This narrowing
process will not be effective unless the test plans recognize the range of
uncertainties and alternative interpretations and assumptions that can be
reasonably supported by the existing data. It is important to note that
because our comments are only related to the material which we reviewed in
the final EA, they are not a complete list of our concerns important to the SCP
development. We have identified such concerns fn our correspondence and
technical meeting summaries with DOE.

Over the past few years we have identified the need for recognizing
uncertainties and alternative interpretations in the DOE program as reflected
in our comments on the BWIP Site Characterization Report (NUREG-0960), the
draft EA's, and the draft Project Decision Schedule. In addition, the NRC and
DOE staffs have met numerous times over the past few years to discuss this
subject. While we feel that these interactions have resulted in final EA's
which exhibit some progress in these areas, we consider that further
improvement in recognition of uncertainties and alternative interpretations is
still needed. In addition, further progress has been made recentiy by DOE and
- NRC agreeing on how uncertainties and alternative interpretations will be
consfdered in the SCP's and supporting study plans (NRC/DOE meeting on Level of
Detail in the SCP, May 7-8, 1986). For the above reasons we are providing our
comnents for DOE’s consideration. Furthermore, we recommend that because of
the difficulties encountered in the past in addressing uncertainties and
alternative interpretations we consider it important that the NRC and DOE
staffs discuss representative comments in these areas as part of our pre-SCP
1?teractions to agree on how they will be considered in the development of test
plans. - .



TABLE 1 SUMMARY OF CONCERNS WITH THE FINAL EA'S

FINAL EA DRAFT EA MAJOR COMMENT CONCERN WITH FINAL EA RESOLUTION*
Hanford 1. Groundwater travel time Groundwater travel time (5)**
2. Changes that could affect No major concern

the geohydrolegic regime
3. Geochemical environment Redox conditfons (6)
Microbial/Organic Complexes and
Radfonuclide Retardation
(new comment based on new information) (7)

.4. Tectonic stability | Potential fault activity (2)
Rate and style of deformation (3)

Seismicity (4)

5. Natural resources No major concern

Potential geothermal resources
(new comment based on new information) (1)

6. Thickness of host rock _ No major concern
7. Shaft construction No major concern
8. Waste package lifetime Waste package lifetime (8)
9. Surface flooding No major concerns

10. Comparative evaluation
of sites No major concerns

Al

*The cancerns found with the final EA resolutions represent a range from essentially no resolution to resolution
of all but a few of the original draft EA concerns. It is important to note that even where major concerns remain,
some of the original concerns were addressed and in many cases impraovements were evident in the final EA's.

**The rumber in parenthesis is the final EA comment number.
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FINAL EA

TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) SUMMARY OF CONCERNS WITH THE FINAL EA'S
DRAFT _EA MAJOR COMMENT

CONCERN WITH FINAL EA RESOLUTION

Yucca Mountain

1.

9.
10.

11.

Fault activity

Volcanism/hydro-
thermal activity

Groundwater travel
time calculations

Free drainage of host rock

Groundwater chemistry
of the unsaturated zone

Retardation of radionuclides
Mineral stability
Radionuclide transport
increase due to changes

in geohydrologic and
climatic conditions

Surface flooding

Waste package
postclosure performance

Comparative evaluation of
sites

11

[PRRVORIERN N

Fault activity (1)
Northeast trending faults (2)
Detachment faulting (3)
Hydrothermal activity (4)
Natural resources
data relevant to the
evaluation (5)

Groundwater travel
time (7)

No major concerns

No major concerns

Retardation of radionuclides (8)
No major concerns
Radionuclide transport
increase due to changes
in geohydrologic and
climatic conditions (6)
No major concerns

Waste package
postclosure performance (9)

No major concerns
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FINAL EA

TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) SUMMARY OF CONCERNS WITH THE FINAL EA'S
DRAFT EA MAJOR COMMENT

CONCERN WITH FINAL EA RESOLUTION

Davis Canyon

1.

2,
3.
a,
5.

11.
12.
13.
14.

Tectonics and structural
discontinuitfes

Pissolution
Groundwater travel time
Hydraulic gradient
Host rock carnallite
Radionuclide mobility

Effects of host rock mass
heterogeneity

Retrievability
Shaft sealing

Waste package performance
predictions -

Controlled area
Potential field studies
in Canyonlands National
Park

Surface flooding

Comparative evaluation
of sites
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Structure and tectonics (1)

Dissolution (2)

Groundwater travel time (3)

No major cencern

Decomposition of carnallite (4)
Redox conditions (5)

Effects of host rock
mass heterogeneity (6)

No major concern
Shaft sealing (7)

Waste package performance
prediction (8)

No major concern
Potential field studies

in Canyonlands National Park (9)
No major concern

No major concern



TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) SUMMARY OF CONCERNS WITH THE FINAL EA'S

FINAL EA DRAFT EA MAJOR COMMENT CONCERN WITH FINAL EA RESOLUTION
Deaf Smith 1. Structural discontinuities Dissolution (1)
2. Dissolution }
3. Groundwater travel time Groundwater travel time (2)
4. Host rock clay content No major concerns
and dehydration
5. Radionuclide mobility Redox conditions (3)
6. Effects of host rock mass Effects of host rock
heterogeneity mass heterogeneity (4)
7. Retrievability No major concerns
8. Shaft sealing Shaft sealing (5)
9. Waste package performance Waste package performance
predictions predictions (6)
10. Controlled area No major concerns
11. Surface flooding No major concerns
12. Comparative evaluation No major concerns

of sftes
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TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) SUMMARY OF CONCERNS WITH THE FINAL EA'S

FINAL EA DRAFT EA MAJOR COMMENT CONCERN WITH FINAL EA RESOLUTION
Richton Dome 1. Fractures and anomalous zones No major concerns | |
2. Dissolution ' No major concerns
3. Groundwater travel time No major concerns
4. Radionuclide mobility Reddx conditions (1)
5. Effects of host rock mass Effects of host rock
heterogeneity mass heterogeneity (2)
6. Shaft sealing Shaft sealing (3)
7. Retrievability No major concerns
8. Waste package performance Waste package performance
predictions predictions (4)
9. Controlled area No major concerns
10. Surface flooding No major concerhs
11. Comparative evaluation No major concerns

of sites
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Comment 1
Potential Geothermal Resources

Guidelines on Natural Resources - 10 CFR 960.4-2-8 (b)(1) and (c)(1)(4)

The analysis presented in the final EA (Section 6.3.1.8,3, page 6-175, last
paragraph) on natural resources does not consider new geothermal resource
information acquired and evaluated by the Bonneville Power Administration and
published in June 1985. This new information considers applications of
resources at geothermal temperature gradients equivalent to and less than the
Hanford site's gradient of 38°C per kilometer (162°F per mile) (final EA,
Section 6.3.1.8.3, page 6-175, last paragraph, and page 6-176, top of page).
Available data indicates that the average geothermal gradient at the Hanford
site may support low temperature geothermal resource utilization as described
in the above-referenced report (BPA, 1985).

The final EA (page 6-175, last paragraph, and page 6-176, top of page) :
concludes, based on measurements obtained from 15 boreholes drilled fn the -
Pasco Basin, that the geothermal gradient at the Hanford site is approximately
38°C per kilometer (162°F per mile). This is considered insufficient for space
heating (final EA, Section 6.3.1.8.3, page 6-176) because space heating
requires a geothermal gradient exceeding 45°C per kilometer (182°F per mile).
However, the final EA does not consider the potential for the commercial
utilization of geothermal resources with temperature gradfents lower than those
required for space heating. This fncludes applicatfons for industrial
processes, agriculture and aquacultural production (BPA, 1985, Volume 1, page
293, Figure 9-1) which require temperatures ranging from approximately 18°C
(65°F) (gPA, 1985, Volume 1, page 293, Figure 9.1) to 44°C (111°F) (BPA, 1985,
page 300).

The Bonneville Power Administration, Department of Energy, released the
above-referenced report in June 1985, evaluating and ranking the geothermal
resource sites in Washington and the three adjacent states of Oregon, Idaho and
Montana (BPA, 1985, Executive Summary, page 1, paragraph 1). The report
represents a comprehensive, state-of-the-art evaluation of geothermal-economic
data (BPA, 1985, Executive Summary, page 1, paragraph 4) and focuses on a broad
spectrum of geothermal applications rather than on a single application (space
heating) such as was referenced (Stoffel and Korosec, 1984) in the final EA.
The report ranked the numerous (1,265) potential sites based upon an estimate
of development potential and cost (BPA, 1985, Executive Summary, page 1,
paragraph 4). Of the highest ranked direct utilization sites (BPA, 1985,
Volume 1, page 315, Table 10.2), many are fn proximity (as close as Othello at
25 miles to the northwest, Richland at 27 miles to the southeast, Pasco at 35
miles to the southeast, and Yakima at 45 miles to the west) to the reference
repository location (RRL). The report ranked Yakima third in the four state
area, Richland eighteenth, Pasco twentieth and Othello fifty-third (BPA, 1985,
Volume 1, page 315, Table 10.2). Other highly-ranked sites are located within
45 miles of the RRL.
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Comment 2
Potential Fault Activity - (Draft EA Major Comment 4)

Guidelines on Tectonics 10 CFR 960.4-2-7 (a), (b), (¢)(2), (c)(6), (d);
960.5-2-11 (a), (b), (d) and Rock Characteristics 960.4-2-3 (a)

In NRC major comment no. 4 on the draft EA for the Hanford site, the concern
was raised that existing evidence suggesting recent fault activity at or near
the reference repository location (RRL) had not been adequately considered in
evaluations related to the tectonic suitability of the site. Specifically, the
NRC staff considered that evaluations of existing data indicating the presence
of tectonic breccia, geophysical anomalies and microseismic activity in
proximity to the RRL should have been incorporated into the draft EA evaluation
of tectonic stability. The final EA includes an evaluation of these factors
but concludes that the presence of these features does not indicate that .
potentially adverse structures exist within the RRL. The NRC staff considers-
that the existing limited data could also support the alternative '
“interpretation that faulting may exist at or near the RRL.

