- CONFRONTING THE NUCLEAR LEGACY ~ParT II

ver the next 75 years, the U b

Washington State. When the project is

over, at a cost of well.over $50 billion,” -
there will be no sprawling rocket-launch
center or stritig of advanced eleu:riuty-

' “generating  plants or othier : inspiring
“What there ¢

Cmonuments o progrcs :
will be, miostly, is radloactwe detrltus,
miflions of tons of it, ranging from con-

- taminated soif 1o entire niiclear reactors.

It will all be ort:a large’ plateau buned
in vast landfills or 'stashied away noa

- -collection of nondescrlpt hmldmg_
- there it will stay,. probqbly f
“sands of years to'comel

Such is the Tuture of the Depart e
~of Energy’s Hlanford site; the origin:
U.S. phatonium-production’” c,ompie
*anid the source of the p]utomum used in

“the bomb  detonated. over Nagasaki,
___.]apan during World War 1. From those
'_:'carlv days of m1htary and: chnolog;cai

: and cleamng up Hanfor

cotnplex, and an estimated 1,400

“ent places where envuonmental Work_ L
‘had begun-or was needed. At -:everai_-
- hundred of these sites, liquid or:solid -
o nuclear wastes had been 111tent10naily
- dumped: since 1944 the DOE and its pre- .t
" decessors are believed to hive: purmiped -
1.3 bilkion cubic meters. of hqmd waste.
o and contammared efﬂumm into Han—

"forciseoﬂ RSy
Over the past seven years, the D()F

“has speit $7.5 billion cleaning up Han- -
ford. Tr expects to spend at least $1 bl
- liori at Hanford every yedr for the next:
four dacades The cleanup has attracted :
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¢ covernment will. tidertake -
o what' has been called _the -
}amcst civil works projectin “world his-
tory in an expansive desért in southeast

1071989 th "_DOF'_' gan dc ctlvatmg- :
. At last count; .

there were ﬂbout 14,300 contractor’
“workersand 50 DOE- employeés' it the

far~ﬂung, mteresr and ot just bbcause
‘of the sums invelved. “This is absolute-
Iy brand-new-—not only fo industrial =
: socxety butto humankmd

§a ys Roy E.
Gephart; a proﬁram manager ini the en-

“There will be difficult: pohncal social

“.and tcchn:cal trade-offs we approach '

leatiing up this site.”

6ot yer Ofﬁaaily _reieased anid con

; ed scores. of mtcrmewq'wuh cEeanup-.

5 of 1r;:ad;ated. fucl

Inan’ efforr 10, determ;ne how well :
e c]eanup is: proceeding, SCIENTIFIC
- AMERICGAN exaniined several dozen re-
-Cent reports and otheér documents, some’

'ar»weapons enterpnse over
the next century, give or take'

4230 billion o more ‘than
. ha]f a’ tnlhon “dollars-—well
int excess of the §375 billion

S of: thousands of wcapons that
Lwere asscmbied in the US.
in . andto defonaté the 1,000 or
50 that were tested. Govern—_‘
-~ ment officials expect to spend

that in:an earthquake could bc—-_ :
come lethal; radivactive dustbms
‘Not surprzsmg,ly, queﬁtmns have beer
raised about. virtually évery aspect of -
‘Hanford - project. - They - coucem';
fwhether thie work is being dorie 1 proper--
Ay and efﬁcxentiy, how Cleaniip: con-
‘tracts are being writtén and the possi-
- bility that a mishap could cause a radio-
:..-logtcaf disaster, ‘The “most s;gmﬁcqnt -
ancomphshment of the past seveil years:
may be an ‘arrangement ‘that ‘has e
-abled pamf:s with conﬂlctmg interests—-
:prmupally the state the DO : and_ the = 1

part from thé lack of agree-
pent on how ‘clean™ the for-".

