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To Whom It May Concern:

This is a request for records pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act.
Specifically, we request copies of any and all records identifying localities designated in the
past, designated currently or proposed for designation in the future as sites for location of
low-level radioactive waste disposal facilities within the State of Illinois. Such documents
should at a minimum identify the designated or proposed municipality (ig, they may, but
need not necessarily, identify street addresses or other descriptors of particular parcels of
land). If any designation previously made has since been superseded or withdrawn, the
response should include documents sufficient to describe and explain the rationale for such
withdrawal.

We authorize in advance payment of charges up to $100.00 to cover administrative
and copying expenses of your response to this request. Please contact the undersigned if this
limit will be exceeded. Thamk you for your attention (o this Freedom of Information Act

request.
Sincerely,

James E. Mitchell
Law Clerk
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dressed the growing problem of low-level
hazardous-waste disposal. On the federal
level, the 1980 Low-Level Radioactive
Waste Policy Act made each state responsi
ble for the waste generated within its bor-
ders and authorized states to ;orm regional
compacts to handle the waste. The act was
passed 1o relieve the burden on South Car-
olina, Washington and Nevada—the three
states that for years had received all low
level radicactive waste generated commer
cially in the U.S. As a resuit, lllinois and
Kentucky formed the Central Midwest
Compact in 1984,

On the state level in 1983, [llinois’ legis-
lature mandated a comprehensive plan be
drawn up for storing, treating and dispos-
ing low-level radioactive waste. 1DNS was
charged with designating a site for the fa
cility, and by March 1988 its search would
lead to Martinsville

Located in agricultur
al Ciark County, Mar
tinsville is characterized
by the commission as an
economicaily struggling
small town in a typical
vural county. Hosting the
facility held the promise
of hundreds of temporary
and permanent jobs, plus
up to §1 miision in addi
tional annual revenue,
grants and general im-
provement in schools, in-
frastructure, and health
care faciliies, according
10 1DNS estimates

Martinsville, at least
initially, was not alone in
the derby to host the de-
pository. In 1987, the first
step in 1ONS's siting plan
was a geographic-infor
mation-system (G15) map-
ping of the entire state to
identify geologic, hydrologic, euvironmen
tal and socioeconomic conditions in
prospective areas for the facility. Gis map-
ping was used to exclude areas of the state
that were not acceptable because of free
standing water, earthquake potential, and
federal and state land protection. While the
Gis screening was at first applied statewide,
more focused screening was only applied to
interested counties. Indeed, according the
commission's report, the former director of
1ONS saia that “a safe site will be found, but
it will be located only in a county that wants

it." He reportedly noted that site screening
was more of an economic than a safety con
sideration. Based on statewide mapping and
the level o puitical interest, invs identified
21 counties for more detailed analysis

Meaawhile, technical criteria for the site
were drawn up by contractor Battelle
Memorial Institute, Columbus, Ohio, and its
subcontractor Hanson Engineers, Spring
field, [ll. Among the most critical require-
ments were that any potential site should be
a minimum of 4 sq mi and should not con
tain an interstate highway

As the criteria were being drawn up,
however, the field of 21 prospective coun-
ties began to narrow. By October 1987, five
county boards had voted to oppose siting
the facility, and November brought what
the commission called “furious activity on
the political front.” First, the [llinois legisla-

ture passed a law allowing a county veto
aver any site in that county, except one lo
cated within 1.5 mi of a municipality, within
that area, the municipality would have juris
diction, Just days after the change became
effective, some of the newly empowered
counties voted ..0; others dropped out after
a briefing hosted by 1ONS in December
1987, leaving 15 counties in the running
All the while, 1oNs insisted that it would
choose a “technically excellent” site

By Jan. 14, 1988, as the number of coun
ties willing to host the site continued to

dwindle, Clark County had emerged as the
jeading contender. But “ome in the county
were fu. entirely enthusiastic about the
project. A 200-signature petition had been
submitted to the Clark County Board of
Commissioners, a local newspaper reporter
was strongly opposed to the project and ap
proval was in doubt as the board’s vote on
Jan. 22 approached. More important,
“windshield surveys,” conducted by field
reconnaissance teams who drove around
selected counties looking for conditions
both favorable and adverse to siting a facili-
ty, characterized the area north of Mar-
tinsville (which was ultimately selected) as
having “frequent ponds; it was hard to find
4 sq mi there.”