Interpretations presented in the final EA (Section C.5.7, pages C.5-127 to 155)
suggest that: (1) tectonic breccias observed in boreholes in the Cold Creek
syncline do not indicate the presence of a significant fault zone because they
are relatively thin (page C.5-129, 1st paragraph); (2) geophysical anomalies
are subtle and cannot be reliably delineated (page C.5-135, 6th paragraph); and
(3) extending major structural features fnto the RRL s conjecture and
speculative (page C.5-155, cont. paragraph). The final EA interpretations
outlined above are used to support the statement, originally made in the draft
EA and repeated in the final EA (final EA, Section 3.2.3.3, page 3-58), that

" ..the reference repository locatfon appears to be relatively free of
potentially adverse structures.® The NRC staff, however, remains concerned
that the features listed above may indeed indicate the presence of relevant
tectonic features within the Cold Creek syncline, and examination of the final
EA indicates that this potential has not been factored into evaluations
regarding tectonic stability of the RRL. For example, tectonic breccia zones
within basalts near Hanford are known to be associated with major geologic
structures (final EA, page C.5-127). However, the significance of breccia
zones in the Cold Creek syncline is unknown. As stated in the final EA, the
breccias suggest that structures of unknown extent, geometry, and dimensions
may be present (page C.5-155). Tectonic breccias occur within all deep
boreholes and appear to be concentrated in the Grande Ronde and Wanapum basalts
possibly suggesting that they may be part of a significant structural feature
or features. The fact that breccia zones in the boreholes within the Cold
Creek syncline are thinner than they are in anticlines (C.5-129) may not be an
indication of the lessening of fault significance ‘away from the anticlines, but
rather that the fault is rotating into the plane of bedding and not crossing
major bedding surfaces. The characteristics, spatial orientation, and
distribution of tectonic breccias are not completely known, thereby increasing
the difficulty of assessing the tectonic suitability of the RRL at this time.
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The final EA states that active faults do not appear to be present in the
reference repository location (final EA, Section 6.3.3.4.1, page 6-248).
However, exceptionally great horizontal stresses and related microseismicity
(Rockwell, 1985) in the RRL area may indicate that rupture and (or) slip is
occurring along either "very small faults or very limited parts of larger
faults" (final EA, page C.5-156, paragraph 3). This information indicates that
while there may be no surface expression of historical faulting in the Cold
Creek syncline, faulting may be occurring in the subsurface. The NRC is
concerned that there may be a cause and effect relationship between the
tectonic breccias and the microseismicity.

Additional evidence supporting an alternative interpretation that faulting may
exist within the RRL are seismic and aeromagnetic surveys that have delineated
anomalies within the RRL which have been interpreted as faults (Holmes and
Mitchell, 1981). While the nature of these geophysically identified features
may not be completely understood, they suggest that structural features (1.e.,
faults and (or) folds) important to repository design may be present within the
RRL. ;
The NRC staff is also concerned that the final EA has not considered the
potential for structures extending to or through the RRL. For example, if
extended to the southeast, faults exposed on Umtanum Ridge would pass beneath
or through the RRL. The presence of tectonic breccias in drill holes within
the RRL and also in assocfation with known faults on Umtanum Ridge provide
support to the interpretation that low-angle thrust faults could extend into
the RRL (NUREG-0960, page 4-6). The NRC staff considers that combining the
evidence for faulting in the Umtanum Ridge and RRL areas is a conservative
hypothesis in an area where surface exposures are limited.

Comment 3
Rate and Style of Deformation

Guideline for Tectonics 10 CFR 960.4-2-7 (a)(1), (b)(1), (c)(2),
(c)(6), (d)(1) and 960.5-2-11 (a)(1), (b)(1), (d)(1)

The NRC-staff review of the draft EA for the Hanford site raised concern that
existing geologic information indicates that Quaternary deformation of the
Pasco Basin and Columbia Plateau may have occurred at higher rates than was
reported in the draft EA. Examination of the final EA indicates that, although
the 1imited existing data base and the need for additional study have been
recognized, the final EA has not taken these recognized uncertainties into
consideration when evaluating tectonic deformation. The NRC staff considers
that the existing limited data could also support an alternative interpretation
that deformation has occurred over a much shorter time period and at
considerably higher rates than was concluded in the final EA evaluation.
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The NRC staff is concerned that the concept of average rate of deformation as
used in the final EA may not accurately predict the amount of deformation that
has occurred in the Quaternary Period. The final EA indicates that deformation
rates for the period 14.5 to 10.5 million years ago (m.y.a.) were between 40
and 80 meters per million years (0.04-0.08 mm/year). These rates of
deformatfon are then projected to the present to give a uniform deformation
rate and are used as the primary support for conclusions made in the final EA
regarding tectonic suitability of the site. Specific NRC staff concerns
related to the use of the average rate of deformation are as follows:

1) The final EA states that deformation in the area of the reference
repository location (RRL) has followed an average rate of nearly
north-south compression for the past 14 m.y. resulting in east-west
trending folds. However, Barresh and others (1983) indicate that while
there is evidence of compressive deformation in the Yakima fold
subprovince in the period from 16 to 10 m.y.a., compression is belfeved to
have resulted in only mild warping, with most deformation occurring after
10 m.y.a. The mild warping prior to 10 m.y.a. is evidenced by the lack of
clear definition of structures on isopach maps of the RRL (LLNL draft

+ letter report dated 9/26/85) which show 1ittle evidence of east-west
oriented folds until Elephant Mountain member time (approximately 10.5
m.y.a.). Additionally, investigations in the Yakima fold subprovince
(Beeson and Moran, 1979; Rockwell, 1979) suggest that northeast and
northwest trending structures were formed during this time instead of
east-west trending structures now apparent near the RRL. The NRC staff
therefore considers that the deformational history observed in the RRL
area 1s more complex than presented in the final EA, and the deformation
responsible for structures now present near the RRL may have occurred over
a substantially shorter time period (i.e., 10 m.y. to present vs. 14.5
m.y. to present).

2) Deformation rates of 0.1 to 0.14 mm/yr for the period of 10.5 to 4.0
m.y.a. presented by Barresh and others (1983) for the Saddle Mountains are
2.5 to 3.5 times greater than the rate presented in the final EA.
Estimates of deformation rates presented by Kienle and others (1978) for
the Yakima Ridge give values of 6.5 to 21 times as high as those presented
in the final EA for the period between 8 and 4 m.y.a. The NRC staff is
therefore concerned that the uniform deformatfon rate of Q.04 to 0.08
mm/yr. used in the final EA may significantly underestimate the actual
deformation rate of the area.

3) The final EA indicates that deformation occurred at a constant rate and
orientation over the period of 14.5 m.y. to the present. Although the
final EA notes that deformation can be episodic and recognizes that
"episodic movements may be significant to repository operations and to
waste isolation" (final EA, page C.5-167), conclusions reached about
preclosure and postclosure tectonics are based on the concept of unfiform
deformation over an extended perfod of time. The NRC staff is concerned
that the uniform rate of deformation as used in the final EA does not take
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into consideration that the orientation, style, and intensity of
deformation in the Columbia Plateau may have changed significantly in the
Late Miocene to Early Pliocene (approximately 5-10 m.y.a.) because of a
major clockwise rotation in the regional stress field in the western
United States (Eaton, 1984; Zoback and others, 1981). The timing of the
stress field rotation roughly coincides with lessening of volcanism
following deposition of the Saddle Mountains Basalt (approximately 10-8
m.y.a.) and also with the onset of a major episode of deformation (10-8
m.y.a.) in the Columbia Plateau (Barresh, et al., 1983). The NRC staff is
concerned that rather than factoring into the tectonic evaluation the
potential for episodic structural events, the final EA assumes that the
deformation rate, orientation, and style did not change substantially
across a rather dramatic change in the regional stress field. NRC staff
considers that without further substantiation, this assumption and the
concept of a uniform rate of deformatfon remain extremely tenuous.

The NRC staff is also concerned that the final EA has not thoroughly considered
a substantial body of evidence supporting a “thin-skinned" or regional
detachment style of deformation in the area of the RRL. Of particular concern
to the NRC staff is the potential for detachment faults or imbricate zones
splaying off of detachments (f.e., "thin-skinned" deformatfon) extending
beneath, above, and/or through the repository level.

The final EA states that major faults result from folding and are, therefore,
limited to anticlinal features. The final EA further proposed that the
mechanism for the development of these folds is the presence of localized
detachments beneath anticlines (Price, 1982). This hypothesis fs used as the
basis for the statement in the final EA that the Cold Creek syncline contains a
basically undisturbed sequence of basalt (final EA, page 3-58) because
deformation in synclines is not required to accommodate strain. The NRC staff
1s concerned that sufficient information may not be available to support the
localized detachment hypothesis and that other mechanisms of deformation should
be considered in a conservative approach to assessing preclosure and
postcliosure tectonics. Specifically, the NRC staff is concerned (draft EA
detailed comment 3-8) about the consequences of “thin-skinned" or regional
detachment type (decollement) faulting within the RRL. The NRC staff considers
that existing evidence suggests that a regional detachment type fault system
may be present at or near the RRL. For example, Laubscher (1981) initially
proposed detachment type faulting in this area placing the master detachment
near the base of the crust, a second detachment at the base of the basalt
column and localized detachments at a depth of 1-3km in the basalt section.