-~ tobe on that far-off and prob-
“ablyichimerical day ‘wheén -
.they are formaliy declared re:

= by(zlennZorpette,staffwmter S

Environmental Protection Agesicy-—to
~begini working with one another. Un-

fortunately, adherence to the agreement

" has hindered planning and priority set-
. ting, several studies have found.
'-;vxronmental and enerzy sciences divi-<
sion of Battelle Pacific Northwest Na- .
tional Laboratory in Richland, Wash. -

- “We’ve been on' this cleanup effort

for six yedts, and we're still not out of

the starting block,” states a scientist

~'who has worked at Hanford for two
".decades. “No program--for tank clean-
- up, groundwater remediation or any-
thing ‘¢lse-+-has lasted more
than about two years. We're.

not sustaining a long-term i
sion; and 1nvcstment m-that_

feswr decades Estlmates.-
cleanup ‘costs ' rangé “from

it costy ir current dollars, to
;esearch and hu;ld the tens’

fully 70 petcent of the morney”
onjust five DOE su:es, mclud—_. :
ng Hanford. - -

. Thei ;mprccmlon of the fime °
and Cost estitates resilts in

ENEaGV/aéEmG

miée weapons sites will need

U.8. DEPARTMENT

abll;tated “Therc can’t be,,-,

£ Hanford s Nuclear W/asteland



The U S is spendmg bzllzons to clea;kz upizts nuclear 'weapons complexes
At one of the most contammated sites, 10’ one fknto_ws how much the
pm]ect wzll cost how long it wzll take or how much good zt wzll do

cleanup in the traditional sense, like you - . loss;
Zclean up a kitchen floor of a hazardous

-~ -chemical site in the civil sector,” notes

James D.-Werner, director :of strategic '_

~planning ~and “analysis it the . DOE’s
;Office of Environmental Matagement.

“The stuff we're'dealing with can’t go™

- -away until it decays. You can container- - and :tt _ f the _ _ urd;

“ize'it, sohdify ity tmmobilize it and move 1e metal fis. derd _: m draniomy’ '_ i > at: piant called Pan—

it, but you can’t make it go away.” awh ' shio ' ‘exas

Undcrstandmg, how and why thiS co~ v

HIGH LEVEL NUCLEAR WASTE TA K sits about threc mi ing and sampling of t_hc waste.  These entry tubes are normall
tcrs undergTound. Ports and Tisers admlt mstruments-for mon sealed by th plates v1$1ble in the photograph il
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How Hanford Became Contaminated: Some Exampies

[ NUGLEAR REACTORS

“All but one of Hanford's nine nuélear reactors,
which ¢reated platoniur in fuel rods, drew water
from the nearby Columbia River, ran it through the
reactor focool it and then discharged the water
back inte the river. When fuel claddings ruptured,
cradicactivé seléments contaminated the water,
‘which was diverted to the soil and flowed back to
“the river. All the reactors also had nearby burial
. grounds, where workers dumped solid objects, in-
cluding some extremeiy radlioactive ones.

_' REPROCESS]NG CANYONS -

*Five. reprocessing canyons were built (three in
200 Area West and two in 200 Area East) to ex-
- traét plutonium from irradiated nuclear fuel. Work-
“ers ‘golred millions-of cubic meters of refatively
tightly radioactive and chemically contaminated
“wastewater into the soil, In the 1940s and early
" 19508, more strongiy radioactive wastes from ane
_plant were injected hindreds of feet below ground.
At the same time; large quantities of radioactive
.'sodlne were released nto the air from two plants.

-ﬁ HiGH LEVEL WASTE TANKS .

A'total of 177 tanks (94 ini 200 Atéa East and 86
in 200 Area West) store 210,000 cubic meters of
'|gh!y radloactlve nuc%ear waste; a by-product of
eprocessmg Szxty seven of the tanks are krown

cluding: carboi tetrachlarade tributy!
'alummum ﬁuorlofe m’mde and lard 0|

eactors a\l Gecupy what -
:,Waste and uramum—

- MICHAEL BO0DMAN

ward weapons work) In compar;son :
the ennre 1996 budget of the EPA {not

9 S(,IFNTIFIL AM ,RICAN May 1996 g _'_-.-Hanfmds Nuckar Wastefand .




+or dumped into the ground. Most of

© - of contamination. For example; at H
. nants occupies at feast 250 squarekilo:

" through Hanford. It is practically 1m—f )
: 'posmble 10 séparate tritium; a-radioac- -

