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ABSTRACT: The Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(WM PEIS) examines the potential environmental and cost impacts of strategic management alternatives
for managing five types of radioactive and hazardous wastes that have resulted and will continue to
result from nuclear energy research and the development, production, and testing of nuclear weapons at
a variety of sites around the United States. The five waste types are low-level mixed waste, low-level
waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste. The WM PEIS provides information
on the impacts of various siting alternatives, which the Department of Energy (DOE) will use to decide
at which sites to locate additional treatment, storage, and disposal capacity for each waste type. This
information includes the cumulative impacts of combining future siting configurations for the five waste
types and the collective impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities.

The selected waste management facilities being considered for these different waste types are treatment
and disposal facilities for low-level mixed waste; treatment and disposal facilities for low-level waste;
treatment and storage facilities for transuranic waste in the event that treatment is required before
disposal; storage facilities for created (vitrified) high-level waste canisters; and treatment of
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project-specific environmental impact review.
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Introduction

This volume of the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (WM PEIS)
summarizes the comments on the Draft PEIS that the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) received
during the public comment period, and provides DOE responses to those comments.

The Draft WM PEIS was issued for public review and comment on September 22, 1995. In response
to requests from the public, DOE extended the original 90-day comment period (September 22 to
December 21, 1995) to February 19, 1996 (a total of 150 days).

During the 150-day public comment period, which included 13 public hearings in 18 cities across the
United States, DOE received over 5,000 comments from more than 1,200 individuals, agencies, and
organizations. Approximately 4,000 individuals cosigned letters or signed petitions.

How DOE Considered Public Comments in the NEPA Process

In compliance with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 USC 4321 et
seq.) and regulations of the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1500-1508),
DOE assessed and considered public comments on the Draft WM PEIS, both individually and
collectively. Some comments led to PEIS modifications; others resulted in a response to explain or
communicate DOE policy, to clarify the scope of the WM PEIS, to explain the relationship of this PEIS
to other related NEPA documentation, to refer commentors to information in the PEIS, to answer
technical questions, to further explain technical issues, or to correct readers’ misinterpretations.

Public input contributed to the development of decision factors and criteria, defined as desirable
attributes or characteristics that measure the relative acceptability of alternatives, which were used to
identify candidate preferred alternatives These factors and criteria include, but are not limited to,
human health risk, environmental impacts, regulatory compliance, DOE and site waste management
missions, technology development, transportation, cost, and mitigation. Volume I, Section 1.7.3,
describes the factors and criteria DOE used to select preferred alternatives, which are identified or
described in Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final WM PEIS.

Public comments also provided valuable suggestions for improving the WM PEIS. A brief summary of
public comments and resulting changes to the PEIS is provided in Volume I, Section 1.7.2. Responses
to public comments given in this volume (Volume V) identify specific WM PEIS changes made as a
result of the comments.

How to Find Individual Comments and Responses

The table at the back of this volume provides the guide to locating comments provided by individuals
and organizations, as well as summaries of comments provided at public hearings. Individuals are
listed first, alphabetically; organizations are listed second, alphabetically; and public hearings are listed
last, alphabetically, by the city in which the hearing was held. To find each comment and DOE’s
response, locate the commentor’s name (individual or organization) in the guide and turn to the index
locations listed. The numbers in parentheses following the index numbers identify
comments/responses. These are tracking numbers used in the WM PEIS comment/response computer
database. In this comment/response volume, these numbers are in numerical order within each section,
which permits commentors to locate their comments. The guide includes the entries “Anonymous” and
“Illegible.” Anonymous entries include comments provided in documents that did not identify the
commentor or an organization. Illegible indicates names that were unreadable.

Intro-1
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Comments that were the same or very similar to others were grouped and summarized and a single
DOE response is provided. Thus, commentors might not read their exact words, but the essence of
each comment is captured in the grouping. If an individual or organization is listed more than once in
the guidéd, this indicates that DOE received more than one letter from the commentor, each containing
different comments.

Public hearing participants who asked to have their comments specifically attributed to them are
included in the list of individuals. Petitions are attributed to the first person who signed the petition or
to the person who mailed the petition, if identified. The remaining petitioners are not listed
individually. Be assured, however, that all petitions, written comments, and public hearing comments
are accounted for and responded to in this volume. DOE also received a number of letters that did not
contain comments (requests for copies of the PEIS, change of address notifications, etc.). These
persons are not listed in the guide to comments and responses.

A “reverse index” to public comments is available in the DOE WM PEIS public reading rooms. The
reverse index can be used by readers to identify the individual(s) attributed to each of the comments.

Supporting Documents and Technical References

Many of the responses to public comments in this volume refer to supporting technical reports,
databases, DOE Orders, Federal laws and regulations, and other DOE EISs. DOE has not included
these on the list of references provided at the back of this volume because they are listed and described
in Volume I, Sections 1.4 and 1.8 cited as appropriate in Volumes I, II, III, and IV, and listed as
references at the back of chapters and appendices. The Volume V list of references includes only
references unique to Volume V.
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AED
Ames
ALARA
ANL-E
AQCR
AQRV
ARAM

BACT
BEIR
BEMR
Bettis
BNL

CEQ
CERCLA
CFR

CH
CTUIR
CY

D&D
DARHT
DCF
DNAPL
DNFSB
DOE
DOT
DUST
DWPF

EIS
EPA
ER
ETEC

FEMP
Fermi
FFCAct
FR
FTE
FY

GTCC

Hanford

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

Aerodynamic Equivalent Diameter

Ames Laboratory

As Low as Reasonably Achievable
Argonne National Laboratory - East

Air Quality Control Region

Air Quality Related Values

Automated Remedial Action Methodology

Best Available Control Technology
Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation
Baseline Environmental Management Report
Bettis Atomic Power Laboratory
Brookhaven National Laboratory

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

Code of Federal Regulations

Contact-handled

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
Calendar Year

Decontamination and Decommissioning
Dual-Access Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test
Dose Conversion Factors

Dense, Nonaqueous-Phase Liquids

Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board

U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Department of Transportation

Disposal Unit Source Term

Defense Waste Processing Facility

Environmental Impact Statement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Restoration

Energy Technology Engineering Center

Fernald Environmental Management Project
Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory
Federal Facility Compliance Act

Federal Register

Full-time Equivalent

Fiscal Year

Greater-Than-Class C

Hanford Site
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

INEL Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

IRIS Integrated Risk Information System

K-25 Oak Ridge K-25 Site

LANL Los Alamos National Laboratory

LBL Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

LLMW Low-Level Mixed Waste

LLNL Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

LLW Low-Level Waste

MEI Maximally Exposed Individual

MEPAS Multimedia Environmental Pollutant Assessment System
Mound Mound Plant

MWMF Mixed Waste Management Facility

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Norfolk Norfolk Naval Shipyard

NRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

NTS Nevada Test Site

ORNL Oak Ridge National Laboratory

ORR Oak Ridge Reservation

PAEC Potentially Adverse Effects Concentrations

Pantex Pantex Plant

PEIS Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

PGDP Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant

Pinellas Pinellas Plant

PLC Potentially Life-Threatening Concentration

PM;o Particulate matter of aerodynamic diameter less than 10 micrometers
SEIS-I WIPP Supplement Environmental Impact Statement
SEIS-II WIPP Disposal Phase Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
SNF Spent Nuclear Fuel

SNL-CA Sandia National Laboratories (California)

SNL-NM Sandia National Laboratories (New Mexico)

SRS Savannah River Site

STP Site Treatment Plan

TLV Threshold Limit Values

TRUW Transuranic Waste

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

voC Volatile Organic Compound

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

WM PEIS Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
WVDP West Valley Demonstration Project

Y-12 Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant
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1. Purpose and Need for Action

Comment (3036)
Protection of the environment should be an element of the WM PEIS purpose and need and should be
reflected throughout the PEIS.

Response

Protecting the environment is an important goal of DOE’s waste management activities. DOE revised
Volume I, Section 2.2, of the WM PEIS to include enhanced protection of the environment, as well as
protection of public health and safety, as part of the WM PEIS purpose and need statement. This goal
is also reflected throughout the PEIS. For example, Volume I, Section 1.1, states that the PEIS will
help DOE continue to protect workers, public health and safety, and the environment.

Each waste-type chapter in the PEIS (Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I) discusses the health risks and
environmental impacts specific to one of the five waste types considered in the WM PEIS. Chapter 12
identifies ways DOE could mitigate potential adverse impacts.

Comment (3331)

DOE intends to use this WM PEIS as a fool to help select sites for waste management activities, but the
PEIS does not select any specific location. Isn’t this the U.S. Department of Energy? Isn’t this the
agency responsible for managing 54 U.S. sites? Isn’t this the agency that is supposed to be sure all
sites are meeting the criteria today? Doesn’t this document address the treatment, storage, and disposal
of radioactive and hazardous waste? Isn’t this the agency the American people empowered by
Congressional Act? Then why was this document written?

Response

The WM PEIS evaluates the potential environmental consequences of alternative configurations of a
nationwide program for managing radioactive and hazardous waste, as discussed in Volume I,
Section 1.1. Based on the factors and criteria identified in Section 1.7.3 DOE has identified preferred
alternatives and a configuration of sites for each of the five waste types considered in the document.
The results of the WM PEIS will provide input on environmental topics which, combined with other
considerations (e.g., budget constraints, national priorities, site agreements with States), will contribute
to the final decision on a national waste management configuration to be identified in Records of
Decision. The WM PEIS will also provide a general point of reference for site-specific NEPA
documents prepared to support decisions and locating waste management facilities on particular sites
(see Volume I, Section 1.8).
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2. Proposed Action

Comment (3352)

The Draft WM PEIS states that DOE needs to improve the management of its current and anticipated
volumes of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous
waste in order to comply with all laws and to protect public health and safety. Implicit in this statement
is that the current management system does not protect human health and the environment as well as it
could and is possibly not in compliance with applicable laws. Yet, by DOE’s own admission, the
facilities that are going to improve this situation are not going to be in operation for at least 10 years,
and probably longer. That means that the current situation of unacceptable release levels will continue
a decade or more. Therefore, the situation for the next 10 to 20 years could have a significant impact
on the environment. Yet this impact is not analyzed in the PEIS.

Response

DOE revised the text cited in the comment (Section 2.2) to clarify that DOE will manage its current
and anticipated waste volumes in order to comply with all applicable Federal and State laws, to protect
public health and safety, and to enhance protection of the environment.

DOE is committed to operating its hazardous and radioactive waste management activities in
compliance with applicable regulations and in a way that protects human health and the environment.
For purposes of the programmatic analysis the WM PEIS provides, DOE made the generalizing
assumption that all waste management facilities necessary to implement a given alternative would be
constructed in an initial 10-year period, followed by a 10-year operations period. Exceptions to this
assumption would include a full 20-year operations phase (i.e., construction phase not applicable) for
the No Action Alternative, and the site-specific operational periods for high-level waste storage
facilities, which are discussed in Chapter 9 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. The WM PEIS analysis is
highly conceptual and DOE recognizes that construction of actual facilities could occur within a much
shorter time period and that waste will begin to be processed at some facilities before construction at all
facilities is completed. Nevertheless, DOE believes that the WM PEIS provides a reasonable and
conservative estimate of environmental impacts sufficient to support programmatic decisionmaking.

As required by NEPA, the WM PEIS includes an analysis of the impacts of a No Action Alternative.
In this PEIS, “no action” is defined as a continuation of current programs. As a part of current
programs, some facility upgrades would be necessary to continue to comply with applicable regulations
in an efficient, cost-effective manner. Continuing current programs would not result in chronic
unacceptable releases because existing DOE waste management facilities routinely meet all regulatory
requirements for releases to the environment and would continue to do so. Thus, DOE does not expect
significant adverse impacts to the environment from ongoing activities during the period before new
waste management facilities begin to operate.

Comment (3539)
The issues addressed in EISs should not be limited to potential problems for which there are practical
near-term solutions. EISs “should not be used as tools to sell the development of a piece of property.”

Response

The WM PEIS is a national study that examines the environmental impacts of managing DOE'’s
radioactive and hazardous wastes. This strategy is expanding waste management horizons by
developing new waste management options and analytical approaches to ensure safe and efficient
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2. Proposed Action

management of DOE’s radioactive and hazardous wastes, to comply with all applicable Federal and
State laws, to protect public health and safety, and to protect the environment.

The PEIS expands existing options and looks into the future to find long-term management solutions for
the waste types considered in the document, especially in light of the long-term hazards posed by
certain waste materials. The PEIS analyzes candidate DOE sites for the management of its radioactive
and hazardous wastes, but is not intended to be used as tools to “sell the development of a piece of
property.”
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3. Waste Management Alternatives

This Page Left Blank Intentionally
(No comments were received for this section)
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

Comment (13)
What will actually be done with DOE wastes?

Response

DOE will manage its wastes by some combination of treatment, storage, and disposal, depending on the
waste type. DOE has made no final decisions about how and where to treat, store, and dispose of low-
level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste. Rather,
DOE is developing a Department-wide strategy for managing these wastes. This WM PEIS evaluates
the environmental impacts and costs of management at alternative DOE sites, for the five types of
waste. It will be part of the basis for decisions about how and where to manage the waste. Decisions
will be announced in Records of Decision (RODs) to be published in the Federal Register following
publication of the Final PEIS.

Comment (36)
Why would DOE build more storage facilities under the No Action Alternative?

Response

The No Action Alternative represents the status quo of DOE waste management operations, and
includes existing or planned waste management facilities. For low-level mixed waste and transuranic
waste, current practice is to store waste until treatment and disposal capability is available. The PEIS
continues this practice, adding storage capacity at each site to accommodate the additional waste
generated during the next 20 years. Impacts for construction and operation of the additional storage
are evaluated. For low-level waste, waste is shipped for disposal at one of six currently operating
disposal sites. Thus, there is no requirement for additional storage. For high-level waste, additional
storage is approved for SRS and Hanford; this was evaluated as planned facilities under the No Action
Alternative. No additional storage was assumed for hazardous waste.

Comment (197)
Allow DOE sites to manage and monitor all the Nation’s wastes and to be continually scrutinized by the
public and government agencies.

Response
DOE is responsible for managing its wastes in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations.
The management of non-DOE wastes (e.g., from commercial reactors) is outside the scope of the
WM PEIS.

DOE strongly believes that its programs benefit from open exchange and coordination with the public,
and with other government agencies. DOE welcomes public input to further improve its waste
management activities.

Comment (220)

DOE should factor into the WM PEIS analysis the possibility that it will have an additional waste
burden from failed commercial facilities. The analysis should factor in any change in “economy of
scale” from DOE-generated waste processing to waste generated elsewhere.




Volume V - Comment Response Document

3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

Response

DOE is not responsible for radioactive waste from commercial facilities. Therefore, such waste is
beyond the scope of the WM PEIS. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) or a State
delegated by NRC to manage radioactive waste (NRC Agreement State) is responsible for regulating
commercial facilities.

Comment (391)
DOE needs to examine waste management issues across the complex to gain a national “big picture.”

Response

DOE believes that the WM PEIS provides the national “big picture” that will help with long-term
planning efforts and be part of the basis for future decisions concerning the configuration of DOE's
waste treatment, storage, and disposal complex.

Comment (487)
If a waste program is not safe it should not be in anyone’s backyard.

Response

The purpose of this WM PEIS is to enhance, on a national level, the management of DOE’s current and
anticipated volumes of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste,
and hazardous waste in order to ensure safe and efficient management of these wastes, to comply with
applicable laws and regulations, and to protect public health and safety and the environment. This
study provides information on the impacts to alternative DOE sites. DOE will use this information in
deciding where to locate additional treatment, storage, and disposal facilities for each waste type.

The WM PEIS analyzes impacts to human health and the environment for the proposed waste
management alternatives. It also considers the cumulative impacts when the waste management actions
are added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. If a particular site is chosen
for a new waste management operation as a result of the PEIS analysis, additional sitewide or project-
level NEPA documentation would be prepared.

Comment (542)
The project [Department-wide waste management as described in the WM PEIS] is consistent with the
goals and objectives of the State of South Carolina, Grant Services Unit.

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Comment (1147)
We prefer alternatives that minimize transportation of these waste products as much as practicable.

Response

WM PEIS decision criteria and factors, which DOE used to select preferred alternatives, include
favoring selection of alternatives and sites to minimize adverse environmental impacts and balancing
the number of shipments with potential environmental risks, safety consequences, public concerns,
mission needs, and costs. These criteria and factors are described in Volume I, Section 1.7.3.
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

The PEIS includes a detailed assessment of risks associated with accidents from both rail and truck
transportation, including low probability/high consequence and high probability/low consequence
accidents. DOE found that risks from transportation accidents would be low under all alternatives.
The Decentralized Alternative, however, would minimize transportation, while the Regionalized and
Centralized Alternatives involve increased transportation.

Section 3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS provides DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they
are preferred.

Comment (12898)
The impact of importing wastes to Livermore is an issue within the community.

Response

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) is included in some of the proposed waste
management alternatives evaluated in the WM PEIS for low-level mixed, low-level, and transuranic
wastes, as described in Sections 6.3, 7.3, and 8.3 in Volume I, respectively. DOE analyzed the
potential human health risks and environmental impacts associated with management activities at LLNL
for each of these waste types and found that under all the alternatives risks and impacts would be small.

Comment (1570)
The WM PEIS only addresses the alternative of waste storage in perpetuity; it should address the
alternative of storage predicated on total elimination of the wastes.

Response

The WM PEIS evaluates storage, treatment, and disposal of low-level mixed waste and low-level
waste; treatment and storage of transuranic waste; and treatment of hazardous waste. However,
because of DOE’s large waste inventories and the wastes generated by ongoing operations, complete
elimination of radioactive and hazardous waste does not appear feasible, even under the most effective
pollution prevention plans. Volume IV, Appendix G, of the WM PEIS describes DOE’s Pollution
Prevention Program, DOE’s waste reduction goals, and how waste management activities could be
affected by pollution prevention efforts.

Comment (1638)

DOE's waste management system should reflect that the environmental management mission is
dynamic and changing with time; hybrid and/or evolving configurations of management systems might
be required.

Response

DOE is not constrained to select the specific configurations analyzed in the alternatives in the
WM PEIS. It can select hybrid configurations as long as the impacts of alternatives analyzed in the
WM PEIS include the impacts of the hybrid alternative. DOE has revised the text in Volume I,
Section 3.4, of the WM PEIS to clarify how a hybrid alternative approach might be used. DOE’s
preferred waste management alternatives, and the reasons they are preferred, are identified in
Section 3.7 in Volume I of the Final PEIS.
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

Comment (1762)

All waste types and waste volumes should be on the table for the public to strategize about.
Transuranic waste and low-level mixed waste are pulled out of the decisionmaking process because of
WIPP and the Federal Facility Compliance Act.

Response

The PEIS addresses the management of five waste types: low-level mixed waste, low-level waste,
transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste. For transuranic waste, the PEIS analyzes
potential locations for treatment and storage. DOE is analyzing the level of treatment for disposal and
whether to dispose of transuranic waste at WIPP in the WIPP SEIS-II. For low-level mixed waste, the
PEIS analyzes treatment and disposal decisions, but not storage because DOE assumes that it will store
low-level mixed waste on the sites where it is generated until treatment and disposal. The low-level
mixed waste alternatives were developed in parallel with the Federal Facility Compliance Act Site
Treatment Plans. DOE’s preferred alternatives for managing the five waste types and the reasons they
are preferred are discussed in Section 3.7 in Volume I.

Comment (1937)
Clarify if ANL-E waste would be shipped to Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL).

Response

None of the 36 alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS include wastes generated at ANL-E being
shipped to INEL. Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I of the PEIS provide more detail on the
alternatives analyzed.

Comment (2113)
None of the proposed alternatives are acceptable; rather, a moral change in DOE is required.

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Comment (2148)
Store the waste in an aboveground, monitorable facility.

Response

DOE assessed waste storage under the WM PEIS No Action Alternative. Most of this waste is stored
in aboveground monitored facilities. As a matter of policy, DOE views waste storage as a temporary
solution that would only defer a decision on disposal.

Comment (2306)
Assume that there will be onsite treatment. That is part of minimizing transportation.

Response

As identified in Volume I, Section 2.1, of the Final WM PEIS, DOE’s proposal includes improving
treatment of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste preparatory to geologic
disposal, and nonwastewater hazardous waste.

—————— J—
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

Alternatives evaluated in the WM PEIS generally incorporate some type of onsite treatment. This
treatment varies from the minimum treatment required to transport the waste, to treatment to meet
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) land disposal restrictions for low-level mixed waste,
for example. In general, transportation of waste offsite for treatment would be least under the
Decentralized Alternatives. Note, however, that some types of treatment (e.g., solidification) actually
increase the volume of waste that would need to be transported. This is because a solidifying agent
such as cement might be added to the waste. U.S. Department of Transportation regulations require
that some types of waste be solidified before they are transported.

DOE will consider transportation requirements in its WM PEIS evaluations (see Volume I,
Sections 6.4.2, 7.4.2, 8.4.2, 9.4.2, and 10.4.2, and Volume IV, Appendix E). DOE will need to
balance the number of shipments with potential environmental risks, safety consequences, public
concerns, mission needs, and costs.

Comment (2317)
DOE should store nuclear waste as safely as possible near where it is generated and stop creating
nuclear wastes.

Response
One of the four broad categories of alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS is the Decentralized
Alternative. Under this alternative, wastes would be managed as close to their point of origin as
possible.

Radioactive and hazardous wastes were and are generated by DOE during national security and energy
research facility, decontamination and decommissioning, and environmental restoration. However,
DOE is strongly committed to pollution prevention. Appendix G (Volume IV) of the WM PEIS
describes DOE’s Pollution Prevention Program, waste reduction goals, and the implications of these
activities for DOE’s waste management strategy.

Comment (2416)

The various waste management alternatives for the different waste types do not, in some cases, cover a
reasonable range of alternatives. A review of the list of choices, the preferred alternatives, and the
tables showing treatment, storage, and disposal locations suggest that the real range of alternatives that
makes sense is much narrower than the total range of alternatives analyzed.

Response

As discussed in Volume I, Section 3.2, the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require Federal
agencies to include a discussion of reasonable alternatives and provide sufficient information for each
alternative so that reviewers can evaluate the comparative merits of those alternatives. Sections 1.7.3
and 3.5 in Volume I discuss the methodology for identifying alternatives. The WM PEIS analyzes four
broad categories of alternatives that represent reasonable alternatives where DOE can manage its waste.
These are No Action, Decentralized, Regionalized, and Centralized. CEQ regulations require that the
No Action Alternative be analyzed. The sites identified in alternative configurations were chosen for
evaluation based on the volume of waste they currently have in inventory, the amount of waste they
expect to generate over the next 20 years, the waste’s origin and treatment requirements, the waste
treatment facilities at each site, and the requirements for transportation. DOE believes that application

of this methodology produced a set of reasonable alternatives of the broadest range.
’
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

Comment (2655)
Has the possibility of returning the majority of the waste back to the original mining sites been
evaluated, since they are already radioactive?

Response

The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require an EIS to evaluate all reasonable alternative actions
or, where there are potentially a very large number of alternatives, a reasonable number of examples
covering the full spectrum of alternatives. In general, mining sites are not necessarily located where
existing geologic factors would help to contain wastes onsite. Furthermore, the characteristics of
wastes are vastly different from those of the original materials that were extracted from the mines and
might often be mixed with hazardous substances. Placing low-level mixed waste, low-level waste,
transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste in mining sites is not a reasonable alternative
for these reasons.

Comment (3268)

The WM PEIS should not base alternatives on the viability of facilities that might or might not ever be
available, and for which the future safety and effectiveness are questionable. Rather, DOE should base
alternatives on long-term, monitored, and retrievable storage options. Such storage options should
allow for upgrades or replacements. Disposal cannot realistically be considered as an alternative when
adequate technology for disposal does not exist.

Response

DOE does not agree that the alternatives analyzed in the WM PEIS should be limited to long-term,
monitored and retrievable storage options. Waste storage is considered to be a temporary solution and
DOE believes decisions on disposal need to be made. The WM PEIS analysis considered the impacts
of four categories of alternatives. With the exception of the No Action alternatives, the analysis
considered the risk, impacts, and cost associated with the construction of treatment, storage, and
disposal facilities suitable to meet the capacity requirements at each proposed site. These facilities
would be constructed to meet EPA and DOE requirements, assuming best available technologies. Data
for these technologies are generally based on actual operating experience; thus, adequate technology is
considered to be available. Technologies and treatment processes are discussed for each waste type,
other than high-level wastes, in Sections 6.2.2, 7.2.2, 8.2.2, and 10.2.2. The high-level waste analysis
only considers storage of high-level waste that has already been treated. Under the No Action
alternatives, minimal construction was assumed necessary. This allows for comparison of the other
alternatives to the No Action, which helps to serve as a baseline.

Comment (3332)

None of the alternatives presented in the WM PEIS are good enough. Recycling is the only good
alternative. DOE, you will not reprocess and reclaim plutonium. It wastes our tax dollars and creates
huge quantities of “ominous” wastewater.

Response

The DOE Pollution Prevention Program encompasses those activities that involve source reduction and
recycling of all waste and pollutants. Volume IV, Appendix G, of the WM PEIS provides a description
of DOE’s Pollution Prevention Program and a discussion of how DOE’s pollution prevention efforts
and practices could affect the waste volume that waste management facilities receive and, consequently,
the need for such facilities.
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

The processing or reclamation of plutonium is not part of the scope of this PEIS. DOE will make
decisions on plutonium based on other EISs including the Fissile Materials PEIS, the Stockpile
Stewardship and Management PEIS, the Pantex Sitewide EIS, the Plutonium Vault EIS, and the
Plutonium Residues EIS.

Comment (3338)

While one alternative seems in the abstract to show benefits in one area (e.g., the economy), it shows
increased risk in another (e.g., transportation risks or potential impacts to groundwater). For example,
the Decentralized Alternatives put more groundwater at risk, while lessening transportation risks.
Clean, healthy water is essential to survival on the planet, and since this is all the water we have,
keeping it safe is paramount.

Response

As pointed out by the commentor, the selection of different alternatives would result in different
impacts. For example, the magnitude of the transportation-related activities varies with each
alternative, ranging from minimized transportation of waste for Decentralized Alternatives to
significant transportation of waste for some Centralized Alternatives.

To the extent possible, the WM PEIS analyzes groundwater resources impacts as well as transportation
risks. DOE considered these and other impacts in its identification of preferred alternatives for each
waste type. Actual programmatic decisions will be documented in Records of Decision published in the
Federal Register. When selecting locations for waste management facilities on selected sites, DOE will
consider the results of existing relevant and required new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews.

Comment (3349)

NEPA requires an EIS to present the impacts of the proposal, alternatives to the proposal, and
preferred alternatives. DOE did not identify a preferred alternative for low-level waste treatment or
disposal, transuranic waste treatment, or low-level mixed waste disposal. It is impossible to accurately
comment on the proposals if we do not know exactly what is being proposed.

Response

The CEQ regulations that implement NEPA require that preferred alternatives be identified in Final
EISs. Preferred alternatives need only be identified in draft EISs if the agency has a preference at the
time the draft is prepared.

DOE’s proposed action is the improved management of five types of waste. In the Draft WM PEIS,
DOE outlined four broad categories of alternatives for managing these waste types, and identified
preferred alternatives for low-level mixed waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste. DOE sought
public comments on the alternatives and also invited members of the public to identify their preferences
for waste management alternatives and provide input on decision criteria to assist DOE in selecting
preferred alternatives. DOE’s preferred alternatives for all waste types and the reasons they are
preferred are identified in Section 3.7 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

Comment (3350)

Commentors are concerned that DOE will present “hybrid” alternatives in the Final WM PEIS that
were not proposed in the draft. This would violate NEPA and would deprive commentors of the
opportunity to be fully informed concerning the proposals.

Response

NEPA requires DOE to analyze reasonable alternatives. The WM PEIS alternatives were developed
and defined to incorporate all possible actions of DOE concerning waste management. As described in
Volume ], Section 3.4, of the WM PEIS, the waste management configuration that DOE ultimately
selects for a particular waste type is not necessarily limited to one of the alternatives presented. A
hybrid alternative could be developed that would incorporate components from one or more of the
alternatives analyzed. For example, DOE may choose to treat a particular waste type on a regionalized
basis and dispose of it at a centralized location. Another example would be to select a disposal site
analyzed under a centralized alternative and additionally select a second disposal site analyzed under a
regionalized alternative.

The preferred alternatives are identified in Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final WM PEIS. The waste-
type chapters provide the impacts for the preferred alternatives. (See Volume I, Sections 6.16, 7.16,
8.16, 9.16, and 10.16, of the Final WM PEIS.)