The NRC staff has also recognized the possiblfty of detachment zones fn the
vicinity of the RRL. The WNP-2 Safety Evaluation Report states that reverse
faults associated with overturned folds on Umtanum Ridge may be part of an
imbricate thrust zone partially detached from basement (NRC, 1982). The report
further states that the Frenchman Hills and Saddle Mountains are part of this
imbricate thrust zone and that at least some of the faults are primary and not
related to the effects of folding. In addition, Bentley (1982) indicates that
“thin-skinned" tectonics is responsible for overthickening of basalt
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stratigraphy in deep test wells. He proposes the existence of decollements in
sub-basalt and inter-basalt sedimentary layers.

Comment 4

Seismicity of the Reference Repository Location - (Major Comment 4)

Guidelines on Tectonics 10 CFR 960.4-2-7 (b) and (c)(2)

NRC staff comments on the draft EA raised concerns that while microearthquakes
were recognized as the primary mode of seismic activity in the region, the
potential for such activity to present a near-field seismic hazard was not
evaluated. Examination of the final EA (Section C.5.7.3 and Section 6.3.1.7.3)
indicates that although the need for additfonal study has been recognized, the
seismic evaluation as presented in the final EA did not take into consideration
the potential impact of microearthquake swarms on the tectonic suitability of +
the reference reposftory location (RRL). For example, most of the
microearthquake swarms reported near the Hanford site have occurred from near
surface to 2 kilometers (km) in depth which approximates the depth of the
proposed underground facility of the geologic repository. The NRC staff {s
concerned that the lack of consideration in the final EA for the potential of
microearthquake-induced fracturing within the repository horizon may have
resulted in overly optimistic conclusions concerning the effects of seismic
events on radionuclide release rates.

The final EA concludes that although microearthquakes are expected to occur in
the immediate vicinity of the geologic repository during the postclosure
period, they are not likely to affect releases of radionuclides to the
accessible environment during the first 10,000 years after closure (final EA,
Section 6.3.1.7.3). The NRC staff is concerned that, based on available data,
many of the hypotheses presented in the final EA to support this conclusion are
overly optimistic. For example, the hypothetical model of a microearthquake
rupture surface as presented in the final EA (Section 6.3.1.7.3) indicates a
relatively shallow dipping single surface involving a rupture of limited extent
and a displacement of a few centimeters. A rupture of this type would not
increase the permeability of the flow interior to more than the typical Grande
Ronde flow top. The NRC staff considers that by using scaling relationships of
Brune (1967) and Bonilla et al. (1984), the data could also support a model
indicating a typical rupture surface of a microearthquake to be & circular area
of approximately 10 to 200 meters radius with an average displacement of
approximately % to 11 millimeters for microearthquakes of magnftudes 0 to 3
respectively. Available data indicates that the Cohassett flow ranges 1in
thickness from 73 to 81 meters including a flow top of from 5 to 10 meters in
thickness. Assuming the underground facility were situated in the flow
interior midway between the Cohassett flow top and the underlying flow top, and
assuming a typical microearthquake rupture surface dip of 45 degrees (Malone,
et al., 19758), a rupture of approximately 45 meters in length would extend from
the underground facility to the flow top. A rupture of at least this length 1is
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considered typical for microearthquakes of magnitude 1 or greater. If a
microearthquake swarm were to occur in the vicinity of the underground
facility, it is possible that several tectonic fractures could be activated
since it appears that multiple rupture surfaces have been involved fn previous
swarms. Thus there is a potential for several paths with permeabilities
possibly equivalent to those of flow tops to be opened between the underground
facil1ty and the flow tops during a microearthquake swarm.

The occurrence of a microearthquake swarm in the vicinity of the underground
facility during preclosure could disrupt operations. If the swarm was in the
immediate vicinity of the facility, it could possibly trigger rock bursts,
cause damage at sites of high stress, and affect the ground water flow.
Microearthquake swarms in the vicinity of the underground facility during
postclosure may significantly shorten the travel time for radionuclides to
reach the accessible environment by opening paths between the flow {nterfor and
the flow tops. Waste canister emplacement space could also be affected by the:
number and spacing of fractures encountered within the repository. Active '
tectonic fractures are rarely single fractures but more often are a zone of
fractures.

Comment 5
Groundwater Travel Time - (Draft EA Major Comment 1)
Guidelines on Geohydrology 10 CFR 960.4-2-1(b)(1) and 960.4-2-1(d)

The NRC staff's major comment no. 1 on the draft EA for the Hanford site
identified five sources of concern regarding the assessment of groundwater
travel times: 1) the applicability of previously published travel time
estimates; 2) the reliability and representativeness of the data base for
transmissivity, hydraulic gradient, and effective thickness; 3) the treatment
of these data in deterministic and stochastic models; 4) the treatment of
-numerical model geometry; and §) the definition of the orientations and lengths
of flow paths (i.e., conceptual groundwater flow models) from the disturbed
zone to the accessible environment. Only the first {tem on this 11st has been
resolved in the final EA by stating that no relfance was placed on the :
previously published travel time estimates. The NRC staff considers that items
numbered 2-5 above remain unresolved.

The NRC staff considers that the hydrogeologic conceptual model of the Hanford
site as presented in the final EA is based on a data base that differs little
from that used in the draft EA. Application of porous media concepts to
describe flow in basalt flow tops and interiors continues to be an inadequately
supported assumption in the final EA. The characteristics of hydrogeologic
boundaries as well as the directions and magnftudes of both horizontal and
vertical groundwater flow in the basalt aquifer system are still not well
understood. The final EA did not consider hydraulic responses caused by
construction of borehole DC-23. These responses suggest that large scale
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heterogeneities involving varying degrees of aquifer interconnection may be
present in the vicinity of the RRL. There are also concerns about the limited
extent to which existing hydrochemical data at Hanford (in particular,
long-lived radionuclide data) have been used to assess and corroborate
conceptual models of groundwater flow. For example, current conceptual models
of groundwater flow in confined aquifers at Hanford are not fully consistent
with available hydrochemical data, which can be interpreted to show varying
degrees of aquifer interconnection. Of particular importance in such
evaluations of conceptual models is the occurrence and distribution of
long-1ived radionuclides such as 1-129, C1-36, and Tc-99. These radionuclides
can also be useful in evaluating groundwater recharge and discharge and
migration paths of future and existing contaminants at the Hanford site.

In addition, new information presented in the final EA raises additional
concerns about the overall groundwater travel time methodology. The staff
considers that neither the final EA nor its supporting document (Clifton, 1986)
provide sufficient supporting information with respect to the formulation of
the five basic models used to predict groundwater travel times, thereby
reducing the level of confidence placed on the travel times presented in the
final EA. From the information provided, it can only be assumed that the
methodologies used to calculate groundwater travel time in the draft and final
EA's are similar (Clifton, 1984; Clffton et al., 1984). Specifically,
information has not been provided with respect to boundary conditions, the
number and size of model elements, number of calculated realizations, and
modeling procedures and logic. Additionally, there is no indicatfon that the
model results were checked for sensitivity to the number of realizations. The
absence of this supporting information raises questions with respect to
utilization of model output distributions of groundwater travel time. By
comparison, significantly more information on computatfonal procedures was
presented in the draft EA and 1ts supporting documents (Clifton et al., 1984).

The NRC staff review of the draft EA raised concerns regarding the reliability
of the preliminary geohydrologic data base. On page C.5-60 of the final EA it
fs stated that "... the available hydrologic data base is good.* On page
C.5-180, under discussion of the transmissivity-data base, it is stated that
the ensemble of Grande Ronde flow-top transmissivities s used (in the absence
of specific data) to generate a representation of the flow top overlying the
repository, and that "[T]he practice of using surrogate data sets to make
initial predictions of performance for design purposes is common fn the
disciplines of engineering and hydrology." Although this situatfon is
unavoidable at this early stage of site investigations, it is premature to
refer to the overall data base as being "good" with respect to calculating
groundwater travel times.

The NRC staff has previously questioned the adequacy and reliability of all of
the data sets (transmissivity, hydraulic gradient, and effective thickness) on
which the simulated travel times are based. In particular, the staff has
questioned, based on existing data, the parameter ranges selected for use in
the simulation calculations. For example, the final EA utilized a uniform
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distribution for effective porosity (derived from effective thickness) that 1s
biased toward high values. The NRC staff considers the use of a log-uniform
distribution with a median value centered about a value of effective porosity
derived from the field test of effective thickness to be a more realistic and
conservative approach. Similarly, problems exist with the selection of
parameter ranges for transmissivity, vertical hydraulic conductivity, and
hydraulic gradient.

In addition, 1t is noted that conclusions presented in the final EA based on
the groundwater travel time analyses are primarily discussed in terms of the
“medfan" travel times. The NRC staff considers this approach to be
nonconservative because the median provides no information regarding
uncertainties associated with estimates of groundwater travel times, and does
not adequately address scenarios involving faster paths of 1ikely radionuclide
travel. In addition, the median travel time percentile 1s less sensitive to
the varfance of the travel time distribution than are lower or higher
cumulative percentfles in the "“tails" of the groundwater travel time :
distribution. Conclusions based on median values are less sensitive to the
uncertainty implicit in hypotheses of groundwater flow system behavior. Use of
a percentile smaller than the median would be more appropriate, because
corresponding travel times are more sensitive to the spatial variability of
field parameters, reliability of conceptual models, adequacy of hydrologic
field testing, and measurement error.