: ﬁnai:zed at press ‘time because of the '."_surface water ate contammated Along" “waste into the soil; Flfty—four tanksare
. federal budget impasse) is hkely to be'_f | '
$5.7 billion. In effect, the DOE is'being
“painfully transformed into a huge env;
- ronmental agency that has so far showt
little' aptitude for its core rhission
. Only lately, as part of Energy Secré
© tary Hazel R. O’Leary’s initiative o’
‘make the DOE more open about its past
and present; has the: d(.partment begui
revealing the extent of its transgressmns ._;
- I'he DOE and ifs contractors generated :
hundreds of thousands of cubic m
- of highly radioactive -and - hazardou
- “waste and billions of cubic meters o miental Management budget the largestf:-.’
' less radioactive effluents. The DOE now _share,-will;go'to Hanford; by the:
admits that enormouns amounts of the  this fiscal year,- -almost. $9: bx]hon:wﬂ : :
"~ liquids.and solids were simply pumped - :.-have been spent at Hanford on- Work; ".ucts thh ha]f hves of thousands of

- bility, - though ' slight, -of a radiation- -
- releasing chemical explosmn “The DOE - .

. “'tain the tanks and keep them safe.

Iuto ium from spent: nucléar fuel. Sin-

cludmg the 67 that have’ or may have -

- the wastes contain‘both radloactwe and-':'ﬁﬁ- of - apparent prog,ress;"
chemical contaminants, : __o__mpted many. observers to wonder_'-
“Ar some places where releaseq were - w ]

intentional, scientists tried to ‘estimate

‘how much contaminant the $oil above

the groundwater could adsorb; ope

*tors were then supposed to- hmlt dis-”
“charges to 10 percent:of that amount.:

~Judging from the groundwater prob- -

lems at miost large DOE compkexes, the

: The sunpiest reason why 5o little
Pro ’ "parent ts that, unfortu—-:='-

hem vrntil 1980, notes Andréw P, Ca-
" puto, an attorney with the Natural Re-
sources Detense’ Council,'a watchdog
_ by far. On ractor’: 1 ip: “It’s hard to expiam thss history
- uid- effiuent treatment plants have bes that this job alone could 50:bil- - ina rational way -

T ogan operatmg to. clean up the dtscharge ntil g Cen :

it reprocessmg technologle‘; Inn
. ntly; other chemical processes
~waste, {00, Almost all are attrtbuta ¢ sed to mine the tanks of useful or
to carelessness:* high-fevel ‘radioactiv SENTR :
; zwastes sometimes’ leaked from agmg_,

he DOE is bemg tmnsformed
nto . " 'huge n_wronmental

'water at Hanford and other mtes,

- ‘times intentionally. ;- e
‘Some ‘of the damage 45 periat .

: cleanup technologies exther do not ex15t B

“orcould never make a-dent inthe'level

3 _-.-troublesorne 1sotopes When some of
* the tanks started: feaking, waste was
G “shifted arovind from tank to tank—and,
_f “inevitably; mixed togethet—to av01d
- 'the leaking vessels, .

7 The bottom lineis that DOE ofﬁcsais
bic do not know exactly what is in the
i+~ tanks. That information is necessary for
“several reasons. Alegal agreemént with
the state of. Washmgton obligates the
federal government. to-mix the waste
. with ‘glass {a technique. called vitrifi-
d - cation) foreventual disposal in a high-
level nuclear-waste tepository. But the
v waste cannot be safely or efficiently vit-
ed : rified-until the DOE and its contractors
-know is compoqltlon The waste s in-

ford, a ‘plutie of groundwater. contam»_- :
_ing tritiuth, mtrates and other contam:—.-. o

- "meters and is leaching into the Columbia .: n
- River, which runs for 82 kﬁometers

tive isotope. of hydrogen, from: water. ]

The contarinated plumeis. only one of i

- dozens below thesite, o
* The DOE estimates: that throughout‘ )

"ail the weapons: .complexes, billions:of * known o su

. cubic, meters of 5011, groundwatet and_';:: Anestimate
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' contmuousiy ‘monitored, about half be: " '
-~ cause they occasionally bmid up flam-
“mable gases inside-~creating the possi- =~ -

L 3spends $80°million a year just to main- -

Ahﬁost all. the tank waste was g,cner—_' e
ted as a; by produet of the isolation of "

“shells covered ‘by reinforced e
ake up 149 of the tanks, in- FEL

Jeaked; the rest have more leak-resis< 777

*tant double shells. Aithough they were_.;' T
‘intended to hold some radivactive prod- -

ALk ey, K o
1964 and kept’ mtroducmg waste into”