CHANGING THE RULES

It was at this point in January 1988 that the
site-selection process took
one of its most dubious
twists. According to a sca
thing parsage in the com
mission's report, the likel
hood that the Clark County
board would disapprove a fa-
cility within its jurisdiction
“apparently influenced IDNS
and Battelle both to re-exam
ine the areas of Clark Coun
ty that the field reconnais
sance teams initially had
identified as most favorable
and to supplement hem
with additional areas within
1.5 mi of Martinsville that
the survey teams nad largely
ignored as too small or inap-
propriate because of Inter
state 70. By adding areas ad
jacent to Martinsville, the
city ... acquired the political
jurisdiction to approve a pro-
posed site.” In short, the
power to reject the site could
thus be wrested from the Clark County
boart.

What happened next may have been
most responsible for dooming Martinsville
Project principals suddenly decided that
the 4 sq mi criterion, which onginally had
eliminated certain areas around Mar
tinsville. was “arbitrary and conservative,”
and the presence of the highway and other
concerns about ponding and drainage
could be dismissed because they were nej
ther exclusionary nor performance-related
in nature “Apparently, someone decided



that the long st wding and carefully crafted
site criteria could be ¢l ged.” the report
found, *and *“at the arca north of Mar-
tinsville bisected by Interstate 70 could be
considered.” The report concluded that the
criteria change “had nothing to do with
well-reasoned or thoughtful science .. it
was clear that the criteria changed for polit
ical expediency ”

Simply put, the guidelines that called
for a site of at least 4 sq mi were abruptly
changed just prior to the vote by the Clark
County board. “Rather than looking else-
where to find a technically acceptable site
with local approval, 1nns simply changed
the rules, abandoning the technical criteria
it had used for months,” the report found.
The person who approved this change in
criteria was never identified nor brought
forward to justify the change.

Just one week later, the Martinsville
City Council. now empowered (o override
the county due to the recent legislation,
held an emergency sunrise meeting one
day before the Clark County vote and
passed a resolution endorsing the county
as a host for the low-evel radioactive-waste
site. The next day, the Clark County Boerd
of Commissioners voted 43 to remove the
county from the siting process But by
then, INs contractors had fervently begun
homing in on areas within Martinsville ju-
risdiction—even Jhough these areas were
considered unfit during the original wind-
shield surveys,

Finally, on Feh. 3, 1988, Marshall Coun-
ty. the last key county in contention, voted
against hosting the facility Martinsvi'le
was fiow the sole survivor, and seven
weeks later, on March 28, 1ons announced
that it had selected an area north of Mar
tinsville as an alternative site

In truth, it was the only site available

TECHNICAL SHORTUOMINGS
if the politicized nature of the site-selection
process wasn't enough to damage Mar-
tnsville's chances, then the site's technical
shortcomings sealed its fate with the com
mission. “Had the plan been followed, the
Martinsville site could not have been se-
lected.” the report said simply. "It was bi-
sected by an interstate highway and thus
could not satisfy the 4 sg mi. requirement.”
The commission dissected the site's
other technical weaknesses in explaining
why it was rejected.
« Questionable site geology: The most con-
woversial element concerned whether bod:

bl S S e TR W el

ies of sand encountered in various bore-
holes across the site formed an identifiable
stratigraphic unit (Vandalia sand) located
within the thick clay unit under the site
(Vandalia till). The report concluded that
questions about the underlying site geolo-
gy and hydrology—how thick and tight
was the Vandalia till, and how long would it
take contaminated water to travel through
it 1o the Martinsville public wells—were
never adeyuately explained. There was se-
rious uncertainty over how cortaminated
the ground water would be in the event of &
leak, and there was no definitive informa-
tion on the longterm health consequences
of increases over the current levels of back-
ground radiation in Clark County.