Comment (3351)

All of the WM PEIS alternatives are limited to treating, storing, or disposing of waste. This
organization of the PEIS is questionable. All alternatives basically propose to do the same thing, but in
different places. The PEIS should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the
alternatives in comparative form, and sharply define the issues and provide a clear basis for choosing
among options. By lumping all of the potential activities under three broad terms, DOE robs the public
of information about the sharp differences in all of the reasonable alternatives of what can be done with
the waste. For example, what about the alternative of detoxification? Is this a reasonable alternative?
If detoxification is not a reasonable alternative, then DOE should explain why.

Response

DOE designed the WM PEIS to assist in the formulation of a broad national waste management
strategy, including the future configuration of the DOE waste management complex. Although the
configuration is analyzed on the basis of impacts related to treatment, storage, and disposal operations
using generic technologies, the study does not focus on specific technologies or technology selection
(e.g., detoxification). Appendix H in Volume IV of the WM PEIS describes several technologies that
might be used to properly manage these wastes once the sites and configuration are selected.
Hazardous waste and low-level mixed waste could contain toxic constituents. These types of waste are
treated and disposed of in accordance with RCRA requirements.

Comment (3552)

The WM PEIS analyzes too many alternatives. The decision to develop multiple options unique to each
waste type results in an unmanageable number of alternatives. It is not clear how the different
alternatives represent a range of environmental, cultural, human health, and socioeconomic impacts.
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

Response

The four broad categories of alternatives considered in the WM PEIS are the No Action,
Decentralized, Regionalized, and Centralized Alternatives. = However, the number of possible
alternatives under these broad categories is vast, because five waste types, three management activities
(treatment, storage, and disposal), and 17 major sites are evaluated. Thus, there are many possible
combinations for the numbers and locations of DOE sites for treatment, storage, and disposal facilities.
To narrow these combinations to a level that would permit meaningful analysis, DOE selected
representative alternatives for analysis under each category.

DOE developed and defined the alternatives based on waste origin, and character; current and
projected volumes and locations within the DOE complex; existing facilities and capabilities; and
specialized treatment and disposal requirements. Evaluation of each alternative included impacts from
the alternatives, such as human health risks; environmental, cultural, transportation and socioeconomic
impacts; and costs associated with the range of waste treatment, storage, and disposal activities
available to DOE.

Comment (4053)

The weapons and nuclear fuel complexes continue to produce tons of liquid and solid radioactive
wastes that require temporary storage at the sites where they are generated. After a few years, these
sites will inevitably evolve into permanent waste storage facilities that will be used to take in wastes
from other facilities or civilian generators, whether local communities accept this outcome or not. The
WM PEIS does not offer the public genuine alternatives to the continued environmental destruction of
this country by further weapons research, development, and testing.

Response

This WM PEIS is a nationwide examination of the potential environmental impacts of managing five
types of radioactive and hazardous wastes that result primarily from nuclear defense activities--the
development, production, and testing of nuclear weapons at a variety of sites located around the United
States. DOE needs to enhance its capability for managing its current and anticipated volumes of low-
level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste in order
to ensure continued safe and efficient management of these wastes, to comply with all applicable
Federal and State laws, and to protect public health and safety and the environment. For each waste
type, facilities are needed to treat, store, and dispose of the waste. For the first time, DOE has
attempted not only to examine in an integrated fashion the impacts of Department-wide waste
management decisions for each waste type, but also the cumulative impacts for all the waste facilities at
a given site.

Comment (4442)

The WM PEIS Summary document should explain why Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives
involving sites that do not have the largest volumes of waste were eliminated. This could involve
quantitative sensitivity analyses of the tradeoffs between transportation risks (assuming maximum use of
trains for waste transportation) and any differences in the risk to the maximally exposed individual
(and to the population for the general public versus workers), if a given amount of waste is treated at
one site versus another. The Draft WM PEIS did not provide definitive analysis showing that siting
alternatives involving sites with the largest volumes of waste correspond to those that minimize impacts
on the general public and the environment. This issue should be evaluated.
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3.1 General Comments, Not Waste-Type Specific

Response

Section 3.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS states that in order to determine reasonable proposed sites for
waste management facilities, DOE determined where the largest waste volumes are located and where
transportation requirements' would be minimized. However, waste volume was not the sole criterion
used to identify sites for analysis. The character of the waste, specialized treatment requirements, and
existing facilities were also taken into account. For example, some wastes that require special
treatment, such as remote-handled low-level mixed waste (LLMW), alpha-contaminated low-level
waste, and remote-handled transuranic waste, were analyzed separately, and treatment sites were
chosen for analysis based on the volumes requiring special treatment, rather than on total volumes. In
some cases, treatment facilities could be used for more than one waste type. Therefore, some sites
were evaluated as candidate sites even where the volume of a particular waste type was not among the
largest.

An advantage of regionalizing or centralizing waste management at the sites with the largest waste
volumes is that these are generally larger sites with large buffer zones between the waste management
facilities and the site boundaries. However, the Final PEIS now includes the results of a collective
offsite population impacts analysis based on hydrology and site size/population density factors
(Section 5.4.1.2.3 in Volume 1). This analysis indicates that sites like Hanford, NTS, INEL, LANL,
and Pantex might be better suited for disposal than other sites.
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3.2 General Comments, Waste-Type Specific

Comment (2870)

Why is there no preferred alternative for transuranic waste, since most of the transuranic waste is
mixed waste and subject to the Site Treatment Plans, as is the low-level mixed waste? Note also, low-
level mixed waste and transuranic waste alternatives should reflect the recent court decision, and DOE
commitment to build a mixed waste processing facility at INEL.

Response

Approximately 60% of transuranic waste is mixed waste. However, for purposes of the WM PEIS
analysis, all transuranic waste was considered to be mixed waste. The uncertainties associated with the
treatment of transuranic waste and the WIPP facility at the time the Draft WM PEIS was developed did
not allow for selection of a transuranic waste preferred alternative. While the Draft WM PEIS did not
provide a preferred alternative for transuranic waste, the Final WM PEIS, consistent with the
requirements of NEPA, identifies the preferred alternative for transuranic waste treatment and storage
in Volume I, Section 3.7.

NEPA requires DOE to analyze all reasonable alternatives, even those that may not necessarily reflect”
court decisions. Low-level mixed waste treatment at INEL was considered in the alternatives analyzed.
DOE assumes the court decision referred to in the comment is the Consent Order based on the
settlement agreement of October 1995 that resolved litigation between the State of Idaho and DOE and
the Department of the Navy. DOE issued an amended Record of Decision for the SNF/INEL EIS to
reflect the provisions of this Consent Order, which includes the requirements for DOE to commence
building and operating a mixed waste treatment facility at INEL.
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3.2.1 Low-Level Mixed Waste

Comment (2436)
There is essentially no range of alternatives for the treatment and disposal of remote-handled low-level

mixed waste. In all alternatives, this waste is treated and disposed of at Hanford, INEL, ORR, and
SRS.

Response

Remote-handled wastes often require specific technologies for safe treatment and disposal that are not
routinely available at all sites. Because of concern for public health and safety and because
transporting remote-handled waste is very costly, DOE is also committed to reducing the amount of
remote-handled wastes transported between facilities. The WM PEIS analyzed remote-handled low-
level mixed waste at the four sites where the waste currently exists--Hanford, INEL, ORR, and SRS.
Because such wastes often require specific technologies for safe treatment and disposal, it would be
unreasonable to consider transporting remote-handled wastes to other sites that have little, if any,
experience with these wastes.

Comment (3017)
DOE should evaluate the low-level mixed waste alternative that replicates the Federal Facility
Compliance Act (FFCAct) activities that the sites and states have committed to in consent agreements.

Response

To ensure that any possible configurations in the Site Treatment Plans are included in the WM PEIS
analysis, DOE evaluated seven broad alternatives for management of low-level mixed waste
(see Volume I, Chapter 6). Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final WM PEIS provides the preferred
alternative for low-level mixed waste management, along with the supporting rationale.
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3.2.2 Low-Level Waste

Comment (1672)

For the Hanford Site and NTS, costs are similar for the centralized disposal of all low-level waste
without treatment when rail or truck transportation is used. The next most cost-competitive option is
$2 billion more expensive. The most cost-effective Regionalized Alternative would probably be
disposal facilities at NTS and Hanford, but this alternative was not included.

Response

To the extent possible, the Regionalized Alternatives were selected to include sites that were centrally
located in the regions analyzed. Therefore, the two-site Regionalized Alternatives incorporated an
eastern site and a western site. This logic is supported by the waste volumes. According to Volume I,
Figure 7.1-1, 981,300 cubic meters of low-level waste are located in the east and 345,100 cubic meters
are located in the west.

As described in Section 7.14, the total costs of low-level waste Regionalized Alternative 7 (disposal at
SRS and NTS) would be $13.9 billion--$2.8 billion more than the $11.1 billion Centralized
Alternative 2 (disposal at NTS). Truck transport costs for Regionalized Alternative 7 would be
$0.67 billion; for Centralized Alternative 2 they would be $2.25 billion. Assuming that approximately
60% of the $1.56 billion difference in truck transportation costs is due to shipping the eastern sites’
wastes to a western site (NTS), similar shipping charges would result, regardless of whether wastes
were shipped to NTS or Hanford. Therefore, an alternative that regionalizes disposal at NTS and
Hanford is likely to cost more than an alternative that allows regionalized disposal at SRS and NTS or
Hanford. Of course, if the geographic distribution of waste volumes changed substantially, these
relationships could also change.

Comment (2048)

A commentor at the Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) public hearing stated that the Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Siting Commission has prohibited the siting of disposal sites for radioactive wastes
over a sole-source aquifer.

Response

DOE will comply with all applicable Federal and State regulations when siting waste management
facilities. The WM PEIS identifies the lower aquifer system (Magothy and Raritan Formations) and the
Pleistocene Upper Glacial Aquifer as sole-source aquifers and as part of the affected environment for
BNL. The existence of these sole-source aquifers is, therefore, considered in the WM PEIS analysis.

Comment (2867)

In Volume I, Chapter 7, the alternatives listed do not analyze the impacts of the importation, treatment,
and disposal of an intermediate amount of low-level waste to INEL. In the footnotes for all low-level
waste alternatives except No Action, alpha low-level waste would be treated and disposed of at the
closest of five sites. The alpha low-level waste stored at INEL is considered to be low-level mixed
waste and will be treated along with the transuranic waste stored there, and both disposed of in the
WIPP facility. In addition, the low-level waste waste acceptance criteria for the current disposal
facility prohibits the disposal of low-level waste containing more than 10 nanocuries per gram of
transuranic radionuclides.
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3.2.2 Low-Level Waste

Response

DOE used standard definitions for each of the waste types addressed in the WM PEIS that do not
reflect the subtleties of site-specific definitions or waste characteristics. Additionally, the programmatic
nature of the WM PEIS did not allow for the inclusion of site-specific waste acceptance criteria.
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Comment (39)

It does not seem reasonable to ship transuranic waste (TRUW) from INEL to the Hanford Site or to the
Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) for treatment and then to ship it back to New Mexico for storage, when
INEL is one of the four sites with the largest volume of transuranic waste.

Response

Under the Decentralized Alternative and all Regionalized Alternatives, INEL would treat its own
contact-handled TRUW and then transport the treated waste to WIPP for disposal. INEL has more
contact-handled TRUW than any other DOE site. However, the Hanford Site is estimated to have
approximately 10 times more remote-handled TRUW than INEL; thus, the Regionalized Alternatives
assume that INEL would transport its remote-handled TRUW to the Hanford Site for treatment prior to
disposal at WIPP. Different facilities are used for treatment of remote-handled TRUW and contact-
handled TRUW, and the consolidation of treatment of remote-handled TRUW at the site with the
greatest quantity of that waste type (Hanford) is a reasonable alternative. Under none of the TRUW
alternatives described in Volume I, Section 8.3, does INEL ship TRUW to ORR for treatment.

Comment (190)

DOE should modify the transuranic waste No Action Alternative to (1) include storing plutonium-238
onsite until radioactive decay decreases the high exposure potential during treatment and handling and
(2) include transporting plutonium-239 directly to WIPP, the designated repository for transuranic
waste, thereby reducing treatment and handling costs.

Response

The WM PEIS alternatives include a No Action Alternative under which transuranic waste would be
stored onsite under the assumption that WIPP will not be available during the 20-year period of
analysis. Shipment of plutonium-contaminated transuranic waste would not be consistent with the
definition of the No Action Alternative. Storage of plutonium-contaminated transuranic waste is
consistent and was evaluated under the No Action Alternative for the 20-year period of analysis. The
impacts of storage beyond 20 years are analyzed as part of the No Action Alternatives in the WIPP
SEIS-II. Other alternatives consider the impacts of treating transuranic waste to various treatment
levels and at various sites prior to shipment to WIPP for final disposal. Finally, under the Centralized
Alternative, DOE evaluated the impacts of shipping all of the contact-handled transuranic waste to
WIPP for both treatment and disposal. Some level of treatment was assumed at each site for all
alternatives involving transportation, to ensure safe shipment of the transuranic waste and to meet
regulatory requirements for transportation, as well as to meet acceptance criteria at WIPP. Therefore,
for example, some treatment of plutonium-238 is assumed in every alternative with transportation.
DOE did not single out individual radionuclides for separate management at each site; this level of
complexity was beyond scope of this analysis for purposes of the programmatic decisions being
considered. However, such management decisions would be appropriate for each site, and the
WM PEIS notes that plutonium-238 would require special mitigation measures beyond those considered
in the WM PEIS.

Comment (915)
DOE’s preference for transuranic waste treatment and storage sites is not clear.
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Response

The Draft WM PEIS did not identify a preferred alternative for transuranic waste. NEPA and CEQ
regulations only require the agency to identify a preferred alternative in a draft EIS if the agency has a
preference at the time the draft is released for a public review. However, the agency must identify a
preferred alternative in its final EIS. DOE identifies its preferred alternative for transuranic waste
treatment and storage and the reasons it was designated the preferred alternative can be found in
Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final PEIS.

Comment (1564)
A commentor is concerned that the Centralized Alternative for transuranic waste treatment at WIPP
was not previously evaluated.

Response

The PEIS includes a Centralized Alternative for transuranic waste, under which contact-handled
transuranic waste would be treated at the location of final disposition. DOE assumed this would be
WIPP. DOE identifies its preferred alternative for transuranic waste treatment and the reasons it was
designated the preferred alternative can be found in Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final PEIS.
Selection of the Centralized Alternative for transuranic waste would necessitate a project-level NEPA
review for the treatment facility.

Comment (2385)

DOE should analyze more fully the treatment options considered [e.g., as presented for the transuranic
waste (TRUW) Centralized Alternative]. The WM PEIS fails to address the feasibility of safe
shipments of untreated plutonium-238 combustible wastes from the Savannah River Site (SRS) and Los
Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) to an offsite facility.

Response

Volume I, Section 8.3.4, describes the TRUW Centralized Alternative. Under this alternative, SRS
would ship all of its TRUW to WIPP for treatment to meet land disposal restrictions and for disposal.
No onsite treatment of TRUW is assumed at SRS under this alternative. LANL would ship its contact-
handled TRUW to WIPP for treatment to meet land disposal restrictions and for disposal. LANL
would ship its remote-handled TRUW to Hanford for treatment and then to WIPP for disposal.
Treatment to meet land disposal restrictions would include thermal treatment of combustibles.

As described in Volume I, Section 8.2.3, DOE assumed that facilities would be made available at sites
requiring retrieval, characterization, treatment, repackaging, and shipment of TRUW to meet U.S.
Department of Transportation or RCRA transportation regulations, and to meet State shipping and
receiving requirements. Therefore, DOE assumed that plutonium-238 combustible wastes would be
treated, if necessary, and, therefore, would meet all shipping requirements and be safe to ship.

Comment (2405)
Section 6.2 of the WM PEIS Summary document states that SRS would receive transuranic waste from
other sites under some alternatives. Please describe what SRS will be asked to take and from where.

Response
Volume I, Section 8.3, of the WM PEIS presents details of the transuranic waste alternatives evaluated,
including the Regionalized Alternatives that involve shipment of waste from other sites to SRS for
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treatment. Under the Regionalized Alternatives, SRS would treat contact-handled transuranic waste
from six other sites: ANL-E, the Mound Plant, ORR, Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PGDP), the
University of Missouri, and West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP). The contact-handled
transuranic waste from these sites would comprise about 17% of the transuranic waste to be treated at
SRS under these alternatives. Under the No Action, Decentralized, and Centralized Alternatives, no
transuranic waste would be shipped to SRS.

Comment (3146)

The WM PEIS does not provide an adequate basis for proceeding with WIPP, nor does it consider the
range of reasonable alternatives to WIPP. Although the number of fatalities and costs suggest
implementing the No Action Alternative for transuranic waste (TRUW), DOE is still committed to
begin emplacement of wastes at WIPP, reasoning that extended storage under the No Action
Alternative is not in compliance with RCRA. The WM PEIS must analyze alternatives for storage that
would comply with RCRA.

Response

DOE believes that the WM PEIS includes reasonable alternatives sufficient to support programmatic
decisions on TRUW treatment and storage. The No Action Alternative does evaluate, for the period of
analysis (20 years), the impacts if there is a delay in the receipt of TRUW at WIPP and waste continues
to be stored at the generating sites. As described in Volume I, Section 1.1, the WM PEIS analyzes
alternatives for treating and storing TRUW preparatory to proposed disposal at WIPP. The WM PEIS
does not study the repository itself, nor will it be used to support decisions on TRUW disposal at
WIPP.

The decision of whether to store TRUW or treat TRUW for disposal is contingent on the DOE disposal
decision for WIPP, not on whether continued TRUW storage would comply with RCRA. The disposal
impacts from operating WIPP as a TRUW repository are addressed in the WIPP SEIS-II, which
analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the operation of WIPP and the minimum
level of TRUW treatment needed. The WIPP SEIS-II No Action Alternatives, in part, evaluate the
continued management of TRUW at the generator and/or treatment sites, and decommissioning of the
WIPP facility, if TRUW were not disposed of at WIPP. A discussion of the relationship between the
WM PEIS and the WIPP SEIS-II is provided in Volume I, Section 1.8.1.

Comment (3148)

The WM PEIS contains no discussion of storage and disposal alternatives for the volumes of retrievably
stored transuranic wastes that do not meet the WIPP waste acceptance criteria or for other reasons
could not be sent to WIPP.

Response

For purposes of analysis, the WM PEIS assumes that all transuranic waste shipped to WIPP for
disposal will meet the WIPP waste acceptance criteria. Once the waste acceptance criteria are
finalized, this could mean that certain transuranic waste would have to be treated to meet these criteria.
Only the wastes that meet final WIPP waste acceptance criteria will be accepted for disposal at WIPP,
if WIPP becomes operational as a transuranic waste repository.
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Comment (3150)

The WM PEIS does not include a reasonable Centralized Alternative for transuranic waste, because the
Centralized Alternative considered assumes that TRUW would be treated at WIPP, even though the
WIPP Land Withdrawal Act does not authorize such an activity.

Response

Under the Centralized Alternative, DOE would not ship all transuranic waste to WIPP for treatment.
DOE would ship all contact-handled transuranic waste to WIPP for treatment to meet land disposal
restrictions and for disposal and remote-handled transuranic waste would be shipped to the Hanford
Site and ORR for treatment to meet land disposal restrictions prior to disposal at WIPP. Consolidation
of remote-handled transuranic waste at one site for treatment was not considered because a large
number- of trips would be required, and most remote-handled transuranic waste requires extensive
treatment (but not necessarily to meet land disposal restrictions) before it can be shipped.

Agencies are required under NEPA to analyze reasonable alternatives, even if the alternatives are not
within the agency’s jurisdiction (e.g., in conflict with current law). While the WIPP Land Withdrawal
Act does not make provision for treatment activities at WIPP, for purposes of analysis and compliance
with NEPA, DOE considered WIPP fo be a reasonable WM PEIS siting alternative. Consideration as a
siting alternative in the WM PEIS does not mean a site will be selected to perform waste management
activities.

Comment (3212)

The WM PEIS does not analyze options to WIPP as the national repository for transuranic waste.
WIPP might net open, and even if it does, it will not hold all of the transuranic waste in the DOE
complex (this includes transuranic waste that is currently buried, plus waste that will be generated from
remediation efforts). DOE should analyze all options for:transuranic waste, including other disposal
sites, extended monitored retrievable storage at the point of generation, regionalized and centralized
storage, and the adequacy of current treatment standards (WIPP waste acceptance criteria) for such
storage. The impacts of transporting waste to WIPP, and other options, should be analyzed in the
WM PEIS.

Response

DOE believes that the WM PEIS includes reasonable alternatives to support programmatic decisions on
national transuranic waste treatment and storage configurations. The WM PEIS does not however,
analyze the environmental impacts of disposal at WIPP or alternative locations for a geologic
repository. For purposes of analysis, DOE assumed that WIPP will become operational. Although the
WM PEIS does not evaluate WIPP or its suitability for disposal, the No Action Alternative does
evaluate for the period of analysis (20 years) the impacts if there is a delay in the receipt of transuranic
waste at WIPP and waste continues to be stored at the generating sites.

DOE is analyzing impacts of disposal and continued storage of transuranic waste in the WIPP SEIS-II
and will make both disposal and transuranic waste treatment decisions based on the WIPP SEIS-II
analysis. The WIPP SEIS-II No Action Alternatives evaluate the continued management of transuranic
waste at the generator and/or treatment sites, and decommissioning of the WIPP facility. These
alternatives analyze environmental impacts if transuranic waste were not disposed of at WIPP. The
WM PEIS will provide a basis for decisions on where any transuranic waste treatment and storage
facilities would be sited.
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It is true that during the 35-year planned operational life of WIPP, the amount of transuranic waste
projected to be available for disposal could exceed the statutory capacity of WIPP. DOE is in the early
planning stages of evaluating options for disposal of this excess transuranic waste.

Comment (3609)
Legally, can WIPP be used as the central treatment location? Can liquids go to WIPP? Even if they
are grouted? Can soils go to WIPP? Even if they are grouted or organically solidified?

Response ,

Agencies are required under NEPA to analyze reasonable alternatives, even if the alternatives are not
within the agency’s jurisdiction (e.g., in conflict with current law). While the WIPP Land Withdrawal
Act does not provide for treatment activities at WIPP, for purposes of analysis and compliance with
NEPA, DOE considered WIPP to be a reasonable WM PEIS siting alternative. Consideration as a
siting alternative in the WM PEIS does not mean a site will be selected to perform waste management
activities.

Current planning basis WIPP waste acceptance criteria would limit liquid waste forms at WIPP to less
than 1% per container. Grouted or organically solidified transuranic waste forms would be acceptable
at WIPP if they met the other requirements of the waste acceptance criteria. The WIPP SEIS-II
evaluates what types of transuranic waste, if any, would be disposed of at WIPP and what type of
treatment would be required for disposal of waste at WIPP.

Comment (3620)

If the repackaging of transuranic waste has or will commence under the No Action Alternative, then we
find the characterization of the No Action Alternative unsatisfactory as well as an abuse and violation
of NEPA requirements. Repackaging is in itself a major action that could significantly effect the
environment. Also, if repackaging of transuranic waste has or will commence under the No Action
Alternative, then the only difference between the No Action Alternative and the other alternatives is
simply transportation of the wastes.

Response

As described in Section 8.3.1, the No Action Alternative evaluates treatment to WIPP-WAC only for
future transuranic waste and does not assess the impacts of removing transuranic waste from retrievable
storage. However, as stated in WM PEIS Section 8.14, under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
only treat waste that required urgent repackaging to prevent leakage at the site. The packaging would
not be sufficient to allow transportation to other sites.

Comment (3633)

In Section 8.3.5, why not calculate the cross-country trips for remote-handled transuranic waste
shipments for extensive treatment to be able to compare with the other alternatives. This is another
example of DOE’s seléctive calculations to show only what outcome DOE wants.

Response

DOE did not calculate cross-country trips for remote-handled transuranic waste shipments because a
single-site Centralized Alternative for remote-handled transuranic waste treatment was not considered
to be a reasonable alternative for detailed analysis in the WM PEIS. Because so much remote-handled
transuranic waste would have to be shipped across the country under such an alternative, an
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unreasonable amount of pretreatment cost would have to be incurred to ensure acceptable transportation
risks. Much lower costs and limited transportation risks were expected to accrue in the consolidation
alternative that is analyzed, under which DOE would treat remote-handled transuranic waste at the two
sites - the Hanford Site and ORR - where approximately 90% of current and projected inventory is
located.
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Comment (2256)

I do not believe that this is a document that can lead to waste management decisions, particularly in the
case of the high-level radioactive waste. It is based on privatization plans that might be able to get
underway, that might be able to build a facility, that might be able to vitrify. It is premature to include
in this PEIS information about how the vitrified waste will be stored.

Response

DOE believes that the WM PEIS will be a useful tool in the waste management decisionmaking
process. Treatment of high-level waste is not analyzed in the WM PEIS, but is analyzed in other
sitewide or project-level NEPA documents. Disposal of high-level waste will be analyzed in the
Geologic Repository EIS. The WM PEIS, thus, looks only at the impacts of storing vitrified high-level
waste.

The PEIS has been modified (see Volume I, Section 1.7.4) to acknowledge the potential use of
privatized facilities for the management of the five waste types considered, including high-level waste.
The WM PEIS does not preclude the use of waste management facilities constructed and operated by
private entities on DOE sites at DOE’s direction. Proposals to use commercial or privatized facilities
for waste management decisions would be analyzed in sitewide or project-specific NEPA documents.

Both the Defense Waste Processing Facility at SRS and the West Valley Demonstration Project began
vitrifying high-level waste in 1996. Vitrification at these facilities is supported by existing site-specific
NEPA documentation. DOE will store the canisters containing the vitrified waste until a geologic
repository is ready to accept them for final disposal.

Comment (2407)

The scheduled date of 2015 for availability of the high-level waste geologic repository seems early.
Include a few sentences on selection of this date for the WM PEIS and what contingency planning is
available if a later date is needed and what contingency planning exists for the lack of a repository.
The WM PEIS should include analysis of the impacts of a delayed date for the repository (for example,
2035 or 2050) due to the uncertainties associated with the opening date.

Response

As stated in Volume I, Section 9.2.2, of the WM PEIS, although a geologic repository for the
permanent disposal of high-level waste is scheduled to begin accepting DOE-managed high-level waste
in 2015, for purposes of the WM PEIS analysis, DOE also analyzed high-level waste canister storage
requirements should the opening of the repository occur after 2015. For example, Table 9.4-4 presents
risk results for the scenario of an opening after 2015 as incremental annual storage risks.
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Comment (41)

Referencing the Draft PEIS Summary document, Section 8.2.2, the commentor asked, “Why start
incineration of hazardous wastes at LANL, ORR, and SRS and stop at INEL? LANL currently does no
onsite treatment. The discussion states a preference for expansion of current treatment sites versus
building new ones. Also, the PEIS generally states that it is cheaper to transport wastes than to build
new facilities.

Response

For the Decentralized Alternative, DOE assumed thermal treatment at three sites with existing or
planned incinerators--LANL, ORR, and SRS. To account for the decision to retire the Controlled Air
Incinerator at LANL and the decision to continue operation of the Waste Experimental Reduction
Facility at INEL, DOE has revised the WM PEIS (see Section 8.2.2 of the Summary document and
Section 10.3.2 in Volume I) to replace LANL with INEL as a candidate for onsite treatment of
hazardous waste under the Decentralized Alternative.

Comment (2034)

The WM PEIS hazardous waste analysis is based on the estimate that 90% of the total hazardous waste
in a given year is generated by 11 or fewer DOE sites (Volume I, Section 10.1.2). However, the
WM PEIS also states that the 11 sites are not always the same every year. Because of the variability, is
the selection of the 11 sites from one particular year appropriate for the analysis of impacts, rather than
the sites that have contributed 90% of the waste for the entire time period of data accumulation?

Response

The objective of the WM PEIS hazardous waste evaluation was to determine impacts for a policy of
greater onsite treatment versus continued reliance on commercial vendors. This evaluation used
representative sites and treatment technologies. Based on a review of RCRA uniform hazardous waste
shipping manifests, facility reports, and hazardous waste generation and disposal information dating
back to 1984, 11 sites typically account for 90% of DOE hazardous waste, but the sites differ from
year to year. Thus, DOE selected the 11 sites for the WM PEIS analysis based on 1991 and 1992 data,
which were the most current data when the PEIS analysis began. DOE believes that recent waste
generation rates are more likely to reflect future trends than rates from the 1980s. Thus, DOE believes
that its selection of 11 hazardous waste sites based on the 1991 and 1992 waste generation rates is
adequate for the programmatic decisions it must make.