~“U.S. nuclear weapons pro-
gram, there have been eight
- known acadental-eriticalities
“dnd two  fatalities, ‘both in
New. Mexico in the mid-
19405, -
= Lately, there have been a
“few close calls’ (technically,
“criticality infractions”). In
= late September 1294 a work-
et drained liguid from a tank
- at' Rocky Flats, leaving five
“liters of highly concentrated
‘plutonium solution in what
the Defense Nuclear Facili-
ties ‘Safety’ Board called “a
potentially unsafe geometry.”
‘There was also a near miss
‘several years ago at the Ida-
ho site, 'when some fuel bun-
dles suspended in a pool fell
to the bottom near one an-
Other‘
i Diring - the rmd 19805,
Hanford s plutonium-finish-
ing‘"plant swas -declared a
serious earthquake risk. One
ralysis found that a tem-
blor could rend -a construc-
“tion joint, possibly releasing
~plutonivm compounds into
: the Al 3This threat has been

: .C.'ost'Ey: Caﬁyéhé o

e reprocessmg plants, where plu-
ronium wasextracted from irradi-
ated foel beforc being sent to the finish-
-~ ing ‘plant, ‘are another financial burden.
‘Hanford has five of them, each in con-
crete bmidmgs called ‘canyons. Some of
- -thé ¢anyons ‘are ‘comparable in size'to
Garnma: adxanon” L the hxs‘_cory _of the = the Bmpxre Statf: Bmldmg, if it were ly-

.::"92”; .SCIEl.\_]“I:.‘IFII(_:.A:MF.RI_(:D_AN. Ma Hanford’ s Nuclear Waste!aﬂd '




ing on its side. Fach has internal radia-

tion levels ranging from-slight to' dead=

Iy, Their inner surfaces, air filters and
duct systeins contain large quantities 'of
" dangerous radioactive elements:

-~ In one of the canyons, knowti as B-
- plant, room-size dir " filters ‘may have
collected as many as 100 million curies
of radicactive cesium:and strontiurm,
SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN -has * learned.

Such a vast accurmnulation of radioactiv- -

ity will make demolition of the build-
ing—as required by an agreereént be-

tween the federal government and the

state-—extremely difficults A bétter esti-

precisely,” a Hanford scientist admits,

The canyons are heavily reinforced to -
withstand bombing atid have tassive -
shields in the walls to keep the radia~

tion in. Currently ‘maintenance “and

surveillance at éach of the five répro- ;'
cessing plants costs $35 million to $45 -

million a year. The DOE and ‘Wesrirg-

house Hanford, however, are attempt- . hi

;ng to decontammatc B- plant and

"t[vefy 11ttle mamtenanc
phrase at Hanford is:

Caim to reduce annua! :
$2 mllhon ayear. .

“age }amhty. i houscs_wat_er ﬁl_!ed pooié

that 'cool arid 'Sh‘iéld' sio'rnei'l"f)()'() cap:

the “surface: of one of - e'caps
enough to del:vu a fatal do

t)
WESF. [the encapsu latlon storage fa

‘ty]-may be telied ‘uponfor long term'."

safe storage of thesé capeules
" The cesium and strontiurm.

terms’ of Hanfoid’s mvcntory of sohd_:'_gi_'s

- ter-filled basins niear the Columbia Riv-"+
er, the DOE and its .contractors have -

‘g radicactive elemerits into the basin:
watet. A strong earthquake; it was real-
“ized, could rélease’ upto 9,000 cubic”
“meters of contaminated water from the -

~radiation in'the area above the basing
“to’svar-to lethal-levels-and: dmpersmg

_fact in the '19703 a large quarm ¥
mate of the radioactivity is not avail- =
able, because-it-is so highthat -‘:‘_we--_'j
don’t have instruments ‘to measure it -

in toikce’p thie fuél-bundles submi

.nantq that..w.e 11 proper]y .c:liq.pé)séd. of

radicactive waste. In 40-year-old; wa= _ _
or thc olé purpose. of rcdlsposmo '

been storing 2,100 tons of spent nicke-

ar fuel; much of it corroded and releas-~ “Thisarea; which udes t'he l‘Lpt‘O(,{:SS-

ing . plants and th_e h]gh level waste:

basins into the soil and river, allowing

fine radiodctve particles into the air. In e

The DOE spends ai)out S3{} 1

_Jzke a gaudy cffcct in‘a sc1enc_"'ﬁcti0n e
7 movie. Some ana!ysts have queqnoned-- -
" how long the. capqufes can be kcpt as