More alarming was the conclusion of
both the senate subcommittee and the gov-
ermoi's commigsion that a project geologist
was pressured by IDNS into changing her
original position that there might be contin-
wous sand badies in the Vandalia till, these
permeable sand pockets could provide a
relativel quick path for contaminants to
Jeave the site, This opinion was “quashed.”
in the words of the senate subcommitiee,
while the commission determined that
“jons attempted to guide the scientific char-
acterization studies of the Martinsville
site.”

o Flawed site layout: The site would have
10 be the laut barrier to contamination, but
the commission found it entirely toe small
to provide an adequate bufter zone, given
its hydrogeologic nature: “The site is virtu-
ally enveloped by water The facility site it
self has a nearby creek on one side and a
stream bordering another, not desirable
houndaries for a radioactive waste disposal
site. There is @ road open to the public on
the third, which seems contrary to the goal
of isolation. The entire site is upstream of
the city—precisely the wrong side of a pop-
ulated area on which to locate a disposal fa-
cility A ‘e further away from the popula-
tion ¢ ¢ obviously woull be better, but
the proximity was needed here to obtain lo-
cal approval "

o Presence of aquifers: At least one, proba
bly two and perhaps three aquifers lie be-
neath the site, the commission concluded.
Proponents did not peisuade the commis
sion that the Vandalia till under the site
could compensate *or the presence of the
aquifers

* Suspect traveltime estimates The com-
mission found that statistical modeling was
of limited help in determining the travel

time of contaminants thr' agli the tll, be
cause il was based on g T Jizations that
sacrificed critical ('etail and on hydrostrati-
graphic assumptisns that wers not suffi-
ciently varied. This reduced the modeling's
value 1o the comimnission,

o Design questions: The commission un-
covered no “hard evidence” that reinforced
concrete would endure for 500 years, from
either the facility’s designer or an outside
expert—aonly equivocating testimony that
there was a distinct possibility the concrete
could last that long. Although it appeared
that newer cements properly mixed with

carefully selected aggregates could iead 1o
.

extremely iong concrete life. the commis:
sion noted that one must search far and
wide 1o find concrete in excellent condition
in a wet climate like that of Minois, even af-
ter just several decades of service. The
commission “could not hase its decision on
a hope that the concrete would endure.”

The commission had similar concerns
about 1ocalized cracking and leaking in
geomembrane liners

A NEW PROCESS

What is the legacy of the Martinsville expe
rience? The members of the commission
resigned last December just prior 1o formal
discharge by the state legislature. ror its
part, IDNs spokeswoman Patti Thompson
says the departmen! was “disappointed
when the commission rejected the site. Ob-
viously, if we recommended the site, we
thought that it met the criteria, but when
the governor named the comunission we
promised to abide by its decision. When it
was rejected we moved on "

In the wake of Martinsville's rejection,
Illinois has gone back to square one on the
way it will select a site for the low-level ra
dioactive-waste-disposal facility. Last De-
cember, Governor Jim Edgar named a
nine-member task force that will develop
new site-selection criteria.

Due in part to Martinsvilie, IDNS now
has only regulatory, not site-selection, re
sponsibility for the project. V

Editor's note’ This article was excerpted in
part from Martinsville: Report of the [linois
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facik
ity Siting Commission on its Inquiry into the
Martinsville Alternative Site, isswed in De-
cember 1992 Copies of the report ave avail-
able from the [llinois Department of Nuclear
Safety, 1035 Outer Park Dnve, Springfield,
1L 62704; tel. 217/785-9900
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MARTINSVILLE

LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY _
SITING gt
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e Investigations as early as 1984

e March/June 1987 — Contacted 102 County Boards

Economic incentives

Up to 1 million dollars annually
Aid to:

Schools

Infrastructure
Health care

4 sq. miles (Will not go in ii County Board says no)

e November 1987 Change in Management Act

X No low level radioactive waste disposal facility shal!l be
located in or within 12 miles of the boundaries of any

municipalit * unless approval is given by governing body
of that municipelity

{ 2L



15/21 counties left by end of 1987

Jaruary 1988

January 11—-12 Windshieid Survey

January 14 4/21 counties left

January 21 Clark and Marshali County left

January 21 6:30 a m. Mzeting in Martinsville to approve Site
(even through Co. Board later said no)

Politics not Science appear:d to ssiect Site (Both needed)

Second Site, (Geff Site in Wayne County, Near Fairfield, illinois)
Investigated, but dropped when Martinsville approved site.