Comment (2036)

Under the No Action Alternative, 3% of the hazardous waste would be treated at two DOE sites and
the remainder would be treated at commercial facilities. Under the Decentralized Alternative, 11%
would be treated at three DOE sites, and the remainder sent offsite. The differences in the two options
are so small that they were discussed together. We do not believe there is enough difference in the two
alternatives to justify calling the Decentralized Alternative a meaningful option.

Response

The WM PEIS hazardous waste analysis is designed to evaluate the impacts from onsite treatment of
waste, with emphasis on organic wastes requiring thermal destruction. The alternatives were selected
to provide representative results for the range of onsite options. For the Final PEIS analysis, the
alternatives evaluate treatment onsite of 3%, 9%, 50%, and 90%, respectively, of the DOE RCRA
waste (excluding wastewater). The Decentralized Alternative uses three sites that have exciting or
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planned thermal treatment facilities. DOE recognizes that the differences in hazardous waste volumes
between the No Action and Decentralized Alternatives are small. However, evaluating both
alternatives is consistent with the overall framework of the four broad categories of alternatives. DOE
added text to Volume I, Section 10.3, to better explain the alternatives.

Comment (2039)

Under Regionalized Alternative 1, clarify how DOE determined the assumption that two-thirds of the
hazardous waste would be sent to the regional hubs and the other one-third sent to commercial
incinerators.

Response

Section 10.3.3 in Volume I describes Regionalized Alternative 1 for hazardous waste treatment. Under
this alternative, hazardous waste (other than wastewater) generated by 11 major DOE sites that could
be treated through organic removal/recovery technologies (such as incineration) would be sent to five
regional centers--Hanford, INEL, LANL, ORR, and SRS--for treatment.

The regional centers would treat two-thirds of the received hazardous waste and send the other one-
third to a commercial facility. The two-thirds/one-third split in waste treatment discussed above is an
analytic assumption used to mathematically achieve the 50% onsite treatment for Regionalized
Alternative 1. Approximately 75% of the waste being treated (excluding wastewater) is incinerable;
thus, to achieve a 50% onsite treatment rate for both incinerable and non-incinerable waste, two-thirds
of the incinerable waste must be treated onsite.

Comment (2040)

A centralized alternative was not explored because the current policy is the use of decentralized or
regionalized commercial facilities. The decision was, therefore, not to use an alternative that could not
be compared to current practice. Considering that Regionalized Alternative 2 uses only two DOE
facilities to treat 90% of the hazardous waste, going to one centralized site does not appear to be a
major difference. DOE’s current practice should not preclude it from exploring a centralized option.

Response

Section 10.3.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS states that a Centralized Alternative for hazardous waste
management was not considered because for hazardous waste the decision of concern is whether DOE
should continue to use commercial treatment facilities or construct its own. Since the hazardous waste
analysis is designed to evaluate the level of onsite DOE versus offsite commercial treatment, only
alternatives representative of various onsite treatment capacities were needed. DOE selected four
representative alternatives to account for both the effects of site consolidation and a range of waste
volumes (3%, 9%, 50%, and 90%, respectively, of non-wastewater treated onsite). These
representative alternatives were considered adequate to evaluate the policy option of increased onsite
treatment. DOE has added text to Volume I, Section 10.3.4, to better explain why the Centralized
Alternative was not evaluated.

Comment (2860)

Volume I, footnote b to Tables 4-1 and 4-2, states that other sites also manage hazardous waste but
were not analyzed in the WM PEIS. On what arbitrary basis can other hazardous waste generators be
excluded? If any site manages any quantity of hazardous waste it should be included and noted in the
WM PEIS. Furthermore, the WM PEIS must state the preferred alternative for handling hazardous
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wastes from those sites currently excluded from the analysis, particularly BNL. In addition, the
WM PEIS should state that any quantity of hazardous waste generated by BNL shall be transported
offsite.

Response

DOE estimates that more than 90% of the total hazardous waste in a given year is generated by
11 sites. DOE focused its hazardous waste analysis on the 11 largest DOE generator sites, which are
listed in Table 10.1-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. The 90% cutoff is appropriate to support
programmatic decisions on hazardous waste, which would apply to BNL as well as the other generator
sites. Because BNL is not one of those 11 largest generator sites, the PEIS does not specifically
analyze hazardous waste at BNL, but the PEIS analysis is representative of DOE sites in general.
DOE'’s preferred alternative for managing nonwastewater hazardous waste and the reason it is preferred
is identified in Volume I, Section 3.7 of the WM PEIS.
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Comment (141)

A very small percentage (less than 4 %) of the WM PEIS public comments expressed a preference for
or opposition to a specific waste management alternative. Of those, about one-third were preferences
for the Decentralized Alternative and about one-fifth were preferences for the No Action Alternative.
The remaining expressions of preference or opposition were spread among the alternatives or
combinations of alternatives.

Most of these commentors gave reasons for their support or opposition, some did not. Some
commentors viewed and commented on the alternatives in a programmatic sense, without reference to a
specific site. Most often, however, commentors expressed support for or opposition to an alternative
from a site-specific perspective. That is, commentors were most expressive about alternatives in terms
of what the alternatives would mean for their site, and not for the Nation as a whole. A few
commentors identified preferences for alternatives to manage specific waste types; most did not. Public
preferences for or opposition to specific waste management alternatives are summarized below. Note
that public comments opposing the siting of new waste management facilities and activities at specific
sites are addressed in Sections 3.5.1 through 3.5.17 in this volume.

No Action Al .

Commentors who expressed a preference for the No Action Alternative, in general or for their site,
gave one or more of the following reasons: It would "keep things the way they are;" waste would not
be added to sites by bringing it from other sites; therefore sites and the general public would not be
subjected to the potential for additional risks associated with transporting and receiving additional
wastes. It would cost less than other alternatives. Additional wastes would not be brought to sites in
seismically active areas, or areas subject to severe weather or flooding. Under other alternatives, leaks
could impact drinking water, agriculture, and other resources. Moving wastes away from some sites
might cause people to lose their jobs. The waste is "OK" where it is. "Nothing has happened yet"; if
DOE tries to change the way it is currently managing waste, it "might mess up.”" "More bad than
good" would come out of doing anything else. Sites already have enough wastes and communities do
not want them to have more. Incineration is dangerous. There is not enough information in the PEIS
to proceed with any other alternative.

Some commentors prefer the No Action Alternative specifically for management of high-level,
transuranic, and hazardous waste types. Some commentors prefer the No Action Alternative for BNL
because the site would continue treatment of wastewater and ship other wastes offsite.

Of the few commentors who oppose the No Action Alternative, some stated that they want change or
they are concerned that waste will continue to accumulate, making the problem harder to solve.

D lize Al .

Commentors who expressed a preference for the Decentralized Alternative, in general or for their site,
gave one or more of the following reasons: It would reduce the risks and costs of large-scale
transportation of wastes. It would be safer than other alternatives. It would present fewer risks to the
environment. It would not involve any additional lands. Wastes would be managed where they are
generated and additional wastes would not be taken away from or brought to sites. It would avoid
increased risks that would result from bringing additional wastes to some sites. It would create jobs at
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some sites, improve local economies, and bring additional revenues to local governments. Additional
wastes would not be brought to sites in areas that are subject to earthquakes, severe weather
(e.g., tornadoes), or other dangerous events (e.g., floods). Waste would not "pile up” in one place. It
might cause sites to be more careful about what wastes they generate and concentrate on minimizing or
eliminating the generation of waste. It would cause fewer negative impacts to local communities.

Many of the commentors who prefer the Decentralized Alternative stated that they do not want PGDP
to be a decentralized site. One commentor prefers Decentralized or Regionalized Alternatives for
treatment of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste at PGDP because it would increase benefits
with minimal or no additional risks, and the experienced workforce at PGDP would be available to
support treatment of these wastes.

A few commentors prefer the Decentralized Alternative specifically for the management of transuranic
waste. One commentor prefers either the Decentralized or Regionalized Alternative for low-level
waste because they appear to be the best compromise between cost and environmental protection.

Some commentors oppose the Decentralized Alternative for PGDP because it would cost too much and
incineration would cause air pollution and health impacts. Some commentors oppose the Decentralized
Alternative for ANL-E because it would cost too much; it would increase the risk of more accidents
and leakage; more than 2,000 residents around ANL-E have signed a petition opposing this alternative,
and this item should be put to a voter referendum in November. Some commentors oppose
Decentralized Alternatives specifically for management of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste at
BNL because of ongoing restoration efforts to remediate groundwater resources contaminated from past
disposal of radioactive wastes.

Regionalized Al .

Several commentors prefer the Regionalized Alternatives, but not for PGDP. Reasons given for the
preference were that regionalization “only hurts a few spots in the country;” PGDP already has enough
nuclear waste; and waste should be removed from PGDP because of the potential impacts of an
earthquake. One commentor suggested regionalizing the waste and distributing it evenly among the
37 locations, with a few exceptions (e.g., PGDP and LLNL) because of the potential for earthquakes.
Conversely, some commentors prefer a Regionalized Alternative for PGDP because it would create
jobs, put money into the local economy, and the site should be responsible for the waste it generates.

Some commentors prefer a Regionalized Alternative for ANL-E because it makes more sense from a
cost perspective and a safety issue. Some commentors prefer a Regionalized Alternative because it
would manage wastes at sites that have the largest volumes. Some commentors prefer Regionalized
Alternatives specifically for management of low-level mixed waste and/or low-level waste
(some specified because it would result in low fatalities and low estimated life-cycle costs). Some
commentors prefer Regionalized Alternatives specifically for management of transuranic waste.
Some commentors prefer the Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives for BNL because radioactive
wastes should be stored in areas remote from biological habitats, highly populated areas, or a sole-
source aquifer. One commentor prefers Regionalized or Centralized Alternatives at BNL specifically
for management of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, and hazardous waste.
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Commentors who expressed opposition to the Regionalized Alternatives, in general or for their site,
gave one or more of the following reasons: There would greater danger from emissions from a leak.
There would be risks from earthquakes at some sites; there are too many people living, working, going
to school, etc., around some of the sites. Transportation risks are too great. Sites already have
enough waste. People at some sites would lose their jobs. Regionalizing waste management would
harm more places. If there are already impacts at a site, a Regionalized Alternative would add more
impacts.

Centralized Al .

Some commentors prefer the Centralized Alternative. Most commentors who preferred the Centralized
Alternative specified that they do not want waste to be centralized at their site or that they want waste
removed from their site. One commentor supports centralization, but not at locations around water
sources or near active fault lines. Another recommended that under the Centralized Alternative,
separate sites be designated for management of low-level and high-level wastes. Those who prefer the
Centralized Alternative gave one or more of the following reasons for the preference: There would be
security advantages. Centralizing at one or two sites reduces the number of populated areas that could
be affected by a spill. It would reduce the number of people exposed to radiation. It would be easier
to monitor and control the waste if it is centralized. It would be easier to control a spill if waste is
centralized. It would reduce the risk of an accident. Existing risks (human health risks, environmental
contamination, etc.) associated with waste located at multiple sites would be eliminated. Some sites are
in seismically active areas; removing wastes from these sites would eliminate the concern over
radioactive releases that could be caused by earthquakes. Much of the waste is already concentrated at
a few sites. It is worth the risk of a transportation accident to get the waste moved from multiple sites
to one or two sites.

Commentors who expressed opposition to the Centralized Alternative, in general or for their site, gave
one or more of the following reasons: transportation of wastes would present substantial risks to
workers, the public, and the environment; a centralized site might become "overstocked" with wastes;
and there could be impacts to those living near sites where waste is centralized.

One commentor stated that the Centralized Alternative is the least likely to work because attempts over
the last 20 years to centralize wastes have failed. One commentor opposed the Centralized Alternative
specifically for management of transuranic waste.

Response

DOE appreciates the public’s response to its request for comments on the WM PEIS alternatives.
Although DOE does not respond specifically to each point offered in these comments, DOE did
consider these comments, and many other factors, in its selection of preferred alternatives to manage
the five types of waste considered in the WM PEIS. The decision criteria and factors used in the
selection of preferred alternatives are described in Volume I, Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS. DOE’s
preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred are described in Volume I, Section 3.7, and in
the Summary document.

DOE’s final decisions will be based on this PEIS and other considerations such as regulatory
compliance, budget constraints, schedules, compliance with site agreements with States, national
priorities, and other DOE studies. Decisions will be announced in Records of Decision to be published
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in the Federal Register. 1f DOE selects a site for a waste management operation that prompts the need
for new or expanded facilities, DOE would consider the results of relevant existing or required new
sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews which examine potential environmental impacts in more detail.

Comment (530)

One commentor pointed out that many of the alternatives considered in the WM PEIS proposed
shipment of offsite wastes to INEL. Such waste movement must be consistent with State of Idaho
offsite waste principles as established in the Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct) Site Treatment
Plan (STP) Consent Order and with requirements mutually agreed upon in the Spent Nuclear Fuel
Court Order of October 1995. Another commentor stated that the management of low-level mixed
waste at INEL is effectively ruled out by those documents. Another commentor stated that DOE should
know that the proposals within the WM PEIS and the Agreement with the State of Idaho are good, and
that it is appropriate to handle spent nuclear fuel separately from other wastes at INEL.

Response

NEPA requires DOE to analyze reasonable alternatives. The mixed waste treatment alternatives
described in the Draft WM PEIS are broad enough to envelop the potential environmental impacts of
the configuration that results from the FFCAct process. The WM PEIS and the FFCAct STPs were
developed in parallel, ensuring consistency and integration. The PEIS, which broadly analyzes DOE’s
waste management activities, provides the analysis of potential environmental impacts of the STPs
developed for site-level mixed waste treatment decisions.

DOE revised Section 1.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to clarify that its compliance with applicable
laws and regulations would necessarily include compliance with applicable site-specific plans,
agreements and consent orders.

DOE considered these comments, along with many other comments and decision criteria and factors, in
its selection of preferred alternatives to manage the five WM PEIS waste types. Section 3.7 in
Volume I identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred. However, these
are not final decisions. Final decisions will be based on this PEIS and other considerations such as
budgets, schedules, national priorities, and other DOE studies. Decisions will be documented in
Records of Decision published in the Federal Register.

Comment (1760)
Until DOE develops a comprehensive national strategy, all wastes should be stored at the point of
generation. '

Response

Although the WM PEIS does not make actual programmatic waste management decisions, it analyzes
and identifies preferred programmatic alternatives to manage wastes across the DOE complex,
including the storage of wastes at the point of generation. Current DOE waste management activities
are not confined to storage activities. DOE is pursuing other activities such as treatment and disposal.

DOE considered this and other public comments in its selection of WM PEIS preferred alternatives (see
Volume I, Section 3.7).
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Comment (1899)
Onsite disposal may be cheapest in the long run because most sites are already large enough and meet
government standards.

Response

The selection of the Decentralized Alternative, as advocated in this comment, would result in DOE
management of waste where it is or where it will be generated, treated, or disposed of in the future.
For low-level mixed waste and low-level waste disposal, the Decentralized Alternative is evaluated for
the siting, construction, and operation of disposal facilities at 16 sites, including 10 sites that do not
currently have low-level mixed waste or low-level waste disposal. The evaluation results indicate that
costs are greatest for this alternative and decrease as the number of disposal sites decreases through the
efficiencies realized from economies of scale. The Decentralized Alternative would require less
transportation of wastes than the other alternatives, however, facility costs are greater than
transportation costs. Low-level mixed waste costs are presented in Section 6.14 and low-level waste
costs are presented in Section 7.14 in VolumeI of the WM PEIS. An approach such as
Decentralization might offer other particular economic benefits, such as jobs and income at many sites,
but DOE must base its final decision on diverse environmental, economic, and regulatory issues.

Comment (2258)

We must not accept no action. Nuclear waste must be dealt with. DOE should have a comprehensive
strategic plan that identifies all EISs and the decisions that will result. There has to be a cooperative
approach.

Response

NEPA requires an EIS to include a discussion of a No Action Alternative. While such a “status quo”
alternative could result in non-compliance with applicable laws and regulations, analysis of the No
Action Alternative provides an environmental baseline against which the impacts of other alternatives
can be compared. As evidenced by this PEIS, DOE is placing a high priority on “dealing” with its
radioactive and hazardous wastes through a Department-wide strategy for safe and efficient
management of these wastes. '

The WM PEIS preferred alternatives and the reasons the;, are preferred are identified in Section 3.7 in
Volume I of the Final PEIS. Actual programmatic waste management decisions will be announced in
Records of Decision published in the Federal Register.

The decisions to be made subsequent to the Final WM PEIS will result in a comprehensive strategic
plan for the management of the five waste types analyzed. DOE has coordinated the preparation of the
WM PEIS with other EISs being prepared on similar proposals for strategic management of nuclear
materials within DOE Section 1.8.1, Waste Management PEIS Relationship to Other Actions and
Programs, has been updated to reflect the relationship and status of these other studies. To the extent
the information was available for incorporation, Chapter 11 in Volume I of the PEIS addresses
cumulative impacts resulting from other programs.

Comment (2328)
Incineration of low-level mixed waste at ORR under a Regionalized alternative, if properly carried out,
is not an objectionable method. The destruction of nonradioactive organic contaminants is particularly
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attractive, in contrast to burying them in landfills from which they might eventually leak into the
environment.

Response

DOE agrees. Properly designed and operated incinerators are as or more effective than other treatment
technologies, and DOE does not preclude their use at any site. EPA’s combustion strategy states, “If
properly designed and operated in compliance with regulatory standards, combustion is a technology
that provides sound management of hazardous waste.” Fact sheets on radioactive and mixed waste
incineration published jointly by EPA and DOE (EPA 402-F-95-004 through 007, January 1996)
recognize the effectiveness of incineration as part of the DOE Waste Management Program.

Comment (2345)

I prefer the No Action Alternative for hazardous waste rather than have DOE incinerate hazardous
waste because of the vapors and secondary chemicals produced in the process. Has DOE considered
their effects?

Response
Thank you for expressing this preference. NEPA requires DOE to analyze reasonable alternatives.
DOE identifies its preferred waste management alternatives in Volume I, Section 3.7, of the WM PEIS.

DOE did evaluate the effects of the incineration emissions from treatment of hazardous waste,
including combustion products. See Volume I, Chapter 10.

Comment (3201)

Please explain why the WM PEIS does not select a preferred alternative for the low-level waste. In
selecting the preferred alternative from the alternatives proposed in the WM PEIS, DOE should select
the alternative that minimizes the number of fatalities, including transportation fatalities.

Response

DOE did not have a preferred alternative for treatment and disposal of low-level waste when the Draft
WM PEIS was issued in September 1995. NEPA does not require the identification of a preferred
alternative in a draft environmental impact statement if such an alternative is not known at that point in
time. In accordance with the requirements of NEPA, after consideration of the analyses presented in
the WM PEIS, the decision criteria in Volume I, Section 1.7.3, and all public comments in the Draft
WM PEIS, DOE has identified preferred alternatives for each waste type, including low-level waste, in
Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final WM PEIS. As described in Volume I, Section 1.7.3, DOE favors
alternatives which reduce human health risk, including the number of vehicle accidents expected to
occur during transportation of waste.

Comment (3556)

One commentor prefers the Decentralized Alternative for low-level mixed waste because LANL and
Sandia National Laboratories-New Mexico (SNL-NM) would treat and dispose of their own low-level
mixed waste and none would be brought to New Mexico from other sites. If SNL-NM is unable to site
a protective disposal unit, the commentor’s second choice for low-level mixed waste is Regionalized
Alternative 1 because LANL would receive waste only from SNL-NM. If LANL is unable to site
additional protective disposal units, the commentor’s third choice is Regionalized Alternative 3, under
which all low-level mixed waste and low-level waste would be disposed of at NTS.
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Response

DOE considered this, and many other comments and factors, in its selection of preferred alternatives to
manage the five types of waste considered in the WM PEIS. The decision criteria and factors used in
the selection of preferred alternatives are described in Volume I, Section 1.7.3, of the WM PEIS.
DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred are described in Volume I, Section 3.7,
and in the Summary document.

The preferred alternatives are not final decisions. Final decisions will be based on this PEIS and other
considerations such as regulatory compliance, budget constraints, schedules, compliance with site
agreements with States, national priorities, and other DOE studies. Decisions will be announced in
Records of Decision published in the Federal Register. If DOE selects a site for a waste management
operation that prompts the need for new or expanded facilities, DOE will consider the results of
relevant existing or required new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews which examine potential
environmental impacts in more detail.

Comment (3557)

A commentor prefers the Decentralized Alternative for treatment and disposal of low-level waste
because LANL and SNL-NM would treat and dispose of their own low-level waste, and none would be
brought to New Mexico from other sites. If SNL-NM is unable to site a protective disposal unit, the
commentor prefers as a second choice Regionalized Alternative 2 because LANL would dispose of
low-level waste only from SNL-NM. This commentor believes that the preferred alternative should be
the same for low-level mixed waste and low-level waste because both wastes could be disposed of
together once the hazardous component of low-level mixed waste is treated. The commentor does not
understand why the No Action and Decentralized Alternatives for low-level mixed waste differ from
those for low-level waste.

Response
The alternatives differ for low-level mixed waste and low-level waste because RCRA land disposal
restrictions still apply to low-level mixed waste even after its hazardous components have been treated.
Treated low-level mixed waste must be disposed of in a RCRA-permitted disposal facility. Since these
restrictions do not apply to low-level waste, other or different alternatives are reasonable to be analyzed
in the EIS.

DOE considered this, and many other comments and factors in its selection of preferred alternatives to
manage the five types of waste considered in the WM PEIS. The decision criteria and factors used in
the selection of preferred alternatives are described in Volume I, Section 1.7.3 of the WM PEIS.
DOE's preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred are described in Volume I, Section 3.7,
and in the Summary document.

The preferred alternatives are not final decisions. Final decisions will be based on this PEIS and other
considerations such as regulatory compliance, budget constraints, schedules, compliance with site
agreements with States, national priorities, and other DOE studies. Decisions will be announced in
Records of Decision published in the Federal Register. If DOE selects a site for a waste management
operation that prompts the need for new or expanded facilities, DOE will consider the results of
relevant existing or required new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews which examine potential
environmental impacts in more detail.
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Comment (3559)

For transuranic waste, a commentor prefers a modified Decentralized Alternative, under which SNL-
NM would treat and store contact-handled transuranic waste and LANL would treat and store contact-
handled and remote-handled transuranic waste; thus, SNL-NM would be added as an additional storage
site,

Response

As shown in WM PEIS Volume I, Tables 8.3-1 and 8.3-2, SNL-NM is considered as a transuranic
waste storage site under the No Action Alternative and a transuranic waste treatment site under the
Decentralized Alternative.

DOE considered this, and many other comments and factors, in its selection of preferred alternatives to
manage the five types of waste considered in the WM PEIS. The decision criteria and factors used in
the selection of preferred alternatives are described in Volume I, Section 1.7.3, of the WM PEIS.
DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred are described in Volume I, Section 3.7,
and in the Summary document.

Final decisions will be based on this PEIS and other considerations such as regulatory compliance,
budge constraints, schedules, compliance with site agreements with States, national priorities, and other
DOE studies. Decisions will be announced in Records of Decision published in the Federal Register.
If DOE selects a site for a waste management operation that prompts the need for new or expanded
facilities, DOE will consider the results of relevant existing or required new sitewide or project-level
NEPA reviews that examine potential environmental impacts in more detail.

Comment (3958)

A commentor prefers the No Action Alternative for treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous
waste. Although not mentioned in the Draft WM PEIS, both LANL and SNL-NM are permitted under
RCRA to treat hazardous waste.

Response

DOE considered this, and many other comments and factors, in its selection of preferred alternatives to
manage the five types of waste considered in the WM PEIS. DOE’s preferred alternatives and the
reasons they are preferred are described in Volume I, Section 3.7, and in the Summary document. The
decision criteria and factors used in the selection of preferred alternatives are described in Volume I,
Section 1.7.3, of the WM PEIS. As identified by the commentor, LANL and SNL-NM are permitted
for hazardous waste treatment. However, neither is currently incinerating hazardous waste, the generic
treatment technology used in the WM PEIS.
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This Page Left Blank Intentionally
(No comments were received for this section)
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Comment (30)
DOE’s draft preferred alternatives will not have adverse environmental impacts for the Hampton Roads
region.

Response
Thank you for your comment. DOE has identified preferred alternatives, and the reasons they are
preferred, for all waste types in Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (31)
Do not store, treat, or dispose of wastes in metropolitan areas, such as the Hampton Roads region, or
in environmentally sensitive areas.

Response

None of the 17 “major” sites evaluated for waste management activities are located in the Hampton
Roads region, although the Decentralized Alternative for management of low-level mixed waste would
result in treatment and storage at Norfolk Naval Shipyard.

DOE appreciates the public’s response to its request for comments on the WM PEIS alternatives. DOE
considered this, and many other comments and factors, in its selection of preferred alternatives to
manage the five types of waste considered in the WM PEIS. The decision criteria and factors used in
the selection of preferred alternatives are described in Volume I, Section 1.7.3, of the WM PEIS.
DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred are described in Volume I, Section 3.7,
and in the Summary document.

Comment (71)

Commentors suggested that DOE locate waste treatment, storage, and disposal activities in sparsely
populated or unpopulated areas, or in areas that are remote and isolated. Many suggested desert areas;
others suggested ocean or space disposal.

Response

DOE prefers to avoid introduction of radioactive waste at DOE and other Federal sites where none
exists. In turn, the proximity of a waste management site to populated areas is only one factor in
evaluating alternatives. DOE must consider and balance other factors to achieve its objective of safe
and efficient treatment, safe and secure storage, and ultimate disposal of each waste type. For
example, DOE must consider waste transportation requirements. Although selecting sites for waste
management activities in less-densely populated or remote areas could reduce the potential for some
impacts, the risks of transporting wastes over longer distances to reach remote sites would increase the
potential for other impacts. Section 1.7.3 in Volume I lists and describes examples of the factors DOE
will consider in the decisionmaking process.

NEPA requires DOE to analyze reasonable alternatives. Neither ocean nor deep space disposal are
considered feasible. Because of ongoing concerns over polluting the marine environment, and in
accordance with U.S. law and international agreements (the London Dumping Convention of 1975, as
amended), EPA no longer issues permits for ocean dumping or disposal of radioactive materials. As
for launching the material into space, the costs and accident risks associated with such an approach
would likely be significantly higher than those associated with the alternatives evaluated in the WM
PEIS.
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Comment (528)
The public needs to be aware that INEL operations are generally safe DOE should get on with making its
decisions with the use of care and good science.

Response

DOE intends to proceed, as it has done to date, using care and good science in making waste management
decisions across the Department and on a site-specific or project-level basis. The WM PEIS, which is a
national decisionmaking tool, has been prepared to help DOE enhance the management of its current and
anticipated volumes of radioactive and hazardous wastes in order to ensure safe and efficient management
of these wastes, to comply with all applicable Federal and State laws, and to protect public health and
safety and the environment.

Comment (917)
A commentor supports the DOE preference to store high-level waste at INEL, the Hanford Site, and
SRS until disposal in a geologic repository becomes a reality.

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Comment (1650)
DOE has not done too bad a job at NTS, despite mistakes, and deserves full support.

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Comment (1826)

It is possible that the inflated waste generation data are part of a misdirected, yet intentional effort to
maintain Argonne National Laboratory (ANL-E) on a national list of potential disposal sites. The PEIS
does not sufficiently reflect reasonable present and future conditions to allow one to draw conclusions
about the impacts of the proposed actions at ANL-E.

Response

The waste volumes identified in the Draft: WM PEIS were based on the best data available at the time
the analysis was performed. The Draft WM PEIS presented a “snapshot in time” of the waste volumes
and projections. Since the Draft PEIS was published, DOE has updated information on several types of
waste. Appendix I of the Final WM EIS addresses how newly available data on low-level waste, low-
level mixed waste, and transuranic waste might affect the analyses of alternatives in the PEIS.

Section 1.6.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS explains how DOE identified sites for analysis.
Identification as a “major site” does not mean the site will be selected for waste management activities.
The concept of the major site is intended to facilitate the WM PEIS analysis in terms of alternatives
considered and to allow for meaningful comparison of programmatic waste management options.

As described in Section 4.4.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, the information on current conditions in
terms of the affected environment at ANL-E was obtained largely from reports prepared in 1990
through 1994. More detail is provided in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report,
which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final PEIS.
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The characterization of the affected environment establishes the baseline conditions from which the
impacts of the various WM PEIS alternatives can be assessed.

Comment (1869)
DOE should investigate the feasibility of using other agencies' sites (e.g., the U.S. Department of
Agriculture research facility in Clay Center, Nebraska) for disposal.