The final EA concludes that groundwater travel time at the Hanford site "...
has 1 high likelihood of exceeding 1000 years" (Volume 2, page 6-100). As
discussed above, the NRC staff considers that such high levels of confidence
cannot be assigned to any estimates of groundwater travel time at Hanford
because of the l1imited hydrogeologic data base and of concerns regarding
analyses and interpretations presented in the final EA. In addition, the staff
considers that NRC's major comment no. 1 on the draft Hanford EA remains
applicable to the groundwater travel time analyses in the final EA, with the
exception of the concern about the reliability of previous groundwater models.
Therefore, based on the existing 1imited data base and concerns expressed
above, the staff considers that groundwater travel time estimates presented in
the Hanford EA are overly optimistic and that travel times based on available
data may be significantly closer to 1000 years than stated in the final EA.

Comment 6

Redox Conditions (Draft EA Major Comment 3)

General Geochemical Guideline 10 CFR 960.4-2-2

In NRC staff major comment no. 3 on the draft EA for the Hanford site, the
concern was raised that the conclusions that site redox conditions are not ...
chemically oxidizing" and that the reference repository has chemically reducing
conditions that will maintain radionuclides in their least mobile state are
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based on {nsufficient data. Examination of the final EA (Volume 2, Section
6.3.1.2.2, page 6-109; Volume 2, Section 6.3.1.2.10, pages 6-123 and 6-124;
Volume 3, Section C.5.2.1, pages C.5-81 through C.5-88; among others) indicates
that although the draft EA concerns have been acknowledged, the evaluation in
the final EA of pre-~ and post-waste emplacement geochemical characteristics of
the Hanford site and the significance of these characteristics on radionuclide
retardation is still optimistic. Therefore, the NRC staff considers that draft
EA major comment no. 3 remains appropriate for the final EA. Draft EA comment
no. 3 expressed the NRC staff concern that the effects of reaction kinetics may
prevent the establishment of redox equilibria, and may inhibit either the
transformation or the maintenance of radionuclides as reduced species. This
concern is supported by Lindberg and Runnells (1984) who state (1) "... that
equilibrium modeling of the redox chemistry of natural aqueous systems is not
realistic as computed from Eh or pE as a 'master' redox variable," (2)
“Equilibrium mocdeling should therefore be restricted to non-redox systems,® and
(3) "If redox chemistry is to be considered, investigations must analyze the
waters for the specific valence states of the elements of interest....® .
Further, according to Hostettler (1984), predicting the valence states of
multivalent radionuclides (and thus the mobility of radionuclides) requires
analysis and knowledge of the kinetics of all relevant reactions. The NRC
staff therefore considers that prediction of the valence states of radionuclide
species should be made only to the extent that the behavior of the constituents
can be shown to mimic the behavior of the couples measured. Accordingly, a
realistic but conservative alternative assumption for those radionuclides for
which this information has not been collected, or where the information is
ambfguous, §s that they will be released and move through the system as
oxidized species.

In addition to the draft EA concerns being appropriate to the final EA, the NRC
staff is also concerned with the final EA statement that there are “... strong
indications that the reference repository location has chemically reducing
conditions that will promote precipitation and will mafntain radionuclides 1in
their least mobile state ..." (See final EA, Volume 1, Section 6.2, page 16).
Although the NRC agrees that avaflable information indicates that ambient redox
conditions are 1ikely to be reducing (i.e., Eh less than 0.0 volts) in deep
basalt groundwater systems, evidence presented in the final EA, such as
equilibrium calculations of non-equilibrium redox couples involving either
sulfate or methane (see final EA Comment 7), does not necessarily indicate that
the Eh will efther be reducing or as low as -0.4 volts as is suggested in the
final EA (Baas-Becking et al., 1960; Thorstenson, 1970; Berner, 1971; Langmuir,
1971). Also, as previously stated, the 11kelihood that reducing conditions are
present does not support equilibrium modeling of redox sensitive radionuclides
as reduced species because what may be reducing for one redox couple could be
oxidizing for another. Also, an additional source of concern fs the incomplete
discussion in the final EA of the impact of atmospheric oxygen introduced into
the repository during construction and waste emplacement. For example,
laboratory .tests conducted by Apted and Myers (1982); Lane et al. (1983a and
1983b); Jantzen (1983); Grandstaff et al. (1984) and Moore et al. (1985) using
crushed rock, and in some cases distilled water, are cited as support for the
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conclusion in the final EA that basalt can rapidly re-establish reducing
conditions in the repository subsequent to closure. However, these references
also support an alternative and more conservative conclusion that the
re-establishment of ambient reducing conditions may be slow since the massive
basalt host rock will not react as fast upon contact with the groundwater as
does crushed rock. While it is acknowledged in the final EA that the
experimental work cited had been completed with crushed basalt, the alternative
interpretation of the experimental data was not identified in the final EA.
Based on the above discussion, it is not clear that a conservative approach was
taken as stated in the final EA (Volume 3, Section C.2.7.4, page C-2-78; and
Volume 2, Section 6.1.2, page 6-4) in evaluating site redox conditions and
their effect on the performance of the repository.

Comment 7

Microbfal/Organic Complexes and Radionuclide Retardation
(Draft EA Major Comment 3)

General Geochemical Guideline 10 CFR 960,4-2-2

In NRC staff major comment no. 3 on the draft EA for the Hanford site,
reference was made to detailed comment 6-33 where the concern was raised that
equilibrium between the redox couples sulfate/sulfide and methane/carbon
dioxide, used to suggest non-oxidizing conditions, is unusual because such
reactions require biological mediation and are not generally found to be
electrochemically active. The final EA suggests that “(t)he presence
of...certain bacteria..." in the Hanford site basalt environment may, in fact,
help catalyze these redox couples (Volume 3, Section C.5.2.1, page C.5-82).
However, the NRC staff considers that while the presence of bacteria in the
geochemical system at Hanford may help resolve the redox concern, they could
also result in a significant new concern by increasing the mobility of some
radionuclide species. This possibility has not been recognized or factored
into evaluations of radionuclide mobility in the final EA.

According to West et al. (1984), radionuclide microbfal/organic complexes have
different migration characteristics than inorganic complexes. For example,
such material may form complexes with radionuclides, resulting in higher
apparent solubilities, lower effective sorption and hence, higher release
rates. The ultimate effect of microbes/bacteria/organics could therefore be an
enhancement of radionuclide mobility thereby impacting the anticipated
performance of the site (NRC, 1984).
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Comment 8

Waste Package Lifetime - (Draft EA Major Comment 8)

In the NRC staff's major comment no. 8 on the draft EA for the Hanford site,
concerns were raised on the draft EA's estimation of a 6,000 year waste package
lifetime. Specifically, four areas of concern regarding the estimate of
contafiner 1ifetime were identified: 1) the oxidizing environment during
repository operation and after closure; 2) localized corrosion as a waste
package failure mode; 3) the effect of packing on corrosion of the overpack
materfal; and 4) the effect which instability of packing may have on fngress of
water as well as on the migration of radionuclides through the packing
material. Examination of the final EA (Sections 6.4.2.1, 6.4.2.3, and 6.4.2.4)
indicates that items 1 and 3 above have not been addressed, while items 2 and 4
have only been partially addressed. The NRC staff therefore considers that
draft EA comment no. 8 applies equally well to the final EA. For example,
while the final EA states that localized corrosion faflure modes such as stress
corrosion cracking (SCC) and pitting will be incorporated into future corrosion
models (page 6-283), the document concludes on page 6-121 that "pitting and
stress corrosion cracking will not be active corrosion modes." The NRC staff
has identified major sources of uncertainty not recognized in the three
references provided in the final EA as support for this statement (Lumsden,
1985; Pitman, 1985; and James, 1985). Major concerns identified fn Lumsden,
1985 by the NRC staff include: (1) Lumsden's data was not measured in the
presence of a radiation field which will be present in a repository
environment; (2) the pitting potentials given in the paper may be uncertain*;
(3) additional measurements (e.g. cyclic polarization) are needed to better
determine pitting potentials and pit incubatfon times; and (4) alternate
wetting and drying data at increased temperatures and times are also needed for
projecting corrosion rates. In contradiction to the conclusion drawn in the
final EA, one of the conclusions of the James paper referenced above states,
“the tentative conclusion is that limited crack extension may have occurred.”
In other words, stress corrosion cracking (SCC) may have occurred for the
A387-9 steel at 250°C after 2000 hours. Additionally, the Pitman paper stated,

*The pitting potentials given were determined only from the breakdown
potentials of anodic polarization curves. Cyclic polarization data are needed
in order to determine whether hysteresis is present. If hysteresis is present
there will exist a protection potential which 1s different from Lumsden's
pitting potential. In order for pitting not to occur under repository
conditions, the potential must be less than the protection potential. Since
the cyclic polarization data was not measured by Lumsden, it is not obvfous
what the protection potential {s for these materials. Consequently, in this
case it cannot be stated that pitting will not occur under repository
conditions. It should also be noted that if pitting does occur, both the
protection potential and the pitting potential (as measured by Lumsden) for the
material would shift toward the corrosion potential.
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"In summary, both 9% Cr, 1% Mo steel and A27 steel were found to be susceptable
to decreasing ductility in 150°C basalt groundwater at low strain rates."
Pitman further concludes that SCC exists in the low alloy A387 steel. For the
A27 steel, even though Pitman concludes that there was no SCC observed, the
reduced ductility implies a high probability that SCC may occur over a longer
time period.

With reference to the NRC staff's draft EA concern related to packing
instability (item & above), page 6-120 of the final EA comments on the
bentonite instability results of Haire and Beall (1979), the NRC staff notes
that a change in crystal structure of the bentonite is not necessarily a
function of only the radfation dose rate, but also of the total dosage. The

final EA states that the dose rate (3 x 10g rad/hr.) for the Haire and Beall
(1979) work was 105 times what 1s expected in the repository. Therefore, using
a dose rate of 3 «x 104 rad/hr., the total dosage expected in one year is 3 x ¥

109 rads. After only 1000 years, the total dosage would be 3 x 1011 rads which
{s about what Haire et al. used. Therefore, the statement in the final EA that
the negative results of this study are "not considered applicable® due to the
high dose rate is considered inappropriate by the NRC staff. .