Low—Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facility Siting Commission

e Appointed June 1990 (After 272 years of Site Characterization
work by State)
The Honorable Seymour Simon
Carolyn Raffensperger
William Hall K
Tom Geselbracht — Chief Coungil

e Funds provided for Concerned Citizens and PRO A
E3cok. & Py i
¢ & L7



lllinois Low—Level Radioactive Waste Management Act
1990 (Statutory Criteria)

Section 12 (b): The site shall meet all of the following criteria with respect to
the facility of the prcposed design:

(1) The site shall be located so that the public health, safety and welfare will
be protected.

(2) The site shall be located in a suitable geological and hydrological medium.

(3) The site shall be located so as to minimize the possibility of radioactive
releases into groundwaters utilized as public water supplies.

(4) The site shall be located outside the boundary of the 10C year flood plain as
determined by the Department of Transportation.

(5) The site shall be located so as to consider the distance necessary for the
transportation of low—level wastes and so that the impact on existing traffic
flows is minimized.



(6)

(7)

No low—level radioactive waste disposal facility shall be located in or
within 12 miles of tiie boundaries of any municipality unless approval is
given by the governing body of that municipality.

No low—level radioactive waste disposal facility shall be located in an area
of a county situated more than 12 miles beyond the boundaries of a
municipality unless approval is given by the governing body of that county.

e “Disposal” means the isolation of waste from the biosphere in
a permanent | facility designed for that purpose.



GEOLOGY

Description and Thickness (ft)

Surficial Material 0—12’ plus 0—-9’ upper sand
Vandalia Till, 0—35’

Fractured Vandalia Till, 5—130’

Sand Facies (Mulberry Grove), 0—-35%’
Smithboro Till (pre giaciation), 0—100’
Petersburg Silt, 0—45’

Basal Sand, 0—39’
— (Discount. Clay, Silt, Sand

Pre—lllinois Silt and Clay, 0—10’
Bedrock
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QUALITY CONTROL/QUALITY ASSURANCE
FLOOD PLAIN — .

GEOLOGY

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY
SITE GEOCHEMISTRY
MODELING

SURFACE WATER

EARTHQUAKES

e 500yeareverit MMI: VII-VIII 0.20g
e MCE MMI: VIII 025g



RADIOACTIVE WASTE

(Estimate: 0.48 to 2.4 million curies)

e (Co-60 (5.3 yr)
e (Cs—137 (30.3yr)
® Ni—63 (92 yr)

Tc—99 (2x10° yr)
1-129 (1.7x107 yr)
C-14 (5.7x10° yr)
Am-—241 (458 yr)

RADIOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

LONG-TERM HEALTH EFFECTS




TYPICAL CROSS-SECTION OF DISPOSAL UNIT

24" UPPER ,—w'to 41" LOWER DRAIN
DRAIN MATERIAL MATERIAL
16" SUBSOIL HDPE LINER

" \ 24 Low-Pemenaaurv

8" TOPSOIL
£GE £ imsposm_ UNIT
VEGE TATIVE

DISPOSAL MODULE

COVER_\ CLOSURE WALL

—  ——

-—o oo

-

PIPT77. SN
\HDPE LINER
PRIMARY INFILTRATION )
COLLECT. A DETEC. SYSTEM 24" LOWER DRAIN
MATERIAL
SECONDARY INFILTRATION 26" LOW-PERMEABILITY

COLLECT. 8 DETEC. SYSTEM SOIL



CONCRETE WASTE OVERPACK
{Cytindrical)

Waste Containers

HDPE Liner
{Clase BIC Wastes)

Metal Shisiding
(High Activity Wastes)

Cement Grout




CONCRETE WASTE OVERPACK

(Rectanguiar)
Lifting Pin

Waste Containers

Concrete Wwall

Forkiift Notch ’ Cement Grout



OBSERVATIONS
e Public Trust and Public Confidence
e Public Health, Welfare and Safety
e Perceived Risk (To Public, Workers, and Others)
e Political and Technical Issues
e Schedules (Realistic)
e Quality Assurance/Quality Control
e Minimize Uncertainties (Source Term, Site, Facility, Operation)
e Long—Term Health Issues
e Site Characteristics
e Facility Characteristics
e Management
e Monitoring
e Iindependent Review
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