Response

Volume I, Section 3.10, of the WM PEIS explains that DOE does not consider the use of other Federal
agencies’ sites for waste management activities to be reasonable. However, the WM PEIS does
consider, at a conceptual level, the use of commercial and privatized waste management facilities,
including those at sites that might be purchased or leased from other Federal agencies. Although DOE
committed during the scoping process to avoid introduction of radioactive waste at DOE and other
Federal sites where none exists, this does not preclude the use of privatized or non-DOE-owned
facilities for management of DOE waste, as discussed in Section 1.7.4.

Comment (1926)
There are not enough safeguards to give communities a sense of security. The potential impacts of a
waste disposal facility at ANL-E were not shown to the surrounding communities.

Response

Only the Decentralized Alternatives for low-level waste and low-level mixed waste would involve
disposal actions at ANL-E. The potential impacts of such disposal actions (as well as from possible
waste treatment and storage) are provided in Chapters 6 and 7 in Volume I. To supplement the
quantitative estimates of individual disposal risks presented in Sections 6.4.1.6 and 7.4.1.7 of the
WM PEIS, DOE also performed semi-quantitative analyses of the potential for offsite population risk.
ANL-E was determined to be intermediate among the 16 proposed disposal sites in its potential
vulnerability to offsite population risks from disposal. Additional detail on potential impacts at ANL-E
is provided in Section 2 in Volume II of the WM PEIS. Furthermore, Site Summaries for each of the
17 major sites analyzed in the WM PEIS (including ANL-E) have been added to the back of the PEIS
Summary document.

Comment (1986)

The WM PEIS states that low-level mixed waste will be stored on the sites where it is generated until
treatment and disposal. This does not take into consideration the Naval Nuclear Propulsion program
sites that were required to complete Mixed Waste Site Treatment Plans in accordance with the Federal
Facility Compliance Act of 1992. Mixed waste from Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program sites
undergoing base closure will be stored at projected treatment sites. This should be reflected in the
Final WM PEIS.

Response ,

Because this is a programmatic analysis, DOE made broad assumptions applicable to all sites, including
the assumption that low-level mixed waste would be stored where it is generated until treatment and
disposal. This assumption was not meant to restrict site-specific operations and exceptions where they
would not prejudice programmatic analysis or decisions. DOE added this clarification to Volume I,
Section 1.6.
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All of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program sites listed in Volume I, Table 6.1-1, have relatively
small inventories and projected generation of low-level mixed waste. None of the sites are evaluated in
detail. The Final WM PEIS considers updated waste inventory data, including low-level mixed waste
inventories at Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program sites undergoing base closure in Volume IV,
Section 1.2. DOE concluded that pretreatment storage at different sites would not significantly affect
decisions stemming from the WM PEIS.

Comment (2105)

BNL is a good neighbor and should continue to do world-class research. BNL’s mission has always been
primarily research oriented and has not included waste disposal. Identifying waste disposal sites across
the country will erode DOE’s credibility and impact funding for BNL and DOE.

Response
Potential waste management activities would not alter BNL’s mission as an important research facility
within DOE’s configuration of sites.

NEPA requires DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable alternatives to a proposed action; in this case,
the potential for siting some waste management activities at BNL is a reasonable programmatic waste
management alternative. BNL is one of 17 reasonable candidate sites (“major sites”) for programmatic
waste management activities. Note that BNL would manage only its own low-level mixed waste and
low-level waste and could take advantage of private-sector waste management resources. BNL would
dispose of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste only under the Decentralized Alternative. BNL
would not dispose of any offsite wastes. The newest low-level mixed waste and low-level waste
volumes for BNL are provided for in Volume IV, Appendix I, of the WM PEIS.

Comment (2193)

The commentor stated that he was quoting from page 34 of the final Site Treatment Plan. “...Battelle
has decided to withdraw its application for the Part B permit, as a recommendation under a corporate
cost reduction program.” In order to save $250,000 for a private entity you have decided to rip up all
the advisory board’s advice, and the multi-site principles, and ship it to Hanford for disposal. Well,
our values are not being factored in here and we are not going to let you do that.

Response

DOE assumes that the commentor was referring to the Battelle Columbus Site Treatment Plan. The
commentor infers that Hanford has agreed to disposal of Battelle waste to save Battelle Columbus the
expense of obtaining a RCRA Part B permit. This inference is not true on several counts. Battelle
Columbus is not a “private entity,” but a DOE-funded facility and the waste is DOE waste. The waste
codes which result from decontamination and decommissioning activities at Battelle Columbus were
never included in the permit application to begin with; nor was onsite treatment ever part of the permit
request. Hanford was chosen as a primary site for treatment and storage of Battelle’s radioactive waste
based on historical ties. The impacts of using Hanford were assessed in an Environmental Assessment,
which was shared with the State of Washington.

Battelle Columbus withdrew its RCRA Part B permit after meeting with EPA, the State of Ohio, and
local stakeholders. Battelle made a decision to act as a 90-day waste generator, which means that waste
can only be stored onsite for a maximum of 90 days. The decision to withdraw the RCRA Part B
permit application did save money and also allows Battelle to meet all regulatory requirements.
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The Battelle Site is sending low-level mixed waste to the Hanford Site for treatment only. After
treatment at the Hanford Site, the low-level mixed waste will be shipped offsite for disposal. The
agreement to treat one of Battelle’s waste streams at Hanford was negotiated between Battelle
Columbus, the Ohio EPA, the State of Washington Department of Ecology, DOE-Headquarters, and
the Richland Office, in accordance with the Federal Facility Compliance Act.

Comment (2417)

The WM PEIS portrays waste management taking place at “greenfields,” but does not recognize that
most of the proposed locations have significant problems with environmental contamination. Because
of the severity of some of these problems, it is not necessarily appropriate to correlate inventory with
preferability for a particular alternative.

Response

DOE is committed to managing its wastes in an environmentally acceptable manner. New treatment
and disposal facilities would be subject to project-level NEPA reviews that would address potential
environmental impacts from those projects. DOE’s preferred alternative for a project would not
necessarily correlate with the inventory location of the waste to be managed, although inventory
location would clearly be an important factor in the facility location decision.

DOE recognizes that other activities on DOE sites have environmental impacts and that these other
activities should be accounted for. Volume I, Chapter 11, of the WM PEIS discusses the combined
impacts of waste management alternatives for the five types of waste analyzed in the WM PEIS for
each of the 17 major sites. Chapter 11 then presents these combined impacts, added to the impacts of
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions external to the WM PEIS in (cumulative
impacts). CEQ and DOE regulations require consideration of cumulative impacts.

Comment (2847)

Volume 1, Section 6.3.5, states that Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory was eliminated because it is a
Navy site. Yet a similar site, Bettis, was eliminated because of terrain and geology. According to
Section 4.5, both sites have the same mission and ownership and are jointly managed by DOE and the
Navy. It is not clear why the Navy site status should eliminate one or the other. Descriptions of these
sites in Section 4.5 should be clarified to explain who has direct responsibility and authority
(ownership) for these sites.

Response

DOE revised Section 6.3.5 to state that Bettis was eliminated because of sloping terrain and unstable
geology, and because it is a Navy site. In addition, DOE revised Chapter 4 in Volume I to clearly
indicate the affiliations of the sites.

Comment (2949)
ORR is considered for treatment and disposal of low-level mixed waste. Where on the site would DOE
dispose of these wastes?

Response

ORR is considered as a candidate site for treatment and disposal of low-level mixed waste under
several alternatives in the WM PEIS, which DOE has prepared as part of its effort to develop an
overall national strategy on which to base waste management decisions. However, the WM PEIS does
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not propose locations within site boundaries for facilities. Facility locations will be determined after
DOE announces WM PEIS decisions and considers the results of existing or new sitewide or project-
level NEPA reviews.

Comment (3782)

The public needs to understand the specific reasons why populated areas are being considered for waste
management facilities, rather than the desert southwest and plains where it is least likely to harm
people.

Response

To identify reasonable proposed sites for waste management facilities, DOE determined where the
largest volumes of waste are and where transportation requirements would be minimized. Other site-
selection criteria included the characteristics of the waste, specialized treatment requirements, and
existing facilities.

Sites that are less densely populated were considered for waste treatment, storage, and disposal.
Although storage and disposal in less populated regions may lessen some impacts, the risks from
transporting waste to these remote areas would increase. These trade-offs are described in the
WM PEIS and are important factors that will be considered in the decision process. The remoteness
and low population density of a location for a waste management site constitutes only one factor in
evaluating alternatives. Other criteria include the construction or modification of facilities and
increased transportation requirements.

Comment (4394)

A commentor suggested that DOE consider the Savanna Army Depot, located approximately 130 miles
west of ANL-E in the northwest corner of Illinois for the following reasons as the site for a government
waste storage facility: (1) the government already owns the property and it has already been used as a
storage site for similarly hazardous materials, (2) it is located within only a few hours of not only
Argonne, but also Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory and Ames Laboratories, (3) it is a rural site
with very little nearby population, (4) the citizens of the communities around the depot would be
receptive to the idea of having this facility nearby because of the positive effect it would have on the
local economy, and (5) it is in the same State as two of the three proposed waste generators and so
would avoid any potential problems with transporting waste across State lines. Another commentor
stated that there are large tracts of Federal lands, Federal facilities, commercial facilities, and possibly
Indian Reservations where DOE could store, treat, and/or dispose of its waste.

Response

As stated in the WM PEIS, Volume I, Section 1.6, DOE limited its scope to the 54 sites for which
DOE has some management responsibility. Of those 54, 40 contained one or more of the waste types
considered in the PEIS, and only 17 contain the bulk of those wastes. DOE limited the scope of the
WM PEIS to these 54 sites, focusing most specifically on the major 17 sites identified in Table 1.6-2.
However, Section 1.7.4 in Volume I discusses the concept of using commercial facilities.
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Comment (520)

The WM PEIS discusses 17 “major” sites associated with transuranic and other wastes. Other public
documentation lists 27 sites. The PEIS should discuss the other 10 sites and explain why they were not
included in the analysis. Taxpayers are concerned about the total picture.

Response

For purposes of the programmatic level of analysis in the WM PEIS, DOE identified 17 “major” sites
because they contain the bulk of the five waste types, have the capability for the future disposal of low-
level mixed waste and low-level waste, or have existing or planned major waste management facilities.
These 17 sites are the focus of this PEIS because they are candidates to either receive wastes generated
at other sites, to host disposal facilities, to manage high-level waste, or were included to be consistent
with the Federal Facility Compliance Act process. DOE revised Section 1.6.1 in Volume I to expand
the explanation of how these 17 sites were identified as candidates for waste management activities.

The 10 additional sites referred to in the comment have waste volumes compared to the volumes at the
17 major sites. DOE did not expect those small waste volumes to measurably affect the programmatic
alternatives evaluated in the WM PEIS. Therefore, the sites were not included in the impacts analysis.
The additional sites would principally package and ship wastes, rather than support major waste
treatment or disposal facilities; therefore, waste management impacts at these sites are expected to be
small.

Comment (1665)

Screening criteria used for selection of disposal sites are “woefully inadequate.” DOE should expand
its screening criteria to consider (1) the exclusion of sites that are located in large region of influence
population areas, and (2) transportation impacts, as well as issues of distance to where most of the
wastes to be disposed of are currently located.

Response

As described in Volume I, Section 6.3.5, 16 candidate low-level mixed waste disposal sites were
selected for evaluation in the WM PEIS based on screening performed by DOE in coordination with the
States under the Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCAct). For consistency, the same 16 sites were
also evaluated for low-level waste disposal. The screening process determined which DOE sites could
be eliminated from consideration for disposal without further evaluation.

In the WM PEIS risk analyses, DOE did not attempt to predict risks to current or future offsite
populations from the disposal of low-level waste and low-level mixed waste. Estimating these risks
requires knowing the exact location of disposal facilities on a site with respect to existing aquifers and
the populations that might use them. Since the PEIS does not attempt to make decisions about locations
of disposal facilities on sites, quantitative estimates of collective dose and risk are not attempted.

However, to supplement the quantitative estimates of maximally exposed individual disposal risks
presented in Sections 6.4.1.8 and 7.4.1.7 in Volume I, DOE performed semi-quantitative analyses of
the potential for offsite population risk in Section 5.4.1.2.3 of the Final PEIS. These analyses
produced estimates of relative population vulnerability of the sites, rather than quantitative estimates of
person-rem doses and cancer fatalities. For these analyses, DOE used simple statistical methods and
information about site characteristics known or expected to be associated with the potential for offsite
population disposal risk to develop “risk vulnerability” groupings of the sites. ROI population was one
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of the factors used in the analysis. The sites within each of the three vulnerability groups developed in
this analysis have similar potential for offsite population health risk from disposal.

DOE used minimization of waste transportation as a criterion in developing alternatives. The WM
PEIS analyzes transportation impacts. Detailed analyses are presented in the waste type and cumulative
impacts chapters of Volume I of the WM PEIS. In addition, Appendix E in Volume IV of the WM
PEIS is dedicated to transportation.

Comment (1744)

Provide a list of the 16 sites selected as disposal sites and explain how and why the WM PEIS differs
from the Performance Evaluation of the Capabilities of DOE Sites for Disposal of Mixed Low Level
Waste.

Response

Section 6.3.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS lists and describes how DOE identified the 16 sites
evaluated for potential disposal of low-level waste and low-level mixed waste (i.e., ANL-E, BNL,
FEMP, Hanford, INEL, LANL, LLNL, NTS, ORR, PGDP, Pantex, Portsmouth, RFETS, SNL-NM,
SRS, and WVDP) were identified. In addition, Section 1.8.2 discusses the relationship of the WM
PEIS with the efforts of the DOE Disposal Workgroup.

Although the Federal Facility Compliance Act does not specifically address disposal of treated mixed
wastes, both DOE and the States have recognized that disposal issues are an integral part of treatment
discussions. A process was established by the DOE Disposal Workgroup in conjunction with State
representatives and the National Governors Association to evaluate and discuss the issues related to the
potential disposal of the residuals from the treatment of DOE low-level mixed waste at the sites subject
to the Federal Facility Compliance Act. The results of this analysis are presented in the report entitled
Performance Evaluation of the Capabilities of DOE Sites for Disposal of Mixed Low Level Waste.

The focus of this process has been to identify sites that are suitable for further evaluation of their
potential as disposal sites from among the sites that currently store or are expected to generate mixed
waste. The evaluation is intended to increase understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of a site’s
potential for disposal, but is not a site-selection process. Ultimately, the identification of sites that
might receive low-level mixed waste for disposal will follow State and Federal regulations for siting
and permitting, and will include appropriate public involvement.

The sites identified through the Disposal Workgroup process reflect the same set analyzed for low-level
mixed waste disposal in the WM PEIS, except that the WM PEIS analysis includes BNL, which has
been categorized by the DOE Disposal Workgroup as low in priority for a mixed waste disposal
mission.

Comment (2240)
The WM PEIS alternatives are not adequate because they have been preselected and look at the West as
a dumping ground.

Response
All alternatives except the Centralized Alternatives consider disposal facilities in the East as well as in
the West. Volume I, Section 3.5, describes how DOE selected the alternatives. To identify reasonable

3-42



Volume V - Comment Response Document

3.4.2 Identification of 17 Major Sites

proposed sites for waste management facilities, DOE determined where the largest waste volumes are
located and where transportation requirements would be minimized. Treatment, storage, or disposal
facilities were analyzed at those sites.

However, total volumes of waste were not the sole criterion used to select sites. The character of the
waste, specialized treatment requirements, and existing facilities were also taken into account. For
example, some wastes that require special treatment were analyzed separately, and treatment sites were
selected for analysis based on the volumes requiring special treatment rather than on total volumes. In
some cases, treatment facilities could be used for more than one waste type. Therefore, some sites
were evaluated as candidate sites even if the volume of a particular waste type at that site was not
among the largest.

This process was not biased toward the West. In fact, 8 of the 16 sites considered for disposal of low-
level mixed waste and low-level waste are east of the Mississippi River. For transuranic waste and
high-level waste, the candidate repository sites at Carlsbad, New Mexico (WIPP), and NTS (Yucca
Mountain) were used for transportation calculations; however, they were not evaluated for disposal,
which is beyond the scope of the WM PEIS.

Comment (3243)

DOE’s criteria for selecting candidate waste treatment and disposal sites should be reevaluated so as to
question or dismiss sites with: (1) large region of influence (ROI) population densities, (2) high seismic
risk, (3) transport routes connecting to waste generating sites that have the highest percentage of travel
in urban areas (high population densities, traffic congestion and delays), and (4) sites where offsite
contamination is already posing substantial environmental and health risks to the surrounding
communities.

Response

The points specified by the commentor are addressed in the WM PEIS environmental impacts analysis
in the waste-type and cumulative impacts chapters. The 17 “major” waste management sites contain
the bulk of the five waste types, have the capability for future disposal of low-level mixed waste and
low-level waste, or have existing or planned major waste management facilities. These 17 sites are the
focus of this PEIS because they are candidates to receive wastes generated elsewhere, to host disposal
facilities, to manage high-level waste, or were included to be consistent with the Federal Facility
Compliance Act process. The PEIS refers to these sites as major sites, and considers in detail
environmental impacts that could arise from treating, storing, and disposing of wastes at these sites.

Comment (3921)
DOE needs to explain why 37 of 54 sites were removed from the list. DOE is too limited in its site
selections. For example, let’s send the waste to Washington, D.C. Let the Government have it.

Response

Section 3.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes how DOE selected the alternatives. Section 3.10
describes alternatives not evaluated in detail in the WM PEIS. Of the 54 DOE sites that generate or
have in inventory identifiable quantities of radioactive or hazardous waste, 17 were considered “major”
sites because they contain the bulk of the waste and are candidates to receive waste from other sites for
treatment, storage, or disposal. The other 37 sites have relatively small amounts of waste and DOE
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eliminated them as candidate sites for receiving waste from other sites. Under various alternatives,
these 37 sites are candidates for managing the wastes that are generated onsite.
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Comment (209)
Of those commentors opposing the siting of programmatic waste management activities at ANL-E, some
gave no reason for their opposition and others expressed one or more of the reasons listed below:

e The overall risks to public health and safety, worker health and safety, and the quality of the
environment from normal operations, operations accidents, and truck and rail transportation accidents;

e Specific Risks: Risks to surrounding residential communities and farmland; risks to sensitive habitat
(such as Waterfall Glen Forest Preserve); risks due to possible earthquakes, tornadoes, and flooding;
potential air, groundwater and drinking water contamination; potential negative impacts on the local
economy, including decreased real estate values, business opportunities, and tax revenues; potential
negative impacts to the overall quality of life in the area; safety risks in the event of a terrorist attack;

e Factors: The population density, including many children, around the site; the "higher-than-average"
cancer rates in surrounding communities, especially among children, and potential dangers to future
generations; existing contamination at the site; the longevity of the waste and the lack of long-term
accountability and guarantees of safety in the future; the site's proximity to major highways;
construction costs, and potential clean-up costs in the event of a release of radioactivity; potential
evacuation problems in case of an accident; the potential for lawsuits and waste of tax dollars;

e Opinions: That there are more viable and cost-effective storage and disposal alternatives than ANL-E,
which should only be used for research and development; that proposed waste management activities
at ANL-E conflict with existing treatment plans and Federal Facility Compliance Act agreements; that
construction and processing operations would contribute non-hazardous wastes to an already
overburdened system; that wastes could be shipped to less-densely populated, remote or desert areas,
and the cost would be minimal compared to the risk of contamination; that there is a lack of
communication and adequate public input to waste management decisions; that there is a lack of
confidence in DOE's ability to properly manage past, existing or future wastes, as well as its ability to
prevent environmental damage; that DOE is proposing to use unproven thermal treatment
technologies; and that ANL-E does not have adequate facilities and equipment to become a permanent
waste facility.

Response

NEPA requires DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable alternatives to a proposed action; in this case,
the potential for siting some waste management activities at ANL-E was analyzed as a reasonable
option under some of the WM PEIS waste management alternatives. ANL-E is one of 17 “major” sites
analyzed in the WM PEIS, which is a nationwide study to help DOE make programmatic,
Department-wide decisions about how it will manage the five waste types considered in the PEIS.
Major sites are those candidate locations that might either receive wastes generated offsite, manage
high-level waste, host disposal facilities, or were included to be consistent with the Federal Facility
Compliance Act process. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how DOE identified
major sites. However, designation as a major site does not mean the site will be selected for a
programmatic waste management role. Under 3 of the 36 alternatives evaluated (Decentralized
Alternatives for low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, and transuranic waste), DOE would construct
new facilities to manage wastes at ANL-E. These facilities would manage wastes generated at ANL-E,
a small quantity of low-level mixed waste generated at Ames Laboratory, and low-level waste
generated at Ames and Fermi Laboratories. No transuranic wastes from off the site would be managed
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at ANL-E. Under the Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives, all ANL-E waste would be treated
and disposed of at other DOE sites.

The WM PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10 for results; see
Chapter 5 and Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. The analysis considered potential
impacts, including most of the impacts that concern commentors, from normal operations, operations
accidents, incident-free transportation, and transportation accidents. In addition, the PEIS estimates
cumulative impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (see Volume I,
Chapter 11). In general, the environmental impacts associated with waste management activities under
all alternatives at all sites considered in the PEIS would be minimal. For those impacts that would not
be minimal, DOE would incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts and, where
applicable, comply with regulatory requirements.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE's preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred.
These are not final decisions. The subsequent Records of Decision will announce DOE's decisions and
the reasons for the decisions if they differ from those provided in the Final PEIS. The WM PEIS
analysis will not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets,
schedules, and national priorities, as well as other DOE studies, will be considered in developing
Records of Decision.

DOE used data from the 1990 U.S. Census to estimate that about 7,940,000 people live within 50 miles
from the center of ANL-E. This population could possibly be exposed to emissions released to the
atmosphere from waste treatment facilities. Human health risks (e.g., cancer) constitute a site-specific
impact parameter analyzed in the PEIS (Volume I, Sections 6.4, 7.4, and 8.4). Offsite population
human health risks and offsite maximally exposed individual health risks are also cumulative impact
parameters addressed by the PEIS (see Volume I, Section 11.3). The health risk analyses suggest that
adverse health effects to both adults and children from the operation of waste treatment facilities located
at ANL-E would be negligible.

In response to requests from the residents of Lemont, Illinois, the Illinois Department of Public Health
initiated a study of the cancer incidence among children in the Township. The Division of
Epidemiologic Studies prepared a study based on hospital reports found in the Illinois State Cancer
Registry for the years 1986 through 1993 (Illinois Department of Health, 1995). Seventeen cases of
childhood cancer were observed in the study area, four cases more than the 13 that would be
statistically expected. The most frequently reported childhood cancer type was leukemia, with six
cases observed and three cases statistically expected. The report finds that those differences are not
statistically significant. More details on the survey can be obtained from the study.

The WM PEIS evaluates the potential impacts of several types of accidents at treatment and storage
facilities (e.g., fires, explosions, earthquakes, aircraft crashes). The PEIS also includes a detailed
assessment of the risks of a complete range of credible transportation accidents for both rail and truck
transportation. The analyses were designed to address the potential impacts of acts of terrorism or
sabotage. DOE provides for Radiological Assistance Program teams consisting of trained experts
equipped and prepared to quickly respond to an accident and assist local emergency response
personnel, if requested by local agencies. Because health and safety consequences could possibly result
from an accident involving radioactive or other hazardous material, DOE has allocated resources and
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has established emergency response training under the overall Federal Emergency Response Program
to investigate the effects of such an accident.

DOE is concerned with health and safety and the need for emergency preparedness in and around its
sites. Emergency response plans are required on sites and in the surrounding communities by Federal,
State, and local authorities that deal with emergency situations such as earthquakes, floods, tornadoes,
and other natural or man-made disasters. These plans are regularly updated and their review
coordinated with DOE, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, and State and local authorities.

Properly designed and operated thermal treatment technologies (incinerators), have been shown to be as
or more effective than other proven treatment technologies and DOE will not preclude their use at any
site. DOE compared impacts from incineration with non-thermal treatment technologies and identified
little or no difference in treatment risks to human health; DOE documented these findings in a technical
report. (M/B SR-03, September, 1995). DOE has an aggressive technology development program
exploring alternatives to incineration. Alternatives would be tested and deployed depending on their
potential to safely and effectively treat wastes.

As to the other specific risks cited by the commentors, refer to the following sections of the PEIS: air
quality (Sections 6.5, 7.5, and 8.5); water resources (Sections 6.6, 7.6, and 8.6); and ecological
resources (Sections 6.7, 7.7, and 8.7). Risks to local agriculture are not considered in the PEIS as a
specific impact parameter; however, as environmental risks would be small, there is no reason to
believe that there would be any negative impact to local agriculture. Further, site facilities are outside
the probable 500-year maximum floodplain, and seismic analyses indicate there is little or no risk from
earthquakes.

While implementing programmatic waste management decisions could entail construction of new
and/or modification of existing facilities, the WM PEIS does not propose locations on sites for actual
waste management facilities. If ANL-E is selected for a waste management role, DOE would consider
site-specific conditions analyzed in existing or new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews. DOE is
aware of the sensitive ecological resources associated with ANL-E and would locate any new waste
management facilities to minimize or avoid impacts to nearby wetlands and other sensitive habitats.

A major focus of the WM PEIS is to help DOE establish a Department-wide program to safely and
efficiently manage radioactive and hazardous wastes. However, issues regarding existing pollution, a
site’s waste management record, and actual site cleanup efforts are more appropriately evaluated in
sitewide or project-level studies. Impacts of existing actions and other missions related to radiological
and hazardous waste are included in the cumulative impacts chapter of the WM PEIS, Volume I,
Chapter 11.

The WM PEIS and the Federal Facility Compliance Act Site Treatment Plans were developed in
parallel, ensuring consistency and integration. The PEIS provides the analysis of environmental
impacts to support the Site Treatment Plans developed for site-level mixed waste treatment decisions.
Pre-existing site-specific plans and agreements will be considered by decisionmakers to the extent
possible; however, it is possible that some site-specific NEPA decisions might need to be revisited as a
result of decisions made based on the WM PEIS.
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DOE recognizes that the siting of waste management activities may be perceived negatively by some
persons. DOE is committed to protecting human health and the environment. DOE takes its
responsibility and accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a
configuration for its waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the
public. The WM PEIS will help DOE make sound waste management decisions.

The proximity of a waste management site to populated areas is only one of many factors in evaluating
alternatives. DOE must consider and balance other factors to achieve its objective of safe and efficient
treatment, safe and secure storage, and ultimate disposal of each waste type. For example, DOE must
consider waste transportation requirements, and the PEIS presents alternatives that would minimize
waste transportation (Decentralized Alternatives) or that would maximize waste transportation
(Centralized Alternatives). Although siting waste management activities in less-densely populated or
remote areas could reduce the potential for some impacts, the risks of transporting wastes over longer
distances to reach remote sites would increase the potential for other impacts. Actual decisionmaking
will consider a range of decision criteria and factors, including viability and cost-effectiveness.
Section 1.7.3 in Volume I lists and describes examples of the factors and criteria DOE will consider in
the decisionmaking process.

DOE must comply with all applicable laws and regulations. DOE believes that the WM PEIS meets the
requirements of NEPA and CEQ regulations. The Final WM PEIS incorporates corrections to errors
that affected the final analysis, which were identified in the Draft WM PEIS by public commentors,
DOE, and its contractors. DOE believes the Final WM PEIS is technically sufficient to make
programmatic waste management decisions. By carefully studying and planning long-term waste
management strategies at the national and site levels, DOE hopes to correct past waste management
practices to ensure protection of the public, workers, and the environment in the future.

DOE welcomes the level of interest in its waste management decisions, and has considered all
comments offered during the public comment period. A well-informed and involved citizenry can
provide valuable insight into what the public feels DOE should consider in its decisionmaking.
However, DOE must, by law, actually make decisions, and is held accountable by the public and its
regulators for safely implementing those decisions.

Comment (458)

The State of lllinois prefers a combination of alternatives not listed in the WM PEIS charts and
considers a Regionalized Alternative that designates ANL-E as a treatment site for low-level waste but
not a disposal site as the most preferable scenario. Since such an alternative is not presented in the
WM PEIS, the State requests that DOE reevaluate the alternatives under consideration, and rewrite the
WM PEIS and associated alternatives to incorporate this input.

Response

DOE assumes that the State of Illinois is referring to low-level mixed waste and not low-level waste due
to the low-level mixed waste Site Treatment Plan for ANL-E that proposes to treat low-level mixed
waste onsite, but dispose of residues offsite.

The WM PEIS analyzes 36 alternatives under four broad categories. In accordance with NEPA and
CEQ regulations, these alternatives include the impacts that might be envisioned. Under the WM PEIS
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analysis, low-level mixed waste treatment and disposal at ANL-E is considered only under the
Decentralized Alternative.