In addition to the above, the final EA also presented a revised waste package
conceptual design which 1ncorporates an outer carbon steel shell surrounding
the overpack and preformed annular sections of packing material (see Figures
5-7, page 5-36; and 5-9, page 5-38). As discussed in §5.1.5.3 of the final EA,
"The function of the shell is to facilitate handling and emplacement of the
waste package components. The shell also has the potential to facilitate
retrieval of the waste container by preserving the packaging in a dry state and
by providing additional structural strength."

It is the NRC staff's opinfon that this design change may improve the
performance of the waste package in terms of waste package lifetime and
controlled radionuclide release should the waste packages fail. However, the
waste package performance analysis does not reflect this design change.
Additionally, new potential failure modes for this design were not addressed in
the final EA. For example, the temperature of the waste container 1s estimated
to have -a maximum value of 300°C, but more 1ikely about 220°C (NUREG/CR-2482).
If the waste package fs a sealed system, water present in the packing will
change to steam, increasing the pressure in the new outer metal shell. This
could result in distortion of the shell making retrieval more difficult.
Alternatively, in an unsealed waste package system, contact of the packing with
groundwater may cause significant swelling presenting retr1eva1 problems as
well as potential vessel rupturing.
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MAJOR ISSUES AND RESOLUTION APPROACH

ISSUE

Surface-based and/or
Laboratory Testing

Hanford Site -

o Characterfzation of
Groundwater Flow System -

o Tectonic Stability

o Radionuclide Retardation

o Contafrer Lifetime

o Repusitory Constructability/
High In Situ Stress

Yucca Mountain Site

o Presence of Potentially
Active Faults 1in the Vicinity
of Yucca Mountain_

o Pctentfal for Hydrotheémal
Activity in the Vicinity of
Yucca Mountain

'o Groundwater Flow

o Effectiveness of the Potential~

Radjonuclide Retardation Mecha-

nisms Available at Yucca Mountain

o Potential for Volcanism in
the Vicinity of Yucca Mountain

x

b ]

PREDOMINANT APPROACH

Underground Testing snd/or
Shaft Sinking

Enclosure 3



Deaf Smith Site

o Potential for localized salt
dissclutfon along faults
acting as groundwater flow paths

o Effects of heterogenefties
in the salt units on reposi-
tory constructability and
retrievability.

o Potential for shaft seal
failures resulting fn ground
water inflow

o Poutential for localized
_corrosfon of waste package
in a brine environment
~-Brine migration/chemistry
-«Localized corrosion

X

X



QUESTION. What are the key issues relative to the suitability of the

three sites approved for site characterization?

ANSWER.

HANFORD SITE

Groundwater flow

The limited hydrogeologic data base suggests estimates of groundwater
travel time, radionuclide transport and groundwater inflow that are less

optimistic than the DOE's estimates.

Impacts of tectonic activity on gfoundwater flow, radionuclide transport

and repository constructability

Available evidence, including microseismic activity and tectonic breccia,
suggest that tectonic activity, such as movement along fractures and
associated microseismic swarms, may be occurring. This activity presents

concerns regarding repository constructabjlity such as the potential for



QUESTION . (Continued) -2=-

3.

triggering rock bursts in areas of high in situ stress. Additionally,
seismic induced fracturing together with the potential for reopening of
filled fractures presents concerns regarding the potential for

groundwater flow into the repository and radionuclide transport.

Radionuclide retardation capability of a basalt groundwater system

Although ambient groundwater conditions are likely to be of a reducing
nature, 1t is not clear from available test data whether the reducing

conditions will be sufficient to maintain radionuclides in an fmmobile

ASEL (fzde

Potential for non-uniform waste package corrosfon

The available data does not support the DOE conclusion that non-uniform
corrosion mechanisms, éuch as pitting and stress corrosion cracking, will
not be active corrosion modes. Additionally, questions remain concerning
the potential physical and chemical alteration of the bentonite packing
material under the anticipated high temperature and wet post-closure

environment which may diminish its effectiveness as a barrier to flow.



QUESTION . (Continued) -3~

5. Constructabilitz

~ Available evidence, including hydrofracture test data, borehole wall
spalling, and core disking fndicates the presence of high horizontal

stress field at the repository horizon.

The presence of high in situ stresses, high in situ rock temperatures,
and the potential for large water inflows present concerns as to whether
the underground factlity can be cost-effectively designed so that
construction and waste emplacement activities can be performed safely as

well as maintaining a waste retrieval option.
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QUESTION 65. Has any NRC work--or other work of which NRC is aware --‘?" 30 A

suggested that any of the three sites is unsuitable

for characterizatiocn or for selection as a repository?
ANSWER
The NRC sta®f have found rothing to sucgest that any of the three sites is

unsuitable for characterization cr selecticr as a repository. However, others,

although not recessarily finding the sites unsuitable for characterization or

selection, have identified the following two concerns which they suggest question

the suftability of the Herford site.

- 65a. Groundwater travel time at the Hanford site.

During the final EA review, one NRC contractor reviewed the DOE's groundwater
travel time analysis for the Hanford Site and concluded that ®...there s a low
probability that the GWTT will exceed 1060 years (between 20% and 50%)...". The
centractor further conc'uded that "...there is a2 high likelihood that the BWIP
site will fail the 10CC-vear travel time rule based on current data.”
Additionally, the contractcr recommended that "The NRC staff should consider

directing DOE to show cause why the site skould not be disqualified...”.

The NRC staff, after reviewing and discussing the contents of the report with -
contractor, concluded thu® vith the existing limited data base, it is prema®ira
to place a significant amr:r¢ of credibility on any current estimate of
groundwater travel time unti! adgitional data has been collected. This

Davis/NMSS/WM
02/02/87



QUESTION 65ab. (Continued) -2-

-o~clusion is reflected ir the staff's EA comment which concluded that because of
the_liﬁited hydrogeologic data base and other concerns, high levels of confidence
cannot be assigned to any estimates of groundwater travel time at Hanford. The
staff further concluded that the groundwater travel time estimates presented in
the EA were overly optimistic and that travel times, based on available data, may

be significantly closer to 1000 years than was stated in the final EA,

After meeting with and considering questfons raised by the staff, the contractor
was requested to provide additional support for the conclusions reached in the
original report. The ccntractor (subsequent to finalization of the staff's
comments on the FEA's) developed an additional report in which the original
conclusion was amended as follows: "...the reviewers consider that there is a
significant 1ikelihood that the BWIP site will fafl the 1000-year travel time
rule as currently interpreted in the NRC's draft technical position®.
Additionally, the show cause recommendation of the first report was omitted from
the second report. The contractor called for the collection of more data at the
site, but expressed the opinion, based on their analysis, that further data is
l1ikely to show "...failure of the site on the GWTT criteria®. Upon review of
this additional report, the NRC staff and other contractors came to the same
conclusion as for the original report. The staff has concluded that there is r:
basis at the present time to determine that the site is unsuitable for

characterization or for selection as a repository based on GWTT criteria.

Davis/NMSS/WM
02/02/87



QUESTION 65ab. (Continued) “3-

Both the staff review arnd thet of the ccntractor auestion DOE's conclusion that
the ‘grourdwater trave! time at the Hanford site will be weil in excess of the
1000 year requirement. They differ significantly, however, in the degree to
which they challenge DOE's conclusion. Based upon the contractor's analysis and
the NRC staff’s analysis and interpretatiors of the uncertainties existing at
this time, the staff concluded that one could oniy state that trave! times may be
significantiy closer to .00C years than DCE stated. The contractor, based upon
their assumptions, analysis. and their interpretaticr ¢ the uncertainty,
concluded that there is & significant likelihood that the site will fail the 1000

year requirement.

The staff and all contractors agree that additional site characterization ubrk {s
necessary .and desirable. Additional hydrologic testing should be performed as
soon as possible upon consultation with the NRC and prior to commencement of
shaft sinking. The NRC and DOE have previously agreed upon a testing strategy
for the Hanford site which has been documented in the NRC's Technical Position
1.1. Modification of this general testing strategy should d{nclude proven and
accepted procedures for determining other hydrologic parameters that are crucial -
to determining groundwater travel time (such as effective porosity). Such a
testing brogram. if performed appropriately, shculd yield data that would allow
better estimations of pre-emplacement groundwater travel time at the Hanford <ite
as well as the data needed *c begin addressing questions related to post wat'e

emplacement ground-water f'uw and radionuclide transport.

Davis/NMSS/WM
02/02/87




QUESTION 65ab. (Continued) -4-
- 85(b In situ stress and rock instatility 2t the Hantord site.

In February, 1985 a report entitled, "Heat,High Water and Rock Instability" by
Dr. Arjun Makhijani and Kathleen M. Tucker with a supplement by COr. Donald E.
white was published. Tre authors questioned the site selection process and the

suitability of the Han¥crc site for technical reascns relating mainly tc the

. presence of high in-situ stresses and rock instability 'including rock bursting).

The NRC staff has been aware of the problems associated with high horizontal
stresses for some time, having viewed the evidence of high horizontal stresses
such as core disking and borehole wall spalling, and has documented them in*
letters to the DOE. Stress is but one of a number of critical parameters which
must be analyzed individually and collectively to develop an optimum design.

Recent DOE design documents are being revised to incorporate these high stresses.

The NRC staff has also teen aware of the potential for rock instabilities at the.
Hanford Site. Since rock bursting is alsc associated with high stress
conditicns, the NRC staff agrees that rock bursting may be present during

construction at the Hanford site.