: _RANSPORTING-PLU b} UM is not Chl]d’c p]ay,

- are the proverbaal txp of the 1ceherg, in roul

. _ . Hanford s Nuclea’r \Vactelaﬂd

.["IFI'C_Q'_AME}{ICAN Mav!996 93
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- use, have not béen set at most
sites. et fact, the U.S. govern-

“when a radiological cleaniup

pristine condition—an ditter
impossibility ‘made plain: by
the most.rudimentary .analy-

:by the wayside. As spokes:

of \ Westinghouse  Hanford
puts’it, “There isn’t. enough
_money in the wo;:id .

: Improved Contractmg’

nire of Hanford often

RIRENT, OF ENEBav/éoém

DRUMS-OF CON’ AMINATED SOLVENT we

facto reposit
. tho_us_a_nds_ of__

: _accomphshed h wciea W1ll Hanford'

E 94 S(AENT}FICAM}'RICAN May 3996

“be? So'far specific levels of.
- decontamination, cofisistent .
with an’ mtended ultimate

‘nient still has ng stanidards
“that can be used to determing -

is'complete. The goal of re- .
tarningall of Fanford to

- sis~~has only recently fallen

~man’ Micha¢l V. Berriochoa -

Athoug,h the pecuhar rias

“defies conventional -metrics °
“of cleanup, there is also ami-
ple: ev1dence that much of

“wors than‘the cost pius system, many
: 'observers insist. “Contracting has been

tasksinto a series of more manageable
~milestones leading :to:a specific out-
come. The contractor’s compensation
depends partly or wholly on when and

how well it meets the milestones. Simi-
lar versions are also being implemented
at other DOE coniplexes besides Han-

“ford and dlso in the contract the DOE

has ‘with- -Bechtel .Hanford, another
large contractor ar the site.
~Thomas P. Grumbly, whao was assis-

“tant secrétary in charge of the Environ-

mental Management program uncil his
récent promotion to undersecretary of

“energy, -hasthigh ‘hopes for the tech-

niques. The'idea, he adds, is to “work

"o the ¢conoiics first and realize that

* the “economics, ovér time, will really

_ change the system. How nluch time? I
dort’t know. Four or five years.”

- Although most observers say perfor-

“mance-based contracting is too new to

judge, a formér DOE official intimately

“familiar ‘with the Environmental Man-

agement program.is pessimistic. To de-

" contaminate “a” building, “the - former
-official explains, a contract would have -
to-specify that

&%

‘the building contains
the following contamiinants in the fol-
Jowing: concentrations. If you . don’t
What they are, you would have

eart. of the problems they’ve

8 had " notes ]amcs Noél, -assistant direc-
to or energy issues of the GAO.

Legal Hammer -

_ontractmg, though is hot aH that
sails “Harnford ‘by .any -means. In

1989, arcund .the time of the Rocky
B Flats crackdown the DOE, the FPa and
¢ - the state of Washmgton sigried an ex-
" haustive: Tri-Party * Agreement (TPA),
: '_.thch govérns almost all aspects of en-

B :H.d.nfqm.f’s Nuclear Wasteland



vironmental - ‘work -at ~the i
- site.. The TPA, which lists
specific activities and mile-
 stones and canfine the DOE
* fot ‘missing them, was' the -
template  for ‘many Tother
documents, catled 'cornpli*" '
ance agreements; goverring
environmental -work: ona-
- number of DOE sites, Other -
than the federal deficit, the:
cost -of the work that the
* DOE has committed itsélf to'
_in -the - compliance  agree-
ments at all of its cleanup -
sites represents the single’
- greatest liability of the U S,
govemment T o
By all accounts, thc TPA
“wwas a landmark ‘that en-"
* abled the DOE and Washing-
~ton Stateto begin working
- together despite deep mis+
trust. Because it is a legally
enforceable docament, the
" 'TPA also-makes it less hkeiy"-
_that the DOF—or'

 because “of *its deco plé' :
-mients; the TPA ﬂaw
“now apparently: bei

P to. puts it ‘30 far the state of \thh—
' n and thc federal government have

Lde appr oach to-setting priorities
been’ Lostly Any problem becomes
anurgent priority at Hanford—and the
“subject of hundreds of millions of dol-
arsin funding=—for largely political or

U’uiatory rnasoné. “The hl'story of Han-

Haﬁfqéfd’s_fNit.deqr_ Wasteland o SCIFNTIHC AMFR[( AN Mq} 3996 95



: ed clinoptilolite, to absorb and
old thc stroptium,
Th ole purpose of all this work isto

timated 6,000 curies every year
atural sources in Canada and
ngrthern Washington.