Section 3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS identifies the preferred configuration alternative for low-level
mixed waste treatment and disposal and the reason it is preferred. The preferred treatment and disposal
site(s) will be identified at a later date with appropriate public notification before a decision is made.
The preferred alternatives identified in the WM PEIS will provide input into the Records of Decision
process, which will culminate in programmatic waste management decisions. In this context, NEPA
allows combining specific configurations analyzed in the WM PEIS, as suggested in the comment,
when selecting a “DOE preferred alternative.” Further, NEPA allows DOE, in making its decisions,
to consider partial alternatives or combinations of alternatives, as long as they fall within the bounds of
the alternatives considered in the EIS. (See Volume I, Section 3.4.) An alternative encompassing
treatment at ANL-E without disposal could be selected without further analysis. DOE will explain in
the Records of Decision how and why it made its decisions, and how the decisions relate to the
alternatives analyzed in the Final EIS.

Comment (465)

Decisions for the siting, construction, and operation of a waste disposal facility at ANL-E should not be
made until site-specific characteristics and potential impacts are evaluated. Also, DOE should outline
how it will handle waste at the proposed disposal facility for ANL-E once that facility is filled; whether
ANL-E will continue to receive waste; whether the disposal facility will be expanded; and whether
another facility will be sited and started at ANL-E.

Response

The environmental impacts from construction and operation of generic waste disposal facilities are
identified in the WM PEIS to provide relative comparisons to aid in decisionmaking. However, the
WM PEIS did consider many site-specific characteristics at ANL-E, including population, weather, and
geology and water resources. Even more detailed site characteristics would be considered in sitewide
or project-level NEPA reviews.

DOE believes that it would be speculative to consider the disposition of wastes beyond the 30-year
projected life of the new waste management facilities being considered in the PEIS. Therefore, these
activities are outside the scope of the WM PEIS, but could be considered in future NEPA
documentation.

Comment (471)
DOE should clarify whether ANL-E will be designated a regional site.

Response

DOE does not consider ANL-E a candidate site for a regional disposal facility for any of the five waste
types addressed in the WM PEIS. DOE will announce the site’s role in the final waste management
configuration in Records of Decision published in the Federal Register following the publication of the
Final WM PEIS.

Comment (1066)
ANL should not be considered as a future waste disposal site for radioactive materials because the
community has already suffered enough. When DOE dropped the research on shortening the
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radioactive life and reuse of radioactive materials, it lead to major employment cutbacks. The best
place to store this material is in Washington, D.C.

Response

DOE evaluated 36 alternatives in the WM PEIS. DOE did not consider Washington, D.C., as a
management site because it does not meet the criteria for a major site given in Section 1.6.1 in
Volume I. Only under three alternatives (Decentralized Alternatives for low-level mixed waste, low-
level waste, and transuranic waste) would new facilities be constructed to manage wastes at ANL-E.
These facilities would manage wastes generated at ANL-E and a small quantity of low-level mixed
waste generated at Ames Laboratory and low-level waste generated at Ames and Fermi Laboratories.
Under the Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives, all ANL-E wastes would be managed at other
DOE sites. DOE recognizes that some commentors disagree with the reasonable alternatives being
considered in this PEIS for management of radioactive waste. The WM PEIS human health risk
assessment and ecological risk assessment examined potential Waste Management Program effects on
humans and the environment near ANL-E. DOE found that impacts to public health and the
environment would be small at ANL-E under all waste management alternatives.

DOE is committed to research and will defend its programs. However, budget levels for DOE, as well
as implementation guidance, are established by Congress. Thus, some DOE programs are experiencing
cutbacks, which does impact employment in some areas.

Comment (1295)

The communities do not want any more waste of any kind brought to Argonne because of (1) the high
residential population; (2) the already existing cleanup problems; (3) the legacy of Site A and Plot M;
(4) already contaminated French drains; (5) incidents with uranium working its way up to the top of the
ground; (6) past closures of drinking wells due to ANL-E ground contamination; and (7) already
enough bad experiences.

Response

DOE evaluated 36 alternatives in the WM PEIS. Only under three alternatives (Decentralized
Alternatives for low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, and transuranic waste) would new facilities be
constructed to manage wastes at ANL-E. These facilities would manage wastes generated at ANL-E
and a small quantity of low-level mixed waste generated at Ames Laboratory and low-level waste
generated at Ames and Fermi Laboratories. Under the Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives, all
ANL-E wastes would be managed at other DOE sites.

The WM PEIS human health risk assessment and ecological risk assessment examined potential Waste
Management Program effects on humans and the environment near ANL-E. DOE found that impacts
to public health and the environment would be small at ANL-E under all waste management
alternatives.

Site A (which was decommissioned in 1956) and Plot M are not located on the ANL-E site. - Moreover
the drinking wells, also located offsite, were closed due to contamination at Site A. However, ANL-E
continues a groundwater monitoring program at the site. The WM PEIS considered existing
contamination at ANL-E and the region of influence surrounding the ANL-E Site as the baseline
condition as discussed in Section 4.4.1 in Volume I and in the WM PEIS Affected Environment
Technical Report. The need for additional remedial action at Site A and Plot M (a small parcel of land
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used for radioactive waste disposal) will be determined when the characterization activity has been
completed. All such remedial action is part of the Environmental Restoration Program and therefore is
beyond the scope of the WM PEIS analysis.

DOE’s environmental restoration activities are governed, to a large extent, by the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, and the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act. The objective of these laws is to provide for response to and remediation of past
environmental contamination. DOE encourages the citizens to be proactive and report issues of
environmental contamination to Federal, State, and local authorities.

Comment (1831)

There are important combinations of alternatives that were not evaluated in the WM PEIS.
Specifically, DOE did not evaluate ANL-E for a treatment site under the low-level mixed waste
Regionalized Alternatives.

Response

DOE analyzed 36 alternatives in four broad categories in the WM PEIS. These alternatives encompass
the reasonable combinations of options that might be envisioned. In designing these alternatives, DOE
used the principle of minimizing waste transportation to select the sites to host treatment and disposal
facilities. Accordingly, in going from decentralized treatment to centralized treatment, the sites with
the smallest amount of waste were the first to be eliminated as treatment centers. Of all the sites that
would treat waste under the Decentralized Alternative, ANL-E was among the first six sites to be
eliminated because it was among the six sites with the smallest volume of low-level mixed waste
inventory plus 20 years of projected generation.

Under all alternatives, sites were assumed to treat their own wastewaters. Furthermore, sites not
treating their waste to its final form would need to treat their wastes sufficiently to meet transportation
requirements.

Comment (1833)

ANL-E is clearly not a major site. By WM PEIS definition, a major site is a candidate to receive
wastes generated offsite, to host disposal facilities, or to manage high-level radioactive wastes. There
is no technical basis for including ANL-E in this study. We are also not aware that ANL is scheduled
to play a significant role in the management of DOE's high-level radioactive waste. If there are
additional reasons for ANL-E being classified as a major site, such as projected waste volumes, make
them clear in the PEIS.

Response

Volume I, Section 1.6.1, describes DOE's basis for selecting candidate sites for waste management
activities and explains the designation "major site." Major sites are candidates to receive wastes
generated at other sites, to host disposal facilities, or to manage high-level waste, or they are sites that
were included in the study to be consistent with the Federal Facility Compliance Act process.

Within the alternatives evaluated in the WM PEIS, ANL-E is not considered for management of high-
level waste. It is a candidate to receive wastes generated at other sites and to host low-level waste or
low-level mixed waste disposal facilities.
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Comment (1835)

If DOE is seriously considering ANL-E as a prospective site for disposal of low-level mixed waste, it
should discontinue that approach for lack of an adequate technical basis. Factors such as
demographics, local geology, groundwater resources, and ANL-E’s waste volume, if properly
considered, will prevent DOE from concluding that ANL-E is a suitable disposal location site.

Response

DOE’s preferred alternative for low-level mixed waste treatment is a combination of parts of the
Decentralized and several Regionalized Alternatives (see Volume I, Section 3.7, for the rationale for
this selection). DOE decisions about waste disposal will be based on all available information,
including the WM PEIS analysis and current technical information (including up-to-date waste volume
information). Section 1.7.3 identifies environmental impacts as a criterion DOE used to screen,
evaluate, and narrow the number of alternatives and sites and to select preferred alternatives.

Comment (1838)

Consideration of ANL-E for disposal of waste is a proposed action that we will continue to oppose. Its
significance could easily influence the finalization of the agreement between the State of Illinois and
DOE under the Federal Facility Compliance Act.

Response

The fact that ANL-E is analyzed as a major site in the WM PEIS does not automatically entail selection
of that site for a given waste management role. Rather, it means that potential impacts from conceptual
waste management activities were analyzed. DOE evaluated 36 alternatives in the WM PEIS. Only
under two alternatives (Decentralized Alternatives for low-level mixed waste and low-level waste)
would facilities be constructed to dispose of wastes at ANL-E. These facilities would dispose of wastes
generated at ANL-E and small quantities of low-level mixed waste generated at Ames and low-level
waste generated at Ames and Fermi. Under the Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives, all ANL-E
wastes would be managed at other DOE sites.

Section 1.8.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS discusses the relationship of the document with other
programs. The Federal Facility Compliance Act directs DOE to address the treatment of mixed waste
that DOE generates or stores by requiring the development of mixed waste Site Treatment Plans.
These plans identify how DOE will provide the necessary mixed waste treatment capacity, including
schedules for bringing new treatment facilities into operation. The WM PEIS and the Site Treatment
Plans were developed in parallel, ensuring consistency and integration. The mixed waste treatment
alternatives described in the WM PEIS are broad enough to envelope the potential environmental
impacts of the configuration that results from the Federal Facility Compliance Act process.

Although the Act does not specifically address disposal of treated mixed wastes, both DOE and the
States have recognized that disposal issues are an integral part of treatment discussions. A process was
established by the DOE Disposal Workgroup in conjunction with State representatives and the National
Governor’s Association to evaluate and discuss the issues related to the potential disposal of the
residuals from the treatment of DOE low-level mixed waste at the sites subject to the Act. The focus of
this process has been to identify sites that are suitable for further evaluation of their potential as
disposal sites from among the sites that currently store or are expected to generate mixed waste. The
evaluation is intended to increase understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of a site’s potential for
disposal, but is not a site-selection process. Ultimately the identification of sites that might receive
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mixed waste for disposal will follow State and Federal regulations for siting and permitting, and will
include appropriate public involvement.

Information obtained through the Disposal Workgroup will be considered with information contained in
the WM PEIS during the development of Records of Decision. Following the publication of WM PEIS
decisions, DOE may (1) initiate site-specific NEPA reviews for new proposed disposal facilities;
(2) initiate performance assessment analyses for compliance with DOE Order 5820.2A; and (3) initiate
processes for permitting disposal facilities. Coordination with the States and stakeholders will continue
to ensure stakeholder input and to resolve concerns at the earliest possible stage.

Comment (1885)

Commentors strongly oppose the selection of ANL-E as a potential site for storage of radioactive
waste, because it takes more than 15 years to clean up a contaminated site and the cost to do so is
substantial, with no guarantee that the funds will be available when needed.

Response

The WM PEIS is intended to provide environmental information to help DOE determine at which sites
it should modify existing waste management facilities or construct new facilities. DOE evaluated
36 alternatives in the PEIS. Only under three alternatives (Decentralized Alternatives for low-level
mixed waste, low-level waste, and transuranic waste) would new facilities be constructed to manage
wastes at ANL-E. These facilities would manage wastes generated at ANL-E and a small quantity of
low-level mixed waste and low-level waste generated at Ames.

The Environmental Restoration Program has been established to clean up environmental contamination
at the sites where research, development, test, and production of nuclear weapons took place.
Environmental cleanup is not within the scope of the WM PEIS, DOE’s programmatic waste
management study, because of the site-specific nature of environmental restoration decisions.

DOE receives funds through Congressional appropriations. Thus, environmental restoration, as well as
waste management and other programs, are subject to prevailing budget policies.

Comment (1934) :
A commentor opposes “another nuclear waste dump” at ANL-E and suggested cleaning up “the mess at
Red Gate Woods” before planning a new facility.

Response

No uncontrolled dumping is permitted by current waste disposal regulations. If ANL-E were selected
to host a disposal facility, the facility would be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained in
compliance with all applicable regulations. This facility would be an engineered waste disposal facility
with comprehensive waste acceptance criteria to ensure that performance objectives would be attained.

Site A and Red Gate Woods are environmental restoration sites that are being addressed by site-specific
remedial actions and, therefore, are outside the scope of the WM PEIS. Stakeholder meetings are
being planned for later this year to update constituents about the decisions on future environmental
restoration actions for Site A and Red Gate Woods. DOE has searched the National Archives
extensively looking for records detailing the wastes buried at Plot M, which is in the forest preserves
outside the ANL-E boundaries. To date, DOE has been unable to find any records on what was put
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into Plot M between May 1944 and its closure in July 1949. DOE is continuing to look for any records
on what was disposed of in this area. The comment has been forwarded to the Argonne Group Office.

Comment (2650)
The region is already at risk from ANL-E experiments and potential problems at nuclear generating
stations of Commonwealth Edison.

Response

Section 11.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS identifies cumulative impacts for ANL-E and the existing
baseline risk. These impacts and risks are generally minor. However, risks associated with activities
outside of DOE’s control, such as those from commercial nuclear generating stations, are not within the
scope of the WM PEIS.

The WM PEIS decision process will not result in the selection of specific locations for waste
management facilities on DOE sites. Before DOE selects locations for facilities on sites, it will
consider the results of relevant existing or required new NEPA analyses, which would include detailed
site-specific cumulative impacts.

Comment (2654)
Shipping methods must consider the safety of the community. Waste should not be transported by any
means to ANL-E.

Response

The WM PEIS provides an analysis that allows for relative comparison of the possible risks due to waste
transportation, which could be mitigated through careful planning and safety measures. DOE has always
maintained that the risks of transporting its waste are very low, but no form of transportation is without
some risk. The WM PEIS analysis is based on overall traffic statistics, which do account for the special
measures DOE takes when transporting waste.

Because health and safety consequences could possibly result from an accident involving radioactive or
other hazardous material, DOE has allocated resources and has established training on emergency
response under the overall Federal Emergency Response Program to investigate the effects of such an
accident. The mitigating measures that DOE takes include careful choice of the route used, the packaging
and transportation methods used, and other considerations.

No one has ever been killed or seriously injured in an accident involving radioactive materials because of
the nature of the cargo. In a 23-year observation period, 307 highway and 20 rail accidents occurred.
Radioactive materials that could have serious consequences if released are packaged to withstand
hypothetical accident conditions during shipping. Accidents involving these packages have resulted in no
release of radioactive materials.

Shipping radiological and other hazardous material to interstate highways or rail terminals is described for
each site in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is referenced in the WM PEIS
and is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the WM PEIS. In
addition, transportation-related impacts are presented in Sections 6.4.2, 7.4.2, 8.4.2, 9.4.2, and 10.4.2 in
Volume I, and Appendix E in Volume IV.
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In the transportation technical reports supporting the WM PEIS, which are available in the DOE public
reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I, estimates of shipments by truck and rail are given. It is
estimated that Ames would send two truck shipments or one rail shipment of low-level waste; Fermilab
would send 43 truck shipments or one rail shipment of low-level waste; and Ames would send one rail and
one truck shipment of low-level mixed waste. Truck shipments would use Interstate 55 to minimize risks
to the community. Thus, there would be less than one shipment a week for alternatives calling for
shipments of waste to ANL-E.

Comment (2760)
Keep the neighborhood around ANL-E safe; remove the waste stored there illegally.

Response
DOE policy is to conduct its operations to protect the environment and ensure the safety and health of
onsite workers and offsite residents. DOE will continue to comply with all applicable environmental
and safety statutes and regulations with regard to its waste management activities at ANL-E and other
DOE sites.

Comment (3752)

As a person living about one mile from the site, I drink the water from a well nearby. I am a cancer
survivor and have greatly benefited by the diagnostic results of ANL. As an ANL employee, I have
tried to maintain my objectivity about the WM PEIS, however, I oppose the permanent placement of
the LLW and LLMW for a few reasons. (1) This is a densely populated (over 7 million people) area;
thousands live just a few miles from the site. (2) As per President Clinton’s speech [the commentor
claims that President Clinton said in the State of the Union Address given on January 23, 1996, it was
his objective to not store nuclear waste near densely populated areas with children], why are we
considering it here? (3) I am concerned about drinking water. (4) I am concerned about accidental
releases and radiation exposures.

Response

The proximity of a waste management site to populated areas is only ome factor in evaluating
alternatives. DOE must consider and balance other factors to achieve its objective of safe and efficient
treatment, safe and secure storage, and ultimate disposal of each waste type. For example, DOE must
consider waste transportation requirements. Although siting waste management activities in less-
densely populated or remote areas could reduce the potential for some impacts, the risks of transporting
wastes over longer distances to reach remote sites would increase the potential for other impacts.
Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS lists and describes a range of decision criteria and factors
that DOE will consider in its programmatic waste management decisions. Minimization of risks to
public health, and public preferences, will continue to play a crucial role in this process.

In his State of the Union Address of January 23, 1996, President Clinton identified the challenge “to
leave our environment safe and clean for the next generation,” given that “10 million children under 12
will live within four miles of a waste dump,” a “third of us breathe air that endangers our health,” and
“in too many communities the water is not safe to drink.” The WM PEIS represents DOE’s national
planning tool to enhance the management of its radioactive and hazardous waste in order to ensure safe
and efficient management of these wastes, to comply with all applicable laws, and to protect public
health and safety and the environment.
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The WM PEIS analysis estimates that risks from drinking water impacts and accident (treatment and
storage facilities, transportation) would be small under all PEIS alternatives. More detail is provided in
Sections 6.6.2, 7.6.2, 8.6.2, 9.6.2, and 10.6.2 in Volume I of the PEIS (water quality), and
Appendices E and F (transportation, including accidents; facility accidents) in Volume IV.

Comment (3915)

Discount most of the public meeting participants and what they have said. ANL-E has not been
involved in nuclear weapons production. Public safety and air quality are monitored. The people in
this area should be concerned with the refinery and the chlorine tankers on the railroads. Property
values are exploding, not declining.

Response
Thank you for your comment. It is DOE’s policy to consider and respond to public comments and to
factor public input into its decisions.
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Comment (330)

When deciding whether to store waste at BNL or ship it to a safer location, DOE should compare the
difficulties, expenses, and safety concerns (especially drinking water at BNL) associated with those
alternatives.

Response

BNL is considered for the management of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste. The site is not
considered a potential candidate to receive wastes from other sites, and under all the Regionalized and
Centralized Alternatives, BNL would ship its waste offsite for proper treatment and disposal. Under
the No Action and Decentralized Alternatives the impacts of storing, treating, and disposing of low-
level mixed waste and low-level waste onsite were analyzed and are reported. Chapters 6 and 7 in
Volume I of the WM PEIS provide details of the full impact analysis for managing low-level mixed
waste and low-level waste across the DOE complex.

The environmental impacts of managing low-level waste and low-level mixed wastes at BNL will be
considered in making any treatment, storage, and disposal decisions concerning the BNL wastes. Other
factors in the decisions will be impacts on DOE’s mission and costs. In arriving at its decisions, DOE
attempts to balance its waste management activities supporting site and Department-wide cleanup and
ongoing site operations with the desires of the communities within which it operates.

Comment (400)
The Federal Facility Compliance Act Brookhaven Mixed Waste Matrix, which creates separate streams
for each waste category and has a limited number of disposal facilities, is the most responsible option.

Response

DOE’s low-level mixed waste is subject to the Site Treatment Plans required under the Federal Facility
Compliance Act. The Final WM PEIS preferred alternative for low-level mixed waste is a combination
of parts of the Decentralized and Regionalized Alternatives, and is intended to be consistent with the
configuration established through the Federal Facility Compliance Act. The preferred alternatives, and
the reasons they are preferred, are described in Section 3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS.

Comment (541)

Commentors oppose the siting of programmatic waste management activities at BNL. Some
commentors gave no reason for their opposition; others expressed one or more of the reasons listed
below.

o The overall risks to public health and safety and the quality of the environment from proposed
waste management activities

o Specific Risks: Risks to endangered species; risks to sensitive habitat (such as the Long Island Pine
Barrens and coastal ponds); potential groundwater and drinking water contamination

o Factors: The population density around the site; the “high rate” of breast cancer on Long Island;
the site’s location over a sole-source aquifer; existing water and air pollution

e Opinions: That DOE could find a better site; that the sum of legal impediments and environmental
factors makes BNL extremely inappropriate for disposal of mixed and/or low-level wastes; that the

3-58



Volume V - Comment Response Document

3.5.2 Brookhaven National Laboratory

land at BNL is unsuitable for disposal of wastes; that in light of BNL’s successful waste source
reduction program, DOE should continue to focus on cleaning up existing contamination rather
than bringing in new wastes from other sites; and that there is no guarantee that onsite treatment of
waste is less damaging to the environment than shipping the waste to another facility.

Response

BNL is one of 17 “major” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full
description of how DOE identified major sites. However, designation as a major site does not mean
the site will be selected for a programmatic waste management role. Under two of the 36 alternatives
in the PEIS (Decentralized Alternatives for low-level mixed waste and low-level waste), DOE would
construct new facilities for BNL to manage its own waste. BNL would not dispose of any offsite
wastes, Under the remaining alternatives, BNL’s low-level mixed waste and low-level waste would be
disposed of at other DOE sites.

The WM PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10 for results; see
Volume III, Section C.4.1.2.3, for analysis methods. The analysis considered potential impacts,
including most of the impacts that concern commentors, from normal operations, operations accidents,
incident-free transportation, and transportation accidents. In addition, the PEIS estimates cumulative
impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (see Volume I, Chapter 11). In
general, the environmental impacts associated with waste management activities under all alternatives at
all sites considered in the PEIS would be small. For those impacts that would not be small, DOE
would incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts, and where applicable, to
comply with regulatory requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that waste management
activities at BNL would have a significant negative impact on public health and safety or the natural
environment.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE'’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred.
These are not final decisions. Records of Decision published in the Federal Register will announce
DOE’s decisions and the reasons for the decisions if they differ from those provided in the Final PEIS.
The WM PEIS analysis will not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management decisions;
budgets, schedules, and national priorities, as well as other DOE studies, will be considered in
developing Records of Decisions.

The WM PEIS addresses water resources as site-specific impact parameters. Major surface-water
features associated with BNL include the onsite Peconic River and its intermittent tributary. Onsite
streams and the Peconic River receive treated wastewater. Discharge monitoring in 1991 showed that
all concentrations were within applicable standards, except for trichloroethylene. The lower aquifer
system (Magothy and Raritan Formations) and the Pleistocene Upper Glacial Aquifer, which are all
considered sole-source aquifers, are the major groundwater units at BNL. Groundwater monitoring in
1991 showed that eight parameters exceeded New York State Drinking Water Standards. Some
groundwater contamination has migrated offsite, and concentrations have been found to exceed
drinking water standards. However, as described in Sections 6.6.2 and 7.6.2 in Volume I, the WM
PEIS water quality analysis indicated that disposal of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste at
BNL would not cause groundwater concentrations to exceed drinking water standards that were used as
an indication of acceptable groundwater quality.
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BNL is located in the Central Pine Barrens and within the Peconic Estuary system. One Federally
listed endangered species (the Peregrine Falcon) and several State-listed species have been observed on
or near the site. DOE is aware of the sensitive ecological resources associated with BNL, and would
locate new waste management facilities to avoid impacts to threatened and endangered species, nearby
wetlands, and other sensitive habitats. :

DOE used data from the 1990 U.S. Census to estimate that about 5,740,000 people live within 50 miles
from the center of BNL. This population could possibly be exposed to emissions released to the
atmosphere from waste treatment facilities. Human health risks (e.g., cancer) constitute a site-specific
impact parameter analyzed in the PEIS (Volume I, Sections 6.4, 7.4, and 8.4). Offsite population
human health risks and offsite maximally exposed individual health risks are also cumulative impact
parameters addressed by the PEIS (see Volume I, Section 11.2). The health risk analyses suggest that
adverse health effects from the operation of waste treatment facilities located at BNL would be small.
Public health impacts from disposal would similarly be small after implementation of mitigation
measures necessary to ensure that DOE would not exceed radionuclide- and/or chemical-specific limits.
Further, waste management facilities are not expected to contribute to radiation exposure of the general
public or result in radiation emissions to the environment.

A major focus of the WM PEIS is to help DOE establish a Department-wide program to safely and
efficiently manage radioactive and hazardous wastes. However, issues regarding existing pollution, a
site’s waste management record, and actual site cleanup and pollution prevention efforts are more
appropriately evaluated in sitewide or project-level studies.

While DOE understands and appreciates individual concerns, some alternative must be selected in light
of the considerable amount of existing radioactive and hazardous wastes. Be assured that DOE is
committed to managing its wastes to protect human health and the environment. DOE takes its
responsibility and accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a
configuration for its waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the
public. The WM PEIS will help DOE make sound waste management decisions.

The proximity of a waste management site to populated areas is only one of many factors in evaluating
alternatives. DOE must consider and balance other factors to achieve its objective of safe and efficient
treatment, safe and secure storage, and ultimate disposal of each waste type. For example, DOE must
consider waste transportation requirements, and the PEIS presents alternatives that would minimize
waste transportation (Decentralized Alternatives) and that would maximize waste transportation
(Centralized Alternatives). Although siting waste management activities in less-densely populated or
remote areas could reduce the potential for some impacts, the risks of transporting wastes over longer
distances to reach remote sites would increase the potential for other impacts. Section 1.7.3 in
Volume I lists and describes examples of the criteria and factors DOE will consider in the
decisionmaking process.

DOE prepared the WM PEIS ‘as a part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to
base waste management decisions. After DOE announces its decisions and before selecting specific
locations for waste management facilities on sites, DOE will consider the results of existing relevant or
required new NEPA reviews, which would include more detailed evaluations of the potential for
environmental impacts based on site-specific conditions.
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Comment (2090)

BNL is located in the Long Island Nassau-Suffolk Aquifer System, and WVDP is located in the
Cattaraugus Creek Aquifer System. These have been designated as sole-source aquifers pursuant to the
Safe Drinking Water Act. The sensitivity and importance of these sole-source aquifers should be
considered in the selection of the sites. Specifically, site-specific NEPA documentation should include
a detailed assessment of the potential groundwater impacts. A copy of EPA's guidance for conducting
groundwater analyses in sole-source aquifers is available upon request.

Response

Volume I, Chapter 4, and Volume III, Section C.4.3.5, of the WM PEIS identify DOE sites, including
BNL and WVDP, that are located over EPA-designated sole-source aquifers. DOE decisionmakers
will consider the locations of sites in relation to sole-source aquifers when determining future waste
management configurations. The minimization of environmental impacts is a decision criterion. See
Volume I, Section 1.7.3.

In addition, before selecting locations for facilities on sites, DOE will consider the results of existing
relevant or required new NEPA reviews, which would include detailed assessments of potential
groundwater impacts. DOE will follow applicable guidelines, including those from EPA, in conducting
its groundwater analyses.

Comment (2109)
Siting multiple disposal sites around the country would be poor waste management strategy and would
play into the hands of those who would close the lab [BNL] and DOE as the lab’s major funder.

Response

NEPA and CEQ regulations require the action agency to include a discussion of reasonable alternatives
to a proposed action in an EIS. The agency must provide sufficient information for each alternative so
that reviewers can evaluate the comparative merits of those alternatives. Four broad categories of
alternatives encompass the reasonable alternatives available to DOE for siting of facilities for the five
waste types that are considered in the WM PEIS. The No Action Alternative, Decentralized
Alternatives, Regionalized Alternatives, and Centralized Alternatives. However, under each category
of alternatives, there are many possible combinations for the number and location of DOE waste
management sites. To narrow these combinations to a level where meaningful analysis could occur,
DOE selected representative alternatives for analysis under each category.

Implementation of the waste management programmatic strategy could entail consolidation, or
downsizing, of waste management activities at some sites or upgrading in more regionalized or
centralized approaches. The PEIS does not make those decisions; rather, it makes recommendations.
Decisions will be based on this PEIS, regulatory compliance, budgets, schedules, compliance with site
agreements with States, national priorities, and other DOE studies. Decisions will be announced in
Records of Decision to be published in the Federal Register.

Comment (2813)

A commentor stated that BNL is inappropriate for hazardous wastewater treatment, and is concerned
that DOE believes sewage or wastewater treatment processes are appropriate for liquid hazardous
wastes at BNL. BNL received a permit from New York State in 1995 for a hazardous waste
management facility. The permit was solely to allow BNL to store hazardous wastes onsite prior to
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shipment for appropriate disposal. However, [the commentor] “is shocked” to discover that DOE
considers shipment of liquid hazardous wastes to be inappropriate and requested that DOE amend the
WM PEIS concerning the generic treatment of hazardous wastes at DOE facilities to reflect a policy
that is truly applicable complex-wide.