While the staff recognizes that in-situ stress and rock instability may be 7
pctentially cignifican: ;-cblems at the Hanforc¢ site, it fs {mpossible tc

determine their signiticéncw without constructing the ESTF and concucting

Davis/NMSS/WM
02/02/87



QUESTICN 65ab. (Continuecd) -5~

additfonal at depth site creracterization. In addition, ac the DCE has prepesed,

mitiﬁative procedures can minimize the hazards associated with these phencumena.

Davis/NMSS/WM
02/02/87



MEMO FOR: Hugh L. Thompson, Jr. Director
0ffice of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards

FROM: Robert E. Browning, Director PN
) Division of High-Level Waste Management
, NMSS ‘.-
SUBJECT: IODINE-129 GROUNDWATER DATA AT THE HANFORD, WASHINGTON SITE

This 1s to inform you about the staff’'s position on the relevance of historical
Iodine-129 groundwater data, collected at the Hanford site, to Hanford's
suitagility as a potential location for a high-level waste (HLW) geologic
repository.

During past operations at Hanford, waste waters were discharged directly to the
ground at various locations on the Hanford site, including some within several
miles of the site for the proposed HLW repository. These waste waters have
introduced to the groundwater system varying amounts of contaminants, including
Iodine-129, Tritium, and Technicium-99,

In January 1985, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) On-Site Licensing
Representative (OR) at Hanford was made aware of historical (circa early
1970's) data on lodine-129 and other radionuclides from water samples collected
from wells in and around the Hanford Reservation. NRC staff considered that,
although this monitoring was not designed to assess the adequacy of the Hanford
site for a HLW repository, it could help to understand the groundwater system.

The staff's evaluation of the data, available to the OR, indicated the data
viere not conclusive and did not show that the site should be disqualified as a
possible repository site. However, the staff considered that all of the
historical monitoring data, along with other hydrochemical data that would be
collected as part of the repository site characterization program, would be
useful in studying the groundwater flow system at Hanford.

Accordingly, the staff's view of the potential uses of Hanford's historical
monitoring data was provided to the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE) in a June

26, 1985 letter. Since that time, DOE has {dentified and reviewed the historical
data on Iodine-129 and prepared a report entitled "Data Compilation: Iodine-129 in
Hanford Groundwater" dated August, 1987. This report compiles data from past and
present lodine-129 groundwater monitoring at Hanford.




The Commissioners 2

Based on our review of DOE's August, 1987 report, the NRC staff position
continues to be that none of the historical lodine-129 groundwater data
identified to date indicates the site should be disqualified as a reposftory
site. The historical Iodine-129 data collected is from aquifers,at depths of
about 2,000 feet or less. The repository is located at approximately 3,000
feet (Enclosure 1). These data are therefore not sufficient to resolve the
issue of the potential for upward migration from the repository horizon to
shallower aquifers. The data needed to support regulatory conclusions about
the adequacy of the Hanford site will be obtained by DOE through tésting near
the proposed site and at the proposed depth of the repository. In an April,
1987 meeting at the Hanford site the NRC staff agreed with DOE's approach for
this testing. The historical groundwater monitoring data will'bg.considered by
the NRC staff along with data from the program of deep groundwater testing as
part qf the DOE site characterization effort. c. -

It should be noted that there has been recent press and Congressional interest
regarding the relevancy of historical lodine-129 groundwater monitoring data to
Hanford's acceptability as a Tocation for a high-level waste repository.
Newspaper articles have incorrectly implied that NRC officfals have fndicated .
that the Hanford nuclear reservation does not meet nuclear waste reposfitory
siting criteria. In order to correct the press inaccuracies, I transmitted a
Tetter (Enclosure 2) to the editor of the Seattle Post-Intelligencer dated
August 26, 1987.

Another aspect of the press interest involves an allegation that DOE
deliberately withheld the historical Iodine-129 data. This allegation was
referred by DOE's Hanford Operations Offfce to DOE's Inspector General for
investigation in 1985. The NRC's Office of Investigation (0I) was informed.
They fn turn informed each Commissioner. DOE's Inspector General has
investigated the allegation and furnished a copy of their report to OI. In
August, 1987, Representatives Wyden (Oregon) and Swift (Washington) requested
this matter be further investigated by DOE's Inspector General and
independently investigated by GAO.

Robert E. Browning, Director
Division of High-Level Waste Management
NMSS

Enclosures:
1. Geologic Section

2. Letter to Seattle Post Intelligencer
from R. E. Browning dated 3726557
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K o, | UNITED STATES
S o NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
E o WASHINGTON, ©. C. 20558
AL A
P reas”® . AUG 2 5 1387
The Edftor
\\

Seattle Post-Intelligencer
7.0. Box 1909
Seattle, Washington 98111

Dear Sir:

A report {n your August 8 edition (page O1) suggests that the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission staff has reached certain conclusions regarding the

suitability~-or lack thereof--of the Hanford sfte {a Washiagtoa for 4

repository for the disposal of high-level radfcactive was;c.‘.Thfs is not the
25 .

case.

The NRC staff has taken no position regarding the suttability of the Hanford
site and will not be fn a position to do so until the Department of Energy has
completed a site characterization program. The suggestions to the contrary ia
your August 8 edition reflect the perscnal views of one member of the NRC
staff and one NRC contractor regarding certain specific techaical matters. ,
These personal views are part of the public record and were avaflable (a our
Publfc Document Room.

Further, contrary to your repart, the NRC staff does not expect to recefve an
application from the Department of Energy for construction authorization for &

higg-1evol radiocactive waste repository until the mid-1990's, not the end of
1988. .

Sincerely,

TS ‘ -
Rlbert €. Browning, Dlrecior
Oivision of High-Level te Maragement

Office of Nucledr ‘Materia) Safety
and Safeguards

Enclosure 2
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RECEIVED

STATEMENT BY REP. RON WYDEN (D-3RD DISTRICT) REGfEqu v
AT A NEWS CONFERENCE CALLING ON
ENERGY DEPARTMENT INSPECTOR GENERAL TO 1 A5 25 A o 2
REOPEN INVESTIGATION OF WASTE DUMP PROGRAM COVER-UP CHARGES 2

Today Congressman Al Swift (D-WA) and I are asking the Department of Energy Inspector
General to reopen his investigation of a cover-up at the Hanford waste repository site on
the basis of information my office has obtained. At stake here is the integrity of the
entire nuclear waste repository siting process, and, clearly, the Inspector General's
recently closed investigation overlooked troubling recent developments and failed to
interview at least one witness who was central to their inquiry.

As you can see from the Freedom of Information version of the IG's investigation
abstract, strangely the only document produced by a two year inquiry, charges of
improper cover-up of information date from 1985. Documents I have just received from
the General Accounting Office indicate that the policy alleged in the 1985 complaint may
have continued even as the IG investigated it. Giving credence to that notion is the fact
that the IG somehow managed to ignore a highly public October, 1986 incident.

On October 13th, 1986, a Rockwell manager, Steve Baker, advised his hydrology staff in
writing that they could be fired for giving data about the potential Hanford dump site to

the Nuclear Regulatory Commission without DOE approval. By binding agreement, data - ¢
on Hanford must be freely available to the NRC, because this agency will pass final -
judgment on the safety of any repository. As he explained to my counsel, he wrote the -
letter to protect his staff by warning them that, under senior management policy, they

could face dismissal for following the law.

The story does not end there. Within a couple of days, the letter — with Mr. Baker's name
expunged — was described in a story in the Tri-Cities Herald. It seems curious that the
public nature of the cover-up charges didn't spur the IG into action. Yet Mr. Baker has
told my staff that he was never questioned by the IG, either about his letter or his
knowledge of earlier events that could bear on the allegations.

Instead action of a different sort was forthcoming. By October 17th, on paper at least,
senior contractor management disavowed the Baker directive in a second letter. The
sincerity of this second letter is called into question by, among other things, the fact that
Mr, Baker was relieved of his managerial duties within months of this incident. These
matters — including the IG's conduct in having been less than comprehensive in his
investigation — demand further investigation.

Now, to the underlying issue, why would Rockwell management oppose cooperation with
the NRC? Perhaps the DOE-Rockwell hierarchy was nervous that the more NRC knew,

tha mama thaew wianld o alhla da (Jdawnitlife dhn ahacd cn e lcce e VATV G e 2 e bl e a8 Ao



"~ 7., [Internal Letter . al% Rockwell Internstional
Mo

g Oste:  QOctober 17, 1988
. 4 TOLY  (Name, Qysrrrvna, lamens ade @) FROM: ixias. B-geniores, msmu sewein Poony) {
’ oot A1) Mt Department Personnel « L. R, Fitch
. o A RS « Basalt Waste Isolatfon Project
- g s T ¢ COC-2/3000 Ares
K. <. . 6-6339 . .
sudjecz « Interface with the Nuclear Regulatory Commissfon . y
v’ 3

Ref:  Letter, October 13, 1955, S. M. Baker to Hydrology Staff,
"Contractor-Technical Lia{son Relatfons®
v RS .
. In response to the reference, 1t {s necessary to {mediately
set the record straight relative to our interface with the
. : Nuclear Regulatory Commisston (NRCY. Al communications
. with NRC personnel should be carrfed out as described 1n
e o+ ~ e ee .u the Department of Enprgy - Richland.Operatfons Office (DOE-RL)/
- . " * NRC Procedural Agreemgnt and fhe atfached letter from DOE-RL. -

. L -
S The DOE-RL has requested that Rockwell Hanford Operations
(Rockwell) make the Branch Chief of Licensing, Environmental
andismtﬂ aware of any {nternsl correspondence that may be
iven to KRC personnel, There has never been any fntention - < °
L o dismiss staff for talking to the NRC and/or vesponding to
Vol NRC requests. .However, there 1S & need for Profect mna?mntz
: :o g *ﬁﬁé cognizant of what informatfon 1s befng transamitted ‘
o the NRC, - : . .

