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With the addition of a 1iguid di1¢ harge, the NRC informally
requested that the final EIS discuss the quality and quantity of the
effluent from the LLW treatment facility. In response to our
request, table 4,3 in final EIS shows release fractions for both
liquid and gaseous effluents., Release fraction is defined as the
ratio of the radioactivity released to the total radioactivity from
the source.

In appendix B of the final EIS (p. B-60), the description of the LLW
treatment facility has not changed from the draft EIS. There is no
description of the quality and quantity of the effluent nor does the
final CIS evaluate tk» radiological and non-radiological impacts on
the receiving body of water,

Unlike the draft EIS, the final EIS will rot support a decision on
the disposition of LLW generated at West Valley. The DOE will make
this decision after the USGS completes their investigations at West
Valley and after the Savannah River Plant (SRP) develops a
leach-resistent form for the nitrate salt cake. In our comments on
the draft EIS, the NRC stated that the environmental impacts of LLW
disposal were not examined in sufficient detail to permit a decision
to be made in this matter. Consequently, we were pleased that the
DOE had decided not to make a decision on LLW disposal until
on-going investigations have been completed.

The final EIS selected a preferred alternative, 1A (terminal form
with separated salt/sludge). This process wiil result in about 300
canisters of HLW as compared to alternative 1b (terminal form with
non-separated salt/sludge) which would have resulted in 1300
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canisters. Accordingly, repository impacts will be less for the
preferred alternative.

The final EIS credits Sava.nah River and Pacific Northwest
Laboratories with the primary responsibility for developing
borosilicate glass as the terminal waste form. The DOE has
informally told us that the waste form program at West Valley would
closely track that at Savannah River, Yet the final EIS does not
show any coordination between the two programs. In fact, the
vitrification process proposed for West Valley (alternative la) is
not the same as the one proposed for Savannah River,

Savannah River will use a liquid feed ceramic melter where West
Valley will convert the sludae component into calcine before
vitrification. The final EIS for West Valley discusses a
liquid-feed process whereby the sludge, supernatant and thorex waste
would be combined and vitrified together. This process, called
non-separated sait/sludge (alternative 1B), would not segregate out
the nitrate salts as would the Savannah River process.

Also, West Valley must vitrify 47,000 L of acidic thorex waste which
is not present at Savannah River. Pacific Northwest Laboratories is
investigating the solubility of thoria (oxydized thorium) in
borosilicate glass to determine "whether the thorium present at West
Valley might be incorporated into waste glass, or whether alternate
treatment should be considered."1 Hence, it is possible that two
waste forms may be produced at West Valley; one for the neutralized
wastes and one for the acidic thorex waste.
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The final EIS states that the DOE will prepare a NEPA document for
the selection of a waste form (p. B-20). The DOE has informaily
told us that this NEPA document would be tiered upon the
ervironmental assessment which is being prepared for the selection
of a waste form that will be produced it the Defense Waste
Processing Facility at Savannah River., Given the discrepancies in
vitrification processes along with the different waste inventories,
we do not see how an environmental document prepared for West Valley
could be tiered upon the ervironmental assessment being prepared for
Savannah River.

The final EIS states that the D7 prefers to modify the existing
facilities at West Valley rather than buidling new ones. It adds,
on page B-57, that either option would have the same total impact.

West Valley Nuclear Services Company has conducted a facility
utilization study which will determine whether or not the existing

chemical processing cell (CPC) will be used. Although we have not
seen the study, the DOF has told us that it recommends building a
new CPC because of the uncertainties associated with decontaminating
the existing CPC.

Before the existing CPC could be used, more than a hundred thousand
gallons of decontamination solution would be needed to reduce
exposures to 10 mr/hr. At this level, workers could have relatively
unrestricted access. Destructive decontamination of the same cell
would not involve such a tremendous volume of decontamination
solution, From these discussions we must conclude that building a
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Eight of the forty comment letters on the draft EIS made an issue of the
DNE's selection of a final waste form without knowing where the waste
will be disposed of. The DOE responded by stating that the EIS assumed
that a terminal waste form can be selected prior to the selection of a
waste repository and that overpacks would remedy any incompatabilities
between the waste form and the host environment. (p. H-11 and p. H-33).
[The Environmental Assessment for the "Waste Form Selection for SRP
High-Level Waste," July, 1982,2 has taken a similar stand by stating that
borosilicate glass is compatable with a full range of repository
geologies (p. 1-3)1. The DOE is aware that the NRC technical criteria
for HLW disposal (10 CFR 60) cannot be applied to individual components
of the repository. Instead, the collective performance of the waste
package, engineered and geologic barriers must be evaluated as a system,
The DOF still believes that the borosilicate glass waste form will comply
with 10 CFR 60 and states on page H-34 of the EIS:

“The Department will prepare a description and analysis of the
extent to which the final waste form and containers complies with
any NRC technical regulation (or proposed regulations) regarding
disposal of high-level radicactive waste in geoloaic repositories.”
According to the DOE master schedule for its activities at West Va]ley,3
this analysis will be completed in October, 1982,

Despite several meetings with the DOE, we were never certain of what the
purpose of the draft EIS was. The draft EIS stated that the basic
decision being considered by the DOE was "whether to construct and
operate facilities necessary to solidify the HLW stored at West Valley"
(p. 1-3). Me believed that this decision had already been made with the