Response

The continued treatment of hazardous wastewater onsite at DOE facilities is one of the assumptions
identified in Volume I, Section 10.2.3, of the WM PEIS. For purposes of analysis the WM PEIS
considers hazardous waste at the 11 sites which collectively produce 90% of that waste type. Due to
the programmatic nature of the document, the WM PEIS analysis is generic in character and based on
assumptions to allow for meaningful comparison of programmatic management options. DOE believes
conclusions would not change, programmatically, if all sites (including BNL) were specifically
analyzed. All sites, however, will be subject to the decision made based on the WM PEIS.

Most DOE hazardous waste consists of wastewater that contains less than a 1% concentration of
organic materials. DOE currently treats hazardous wastewater onsite and will continue to do so in the
future because wastewater is not difficult to treat, but it is difficult and expensive to transport to an
offsite treatment facility. DOE believes that hazardous wastewater can be treated onsite within
regulatory limits. DOE complies with all applicable statutes and regulations in treating hazardous
waste onsite at BNL. DOE does not treat nonwastewater liquid hazardous waste with its sewage.

The focus of the PEIS alternatives is on the RCRA-defined nonwastewater hazardous waste that is used
for fuel burning onsite or shipped offsite for incineration. This nonwastewater hazardous waste,
predominantly solvents and cleaning agents, is about 1% of the DOE hazardous waste.

DOE revised Section 1.5.6 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to explain that non-hazardous and
nonradioactive sanitary waste, non-hazardous solid waste, and hazardous- and low-level process
wastewater are not included in the PEIS analysis. They raise site-specific issues and, therefore, not
appropriately addressed in a programmatic EIS.

Comment (2815)
BNL has very little low-level mixed waste waste and no low-level waste. BNL should not receive any
offsite wastes because it does not produce a significant quantity of its own.

Response

Table 6.1-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS is based on the 1994 Mixed Waste Inventory Report, which
indicates that BNL has 190 cubic meters of estimated inventory plus 20 years generation of low-level
mixed waste. The 1992 Integrated Data Base, the source of LLW data for the Draft WM PEIS, did not
provide LLW data for BNL. Thus, the evaluation in the Draft PEIS.for BNL did not include impacts
from management of LLW. However, Tables 1.6-2 and 7.1-1 in Volume I of the Final PEIS show that
the inventory plus the 20-year projected LLW volume at BNL is 5,600 cubic meters. The updated data
were obtained from the 1995 version of the Integrated Data Base. Consideration of updated LLW
estimates for BNL are included in Appendix I in Volume IV of the Final PEIS. Appendix I addresses
the issue of how updated waste projections affect PEIS conclusions.
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BNL would manage only its own low-level mixed waste and low-level waste, and would dispose of
such wastes onsite only under the Decentralized Alternatives. BNL would not dispose of any offsite
wastes.

Comment (2850)
BNL and its surrounding area are too environmentally sensitive for “indefinite storage.” Materials
should be shipped off this site even under the No Action Alternative.

Response

The No Action Alternative can be characterized as the status quo alternative. Wastes would continued
to be treated, stored, and/or disposed of at each site using only existing or planned facilities. The
No Action Alternative for BNL means the following: for low-level mixed waste, BNL would treat
wastewater only and store BNL low-level mixed waste onsite; BNL would ship low-level waste to
Hanford for disposal. Note that RCRA Subtitle C implementing regulations governing low-level mixed
waste, prohibit “indefinite storage” of waste that requires treatment.

As to the environmental sensitivity of the BNL area, DOE found that the construction of waste
management facilities would entail a limited loss of acreage. DOE should be able to locate new waste
management facilities in a manner to minimize adverse impacts to sensitive ecological resources.
Actual waste management facilities will be analyzed in future sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews.

Comment (2856)

The WM PEIS states that Regionalized Alternatives are preferred for low-level mixed waste. There are
blank spaces in Table 3.4-1 for the Regionalized Alternatives under BNL. If this means that BNL
would not become a regional treatment and disposal site for low-level mixed waste, that low-level
mixed waste would be shipped from BNL off Long Island, and that no low-level mixed waste would be
shipped from offsite locations to BNL, the commentor supports this preferred alternative.

Response

DOE's preferred alternative for treatment of low-level mixed waste is a combination of parts of the
Decentralized and Regionalized Alternatives. @At BNL, the preferred treatment alternative is
regionalized treatment, under which DOE would ship its low-level mixed waste offsite for treatment;
although, some low-level mixed waste could be treated onsite, consistent with the Site Treatment Plan.
All BNL low-level mixed waste would be disposed of offsite under the preferred alternative. Note,
however, that these are not final decisions. Decisions will be announced in Records of Decision
published in the Federal Register following publication of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (2869)
As BNL is not an appropriate site to consider for the disposal of hazardous and/or radioactive wastes,
BNL should be deleted from all of the tables in Chapters 4, 6, and 7.

Response

NEPA requires DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable alternatives to a proposed action; in this case,
BNL was analyzed as a reasonable potential waste management site for its own low-level mixed waste
and low-level waste. For this reason, BNL is listed in the tables in Chapters 4, 6, and 7 in Volume I of
the WM PEIS.
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Comment (2965)

The No Action Alternative for hazardous and/or radioactive waste is completely inappropriate for
BNL. Because BNL is in a very environmentally sensitive area, there should be no treatment or
storage of low-level mixed waste at this site.

Response

NEPA requires Federal agencies to include a discussion of reasonable alternatives in an environmental
impact statement. DOE must provide sufficient information for each alternative so that reviewers may
evaluate the comparative merits of those alternatives.

Under the WM PEIS alternatives, BNL would manage only its own low-level mixed waste and low-
level waste. BNL would dispose of such wastes onsite only under the Decentralized Alternative. It
would not dispose of any offsite wastes.

Although the Final WM PEIS does identify preferred alternatives for each waste type, actual
programmatic decisions will be announced in Records of Decision. Moreover, the WM PEIS analysis
will not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets, schedules and
national priorities, as well as other DOE studies, will be considered in moving to Records of Decision.
The minimization of environmental impacts, e.g., on ecological resources, is a decision criterion.
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Comment (1761)

The WM PEIS lists the Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP) as a possible disposal
facility for other sites’ waste. However, DOE, EPA, and the State of Ohio have already accepted the
citizens’ recommendation explicitly rejecting the idea that any offsite wastes come to FEMP for
disposal.

Response

As described in Chapters 6 and 7 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS, the alternatives for low-level
mixed waste and low-level waste (the waste types considered for management at FEMP) do not include
disposal at FEMP of waste generated offsite. Table 7.3-4 in Volume I of the Draft WM PEIS was
misleading in identifying waste from sites other than FEMP (Ames, ANL-E, Fermi, Mound) being
disposed of at FEMP. This table has been corrected in the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (2339)

Regionalized Alternative 2 is a good choice for low-level waste because it includes FEMP in the
process. However, this choice could be precluded because of the preexisting agreements between
FEMP and NTS.

Response

Historically, FEMP’s low-level radioactive waste has been shipped to NTS for shallow land burial.
FEMP ships this waste to NTS in accord with direction from DOE Headquarters and Nevada Defense
Waste Acceptance Criteria NVD-325. There are no binding agreements between FEMP and NTS that
would preclude the Regionalized 2 Alternative.
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Comment (1148)
We prefer that high-level waste from WVDP be stored at the Hanford Site rather than at SRS.

Response

Thank you for commenting. DOE’s preferred alternative for managing high-level waste, and the
reason it is preferred, is identified in Section 3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Programmatic
decisions will be announced in Records of Decision published in the Federal Register. Budgets,
schedules and national priorities, as well as other DOE studies will be factored into the decisionmaking
process.

Comment (1952)
Of those commentors opposing the siting of programmatic waste management activities at the Hanford
Site, some commentors gave no reason for their opposition and others expressed one or more of the
reasons listed below:

e The overall risks to public health and safety (including Native Americans) and the quality of the
environment from normal operations, facility accidents, and transportation accidents; including the
potential contamination of water from buried waste;

e Contamination of critical sage-brush habitat in violation of the Endangered Species Act;

o That waste should be kept where it is, and DOE should not be allowed to import to Hanford and bury
mixed radioactive and hazardous wastes from other nuclear weapons plants at Hanford;

o That Hanford facilities be used to treat mixed waste or low-level waste from other nuclear weapons
plants only if there is no impact to Hanford cleanup schedules and if the wastes are not stored at
Hanford before or after treatment for prolonged periods (a few commentors also expressed the
opposite view);

o Seismic activity at Hanford was not considered with regard to long-term impacts of the treatment
and storage of high-level waste; such site-specific analyses must be conducted at Hanford before
any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources;

o That Hanford is not suitable for receiving additional wastes, as it is a Superfund site and existing
wastes are not being properly stored or dealt with; Hanford cleanup needs to happen, not more
dumping; modifications to the Hanford Site Tri-Party Agreement would be opposed; all waste should
be kept in aboveground monitored storage; DOE should not create any more nuclear waste; and that
DOE needs to determine the real total costs of these actions.

Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action; in this case, the potential for siting some waste management activities
at the Hanford Site was analyzed as a reasonable option under some WM PEIS waste management
alternatives. Hanford is one of 17 “major” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I,
Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how DOE identified major sites.
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Radioactive and hazardous wastes are generated at DOE facilities from the development, production,
testing, and disassembly of nuclear weapons; from basic and applied research; and from energy
research activities. DOE will continue to perform these and other functions within its mission until
directed otherwise by the President and Congress.

The Hanford Site is being analyzed in the PEIS as a candidate location for management of low-level
mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste.

For low-level mixed waste, DOE evaluated seven separate alternatives. Under five of these
alternatives, Hanford would serve as a disposal site for its own low-level mixed waste. Under the
Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized Alternative 1, Hanford would also receive low-level waste
from two small sites amounting to less than 1% of the total volume disposed of at Hanford. For
Regionalized Alternatives 2 and 4, Hanford would receive small volumes of wastes from six other sites
amounting to 7% of the total onsite disposal at Hanford. For Regionalized Alternative 3, all Hanford
low-level mixed waste would be shipped to other sites for disposal. Only under the Centralized
Alternative would the Hanford Site be responsible for disposing of a substantial quantity of waste other
than its own (86 % of the total volume disposed of would be received from other sites).

For low-level waste, DOE evaluated 14 separate alternatives, 12 of which considered Hanford as a
potential site for disposal. Under No Action, Hanford would continue to treat and dispose of low-level
waste generated onsite, as well as offsite wastes that would amount to 68% of the total volume disposed
of at Hanford. For the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, Hanford
would only dispose of the wastes generated on the site. For Regionalized Alternatives 4 and S and
Centralized Alternatives 3 and 4, Hanford would dispose of its own waste, as well as offsite wastes
amounting to 8% of the total volume disposed of. Hanford would dispose of a greater amount of
wastes generated off the site under Regionalized Alternative 6 (80%) and Centralized Alternatives 1
and 5 (both 94 %), in addition to disposing of its own waste.

Under the transuranic waste management alternatives, Hanford would treat transuranic waste, and up to
10% of the total volume that it treats would come from other sites. However, no transuranic waste
disposal would take place at Hanford.

Hanford currently stores high-level waste on the site. Under each of the alternatives for managing this
waste type, all of the existing and planned high-level waste being stored at Hanford would eventually
be transported off the site. Under Regionalized Alternative 2, Hanford would also receive and
temporarily store high-level waste from WVDP prior to its shipment to a permanent storage location.

Under three of the four alternatives proposed for hazardous waste management, the Hanford Site would
continue to ship all hazardous waste off the site for treatment either at a commercial facility or at
another DOE “hub” site (INEL). For the remaining alternative (Regionalized Alternative 1), Hanford
would serve as a hub site managing its own waste and hazardous waste received from LLNL. Under
this alternative, Hanford would treat some of the hazardous wastes onsite, with any remaining waste
being shipped off the site for treatment at a commercial facility.

The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10 for results; see
Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. The analysis considered potential impacts, including
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most of the impacts that concern commentors, from normal operations, operations accidents, incident-
free transportation, and transportation accidents. In addition, the PEIS estimates cumulative impacts
from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general,
the environmental impacts associated with waste management activities under all alternatives for all
sites considered in the PEIS would be small. For those impacts that would not be small, DOE would
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts. Therefore, there is no reason to
believe that waste management activities at Hanford would have a significant negative impact on the
natural environment or public health and safety.

DOE used data from the 1990 U.S. Census to estimate that about 378,000 people live within a 50-mile
radius of the existing 200-Areas waste management facilities at Hanford. This population could
possibly be exposed to emissions released to the atmosphere from waste management activities.
Human health risks (e.g., cancer) constitute a site-specific impact parameter analyzed in the PEIS
(Volume I, Sections 6.4, 7.4, and 8.4). Offsite population human health risks and offsite maximally
exposed individual health risks are also cumulative impact parameters addressed by the PEIS (see
Volume I, Section 11.6). The health risk analyses indicate that there is a potential for increased
adverse health effects from the operation of waste treatment or disposal facilities located at Hanford.
However, if DOE decides to site a new waste management facility at Hanford, it would establish design
and operational limitations to ensure that releases from the facility would be maintained below
regulatory limits. Appendix D in Volume III describes in more detail waste management facility
human health risk estimates.

The PEIS also includes a detailed assessment of risks associated with accidents from both rail and truck
transportation, including low-probability/high-consequence and high-probability/low-consequence
accidents. DOE found that risks from transportation accidents would be low under all alternatives.
DOE provides for Radiological Assistance Program teams consisting of trained experts equipped and
prepared to quickly respond to an accident and assist local emergency response personnel, if requested
by local agencies.

Section 4.4.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS states that the seismicity of the Columbia Plateau is
relatively low, although shallow, low intensity earthquakes occur throughout the Hanford Site area,
although quakes of greater magnitude have occurred in the plateau region. Section 2.2.1.1 of the WM
PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report further discusses the existing known faults within the
Hanford area and the seismic history of the Columbia Plateau. The technical report is available in the
DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final WM PEIS.

Groundwater monitoring at Hanford in 1992 showed that 14 parameters exceeded comparison criteria.
Preliminary investigations have identified four major groundwater contaminant plumes, which have
been found to enter the Columbia River in at least three locations. However, any future waste
management facilities at Hanford would be appropriately designed and constructed to minimize the
potential for leaks affecting groundwater.

The PEIS ecological risk assessment found that environmental risks from treatment would be low at
Hanford under all waste management alternatives, and environmental risk from disposal would be low
after implementation of radionuclide- and/or chemical-specific limits.
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Sections 6.14, 7.14, 8.14, 9.14, and 10.14 of the WM PEIS compare potential costs by alternative for
each waste type. In addition, Volume II of the PEIS contains data tables that include cost information
for each site.

As evidenced by this PEIS, DOE does not intend to “dump” waste in the ground. DOE intends to
properly manage the wastes to protect human health and the environment. The opinion that waste
should be managed where it is generated most closely matches the No Action and Decentralized
Alternatives (see Volume I, Chapter 3), which are carefully evaluated in this PEIS. Further, no wastes
would be shipped to Hanford for treatment until suitable treatment facilities become available.

Other sites are being analyzed to take large quantities of Hanford transuranic waste and high-level
waste for disposal. When decisions are made based on the WM PEIS, Hanford could be asked to take
some or all of the low-level waste and low-level mixed waste in the DOE complex. Decisions will be
based on impacts evaluated in the WM PEIS, as well as other criteria. Certainly, public input and
equity will be considered in the final decisions.

DOE recognizes that the siting of waste management facilities may be perceived negatively by some
people. DOE is committed to protecting human health and the environment. DOE takes its
responsibility and accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a
configuration for its waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the
public. The PEIS will help DOE make sound waste management decisions.

The WM PEIS uses generic treatment and disposal technologies and a number of conservative
assumptions to develop its programmatic evaluations of the relative impacts of different waste
management alternatives. The results of these impact analyses are screening-level estimates; prior to
implementing any decisions and committing resources, DOE would develop more precise estimates of
potential impacts. Issues regarding existing pollution, a site’s waste management record, and actual
site cleanup efforts will be evaluated at the site level.

DOE prepared the PEIS as part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to base
waste management decisions. This strategy includes compliance with all laws that govern protection of
the environment, including the Endangered Species Act. Based on projected land requirements, DOE
considered the potential for proposed waste management activities to affect sensitive habitats and
species. Because the land required for the construction of waste management facilities would be a
small fraction of available nonsensitive lands, DOE would be able to avoid direct impacts to sensitive
lands. Further, DOE would have enough flexibility to avoid indirect impacts, such as those that could
result from building access roads. If DOE selects Hanford for a specific waste management role, it
would consider in greater detail potential impacts to endangered species and natural resources.

Preexisting site-specific plans and agreements, such as the Tri-Party Agreement, will be considered by
decisionmakers. However, it is possible that some compliance agreements might need to be revisited
as a result of decisions made based on the WM PEIS.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred.
These are not final decisions. Records of Decision will announce DOE’s decisions and the reasons for
the decisions if they differ from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS. The WM PEIS
analysis will not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets,
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schedules, and national priorities, as well as other DOE studies will be considered in developing
Records of Decision.

Comment (2181)

Washington State voters passed a law, by an 84 % margin, stating that we are not going to be your high
level nuclear dump, not for temporary storage, nor for an underground repository. The WM PEIS
does not examine alternatives to Yucca Mountain. Since Yucca Mountain is not likely to open on time,
or at all, or have enough room for DOE wastes, Hanford would become a permanent waste dump.

Response

While the WM PEIS analyzes impacts from the storage and transportation of canisters that contain
vitrified high-level waste, high-level waste treatment and disposal are outside the scope of the PEIS.
High-level waste treatment is addressed through sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews identified in
Sections 9.1.2.1 through 9.1.2.4 in Volume I of the PEIS.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended in 1987 (Public Law 100-23), designated that a repository
for high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel be developed and that deep geologic disposal be at Yucca
Mountain, the only option studied for the disposal of high-level waste. Although the law does not
require that the repository be at Yucca Mountain in Nevada, it identifies only Yucca Mountain for the
site characterization activities that would precede the selection of a repository location. Potential
environmental consequences of constructing and operating a high-level waste repository at the site is
being evaluated in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS. If the high-level waste repository is not
established at Yucca Mountain, DOE would have to reevaluate long-term plans for disposition of high-
level waste.

As described in Section 9.3.5 in Volume I, the WM PEIS does examine the environmental impacts of
long-term storage of high-level waste canisters at Hanford if the repository does not open on time. The
impacts of long-term storage of vitrified high-level waste at Hanford would be small.

Comment (2238)
The WM PEIS should include Chapter 5 of the Hanford Remedial Action EIS, including the land-use-
based and health-risk-based alternatives.

Response

The WM PEIS is a national and programmatic study to help DOE develop a strategy to manage the
radioactive and hazardous wastes for which the Waste Management Program is responsible. The
alternatives in the Hanford Remedial Action EIS deal primarily with environmental restoration, not
waste management, activities at Hanford. Environmental restoration activities are not within the scope
of the WM PEIS. However, the PEIS does evaluate how the comparison among waste management
alternatives could be affected by estimated volumes of environmental restoration waste that could be
transferred to Waste Management Program responsibility (see Volume III, Appendix B). In'addition,
Section 1.8 in Volume I describes the relationship of this PEIS to other actions and programs, including
the Hanford Remedial Action EIS.
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Comment (2260)

The workforce at Hanford is demoralized by no action. We need to identify the opportunities that exist
from the legacy of the past. We cannot tolerate delays. We will never have all the answers; we will
have to make decisions on incomplete information.

Response

The WM PEIS does not qualitatively analyze environmental restoration wastes (“the legacy of the
past”), nor does the scope of the WM PEIS include environmental restoration alternatives.
Section 1.7.1 in Volume I of the PEIS explains the change in scope of the WM PEIS, which removed
environmental restoration alternatives from the analysis, primarily because of the site-specific nature of
environmental restoration activities and the uncertainty about the characteristics of environmental
restoration waste at many DOE sites.

Section 1.8.1 in Volume I does include descriptions of other Hanford NEPA documents and their
relationship to the WM PEIS. Among these documents is the Hanford Remedial Action Draft EIS,
which analyzes the impacts of remediating past-practice waste sites that are DOE’s responsibility. It
will help establish future land-use objectives to assist DOE in developing a remediation strategy for the
Columbia River, Central Plateau, and all other geographic areas of the Hanford Site.

Section 11.6.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS notes that the impacts of actions addressed in the Hanford
Remedial Action Draft EIS are included in the cumulative impacts analysis for Hanford.

Comment (3088)

Since the State of Nevada indicates it does not want the high-level waste, Hanford could become a
permanent centralized storage site under the Centralized Alternative, which would affect and require a
modification to the Tri-Party Agreement. All of WVDP’s 300 canisters would be shipped to Hanford
because WVDP would generate all of its canisters prior to 2015; if acceptance of the high-level waste
at the geologic repository is delayed past 2015, all canisters from WVDP, SRS, and INEL could be
shipped to Hanford for storage prior to shipping to Yucca Mountain. Nevada might never accept these
canisters, leaving Hanford a permanent storage site.

Response

As described in Section 9.3.5 in Volume I, the WM PEIS examines the environmental impacts of long-
term storage of high-level waste canisters at Hanford if the repository designated by the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act, as amended in 1987 (Public Law 100-23), does not open on time. The impacts of long-
term storage of vitrified high-level waste at Hanford would be small.

Comment (3166)

One commentor stated that the State of Washington and the U.S. EPA should not allow DOE or the
U.S. Department of Defense to transfer to the Hanford Site any hazardous and radioactive waste unless
the following criteria are met. Transport of offsite waste to Hanford for treatment will require careful
planning of routes and consideration of weather emergencies to minimize the likelihood of an accident.
Emergency preparedness for minimizing the impacts from an accident will require financial support
from DOE to State, Tribal and local involvement, including adequate equipment and training. When
materials are shipped, timely notification should be provided to transportation agencies.
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Response

Sections 4.3.10 in Volume I and E.9 in Volume IV of the WM PEIS describe the transportation
planning and route selection processes used by DOE. Transportation planning includes considerations
of emergency planning and shipment notification requirements.

DOE requirements for emergency response preparedness are contained in DOE Order 151.1,
Comprehensive Emergency Management Systems and Planning for Preparedness for Operational
Emergencies. Emergency preparedness for transport of radioactive wastes is a vital part of the
transportation planning process.

As a shipper of radioactive materials, DOE is responsible for complying with the regulations applicable
to the safety of its shipments. This includes assisting State, Tribal, and local emergency responders if
an accident occurs. DOE’s Transportation Emergency Preparedness Program includes initiatives on
planning and training, exercises, and technical assistance to State, Tribal, and local governments. DOE
further provides for Radiological Assistance Program teams consisting of trained experts equipped and
prepared to quickly respond to an accident and assist local emergency response personnel, if requested.
DOE’s Radiological Assistance Program teams are administered by eight Regional Coordinating
Officers.

Comment (3421)

DOE’s low-level radioactive waste is not regulated. At Hanford, it is buried in unlined, unregulated
trenches that do not meet commercial standards and lack appropriate monitoring. DOE now wants to
bury in Hanford’s unlined and unregulated low-level radioactive waste trenches waste that has been
considered mixed toxic or carcinogenic dangerous waste under the Washington State Dangerous Waste
Law. Quantities of these wastes and corresponding risks and impacts (e.g., health, water, wildlife, and
air) of having these wastes in the same unlined, unregulated burial trenches as radioactive wastes are
not disclosed in the WM PEIS.

Response

Assuming that the comment might refer to low-level mixed waste after treatment, it is important to note
that the disposal facilities for treated low-level mixed waste would be designed to comply with the
applicable Dangerous Waste Regulations of Washington State.

Quantities of low-level mixed wastes and hazardous waste, including those referred to by the
commentor, and the corresponding impacts analyses are found in Chapters 6 and 10, respectively, in
Volume I of the PEIS. Further information is provided in Appendix I in Volume IV of the PEIS, and
in technical reports available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the
Final PEIS.

Comment (3715)

Even without considering environmental restoration and decontamination wastes, the Centralized
Alternative for low-level mixed waste and hazardous waste could cause adverse air quality impacts,
pose health risks along transportation corridors, make Hanford a sacrifice zone, and impact air and
water resources and transportation corridors by treating/incinerating mixed waste from other sites at
privatized facilities now planned by Hanford. In addition, if DOE chooses the Centralized Alternative
for disposal of all DOE low-level mixed waste at Hanford, Hanford would get 6.3 times more waste
than it already has plans to dispose of.

3-72



Volume V - Comment Response Document

3.5.4 Hanford Site

Site Treatment Plans for other weapons plants include plans to ship mixed waste to Hanford for long-
term storage/disposal in violation of Hanford Advisory Board advice, Joint States’ principles, and
DOE’s own promises. Why do we have to worry about DOE choosing the Centralized Alternative for
disposing of all of the Nation’s low-level mixed waste at Hanford? Because DOE’s cost estimate for
the Centralized Alternative is $5 billion less than for the Decentralized Alternative.

Response

DOE analyzed the Centralized Alternatives for low-level mixed and hazardous waste to compare
reasonable alternatives, as required by the CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA. Potential impacts
that were analyzed included air quality, health risks from transportation, ecological resources, and land
requirements. Cost was only one item among many analyzed. As waste is consolidated at fewer sites,
costs for waste management facilities decrease. DOE identifies its preferred waste management
alternatives and the reasons they are preferred in Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final PEIS.

The WM PEIS provides the NEPA basis for the Federal Facility Compliance Act low-level mixed
waste treatment configuration. The initial Site Treatment Plans were based on discussions among
States, EPA, Tribal Governments, and the public. The implementing Compliance Orders can be
modified to reflect technical, schedule, and other additional inputs as the treatment configuration and
needs evolve.

Comment (3743)

If DOE chooses the Centralized Alternative for disposal of all low-level waste at the Hanford Site, even
without consideration of Hanford’s own cleanup waste requirements, the site’s total wastewater
treatment capacity would be exceeded.

Response

As noted in Section 1.7.3 in Volume I, in accordance with NEPA, the Final WM PEIS identifies a
preferred alternative for each waste type. As noted in Section 1.7.3 in Volume I, DOE selected these
preferred alternatives based on factors and criteria that include public input; favoring strategies that
further DOE mission objectives; ensuring alternatives are consistent with site capabilities and
availability of technologies; etc. Preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred are discussed
in Section 3.7 in Volume I. DOE will announce its decisions in Records of Decision to be published in
the Federal Register. Before selecting locations for waste management facilities on sites, DOE will
consider the results of existing relevant or required new NEPA reviews, which would address in more
detail potential environmental impacts based on site- specific conditions, including wastewater treatment
capacity. If an alternative selected by DOE would result in the Hanford Site’s total wastewater
treatment capacity being exceeded, expanded wastewater treatment capacity would be among the new
facilities required by that alternative.
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Comment (537)
DOE needs to understand that the disposal of low-level waste over an aquifer will not be a preferred
alternative for Idaho; this would be a non-preferred alternative.

Response

Low-level waste would be disposed of at INEL under the No Action, Decentralized, and
Regionalized 1 through 5 Alternatives. The WM PEIS analysis of the impacts to water quality from
disposal showed that low-level waste disposal at INEL would not cause groundwater concentrations to
exceed or even approach relevant drinking water standards under any of the low-level waste
alternatives. More detail on water quality impacts from low-level waste management is provided in
Section 7.6.2 in VolumelI of the WM PEIS. DOE would conduct disposal unit performance
assessments before siting disposal facilities at INEL or any site. Siting of disposal facilities will not
occur before DOE has considered the results of sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews.

Comment (2583)

The WM PEIS states that INEL was eliminated from consideration as a Regionalized Alternative site
for high-level waste because it has no existing or approved storage facilities. In that case, why is INEL
appropriate for other alternatives?

Response

Four DOE sites either store or manage high-level waste: the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP. The
WM PEIS analyzes the impacts of stored vitrified high-level waste. However, high-level waste at INEL is
not vitrified; rather, it is in liquid or calcined forms pending future processing to a final waste form, and
no high-level waste canister storage facility exists or is approved for INEL.

Because the site is not authorized to treat high-level waste to a final waste form acceptable for disposal in
the candidate repository, the No Action Alternative assumes no canister production at INEL. INEL is
also assumed to have no canister storage facilities under the No Action Alternative.

For all alternatives other than No Action, an average annual production rate of 48 canisters per year is
assumed for INEL. Under the Decentralized Alternative, storage capacity would be constructed at the site
equal to the anticipated total production of high-level waste canisters at INEL.