. Your cooperatjon fn following the attached s apprcéhted.

L. R, Fitch .
Associate Director
Basalt Waste Isclation Project

LRF/eda

Att. ul

ce: T, A Currin
D. €. &ibbs

€. W, Jackson .
1Ffle/LB/Rec. Ret.

U383
~/

8 A . .g.
CZet 2861°21°% YIINID NUOD SIS NON4



ABSTRACT REPORT OF INVEST!G‘T!ON

- ALLEGED COVERUP OF INFORMATION CONCERNING
BASALT WASTE ISOLATION PROJECT (BWIP), HANFORD
SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON

CASE 185RL002 -
PREDICATION

On May 6, 1985, the management of the Richland Operatfions Office
(RL), U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), advised the Office of
Inspector General (01G), DOE, of allegations made_by
T JU. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC),[

_)Basalt Waste Isolation Project (BWIP). The
allegations provided to the 0IG were that:

(1) 1n 1984 an unknown employee of one of RL’S prime
contractors was chastised or_administrativiey
disciplined for discussing,]

_ the possibility that radioactive
nuclides, and specifically lodinel29 (1129 or
1291), produced on the Hanford Site by the Site's
processes, were migrating to, and within, the
aquifers located beneath the site.

(2) an unknown employee or group or employees was
attempting to conceal informatfon indicating that
an "above background” level of 1129 had been found
in the aquifers located dbeneath the Hanford site
and adjoining farmland.

BACKGROUND

The Hanford site s a 570 square mile muliti-contractor multi.
program facflity located immedfiately north of Richland,
Washington., The site {s managed by the Richland Qperations
0ffice (RL) through contracts {ssued by the U.S. Department of
Energy. The primary operating contractors during the period
covered by this fnvestigation were, consecutively, the General
Electric Corporation (GE), Atlantic Richfield Hanford Company
(ARHCO or ARCO), and subsequently Rockwell Hanford Operations
Rockwell or RHO). -Rockwell assumed their responsibilities
which-includes the management of the site's radioactive waste)
under contract DE-AC06-77RL01030, on March 23, 1977.

The contractor assigned the primary research responsidilities for
the majority of the site's current history has been the Battelle
Memor{ial Institute, The contractor has been known at the site as
Battelle, Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratory (BNWL or BNL),
and currently as Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL). PNL assumed
thefr contract responsibilities on January 4, 1965. Their
current contract is numbered DE-AC06-76RLO1830.

IK'(L o0t
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Sum 1408 Congress of the Enited States
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SMALL BUSINESS
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"% o oA 4TI August 20, 1987
Puont. $03-231-2300 : ¢

Mr, Charles A, Bowsher

Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

441 G Street, NW

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Mr. Bowsher:

We would like the General Accounting Office to look into a possible attempt to hide
information from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) concerning the Hanford
Basalt Waste Isolation Project (BWIP), That attempt would be a violation of the
Department of Energy's (DOE's) written nuclear waste repository data-sharing agreement
with the NRC, .

Your staff obtained for us a letter from a contractor manager ordering personnel not to
pass information to the NRC without clearance from DOE, on pain of being fired. Shortly’
after this letter was sent to staff, the policy was rescinded in writing by a more senior
manager. Perhaps the second letter was sent because the original letter was inaccurate.
But perhaps the first letter was accurate, and the second letter was sent as simply a cover
to deny the illegal policy. .

Circumstantial evidence gives some weight to the less innocent view. First, the
correction letter bears no internal document number, raising a question in our minds of its
authenticity. Second, the illegal directive was not corrected by its author. If it had
simply been a mistake, a retraction from the same author would seem the natural way to
have corrected it. Third, the author was relieved of his managerial duties sometime after
the letter was written. Fourth, the contractor and the Department may have had motives
for hiding information from NRC. Earlier information *leaks" to NRC had brought
criticism of the project's management, and had pushed the project towards investigating
problems that could ultimately result in the site's disqualification as a repository. -

We would like to know the truth. Did DOE or senior contractor management order a data
cover-up? Was this covert policy scrapped when a conscientious lower manager put it in
writing ?

Also, we have also heard related charges that DOE has delayed follow-up work on leads
that might prove unfavorable to the site. These leads include the lodine~129 tracer
studies and studies on difficulties in protecting miners and waste from "rock burst® and
flooding accidents. '
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500 NE MuLteonan, Suom 280
Postiano. OR 97232
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August 20, 1987

Mr. John C, Layton

Inspector General

‘United States Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Layton:

The enclosed letters from the Basalt Waste Isolation Project files raise a serious questione
in our minds whether an attempted cover-up of information of the sort alleged in
Investigation No. I85RL002 might have occurred in 1986.

We are frankly surprised that your report on the case, closed well after these letters were
written, did not discuss the first letter or its author's views on the DOE policy at issue.

We hope you will agree that further investigation into the matter is in order.
Sincerely,

RON WYDEN, M.C.




. UNITED STATES
wM DOCKE Nt BRR REGULATORY COMMISSION
C BV 6RY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

‘86 NOY 13 J¢ptRiber 23, 1986

MEMORANDUM FOR: Wayne Walker, DWM . 3

.\\ . ‘\\. A
FROM: Sidney J.S. Parry, ACRS Senior Fellow ,ugkm
SUBJECT: Requested BWIP Borehole Information

Thank you for fulfilling my request for information on the recent drilling
activities at BWIP. Summarizing the data it appears that my suspicion, that
the rate of surface based characterization is decreasing, is confirmed in
contradition to the USGS recommendations. From your table I note that 15
holes were drilled in 1983, 3 in 1984, 1 in 1985 and 3 in 1986, with one
still underway.

®
Your tables did not 1ist final depths of the boreholes or provide information
on the results of these tests. Further, while I have a good 1dea where the
proposed site is located, the map that you provided did not indicate the site
and is of limited use to less familiar people. Provision of this information
would be appreciated.

As I mentioned in our meeting a uncharitable person might conclude that the
reduced exploratory activity is a result of a desire not to find out anything
unfavorable. That is not my position, but I believe that an explanation of
why the USGS recormmended tests were not made and why there has been a major
reduction in drilling activity over the past three years is justified.

Attachment: WM Racord File
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: Slires, . jgz{ Lo
MEMORAKDUM FOR:  John J. Linehan, Acting Chief . . . 2=
' C,Reposi\‘.ory Projects Branch, DWM :
FROM: Jlﬁi?-‘ Sidney J.S. Parry, ACRS Senior Fellow
SUBJECT: NRC STAFF REVIEW OF DR. WHITE'S PAPER

Thank you for the formal response to my inquiry relative to the White paper.
While I have verbally transmitted the sense of your comments to Dr. Okrent I
know that he will appreciate having an opportunity to study the staff's
comments in detail. (I have attached a copy of your memo to the
copyholders). .

The presentation made to Dr. Moeller, Owen Merrill and myself was of real
value and I hope that Drs. Okrent and Shewmon will be able to attend the
Waste Management Subcommittee meeting in late October to join in the dis-
cussion of the BWIP site.

For the recerd let me summarize my concerns relative to BWIP. As you are
aware 1 have had extensive experience within DOE's program. As a general
rule I never heard a favorable comment as to the geology, hydrology and
mineability of that site, except from the BWIP staff. Knowledgeable mining
experts continuously gave very negative estimates as to the feasibility of
even reaching the repository horizon with an exploratory shaft, much less
being able to develop & major facility at depth. However, as your associates
noted, no one would say that it might not be possible at a price, in dollars
and lives. My programmatic concern is that a marginal site is being inves-
tigated which may well drop out of contention very quickly. The program
would then be faced with the decision as to whether to open up an additional
site, to provide three comparable characterized sites, or to face the
probable legal challenge of not having three equivalent sites from which the
final selection is made.

- My ethical problem is whether or not us, you, me, the NRC Staff, the ACRS
Members, etc., have a responsibility to the public and the workers on the
project, specifically the miners, to merely raise questions to the DOE staff
or to take & firmer position on the 1ikely hazard in exploring a marginal
site. I beljeve that there is a high probability that it will not be possi-
ble to reach the repository horizon or that it will prove to be prohibitively
dangerous or costly to develop the facility. If that were to prove to be the
case I think that they would be very serious consequences to the program as a

whole. '

024 L0929
P € DR
WM=-10 P

WL



il

Attachment:
Linehan's letter to copyholders

cc: WM Subcommittee Members
ACRS Fellows

D. Okrent, ACRS Member
0. Merrill, Aces Staff
J. Kotra, OCM

Austin, OCM
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Vaea I §irst D222ma mapzgar oF the Sit2 Daxardmant 2 yaar 302, 1 w2s
22521led tnat stavv membars 2nd managar:s war2 t2king 2rodlens whish
csuid nct b2 rasoivad o their zatisvzzzion oo S22 monitors o- soass,
Az thae tima, I adviszd thos2 manzgsers Tnzt thids prigctica is unazoscs-
zzle o m2. 3WIP and Rocikwa2ll must, in ordar to b2 suzzsssiuel, rasaivs
intarnal orcoblams throuch the organizaztion., A3 2 managar, [ fRive oo
m23z20nzidiiity 2 mak2 IwWIP end RSThwail a2 suszass,

in the last y2ar, sIztaranis havs b2en mads dn rw2ztings with sutsida
aoznzies to tne effect thzt tnz taczhnical <2297 suooart 3 given 2:tion,
but our manicamant won't 12t us,