A jurisdfct_ibﬁal ]umblé

e TPA furthér complicates mat-
ers by plaéing Hanford under the
Jurisdiction. of several environmental
statutes; the two most important being
th Rcsource (,onservanon and Recov-

1ronmenta[- .Response, _-Com-
and Llabllity' Act (CFRCLA

eém‘éd'u'p "RCRA however, which
's aily admqutered by the state,

ét are o ionger active. Super-
] lke RCRA;can be applied to
' _eli as chemmal wastes.

cludc the foundatgon of a huge’ fauhty
1o vitrify high-level waste ($286:milli
was spent on the pro;ecr befory

'wae spent) Constantly qhz&mg priori-
ties have also thwarted techriology de-
- velopment efforts. “Unfortunately, the
~time cycles for program. chang,eq have!
“been'much shorter than the tine: Cles__ :
" for technology development;” says Bﬂly;
). Shipp; associate laboratory director
“in-the eénvironmental technology dmw :
sion’ of the- Battel!c ]aboratory

s_tat%, 'DOJ:_ oritractor Bechte! Hanfoid :" :
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= Hmfﬁ)rd 3 Nuclear Was;e’and

Supeﬁfﬁn‘d'i_-t{}' the -1 77'-_té'nks of high-
Jevel waste) The DOE’s dcquiescence to

© - this dual coverage “foreciosed signifi- -
- . cant technological options i the clean-

- up of the Hanford tanks and created the

possibility of a potential cost increase in

“the range of hillions of dollars,” accord-

ing to'a January 1996 report by the Na--

tional Research Council, The DOE and
" its reguldtors havé béen attemipting to
solve the RCRA/Superfund prob]em
since 1988 erh httk succeqq SRR

froublcs Ahead

level waste under Yucca Mountain in
Nevada. The: DOE now says a Yuéca

repository ¢ould not be réady ‘before
- 2015, some expefts suspect the opening -
~will not take place for decaées aftu
-that—mlf atall. :

Even if the rcpomtorleq ‘can be put

jsito use it is unlikely that they could -
-contain’ more than a small fraction of -

Hanford’s waste, Hanford’s allocation

‘of the hypothétical Yucea' repositoty
- swould hold -abouit 6,000 vitdifed logs..

But the ‘high-level waste'in Hanford’s

- tanks would otcupy 20,000 16 60,000

2+ ssuch logs, according to-the Battelle lab-

S erious a3 they are, thc dsfﬁuﬂt;es the -

DOTE now faces'séem to pale in'com-
parison with the ones just ahead. For
example, the TPA requirés the DOE to

“vitrify the high-level waste in the 177

tanks. A big vitrification plant, the first
‘everin the U.S., was bisile
nah River site in South Carolma it is
$2 billion over budget arid six years be-
hind schedule, according 1o the Tnsti-

tute for h)erg} and Environmental Re-
+ search, a Takoma Park, Md.; public-in-
- terest organization. (Aﬁermnumerable_[
Cdelays, the plant was flmliy opand ori

Nl'irch 120} _

" Avware of the dzfﬁczzk} |
“Uin convincing G ongrcq o underwr e
“another such. venture, bt obhgated by
_the TPA tovicrify the waste, (he DOF
now seeking ane of mofe pnvate' orfi:
- panies to vierify Hatiford's wast
companies would Have 16 build andop

erate the vitrification plant, adhere 't
strict safety standareds and assame alf -
financial risk. The DOE would pay. for
~the finished glass logs, “énabling the °

Arms—in ‘theoty-=to profit, Moqt ob-

servers like the idea hut are skcpma§ o
“One of the big problcms_the TOE has
had is inability to shift risk to'a private. - pe
An unantlcv'
pated expense, or a catdm (innc event, .

company, so fi’l”it if there §i

the private company suffu’s, notes
Abraham of the GAO. DT

© Afrer the waste is vitdified, '“he'l‘)'OI‘
must take away all the glass logs, as .