The Regionalized Alternatives for high-level waste address transporting the relatively small number of
WVDP high-level waste canisters to either the Hanford Site or SRS, both of which have existing or
planned storage facilities that could accept these canisters in the near term. In contrast, INEL was
eliminated from consideration as a storage site for WVDP canisters under the Regionalized Alternatives
because it has no existing or approved storage facilities for high-level waste. However, adequate storage
capacity would be constructed at INEL under the Regionalized Alternatives for managing high-level waste
canisters produced onsite.

Comment (2881)

The State of Idaho supports those alternatives proposing to construct or operate waste treatment
facilities on INEL consistent with requirements of the Spent Nuclear Fuel Court Order of 1995, the
Federal Facility Compliance Act, and the INEL Site Treatment Plan. The State opposes any proposed
alternative specifying the siting and operation of any waste disposal facility over the Snake River Plain
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sole-source aquifer. Because of the State’s dependence on the aquifer, it also opposes any alternatives
under which large amounts of offsite waste would be brought to INEL for disposal.

Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action; in this case, the potential for siting some waste management activities
at INEL was analyzed as a reasonable option under some of the WM PEIS waste management
alternatives. INEL is one of 17 “major” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1,
for a full description of how DOE identified major sites.

INEL is analyzed in the WM PEIS as a candidate location for management of low-level mixed waste, low-
level waste, transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste.

For low-level mixed waste, DOE evaluated seven separate alternatives. Under four of these alternatives,
INEL would serve as a disposal site for low-level mixed waste. Under the Decentralized Alternative,
INEL would only dispose of its own low-level mixed waste. For Regionalized Alternatives 1 and 2,
INEL would also receive wastes from other sites that would amount to 10% and 9%, respectively, of the
total volume disposed of at INEL. Only under Regionalized Alternative 4 would INEL receive and
dispose of a substantial amount of low-level mixed waste from other sites (76% of the total volume
disposed of at INEL). Conversely, under Regionalized Alternative 3 and the Centralized Alternative, all
INEL low-level mixed waste would be shipped off the site to another location for disposal.

For low-level waste, DOE evaluated 14 separate alternatives, 7 of which considered INEL as a potential
site for disposal. For the No Action, Decentralized, and Regionalized 1, 2, 3, and 4 Alternatives, INEL
would only dispose of its own waste. Under Regionalized Alternative 5, INEL would receive and dispose
of low-level mixed waste from other sites (69% of the total volume disposed of at INEL). Under
Regionalized Alternatives 6 and 7, and the five Centralized Alternatives, INEL low-level waste would be
shipped off the site to another location for disposal.

Under several of the transuranic waste management alternatives, INEL would treat transuranic waste, and
up to 31% of the total volume that it treats could come from other sites. However, no transuranic waste
disposal would take place at INEL.

INEL currently stores high-level waste onsite. Under the alternatives for managing this waste type (with
the exception of No Action), the existing and planned high-level waste stored at INEL would eventually
be transported off the site to a permanent storage location. Under the No Action Alternative, current
onsite storage and management practices for high-level waste would continue.

Four alternatives were analyzed for hazardous waste management. Under the Decentralized Alternative,
all INEL hazardous wastes would be shipped off the site for commercial treatment. Under No Action and
Regionalized Alternative 1, INEL would continue to treat some hazardous wastes produced on the site,
with any remaining waste being shipped off the site for treatment at a commercial facility. For
Regionalized Alternative 2, INEL would also serve as a "hub" location for receiving hazardous wastes
from several western region sites prior to onsite or offsite treatment.

The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10 for results; see
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Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. The affected environment at ¢ach major site was
considered in the PEIS analysis. The analysis considered potential impacts from normal operations,
operations accidents, incident-free transportation, and transportation accidents. In addition, the PEIS
estimates cumulative impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
(see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general, the environmental impacts associated with waste management
activities under all alternatives considered in the PEIS would be small. For those impacts that would
not be small, DOE would incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts and,
where applicable, comply with regulatory requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that
waste management activities at INEL would have a significant negative impact on the natural
environment or public health and safety.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred. The
Records of Decision will announce DOE'’s decisions and the reasons for the decisions if they differ
from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS. The WM PEIS analysis will not be the only
basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets, schedules, and national priorities, as
well as other DOE studies, will be considered in developing Records of Decision. Similarly, the
position and comments from the State of Idaho will be considered by decisionmakers in selecting
alternatives for implementation.

The PEIS addresses water resources as site-specific impact parameters. The major groundwater unit at
INEL is the Snake River Plain Aquifer, which is considered a“sole-source aquifer for area wells.
Although groundwater monitoring for radioactive and nonradioactive parameters have shown elevated
levels of some contaminants at onsite wells, no contaminants were found to exceed established EPA
levels in offsite wells. .

Actual design, siting, construction, and operation of disposal facilities will require additional analyses,
such as performance assessments, and would be in compliance with all existing site-specific
requirements, such as the INEL Land Use Plan. The Site Treatment Plans were developed in
accordance with the Federal Facility Compliance Act for treatment of DOE low-level mixed waste.
The DOE Disposal Workgroup and the National Governors Association have developed a process to
identify sites subject to Site Treatment Plans that are suitable for further evaluation of their potential as
disposal sites. Information obtained through this process will be considered in developing Records of
Decision for the WM PEIS. Further information on this process is provided in Volume I,
Section 1.8.2, of the PEIS.

DOE recognizes that the siting of waste management facilities may be perceived negatively by some
people. DOE is committed to protecting human health and the environment. DOE takes its
responsibility and accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a
configuration for its waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the
public. The PEIS will help DOE make sound waste management decisions.

DOE prepared the PEIS as a part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on. which to base
waste management decisions. Before selecting locations for waste management facilities or sites, DOE
will consider the results of existing or require new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews, which will
evaluate in greater detail the potential for environmental impacts at sites selected for programmatic
waste management activities.
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Comment (1488)
Do not bring wastes to LANL from other sites. It is not an appropriate site for waste treatment,
storage, or disposal.

Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action. In this case, the potential for siting some waste management
activities at LANL is a reasonable option under some of the WM PEIS alternatives. LANL is one of
17 “major” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how
DOE identified major sites. However, designation of a major site does not mean the site will be
selected for a programmatic waste management role.

LANL is analyzed in the WM PEIS as a candidate location for management of low-level mixed waste,
low-level waste, transuranic waste, and hazardous waste.

The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10 for results; see
Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. The analysis considered potential impacts from normal
operations, operations accidents, incident-free transportation, and transportation accidents. In addition,
the PEIS estimates cumulative impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
(see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general, the environmental impacts associated with waste management
activities under all alternatives at all sites considered in the PEIS would be small. For those impacts
that would not be small, DOE would incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate impacts
and, where applicable, comply with regulatory requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe
that waste management activities at LANL would have a significant negative impact on the natural
environment or public health and safety.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE'’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred. The
Records of Decision will announce DOE’s decisions and the reasons for the decisions if they differ
from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS. The WM PEIS analysis will not be the only
basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets, schedules, and national priorities, as
well as other DOE studies will be considered in developing Records of Decision.

DOE prepared the PEIS as part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to base
waste management decisions. Before selecting locations for waste management facilities on sites, DOE
will consider the results of existing required new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews, which will
evaluate in greater detail the design of specific facilities and the potential for environmental impacts at
sites selected for programmatic waste management activities.

Comment (1490)
Keep low-level waste onsite at LANL.

Response ,

DOE considered managing LANL’s low-level waste onsite under the No Action, Decentralized, and
Regionalized 1, 2, 3, and 4 Alternatives. Under the Regionalized 5, 6, and 7, and Centralized
Alternatives, LANL would ship some or all of its low-level waste to other sites. The low-level waste
alternatives are detailed in Section 7.3 in Volume I. DOE is required to evaluate reasonable
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alternatives. This allows decisionmakers to make meaningful comparisons of waste management
alternatives. The preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred are described in Section 3.7
in VolumeI of the WM PEIS. While the WM PEIS presents national strategy options, actual
programmatic decisions will be announced in Records of Decision, which will be published in the
Federal Register. Budgets, schedules and national priorities, as well as other DOE studies (e.g.,
Baseline Environmental Management Report, Risk Reports, Site Treatment Plans) will be factored into
the decisionmaking process.

Comment (1566)

Bringing hazardous waste into the community for incineration is not a good idea. The controlled air
incinerator planned for LANL just lost funding. DOE needs to consider other options for treatment.
The Final WM PEIS needs to discuss incineration in more detail.

Response

For the Final WM PEIS, DOE modified the Decentralized Alternative for hazardous waste and
eliminated LANL as a candidate for onsite treatment of such waste. LANL remains as a candidate site
for onsite treatment under Regionalized Alternative 1 (see Section 10.3.3).

Also for this analysis, DOE used generic treatment technologies (incineration and fuel burning) to
determine representative impacts. However, DOE will not use the PEIS to select technologies.
Volume IV, Section H.3.2, of the PEIS discusses the technical issues, schedule, cost, and public
acceptability associated with the incineration of DOE waste.
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Comment (123)

If those commentors opposing the siting of programmatic waste management activities at LLNL, some
commentors gave no reason for their opposition and others expressed one or more of the reasons listed
below:

e The overall risks to public health and safety and the quality of the environment from normal
operations, facility accidents, and transportation accidents;

e Specific Risks: Seismic risks associated with the location of Site 300 on an earthquake fault;
potential groundwater and drinking-water contamination; and the dangers of transporting wastes
over congested freeways that have “millions of commuters and frequent accidents”;

e Factors: The prevailing winds in the area; the population density around the site; the potential
cancer rates associated with programmatic waste management activities; that Site 300 is located
only a few miles from the California aqueduct; and consistency with land-use and growth-planning
issues;

e Opinions: That the thermal treatment technology is unproven; that Site 300 is currently a
Superfund site, and as such DOE should not “dump” more waste there; that waste should be sent to
unpopulated areas; that siting waste management activities at LLNL would cause property values to
decrease; and that more studies are needed on possible health, safety, environmental, and economic
impacts.

Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action; in this case, the potential for siting some waste management activities
at LLNL is a reasonable option under some WM PEIS management alternatives. LLNL is one of
17 "major"” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how
DOE identified major sites. However, designation as a major site does not mean the site will be
selected for a programmatic waste management role.

DOE considered the management of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste and transuranic waste at
LLNL. Under 5 of the 36 alternatives in the PEIS (the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized
Alternative 1 for low-level mixed waste; the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized Alternatives 1
and 2 for low-level waste), would DOE construct new disposal facilities to manage wastes at LLNL.
These facilities would manage wastes generated at LLNL and at as many as six other sites. LLNL
would receive offsite low-level mixed waste that would amount to 11% of the total low-level mixed
waste volume disposed of at LLNL,; it would receive offsite low-level waste that would constitute 56 %
of the total low-level waste volume disposed of at LLNL. Under the Centralized Alternative, all LLNL
wastes would be managed at other DOE sites. For transuranic waste, LLNL would treat and store its
own waste under the No Action and Decentralized Alternatives. No transuranic waste disposal would
take place at LLNL.

The WM PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10 for results; see
Volume III, Appendix C for analysis methods. The affected environment at each major site, including
existing land use (such as, for LLNL, the City of Tracy Comprehensive Plan) was considered in the
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PEIS analysis. The analysis considered potential impacts, including most of the impacts that concern
commentors, from normal operations, operations accidents, incident-free transportation, and
transportation accidents. In addition, the PEIS estimates cumulative impacts from past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions (see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general, the environmental
impacts associated with waste management activities under all alternatives at all sites considered in the
PEIS would be small. For those impacts that would not be small, DOE would incorporate mitigation
measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts and, where applicable, comply with regulatory
requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that waste management activities at LLNL
would have a significant negative impact on the natural environment, public health and safety, or
property values.

DOE recognizes that LLNL is one of the sites with the highest potential for being impacted by seismic
effects (see Volume I, Section 4.3.4). Nonetheless, LLNL was included as a candidate site because it
passed all of the screening criteria, one of which was that candidate sites could not be within 200 feet
of an active fault. Major faults in the area are the San Andreas, Hayward, Calaveras, and Greenville
Faults. However, local faults have the greatest potential for damaging earthquakes (see Section 4.4.6).
The potential effects of accidents initiated by earthquakes at treatment facilities were calculated in the
PEIS, assuming generic facility characteristics, and were estimated to produce minimal risks.

As to the other specific risks cited by commentors, refer to the following sections of the PEIS: water
resources (Sections 6.6, 7.6, and 8.6) and air quality (Sections 6.5, 7.5, and 8.5). The PEIS also
includes a detailed assessment of risks associated with accidents from both rail and truck transportation,
including  low-probability/high-consequence and  high-probability/low-consequence  accidents
(Volume IV, Appendix E). DOE found that risks from transportation accidents would be low under all
alternatives. DOE provides for Radiological Assistance Program teams consisting of trained experts
equipped and prepared to quickly respond to an accident and assist local emergency response
personnel, if requested by local agencies.

DOE used data from the 1990 U.S. Census to estimate that about 6,325,000 people live within 50 miles
from the center of LLNL. This population could possibly be exposed to emissions released to the
atmosphere from waste treatment or disposal facilities.

Human health risks (e.g., cancer) constitute a site-specific impact parameter analyzed in the PEIS
(Volume I, Sections 6.4, 7.4, and 8.4). Offsite population human health risks and offsite maximally
exposed individual health risks are also cumulative impact parameters addressed by the PEIS (see
Volume I, Section 11.8). The health risk analyses indicate that there is a potential for increased
adverse health effects from the operation of waste treatment or disposal facilities located at LLNL.
However, if DOE decides to sitc a new waste management facility at LLNL, it would establish design
and operational limitations to ensure that releases from the facility would be maintained below
regulatory limits. Appendix D in Volume III describes in more detail waste management facility
human health risk estimates. '

Properly designed and operated incinerators have been shown to be as or more effective than other
proven treatment technologies and DOE does not preclude their use at any site. DOE compared
impacts from incineration with non-thermal treatment technologies and identified little or no difference
in treatment risks to human health, DOE documented these findings in a technical report (M/B SR-03,
September, 1995). DOE has an aggressive technical development program exploring alternatives to
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incineration. Alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on their potential to safely and
effectively treat wastes.

As evidenced by the PEIS, DOE does not intend to “dump” waste in the ground. A major focus of the
PEIS is to help DOE establish a Department-wide program to safely and efficiently manage radioactive
and hazardous wastes. However, issues regarding existing pollution, a site’s waste management
record, and actual site cleanup efforts are more appropriately evaluated in sitewide or project-level
studies.

DOE recognizes that the siting of waste management facilities might be perceived negatively by some.
DOE is committed to protecting human health and the environment. DOE takes its responsibility and
accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a configuration for its
waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the public. The PEIS
will help DOE make sound waste management decisions.

The proximity of a waste management site to populated areas is only one of many factors in evaluating
alternatives. DOE must consider and balance other factors to achieve its objective of safe and efficient
treatment, safe and secure storage, and ultimate disposal of each waste type. For example, DOE must
consider waste transportation requirements, and the PEIS presents alternatives that would minimize
waste transportation (Decentralized Alternatives) or maximize waste transportation (Centralized
Alternatives). Although siting waste management activities in less-densely populated or remote areas
could reduce the potential for some impacts, the risks of transporting wastes over longer distances to
reach remote sites would increase the potential for other impacts. Section 1.7.3 in Volume I lists and
describes examples of the criteria and factors DOE will consider in the decisionmaking process.

DOE prepared the WM PEIS as a part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to
base waste management decisions. The development of this strategy took into consideration the actions
addressed in related DOE NEPA documentation (see Volume I, Section 1.8.2), including the EIS for
Continued Operations of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and Sandia National Laboratories.
Additional sitewide or project-level NEPA studies will evaluate in greater detail the potential for
environmental impacts at sites selected for programmatic waste management activities and will provide
a basis for selecting treatment and disposal technologies.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE's preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred.
These are not final decisions. Records of Decision will announce DOE's decisions and the reasons for
the decisions if they differ from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS. The WM PEIS
analysis will not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets,
schedules, and national priorities, as well as other DOE studies, will be considered in developing
Records of Decision.

Comment (1597)

There are no alternative routes for commuters in the LLNL area and transporting waste through here
would be a problem. DOE should consider other places for waste disposal that are not near heavily
populated areas.
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Response

The WM PEIS does consider and analyze sites other than LLNL as potential disposal sites. Criteria for
selecting candidate sites included the characteristics of the waste, specialized treatment requirements,
and existing facilities. The remoteness and lack of population density of a location for a waste
management site constitutes only one factor in evaluating alternatives. Other criteria would include
construction/modification of facilities, and increased transportation requirements.

The same roads are used whether DOE ships waste to or from a particular site. Should DOE decide to
dispose of waste in less-densely populated areas (i.e., not LLNL), generally speaking, more waste
would be transported from LLNL than would have been transported to LLNL. Specifically, more low-
level mixed waste would be transported in the LLNL area if DOE decides not to dispose of waste at
LLNL and about the same amount of low-level waste would be transported.

The PEIS includes a detailed assessment of risks associated with accidents from both rail and truck
transportation, including low-probability/high-consequence and high-probability/low-consequence
accidents. DOE provides for Radiological Assistance Program teams consisting of trained experts
equipped and prepared to quickly respond to an accident and assist local emergency response
personnel, if requested by local agencies.

Comment (1603)

The Draft WM PEIS states that for low-level mixed waste under the Regionalized Alternative, LLNL is
the preferred option. DOE should explain where it will transport waste for disposal after it is brought
to LLNL for treatment.

Response

As described in Section 6.3.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, the WM PEIS analyzes four regionalized
alternatives for low-level mixed waste. Only under Regionalized Alternative 1 would LLNL serve as a
regional treatment and disposal site. Under this alternative, low-level mixed waste treated at LLNL
would be disposed of at LLNL or shipped to NTS. Section 3.7 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS
identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred. The specific disposal
location on a particular site will not be determined on the basis of the WM PEIS analysis, but rather,
would be selected on the basis of subsequent NEPA analyses.

Comment (4048)

Based on the WM PEIS, DOE is considering plans to convert many of its facilities to what will, for
many, become a permanent form of land use: nuclear waste dumps. LLNL is an example of this
emerging pattern of conversion. LLNL has no permanent disposal options for the large quantities of
mixed waste it generates. The WM PEIS forecasts within the preferred alternative that two regional
waste management facilities at LLNL will be developed: (1) the Main Site will house a regional mixed
waste management facility, which is now to begin canstruction without the benefit of a facility-specific
EIS; and (2) Site 300, a more rural area adjacent to Tracy that generally has been used to conduct high-
explosives tests, will become a low-level waste dump.

Response

The WM PEIS assumes generic treatment and disposal facilities to manage low-level and low-level
mixed wastes. For purposes of analysis, the disposal units at LLNL were assumed to be located at
Site 300. DOE has not proposed the locations for specific facilities on specific sites. DOE would make
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those decisions only after considering the results of NEPA reviews that consider site-specific conditions
in greater detail.

Note that DOE has canceled its plans for the Mixed Waste Management Facility at LLNL.

LLNL is considered in the WM PEIS for low-level mixed waste disposal facilities under the
Decentralized Alternative and one of four Regionalized Alternatives. This site is also a candidate site
for low-level waste disposal facilities under the Decentralized Alternative and two of seven
Regionalized Alternatives. The combined and cumulative impacts of siting waste management facilities
at LLNL are addressed in Section 11.8 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. DOE has identified its preferred
alternatives, and the reasons they are preferred, for management of low-level mixed waste and low-
level waste in Section 3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. If DOE ultimately selected the alternatives
involving LLNL in Records of Decision, actual siting and construction of waste management facilities
at LLNL would not occur before completion of sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews.

Comment (4062)
Any efforts to develop the LLNL Main Site or Site 300 as regional waste management centers must
include site-specific environmeéntal review and analysis.

Response

The WM PEIS has been prepared to assist DOE decisionmaking on waste management at a broad,
programmatic level. Should LLNL be selected for regional treatment, storage, or disposal, DOE will
consider the results of sitewide and project-level NEPA reviews, which would include detailed analyses
of potential environmental impacts based on site-specific conditions.
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Comment (109)
A commentor opposes transportation of radioactive waste through southern Utah to the Nevada
Test Site.

Response

DOE believes the risks associated with transportation of radioactive waste through southern Utah to the
NTS would be small, as indicated in tables with the total impact by alternative in Appendix E in
Volume IV of the WM PEIS. The WM PEIS analysis enables a relative comparison of possible risks
due to the transportation of waste among sites, which DOE could mitigate through careful planning and
safety measures.

Comment (225)

Of those commentors opposing the siting of programmatic waste management activities at NTS, some
commentors gave no reason for their opposition and others expressed one or more of the reasons listed
below:

e The overall risks to public health and safety and the quality of the environment from potential waste
management operations, considering "the known soil, surface water, and groundwater contamination”
from past nuclear testing and related experiments;

e The State of Nevada does not produce any nuclear wastes, is rapidly growing, and should not be used
as a nuclear waste "dump" for other sites;

e Sites outside Nevada, including in Canada and Mexico, should also be considered for managing
this waste.

Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable alternatives
to a proposed action; in this case, the potential for siting some waste management activities at NTS was
analyzed as a reasonable option under some WM PEIS waste management alternatives. NTS is one of
17 “major” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how
DOE identified major sites. However, designation as a major site does not mean the site will be selected
for a programmatic waste management role. Foreign countries, such as Canada and Mexico, in light of
the lack of U.S. Government jurisdiction and the criteria described in Section 4.2.1, do not presently
appear to be reasonable siting alternatives for waste management activities.

NTS is analyzed in the WM PEIS as a candidate location for management of low-level mixed waste, low-
level waste, and transuranic waste.

For low-level mixed waste, DOE evaluated seven separate alternatives. NTS would serve as a disposal
site under five of these alternatives. Under Regionalized Alternatives 2 and 4, NTS would only dispose of
the low-level mixed waste generated on the site. Under the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized
Alternatives 1 and 3, NTS would dispose of low-level mixed waste, nearly all of which would be
generated off the site. Under the Centralized Alternative, all NTS low-level mixed waste would be
shipped off the site to another location for disposal.
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For low-level waste, DOE evaluated 14 separate alternatives, 10 of which considered NTS as a potential
site for disposal. For the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized Alternatives 1 and 2, NTS would
dispose of its own low-level waste. Under the No Action Alternative, Regionalized Alternatives 3, 4, 5,
and 7, and Centralized Alternatives 2 and 4, NTS would receive wastes from several other sites that
would constitute the majority of the total volume disposed of at NTS. Under the remaining four
alternatives, all NTS low-level waste would be shipped off the site to another location for disposal.

Under the transuranic waste management alternatives, NTS would treat only its own transuranic waste,
and would receive none from other sites. Similarly, no transuranic waste disposal would take place at
NTS.

The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10 for results; see
Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. The analysis considered potential impacts, including
most of the impacts that concern commentors, from normal operations, operations accidents, incident-
free transportation, and transportation accidents. In addition, the PEIS estimates cumulative impacts
from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general,
the environmental impacts associated with waste management activities under all alternatives at all sites
considered in the PEIS would be small. For those impacts that would not be small, DOE would
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts and, where applicable, comply with
regulatory requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that waste management activities at
NTS would have a significant negative impact on the natural environment or public health and safety.

DOE used data from the 1990 U.S. Census to estimate that about 14,300 people live within a 50-mile
radius of an existing waste disposal facility at NTS. This population could possibly be exposed to
emissions released to the atmosphere from waste management activities. However, the risk analyses in
the PEIS suggest that the adverse health effects, if any, from the operation of waste treatment facilities
at NTS would be small (see Volume I, Sections 6.4, 7.4, and 8.4).

Human health risks (e.g., cancer) constitute a site-specific impact parameter analyzed in the PEIS.
Offsite population human health risks and offsite maximally exposed individual health risks are
cumulative impact parameters addressed by the PEIS (see Volume I, Section 11.10). The health risk
analyses suggest that adverse health effects from the operation of waste treatment facilities located at
NTS would be small. Public health impacts from disposal would similarly be small after
implementation of mitigation measures necessary to ensure that DOE would not exceed radionuclide-
and/or chemical-specific limits. Volume III, Appendix D, describes in more detail waste management
facility human health risk estimates.

The NTS waste management sites are currently undergoing extensive investigation for the purpose of
determining the sites’ ability to isolate the wastes from the environment. Further studies are ongoing to
determine the potential that disposal of wastes may have of commingling with any other contamination
that might exist on the surface or underground. All indications at this point are that no commingling
occurs. An evaluation of all the interacting source terms will also be conducted.

Groundwater monitoring at NTS in 1991 showed that eight parameters exceeded comparison criteria at
onsite wells. However, any future waste management facilities would be appropriately designed and
constructed to minimize the potential for leaks affecting groundwater.
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DOE is committed to protecting human health and the environment. DOE takes its responsibility and
accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a configuration for its
waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the public. The PEIS
will help DOE make sound waste management decision.

DOE intends to properly manage the wastes to protect human health and the environment. DOE
considered equity in selecting the PEIS preferred alternatives, and DOE decisionmakers will consider
equity issues when developing Records of Decision. As indicated in Section 1.7.3, DOE favors
alternatives that distribute waste management facilities in ways that are equitable. Although storage
and disposal in less populated regions may lessen some impacts, the risks from transporting waste to
these remote areas would increase. These trade-offs are described in the WM PEIS and are important
factors that will be considered in the decision process.

A major focus of the PEIS is to help DOE establish a Department-wide program to efficiently and
safely manage radioactive and hazardous wastes. However, issues regarding existing pollution, a site’s
waste management record, and actual site cleanup efforts are more appropriately evaluated in sitewide
or project-level studies. The potential disposal of wastes in a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain is
not within the scope of the WM PEIS.. Possible environmental impacts from the construction,
operation, and eventual closure of a potential repository for spent nuclear fuel and high- level
radioactive waste at Yucca Mountain will be addressed in a separate EIS.

DOE prepared the WM PEIS as part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to
base waste management decisions. Before selecting locations for waste management facilities on sites,
DOE will consider the results of sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses, which would evaluate in
greater detail the design of specific facilities and the potential for environmental impacts at sites
selected for programmatic waste management activities.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred.
These are not final decisions. The Records of Decision will announce DOE’s decisions and the reasons
for the decisions if they differ from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS. The
WM PEIS analysis will not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management decisions;
budgets, schedules, and national priorities, as well as other DOE studies, will be considered in
developing Records of Decision.

Comment (1551)
People who work at NTS consider it a great national resource, and it should be used more.

Response

Thank you for your comment. While certain WM PEIS Centralized or Regionalized Alternatives might
offer particular benefits to a local community or region over another approach, DOE must base its
waste management strategy on the diverse national needs and issues that affect many sites and regions.

DOE has prepared a sitewide EIS for NTS that addresses the environmental impacts of alternatives for
the continued operations of NTS and other DOE activities in the State of Nevada. DOE proposes to
continue managing NTS and its resources in a manner that meets evolving DOE missions and responds
to stakeholder concerns, as well as those of affected and interested individuals and agencies. The NTS
sitewide EIS examines existing and potential impacts to the environment that have resulted, or could
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result, from current and future DOE operations in southern Nevada. The EIS analyzes the impacts
from DOE programs at NTS, the Tonopah Test Range, portions of the Nellis Air Force Range
Complex, the Central Nevada Test Area, and the Project Shoal Area. These programs include ongoing
activities for the stewardship of the Nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile, management of radioactive
waste, nondefense research and development, work for others, and environmental restoration. The EIS
also examines newer programs such as the proposed Solar Enterprise Zone sites at NTS, Dry Lake
Valley, Eldorado Valley, and Coyote Spring Valley, in accordance with the NTS mission of
demonstrating the capability to provide alternative energy sources, including solar energy, to meet
power needs for the southwestern United States. A copy of the Final NTS EIS, which was published in
November 1996, can be reviewed at the DOE Nevada Operations Office public reading room located at
2621 Losee Road, Building B-3, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Comment (1588)
Apart from being considered for waste disposal actions, NTS should also be considered for treatment
facilities because the latter bring the benefits of research and development, as well as employment.

Response

NTS is considered a candidate site for treatment of low-level mixed waste and transuranic waste. For
low-level waste, all sites, including NTS would do “minimum treatment,” which consists of
solidification of liquids and powdered materials, packaging, and shipment. NTS is not considered in
the WM PEIS as a candidate site for additional low-level waste treatment activities (e.g., thermal
organic destruction, size reduction, and compaction followed by solidification) because it has a small
volume of low-level waste compared to other DOE sites and has no existing treatment facilities.

