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Agency challenges Hanford as N-waste S|te
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' ‘The Hanford Nuclear Reserva-

tion’s suitabllity as the nation's
0 first nuclear-waste burlal ﬂound

nrRe tory Commissioa.
- MNal{’éywhmhhmponsible

(orllcenﬂng ymposuoryls
ederal Depart-"

et of Erengy
(2)ment of rgy's conclusion that
radioactive wastes could be safely
isolated from the envircament at
the Hanford site.
The NRC, in a new report, sa
some staff estimates show
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water could carry ' radloactive
wastes into the envi-

The govermment requires wastes
to be aatel stored for 10,000 years,
r ntudy by the federal

azmesitelorulmgass_l.m

treated equitably
evaluatlon of flood potential,

technologymayuotbe

PDR

B The state has threal-
ened the Hanford res-
ervation with $10,000-
a-day fines for dump-

ing chemicals. B 9.

uate for drilling.
NRC report was in re-

sponse to the Department of Ener-
gy's draft environmental assess-

ment of nine proposed sites the
depanmuuissmdylng.
That assessment put Hanlord
amngthetopmmecandltdatg(tg
becoming the or 71
tons ol radicactive waste from
nuclea

er the NRC's comments, along
with those from other goverment
agencies and affected states, when
it makes its final

environment is 81,000 years — well
beyond the federal requirement
that the waste be contained for
10,000 years.

But the NRC sald its staff
demonstrated that “reasonable in-
terpretations” of the same data
could reach *“substantially lower
estimates.” Some of those esti-
matesmshomnhanl.ﬂﬂﬂyeam.

Gt:)w;dwater has
Depanmun of Encrgy’s stufy at

Dverthc Hantmdplams
have billioas of

Waste waler into the soll. RC

says there are indications that this
“amﬁclal -recharge” of ground-
water is inc pressure in
water that is tra far under-

in the layers ol rock

S'ro tor the waste repasitory.
(4 ificani

ler pressure may
y increase the speed at
which waste-conlaminated water
could be pushed toward the sur
face, the NRC report suggested.
Another complicat tactor,
the NRC said, is that waste
_jtself will be hot. This will heat
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Dear Friend:

We ac The Seattle Times would like to know how close we're coming to our target in our quest for accurate and fair
reporung.

In our hurry to get your Seartle Times to you prompely, seven days 2 week, 52 weeks a year, we're likely to err once in
a while. With your help we can find out if we made a mistake in chis story. We'll use your suggestions to reduce our errors
in the future.

Please indicate below whether we missed or hit the target; then return the form in the stamped envelope enclosed.

Sincerely,
S L SR
7 A pu, cAp.._,c" L — Ombudsman e 3D — g Editor
Lane Smich James B. King
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l From The Seartle Times of -2 -5 1. Are the facts in this story correct?
Please do not removs this clipping |

2. If not, please make a note of all errors

Waste report
challenged
HANFORD

continued from Page 1

3. Are the names and other related informacion correct?

groundwater in the surrounding
rock, causing a tendency to rise, 4. If not, what are the corrections?
further affecting the water’s move-

m

“Fﬁe NRC's point about surface
diseharges affecting pressure in
de¢ply buried aquifers will be

cogtroversial.

-The DOE and scientists with its . )
contractor, the Rockwell Hanford S. Is the headline correct?
Cos.maintain that surface ground-
water, which flows toward the 6. If not, what is the error?

Columbia River, and the deeply
buried sources of water are not
connected.

The NRC said the points it is
raising were either considered and
dismissed as unimportant or were
not mentioned in the DOE's report. .

Other points in the NRC's 7. Is the story fair?
Cﬂﬁﬁis'lr%:e nin nsidered by

e sites conside 8. If not, Why not?
glle .DigE were “noft ttrl;eat‘e,gl equiita- Y
a,,’; Hanog,erfav?uo oneeoef m‘e'a;i?& 9. Which type of ncws or features do you find most interesting or helpful?
on the short end. The DOE's
investigations revealed that seven | T
of the nine sit=s could besubjecrt to
surface flooding. At four of them,
that possibility was considered a
disqualifying factor, But the three
others, inc udingec:ianford. were
not disqualified use flood pro- —
tection could be provided. ..

“We note that engineering | (You are welcome to use che reverse side or 2 separate leter for additional
measures .., can be used to | replics.)
protect almost any site from al-
most any flood,” the NRC'’s report | ;0.4
said: It suggested that the DOE | '8
mplsﬁ that guideline consistently to

es.

8 The NRC disputed the “gen-
erafly favorable” view of earth-
quake hazard in the DOE report. It

inted out that an extension of a
ult Imgwnofto gbxeﬂ gapeaglemﬂog
earthquakes of magnitude 6.5 ¢
be “postulated” to pass within a
mil¢ of the Hanford proposed
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on the short end. The DOE's
investigations revealed that seven
of the nine sites could be subject to
surface ﬂoodmg At four of them,
that possil was considered a
it{l\nf actor. But the three
others. lified anfoadoodwere
ot disqual use pro-
tectlon could be provided.

!We note that engineering
mefsisures ... can be used to
pratect almost any site from al-
most any flood,” the NRC's
said. It suggested that the E
ABp sg that guideline consistently to

# The NRC disputed the *
eraffy favorable” view of eagrieg-
queke hazard in the DOE report. It
Einted out that an extension of &
ult known to be capable of
earmquak&s of magnitude 6.5 could
be “postutated” to pass within a
mile of the Hanford proposed
repository. And it said that, judg-
inﬁ rmm simllar formations else-
where Columbia Basin,
faulgx cou!d lwef exg‘ected in the
rock proposed for the repository.
Earthquakes would not pose much

danger to a repository, but could
change groundwater travel routes

and speeds.

B The NRC questioned wheth-
er Hanford meets another of the
DOE's guidelines, that the con-
struction could be accomplished
wi]th "re_ia_ionla)!g available tsct;]
no. ” The roposes to dri
a 1%foot-wide shag with a tech-
nique known as “blind-hole drill-
ing,” where the hole would be
drilled with a huge augur-like ri
Conventional mining meth s
would use blasting to sink the hole.

The NRC staff pointed out that
blind-hole drillin never been
used on a shaft that big or tried in
rock conditions like those at Han-
ford. In fact, the criticism said, a
project using the technique once
was ste?peg far short of the
projected depth because tne equip-
ment failed.
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