Pleasa be aware of my Te2lings in this masttz2r, In mv ocinion, if a
Pepartmant Manager allows this to hanrsn ha ar sha snrould b2 immediataly
fired. Accordingly, if anyorns in this Da2partrent is unable to carry

out or support BHIP Policy or technical dacisions mada by staff or
management, they must appe2l threoush. channzls us2d {or Company uoward

cocrmunicstion., I I ever 7ind anyor2 ccing <2 €3I, tha2 NRC or tha
Ovarview Lommittae that mzkes statsmants ra2lzsiva 1o ¢iTiarencas
b2tween mansgament and tschnical stavi, I wiil t2ke zction <o
terminat2 that pa2rson immediztaely. Pleass discuss this with ycur
staf? and ke22p this in vour fiie For refa2rance, [ am parsonally
committad oo taka whatavar action is reauirad 0 prevent recurrsnce
o7 nonsupport ra2gardless of th2 shoft tarm ccnsaquencas.,

Welddn
= £
G. S. Hunt, Manager
Sit2 Deparument
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DONT SAY IT --- ,Vrl'lewfl! _ oate___October 15, 1986

10

A1l Site Department Employzes ©FROM T. A. Curran

* T

J

Subject: Communications with NRC Staff:

This DSI is being sent to each of you to clarify recent direction concerning__ . _ _ _
ccmmunications with NRC staff. Contrzry to some rumors that I hsard today,

there is no intention to cut off communications with the lccal NRC staff.

W2 have, howasver, been directad to clear 2all information transmittals to the

NRC through Jim M2cca cor his staff at DOc-RL. What this means is that if you
reczive a request for written or verbal information from tne NRC staff, you

are instructed to call Jim Mecca or a member of his staif and get permission

from them prior td giving out any information. If they giva you verpal permission
you ara free to give th2 information requasted to th2a NRC reprasentativs, bu:

you should document that fact in a telacon. As with any other company dirsctive,
you are subject to dlsc1pl1nary action if you delibesrately violate the intent

of this directive.

If you have any qu=st10ns or concerns regarding this matter please feel free
to talk to ma.

7]
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NEZ PERCE INDIAN NATION
NEZ PERCE NUCLEAR WASTE POLICY ACT

e PROGRAM PARTICIPANT SINCE FY 1985

o $2,876,000 CUMULATIVE FUNDS AUTHORIZED TO DATE

SCOPE OF INVOLVEMENT
POLICY REVIEW TECHNICAL REVIEW TRIBAL ACTIVITIES

e MISSION PLAN * REGIONAL IMPACT STUDIES e LIBRARY
¢ SITING GUIDELINES e TRANSPORTATION o NEWSLETTER
o DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL e EMERGENCY RESPONSE e MEDIA

ASSESSMENT s HEARINGS
e SITE CHARACTERIZATION o WORKSHOPS

PLAN e SOCIOECONOMIC PLANS
e CONSULTATION & AND DATA

COOPERATION AGREEMENT e ENVIRONMENTAL PLANS

e LEGAL ANALYSIS AND DATA



CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN
RESERVATION NUCLEAR PROGRAMS OFFICE

e PROGRAM PARTICIPANT SINCE 1984

e $2,817,000 CUMULATIVE FUNDS AUTHORIZED TO DATE

SCOPE OF INVOLVEMENT
POLICY REVIEW " TECHNICAL REVIEW TRIBAL ACTIVITIES
e MISSION PLAN e GEOLOGY e LIBRARY
e SITING GUIDELINES e HYDROLOGY e WORKSHOPS
e DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL * RISK ASSESSMENT e NEWSLETTER
ASSESSMENT e TRANSPORTATION e MEDIA
e SITE CHARACTERIZATION e HEARINGS
PLAN e SOCIOECONOMIC PLANS
e CONSULTATION & AND DATA
COOPERATION AGREEMENT o ENVIRONMENTAL PLANS

¢ LEGAL ANALYSIS . AND DATA




YAKIMA INDIAN NATION
NUCLEAR WASTE PROGRAM

e PROGRAM PARTICIPANT SINCE 1983
e $5,766,000 CUMULATIVE FUNDS AUTHORIZED TO DATE

SCOPE OF INVOLVEMENT
POLICY REVIEW TECHNICAL REVIEW PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
¢ MISSION PLAN * HYDROLOGY » NEWSLETTER
¢ SITING GUIDELINES * GEOLOGY s WORKSHOPS
* COMMINGLING STUDY * HYDROCHEMISTRY * LIBRARY
e CONSULTATION AND COOPERATION * GEOCHEMICAL * MEDIA
o LEGAL ANALYSIS * HEARINGS

e TOURS




DEPTH BELOW GROUND SURFACE

FEET METERS

Attachment A

/ Hantord Formation
/ PLIO PLEISTOCENE
UNT

UPPER
1 N\ RNGOLD VT l

e

*INTERBEDS ARE STRATIGRAPHICALLY CONTAINED IN THE ELLENSBURG FORMATION

SASAL RINGOLD UNIT

WOOLE §§
RIGOLD LT 5 2
Lmnmm‘és
'S

ELEPHANT MOUNTAIN MEMSER

RATTLESNAKE ADOE ™ TERMED *

POMONA MEMBER

SPLAM B THNNID *

ESQUATTEL MEMBER

COLD CRAREX WTEARRO®

SALUSE R OW
——— e JMATELA

UMATRLLA ROW MEMBER

Saddie Mountsns Basalt

LOLO mOW PREST
RANDS
MEMBMR
ROSALIA RLOW
AOZA MEMBER
SENTHNEL GAP MOW
SANC HOLLOW RLOWS i i
SALVER FALLS ROW H H
GINKOO ROWS §
[
Y PALOUSE FALLS ROW
[ vantace mreaseo®
UNNAMED MLOWS
w
ROCKY COULES FLOW §
-]
b
COMASSETT FLOW @
e -
2|3
2
-
UNNAMED FLOWS z g
z
e
M- 5
McCOY CANYON FLOW e
3| §
UNITANUM FLOW zZ| S
-
-1
aQ
VERY MIGH Mg FLOW “
:
AT LEAST 30 FLOWS TO BASE <
OF GRANOE RONDE SASALT %
l Q
“a
RCPB207 ax

X8601-38



LOCATION MAP

Vantage @
o~ HANFORD SITE
PASCOBASIN  \ T T,
~ o~
o~ U o \P 2 \
3 AR h -\
o ~ o _cox N \
n b L H
M l 1
‘ Y ) )
[]
| : N |
] (]
S —— ]
\l COLD CREEK \
REFERENCE tc:.,s;’ NCLINE |
REPOSITORY NPy \
LOCATION NS\~ \
N\ \@ Richland
N
0 10 20 MULES ~—
[ ] ~e

WASHINGTON

.N-

>
)

PS8604.1

FoARO

g juswylelly




STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD - NUCLEAR WASTE ADVISORY COUNCIL

¢ PROGRAM PARTICIPANT SINCE 1983

e $10,341,000 CUMULATIVE FUNDS AUTHORIZED TO DATE

SCOPE OF INVOLVEMENT
POLICY REVIEW TECHNICAL REVIEW PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

e MISSION PLAN e HYDROLOGY e MEDIA
e SITING GUIDELINES e GEOLOGY e NEWSLETTER
e COMMINGLING STUDY * TECTONICS e READING ROOM & SERVICE
e SITE CHARACTERIZATION e TRANSPORTATION CENTER

PLAN ’ s FACT SHEETS
e CONSULTATION AND * SLIDE SHOWS

COOPERATION e PUBLIC WORKSHOPS
e LEGAL ANALYSIS e PUBLIC HEARINGS

e CITIZEN SURVEYS

SOCIOECONOMIC PLANNING
AND DATA GATHERING
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING
AND DATA GATHERING

3 JUBWLIRITY



STATE OF WASHINGTON LEGISLATURE

e PROGRAM PARTICIPANT SINCE 1984
* $1,518,000 CUMULATIVE FUNDS AUTHORIZED TO DATE

SCOPE OF INVOLVEMENT
SUPPORT TO RADWASTE SUB-COMMITTEES AND LEGISLATIVE
LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION MEMBERS OF NUCLEAR WASTE BOARD
o NEWSLETTER * REPORTS AND BRIEFINGS
WORKSHOPS * RESEARCH
CONFERENCES

LEGISLATIVE ACTION FILE
TOURS



STATE OF OREGON
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

PROGRAM PARTICIPANT SINCE 1985 (THR'U STATE OF WASHINGTON)
$500,000 PER YEAR FOR 5 YEARS (STARTING IN FY 1987)

SCOPE OF INVOLVEMENT
POLICY REVIEW TECHNICAL REVIEW PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
SITE CHARACTERIZATION e HYDROLOGY e MEDIA
SITE CHARACTERIZATION e GEOLOGY e PUBLIC WORKSHOPS
ENGINEERING STUDY PLANS e« TECTONICS * PUBLIC INFORMATION
MISSION PLAN o ENVIRONMENTAL e SPEAKERS BUREAU
e TRANSPORTATION



- ENCLOSURE 3

STATE/TRIBAL ISSUES

This enclosure provides the following information on the State and Tribal
issues at Hanford:

1. Tribal and State Background Materials

2. SECY-87-256 State/Tribal concerns raised at Commission meeting and
Second Annual meeting with States/Tribes in HLW Program (those
concerns related to Hanford have been highlighted)

3. State of Washington and Tribal statements, as presented at the
June 16, 1987 Commission meeting

The tribal issues are related to transportation, Indian culture and DOE/Tribal
interactions and are scattered through numerous documents. The tribes have no
substantial technical issues other than those identified by NRC in enclosure 2.