well as part.of Harford? s tmmmamc

waste, and place theni 1
positories iri-¢ther stat
Washitgton Sta

at the Savan="/

'ﬁemml %e, some stud
i converting the Uargamuan 1eprocassmg,

- rego.®
. That 15 what
esives and the TPA-
-stlpulate‘a Starding i the way of this
- outcome, though; are tr emendots ob:
- stacles. State opposition has blocked
- the opening of a: repository. for trans- -
. uranic waste (Lont'nnmg, plutomum or
“other elements with ‘atomic: Tiibers
greater than 92 1n- New . Mexico and -
the comtrumon of a repossmr} for hléh“'-

“oratory’s < latest éstimartes. -Hanford’s
‘quantities of transuranic ‘waste have
~“been-estimated to exceed the total ca-
cpacity of the New Mexico transuranic
“repository-~which, like Yucca, would
‘have 1o fake such waste from dozens of

othcz sOUrCes bemdes Haiford.
“Vitrification is one of several cruc1al
issues whose résolution has been pre-

-cluded by the precarious relationship
“between the state of Washington and
“the DOE. Analysts and,: prlvately, site -,
: ofﬁcmls poﬂder c:.awh ‘questions” as:

: :h'ave_ _._S'ugge's_té_d

dc stmatl(m for Hmford S manv tom of

Cspent nuclcal fueland pinromum :
- What may ﬁﬂailv force the issucs Js,-'_'- .
s always; money. “A big’ vxtrxﬁc*mon X
plant will be real money;” says West- © -
-mghouqe Hfmiord__;ﬁ pru.ldent LaMar -
will have tocompe :w:th__..
_'.piutomum dxqpo‘;;tmn, MLd1care, ev-r
Cerything==

O\J 11k HOMF TR()NI
LEGACY OF FrE HANFORD NUGLEAR SITE.

ing “from carrent levels [a'l.rouud $1.4
- billiori] to $1.08 billion in fiscal year

1998.” After that year, funding would

“hold more or less constant for about 40
" years. The Battelle report found that ©
50 percent reduction in the cost of clean-

-up must be immediately achieved and

sustained to meet existing commitments

and schedules with the prO]ected $1.05-
billion budget,” -

Given the unlikelihood of trimming
the price of cleanap so much and, espe-

- ¢ially, ‘the legally ‘binding nature of the
‘Complianée agreements, the U.S. may
have to rééxamine its national priori-

ties. :For example, the $6 billion .the

“DOE will spend :this year to maintain,
starbilize and clean up its weapons com-
“plexes is dwarfed by other budgets. The
cold war has beén over for years, but

- the U.S. 'will spend about $28 billion

. this year on intelligence alorie—includ-
~ing $8 billion for reconnaissance and

eavesdropping satellites and related pro-

‘grams. At $270 billion, this year’s mili-
rary, budget roughly equals the aritici-
pated cost of the entire DOE environ-
< mental management effort over the next
-[Iihalfa century. . .

“While T undcrstand the need to cut

- back .o government -programs and
"':-imakc them more ‘efficient, shortchang-
“ing the DOE* dcanup budget wil oni
increase ‘the deficit it the lorg runy’
- says Senator’ John Gleim of Ohio, Whose
~ &taté has numerous DOE weapons sites.
o fIemay fook good on paper, but it will
only put off the’ day of reckonirig: If we
_don’t get a haridle on'this mess now, fu-
i tute. genierations will be left with a bal-
_ _!oon payment constituting both an en-

» i

1r0nmental 311(1 budgetary d1saster
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- HANFORD TANK CLEAN Up A Guine To

URDERSTANDING THE TECHNICAL TSSUES.
: Rny N ‘Gephart and Regira E. Lundgren.
: Icchmcai Réport PNLA10773,1995. Avail-
 able from Pacific Notthwest Laborqtory

v .IMPROVIN( 1;11 ]:,NVIRONM:FN”? Aw hVAI-
believe that, intheir hearts, " ;

©the regulators’ know thern thl bea blg :
' discussion on this'in the end,” he'says.
“Thit end, however, is fast approach
‘itig. DOE bﬂdgets I ke those: d}roughout s
ithe federal governmient; are being re-
duced, An unreleased study. by Battelle
considered cleaimup strateg;es in light of -
_'.an annupated decrea;e i armua] fLmdm' S

“Comimittes -on Fneroy and Narura% Re-

_'-sources, March 1995
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