Comment (1627)
Yucca Mountain as a permanent geologic repository has been studied for a long time without any
answers. Nevada does not need aboveground storage of wastes at NTS that could last forever.

Response

The potential disposal of high-level wastes in a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain is not within the
scope of the WM PEIS. DOE is preparing a Yucca Mountain Repository EIS and has established a
tentative date of 2000 for the Record of Decision.

Under five alternatives, the WM PEIS analyzes the impacts of high-level waste canister storage options
pending disposal. DOE analyzes five alternatives (No Action, Decentralized, Regionalized, and
Centralized). For each alternative, DOE assumed that a geologic repository would begin accepting
DOE-managed high-level waste in 2015 at the rate of 800 canisters per year. For purposes of analysis,
DOE also evaluated a scenario that assumed that there would be a delay in acceptance of DOE-
managed high-level waste at a repository until after 2015, but at the same rate of acceptance of
800 canisters per year. Under no alternative would NTS store vitrified high-level waste.

Comment (1759)
The WM PEIS does not include an adequate discussion for a national strategy for waste management.

Response
The WM PEIS is a nationwide study that examines the environmental impacts of management
alternatives for DOE radioactive and hazardous wastes. The PEIS analyzes a range of broadly defined
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waste management alternatives that could affect environmental resources across the country. The
analysis will help decisionmakers make quantitative comparisons between the alternatives that will lead,
in turn, to a national strategy and decisions on waste management.

The waste management alternatives described in this PEIS could affect a number of environmental
resources (human health and safety, socioeconomic conditions, etc.). For this PEIS, DOE developed
an approach for the characterization of these resources in relation to the affected environments at sites
across the country. In addition, the PEIS provides general and cumulative information on the affected
environments at DOE sites that can be used in future sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses.

Comment (1803)

As noted in the WM PEIS, NTS is one of only two sites assessed as a potential regional and/or
centralized waste disposal location for large volumes of defense low-level and low-level mixed
radioactive waste.

Response

NTS is considered as a disposal location under four of the seven low-level waste Regionalized
Alternatives. Of those, under three alternatives (Regionalized Alternatives 3, 4, and 5), NTS is one of
six disposal locations, and under the fourth, it is considered as one of two possible disposal sites.

Comment (2337)

My choice for low-level mixed waste is Regionalized Alternative 1; Site Treatment Plans enhance this
choice. NTS has been chosen as a candidate for storage because of a pending permit. Without
knowing the contents or conditions of said permit, I question whether Nevada can accommodate the
increased volume. Under RCRA, any State accepting low-level mixed waste requires a permit.
Therefore, arbitrarily choosing NTS because of a pending permit is invalid.

Response

The rationale and criteria for selecting candidate disposal sites for low-level mixed waste are described
in Volume 1, Section 6.3.5, of the WM PEIS. NTS was added as a candidate disposal site for low-level
mixed waste because it has an interim-status low-level mixed waste disposal facility. As pointed out by
the commentor, NTS has applied to EPA for a permit under RCRA for the disposal facility. This
application requires that the waste be treated to meet RCRA’s land disposal restrictions. The
application is for a facility with built-in liners and a leachate collection system, but will be amended to
have an alternative design, as provided for in the design and operating requirements for landfills found
in 40 CFR 264.301(d). The application is pending. In summary, the potential availability of a disposal
facility, not the filing of a permit application, was important in selecting NTS for analysis.

DOE’s preferred alternative for low-level mixed waste disposal, and the reasons they are preferred, is
provided in Section 3.7 in Volume I of the Final PEIS. The selection of this alternative was based on
the decision criteria and factors described in Section 1.7.3 in Volume I of the PEIS.

Comment (3311)

According to Table 7.1-2, several of the largest inventories [of low-level waste] are at sites that have
very little capacity (e.g., SRS, ORR, and the Portsmouth Plant) and are a long distance from NTS.
The Hanford Site’s current and planned disposal capacity will be absorbed by its own projected
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inventory. Therefore, we conclude that NTS, the only site in addition to Hanford that accepts wastes
generated off the site, is the current candidate for disposal of offsite, low-level waste.

Nonetheless, even with 449,000 cubic meters disposal capacity, NTS could not dispose of the inventory
from even the five largest generators. NTS would have to double its low-level waste disposal capacity
to accept the projected inventory from the five largest sites. It would have to triple its capacity to
accept the projected waste from the 27 sites evaluated in the WM PEIS. And again, this does not
include environmental restoration waste. How would the various treatments affect the volumes
(reference p. 7-3) requiring disposal? Would additional treatment significantly reduce the curies
disposed, and if so, by how much?

Response

DOE used the existing and planned low-level waste facilities and capacities listed in Volume I,
Table 7.1-2, to establish the baseline capacities for treatment and disposal and to determine the need for
new or expanded facilities. Planned facilities include only the facilities for which a conceptual design
has been completed.

The WM PEIS analysis assumes use of existing and planned facilities until their capacities are met. If
additional capacity is needed, use of new generic facilities is assumed. These conceptual facilities
provide the difference in treatment, storage, and disposal capacity between the baseline reported in
Table 7.1-2 and what is necessary to manage the waste a given site would receive under any given
alternative.  Conceptual facilities are based on generic designs with set impacts (e.g., cost,
performance/efficiency). Where necessary for analysis, DOE assumed that the impact of existing
facilities essentially reflects the impact of generic facilities.

Ten sites conduct different degrees of low-level waste treatment using existing facilities. Size reduction
and compaction facilities typically used to reduce the total volume of waste requiring disposal are the
most prevalent existing facilities for low-level waste treatment. Six DOE sites have operating low-level
waste disposal facilities. Of these, three (INEL, LANL, and ORR) accept only onsite wastes, one
(SRS) accepts small amounts of waste from several small generators, and two (the Hanford Site and
NTS) accept large quantities of waste from other DOE sites.

Treatment can reduce the volume of waste disposed of and can increase the stability of the disposal
waste form; however, the activity (curie content) of the waste depends on the concentration of
radionuclides. Treatment that changes only the physical and chemical form of the waste does not affect
the concentration of radionuclides and, therefore, does not reduce the curies in the disposed of waste.
Radionuclides can be destroyed through nuclear transmutation; however, the feasibility of nuclear
transmutation as a treatment technology on an industrial scale is currently speculative.

Comparison of disposal volumes between minimum treatment alternatives and volume reduction
alternatives for low-level waste in Appendix I in Volume IV, show how treatment can reduce disposal
volumes by nearly a factor of two. The curies would remain the same.
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Comment (1693)

Regionalizing has been done before. Major environmental problems have occurred as a result of the
last effort to regionalize disposal. In reviewing the Performance Evaluation of the Capabilities of DOE
sites for Disposal of Mixed Low Level Waste, it is apparent that ORR is technically one of the least
favorable disposal sites for low-level mixed waste (LLMW). Under the regionalized alternatives, ORR
would be a prime candidate for treating, storing, and disposing of LLMW. Explain how the PEIS will
be modified to more closely match the capabilities of sites to handle specific waste types.

Response

The document entitled Performance Evaluation of the Capabilities of DOE Sites for Disposal of Mixed
Low-Level Waste is a report developed for the DOE Federal Facility Compliance Act Disposal
Workgroup. The report provides simple, conservative representations of site-specific performance
assessments using site-specific data and consistent analyses. This evaluation found that ORR had more
limited capability for the disposal of some long-lived radionuclides, such as uranium, than other DOE
sites evaluated. A site-specific performance assessment at ORR was not included as part of the
performance evaluation and might produce different results.

Under the LLMW Regionalized Alternatives evaluated in the WM PEIS, ORR would dispose of only
its own LLMW under Regionalized Alternative 1, dispose of its own waste as well as LLMW generated
at other sites under Regionalized Alternatives 2 and 4, and ship LLMW offsite for treatment and
disposal under Regionalized Alternative 3. Offsite waste accounts for 35% and 38%, respectively, of
the amount of LLMW proposed for disposal at ORR under Regionalized Alternatives 2 and 4.

The results of the LLMW disposal risk analysis presented throughout Section 6.4.1 of the PEIS suggest
that the disposal of LLMW at ORR under Regionalized Alternatives 2 and 4 would require more
controls than those used in the generic assessment. Estimated groundwater concentrations of
technetium-99 could exceed drinking water standards under the assumed conditions of the conceptual
disposal scenario used in the analysis.

In the actual design of a disposal facility at ORR or any DOE site, more detailed site-specific analyses
would be conducted in accordance with the requirements of DOE Order 5820.2A. The implementation
of the requirements of the Order might involve (1) modifying the engineering design of the disposal
facility (e.g., adding a clay liner to increase contaminant adsorption or a concrete cap to reduce water
filtration); (2) modifying the form of the waste to be disposed of (e.g., changing from grout or polymer
to a vitrified waste form); and (3) imposing waste acceptance criteria (i.e., restricting the amounts of
radionuclides or hazardous chemicals allowed in a given disposal facility).

If DOE selects a particular site for a new waste management treatment, storage, and disposal operation
as a result of the PEIS analysis, additional sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews will be needed
before a facility could be sited.

Comment (1697)
The capability of ORR to dispose of LLMW is limited. It appears from Volume I, Table 3.4-1, that
Regionalized Alternative 3 is the only viable Regionalized Alternative for ORR.
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Response

The WM PEIS alternatives reflect different national configurations of particular sites evaluated for
waste management. In order to determine reasonable proposed sites for regionalized waste
management facilities, DOE determined where the largest waste volumes are located and where
transportation requirements would be minimized. The character of the waste and existing facilities
were also taken into account.

A population risk vulnerability analysis to compare low-level mixed waste and low-level waste disposal
alternatives using measures that characterize their relative potential to cause disposal risk to offsite
populations was added to the Final WM PEIS. Table 5.4-2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS indicates that
ORR is in the highest risk vulnerability group.

DOE considered public comments and other factors (e.g., existing environmental conditions) in its
selection of preferred alternatives to manage the five waste types considered in the WM PEIS.
Section 3.7 in Volume I identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred.

Comment (1871)

The Governor of Tennessee and others strongly oppose any attempt by DOE to “site” large waste
management activities in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. They oppose alternatives in the WM PEIS that
consider disposal of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste at ORR.

Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action; in this case, the potential for siting some waste management activities
at ORR is a reasonable option under some WM PEIS management alternatives. ORR is one of
17 “major” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how
DOE identified major sites. However, designation as a major site does not mean the site will be
selected for a programmatic waste management role.

For low-level mixed waste, DOE evaluated seven separate alternatives. Under four of these
alternatives, ORR would serve as a disposal site for low-level mixed waste. For the Decentralized
Alternative and Regionalized Alternative 1, ORR would only dispose of its own waste. Under
Regionalized Alternatives 2 and 4, ORR would also receive wastes from several other sites that would
amount to 35% and 38%, respectively, of the total volume disposed of at ORR. Under Regionalized
Alternative 3 and the Centralized Alternative, all ORR low-level mixed waste would be shipped offsite
to another location for disposal.

For low-level waste DOE evaluated 14 separate alternatives, 7 of which considered ORR as a potential
site for disposal. For the No Action, Decentralized, and Regionalized Alternatives 1 and 2, ORR
would only dispose of its own waste. Under Regionalized Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, ORR would receive
wastes from several other sites that would amount to 52% of the total volume disposed of at ORR.
Under the remaining 7 alternatives, ORR low-level waste would be shipped offsite to another location
for disposal.

Under the transuranic waste management alternatives, ORR would treat transuranic waste, and up to
17% of the total volume that it treats would come from other sites. However, no transuranic waste
disposal would take place at ORR.
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For each of the alternatives proposed for hazardous waste management, ORR would treat some of the
hazardous wastes produced onsite, with any remainder being shipped offsite for treatment at a
commercial facility. Under two of the four alternatives analyzed, ORR would also receive and treat
hazardous wastes from as many as four other DOE sites. ‘

The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10, for results; see
Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. The analysis considered potential impacts, from
normal operations, operations accidents, incident-free transportation, and transportation accidents. In
addition, the PEIS estimates cumulative impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions (see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general, the environmental impacts associated with waste
management activities under all alternatives considered in the PEIS would be small. For impacts that
would not be small, DOE would incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts
and, where applicable, comply with regulatory requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe
that waste management activities at ORR would have a significant negative impact on the natural
environment or public health and safety.

DOE takes its responsibility and accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to
select a configuration for its waste management complex that provides human health and safety
assurance to the public. The PEIS will help DOE make sound Wwaste management decisions.

A population risk vulnerability analysis to compare low-level mixed waste and low-level waste
alternatives using measures that characterize their relative potential to cause disposal risk to offsite
populations was added to the Final WM PEIS. As shown in Table 5.4-2 in Volume I, ORR is in the
highest risk vulnerability group.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred.
Records of Decision will announce DOE’s decisions and the reasons for the decisions if they differ
from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS. It should be noted that the WM PEIS will
not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets, schedules, and
national priorities, as well as other DOE studies, will be considered in developing Records of Decision.
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Comment (369)

Of those commentors opposing the siting of programmatic waste management activities at PGDP, some
commentors gave no reason for their opposition and others gave one or more of the reasons listed
below:

e Overall risks to public health and safety and the quality of the environment from normal operations,
operations accidents, and truck and rail transportation accidents. DOE’s questionable ability,
according to one commentor, to adequately characterize potential releases of toxic substances into
streams, soil, air and groundwater, the size of the potentially affected population around PGDP,
and what the commentor believes are the harmful effects of suspected past releases by DOE;

e Specific risks: Earthquake hazards; the potential for groundwater and drinking-water
contamination; the potential for pollution of the Ohio River and local surface water systems; the
potential for disruption of ecological resources; airborne radioactivity that would result from an
incinerator; potential impacts to local agriculture;

e Factors: The site is on low ground in the floodplain of the Tennessee River; there are many people
living near the site; there is a "high" cancer incidence in western Kentucky; the site has a "poor"
waste management history; the Ohio River is currently polluted; the technology for dealing with
waste is "in its infancy"; the public opposes storing waste at the site; the Governor of Kentucky has
declared that there will be no nuclear waste dumps in Kentucky;

e Opinions: That more "poisons” should not be dumped into the ground; the characteristics of these
wastes are unclear; waste should be stored where it is generated; waste should be taken to
unpopulated, desolate, or desert areas; wastes should not be stored in barrels that could leak and
need to be replaced after 20 years; efforts should focus on cleaning up existing "pollution” and
ridding PGDP of its own waste; restaurants will close because food would get poisoned.

Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action; in this case; PGDP was analyzed as a reasonable potential waste
management site for its own low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, and transuranic waste. PGDP is
one of 17 “major” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description
of how DOE identified major sites. However, designation as a major site does not mean the site will be
selected for a programmatic waste management role.

PGDP currently does not have an inventory of high-level waste, nor is it considered a major generator
of hazardous waste. Under five of the 36 alternatives in the PEIS (the Decentralized Alternative and
Regionalized Alternative 1 for low-level mixed waste, and the Decentralized Alternative and
Regionalized Alternatives 1 and 2 for low-level waste) DOE would construct new disposal facilities to
manage wastes at PGDP. These facilitics would manage low-level mixed and low-level wastes
generated at PGDP, and a small quantity of low-level mixed waste (less than 1%) and low-level waste
(less than 1%) generated offsite. Under the other Regionalized Alternatives and Centralized
Alternatives for these waste types, all PGDP waste would be managed at other sites. The
characteristics associated with these waste types are discussed in Volume I, Section 1.5.
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The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10, for results; see
Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. The analysis considered potential impacts, including
most of the impacts that concern commentors, from normal operations, operations accidents, incident-
free transportation, and transportation accidents. In addition, the PEIS estimates cumulative impacts
from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general,
the environmental impacts associated with waste management activities under all alternatives at all sites
considered in the PEIS would be small. For those impacts that would not be small, DOE would
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts and, where applicable, comply with
regulatory requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that waste management activities at
PGDP would have a significant negative impact on the natural environment, public health and safety,
or the local economy.

DOE recognizes that PGDP is one of the sites with the highest potential for being impacted by seismic
effects (see Volume I, Section 4.3.4). However, PGDP was included as a candidate site because it
passed all of the screening criteria, one of which was that candidate sites could not be within 200 feet
of an active fault (see Volume I, Section 6.3.5). The site is near two active seismic zones--the New
Madrid Fault zone and the Wabash Valley Fault zone (see Section 4.4.10). The potential effects of
accidents initiated by earthquakes at treatment facilities were calculated in the PEIS, assuming generic
facility characteristics, and were shown to be minimal. However, it should be emphasized that no
decision would be made to locate new facilities for waste treatment, storage, or disposal at PGDP until
DOE has considered the results of sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews. Any new waste
management facility would be built to conform to Federal criteria that take into account the somewhat
higher seismic risk at PGDP relative to some of DOE's other sites.

As to the other specific risks cited by the commentors, refer to the following sections of the PEIS: air
quality (Sections 6.5, 7.5, and 8.5); water resources (Sections 6.6, 7.6, and 8.6); and ecological
resources (Sections 6.7, 7.7, and 8.7). Risks to local agriculture are not considered in the PEIS as a
specific impact parameter; however, as environmental risks would be small, there is no reason to
believe that there would be any negative impact to local agriculture. Further, although the site is near
the Ohio River, it would not be affected by the probable 500-year maximum flood.

The PEIS used generic treatment and disposal technologies and a number of conservative assumptions
to develop its programmatic evaluations of the relative impacts of different waste management
alternatives. The results of these impact analyses are screening-level estimates; more precise estimates
of potential impacts can be better developed through sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews.

For example, the PEIS analysis indicates that DOE should carefully control the disposal of low-level
waste at PGDP to prevent potential groundwater contamination (see Volume I, Section 7.6.2).
DOE Order 5820.2A requires DOE to conduct a detailed performance assessment before it can develop
a low-level waste facility. This assessment would require more detailed site-specific information to
identify the precise location and design of any proposed facility. The facility design, in turn, would
require a number of mitigating factors to help limit potential groundwater contamination.

DOE used data from the 1990 U.S. Census to estimate that about 500,000 people live within 50 miles
from the center of PGDP. This population could possibly be exposed to emissions released to the
atmosphere from waste treatment facilities. However, the WM PEIS risk analysis suggests that adverse
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health effects, if any, from the operation of waste treatment facilities at PGDP would be small
(Volume I, Sections 6.4, 7.4 and 8.4).

Human health risks (e.g., cancer) constitute a site-specific impact parameter analyzed in the PEIS.
Offsite population human health risks and offsite maximally exposed individual health risks are
cumulative impact parameters addressed in the PEIS (See Volume I, Section 11.12). The health risk
analysis suggests that adverse health effects from the operation of waste treatment facilities located at
Paducah would be small. Public health impacts from disposal would similarly be small after
implementation of mitigation measures necessary to ensure that DOE would not exceed radionuclide-
and/or chemical-specific limits. Volume III, Appendix D, describes in more detail waste management
facility human health risk estimates.

A major focus of the PEIS is to help DOE establish a Department-wide program to safely and
efficiently manage radioactive and hazardous wastes. However, issues regarding existing pollution, a
site's waste management record, and actual site cleanup efforts are more appropriately evaluated in
sitewide or project-level studies. Likewise, the specific types and characteristics of containers and
packages that would be used in managing the different waste forms are not discriminating factors that
would affect the programmatic decisions supported by the PEIS, and it is more appropriate that such
factors be addressed in site-level analyses.

Properly designed and operated incinerators have been shown to be as or more effective than other
proven treatment technologies and DOE does not precluding their use at any site. DOE compared
impacts from incineration with non-thermal treatment technologies and identified little or no difference
in treatment risks to human health; DOE documented these findings in a technical report. (M/B SR-03,
September, 1995). DOE has an aggressive technical development program exploring alternatives to
incineration. Alternatives will be tested and deployed depending on their potential to safely and
effectively treat wastes.

DOE recognizes that the siting of waste management facilities may be perceived negatively by some
persons. DOE is committed to protecting human health and the environment. DOE takes its
responsibility and accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a
configuration for its waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the
public. The PEIS will help DOE make sound waste management decisions.

As evidenced by this PEIS, DOE does not intend to "dump" waste in the ground. DOE intends to
properly manage the wastes to protect human health and the environment. The opinion that waste
should be managed where it is generated most closely matches the No Action and Decentralized
Alternatives (see Volume I, Chapter 3), which are carefully evaluated in this PEIS.

The proximity of a waste management site to populated areas is only one of many factors in evaluating
alternatives. DOE must consider and balance other factors to achieve its objective of safe and efficient
treatment, safe and secure storage, and ultimate disposal of each waste type. For example, DOE must
consider waste transportation requirements, and the PEIS presents alternatives that would minimize
waste transportation (Decentralized Alternatives) or that would maximize waste transportation
(Centralized Alternatives). Although siting waste management activities in less-densely populated or
remote areas could reduce the potential for some impacts, the risks of transporting wastes over longer
distances to reach remote sites would increase the potential for other impacts. Section 1.7.3 in
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Volume I lists and describes examples of the criteria and factors DOE will consider in making its
decisions.

DOE prepared the PEIS as part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to base
waste management decisions. When selecting locations for waste management facilities on sites, DOE
will consider the results of relevant existing or required new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews,
which will evaluate in greater detail the potential for environmental impacts at sites selected for
programmatic waste management activities.

A population risk vulnerability analysis to compare low-level mixed waste and low-level waste
alternatives using measures that characterize their relative potential to cause disposal risk to offsite
populations was added to the Final WM PEIS. As shown in Table 5.4-2 in Volume I, PGDP is in the
highest risk vulnerability group.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred. The
Records of Decision will announce DOE'’s decisions and the reasons for the decisions if they differ
from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS. The WM PEIS analysis will not be the only
basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets, schedules and national priorities, as
well as other DOE studies, will be considered in developing Records of Decision. Similarly, the
position and comments of the Governor of Kentucky will be factored into the decisionmaking process.

Comment (2180)
Will any foreign waste be brought to PGDP?

Response

Assuming that the commentor refers to waste from outside the United States, the WM PEIS does not
consider the receipt of “foreign waste” at any DOE site. Volume I, Section 1.8.1, does discuss the
Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS, and its relationship to the WM PEIS. DOE does
not plan to manage any of the foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel (which is not considered
“waste”) at PGDP. The Record of Decision for the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS
was issued in May 1996. The decision allows for acceptance of spent nuclear fuel from 1996 to 2009
with management of the spent fuel to occur at the Savannah River Site or Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory.

Assuming that the commentor refers to waste from outside Kentucky, under five of the 36 alternatives
in the PEIS (the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized Alternative 1 for low-level mixed waste,
and the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized Alternatives 1 and 2 for low-level waste) DOE
would construct new waste management facilities at PGDP. These facilities would manage low-level
mixed and low-level wastes generated at PGDP, and a small quantity of low-level mixed waste (less
than 1%) and low-level waste (less than 1%) generated offsite. Under the other Regionalized
Alternatives and Centralized Alternatives for these waste types, all PGDP waste would be managed at
other sites. The characteristics associated with these waste types are discussed in Volume I,
Section 1.5.

Comment (2228)
A commentor prefers a modified No Action Alternative for PGDP and to treat waste onsite or store it
aboveground until onsite technologies are available. Supporting reasons are: (1) earthquakes,
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(2) community safety, (3) contamination of other communities, (4) transportation accidents, and
(5) worker safety.

Response

The WM PEIS human health risk assessment and the ecological risk assessment examined the potential
effects on humans and the environment of waste management activities at PGDP. DOE found that
public health and environmental risks would be low at PGDP under all alternatives. Health risks due to
seismic events (earthquakes) are evaluated in the PEIS. PGDP site has been recognized as one of the
sites with the highest potential for being impacted by seismic effects (Section 4.3.4). The site is near
two active seismic zones: the New Madrid Fault zone; and the Wabash Valley Fault zone
(Section 4.4.10). Accidents initiated by earthquakes at treatment facilities were included in the PEIS,
assuming generic facility characteristics, and were shown to produce minimal risks. Any new waste
management facility would be built to conform to Federal criteria that take into account the somewhat
higher seismic risk at PGDP relative to some of DOE’s other sites.

The PEIS includes a detailed assessment of risks associated with accidents from both rail and truck
transportation, including low-probability/high-consequence and high-probability/low-consequence
accidents. DOE found that risks from transportation accidents would be low under all alternatives.
DOE provides for Radiological Assistance Program teams consisting of trained experts equipped and
prepared to quickly respond to an accident and assist local emergency response personnel, if requested
by local agencies. These teams will help mitigate the remaining risks associated with transportation
accidents.

DOE is concerned with health and safety and the need for emergency preparedness in and around its
sites. Emergency response plans are required for sites and in their surrounding communities by
Federal, State, and local authorities that deal with emergency situations such as floods, tornadoes, and
other natural or man-made disasters. These plans are continually updated. DOE, the U.S. Department
of Transportation, and the Federal Emergency Management Agency are available to assist State and
local authorities with their emergency plan reviews.

Comment (3180)

A commentor opposes disposal of either low-level waste or low-level mixed waste at PGDP. The
shallow depth to groundwater and high annual rainfall would produce adverse environmental
consequences if PGDP were chosen as a disposal site. PGDP is close to the Ohio River and the area
has a high infiltration rate, which makes PGDP unsuitable as a disposal site.

Response

For low-level mixed waste, Section 6.2.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS provides assumptions for
facilities and disposal. The document analyzes two types of disposal: engineered disposal and shallow
land burial. However, when disposing of smaller quantities of waste (i.e., less than 700 cubic meters
per year) aboveground silos were assumed. Both types of low-level mixed waste disposal facilities
were assumed to be designed to meet all applicable RCRA disposal requirements. Before locating a
disposal facility on a site, DOE will conduct a performance assessment and define waste acceptance
criteria.

Section 7.2.3 in Volume I of the PEIS identifies assumptions for facilities and disposal for low-level
waste at sites with shallow groundwater and high precipitation rates. Engineered concrete structures
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are typically used for disposal to reduce potential radionuclide migration. DOE assumed the use of
aboveground engineered concrete structures for sites located in the eastern United States,
including PGDP.

Section 1.8.2 in Volume I of the PEIS identifies other programs and their relationship to the WM PEIS.
One of these is the DOE Disposal Workgroup, which has discussed disposal of low-level mixed waste
and is comprised of both DOE staff and State representatives. Section 1.8.2 states that information
from the DOE Disposal Workgroup process will be considered in the WM PEIS decisionmaking
process, and that identification of sites that might dispose of low-level mixed waste will follow State
and Federal siting and permitting regulations.

A population risk vulnerability analysis to compare low-level mixed waste and low-level waste
alternatives using measures that characterize their relative potential to cause disposal risk to offsite
populations was added to the Final WM PEIS. As shown in Table 5.4-2 in Volume I, PGDP is in the
highest risk vulnerability group.

Comment (4570)

A commentor asked several questions: (1) What is this comment period all about and why is the
comment period so short? (2) What types of wastes were analyzed? (3) What are the half-lives of the
wastes? (4) What are the waste management options for PGDP? (5) How dangerous are the options to
the ecosystem? (6) When will the PGDP operating contractor answer all these questions?

Response

NEPA requires that EISs be released in draft for public review and comment to ensure that the public
has the opportunity for meaningful participation in the NEPA process. NEPA requires a comment
period of at least 45 days; DOE’s comment period for the Draft WM PEIS totaled 150 days.

The WM PEIS analyzes management alternatives for low-level mixed waste, low-level waste,
transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste. The characteristics of these wastes are
addressed in the individual waste-type chapters (Chapters 6 through 10 in Volume I).

Half-lives of radionuclides in the waste range from fractions of seconds to thousands of years. The
consideration of half-lives is implicit in DOE’s waste classification system. For example, transuranic
waste contains more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting radionuclides with half-lives greater than
20 years and an atomic number greater than that of uranium (92). Section 1.5 in Volume I describes
the four classes of radioactive wastes (low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, and
high-level waste) evaluated in the WM PEIS. Of these, low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, and
transuranic waste were evaluated at PGDP.

The radionuclide content (activities) of the various radioactive wastes are described in detail in the
supporting technical reports. These reports are listed in Section 15.2 in Volume I and are available in
the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I.

The waste management alternatives are discussed in Chapter 3. Tables 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3 identify
the proposed waste management actions at DOE sites under the alternatives for low-level mixed, low-
level, and transuranic wastes, respectively. PGDP would undertake waste management activities under
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some alternatives for these waste types. The impacts of all alternatives on ecological resources are
discussed in the individual waste-type chapters.

In accordance with NEPA, DOE (and not the operating contractor for PGDP) is responsible for
answering all comments on the WM PEIS.
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Comment (3236)

Pantex should be excluded from any consideration as a candidate low-level radioactive mixed waste,
low-level waste, or hazardous waste disposal site because (1) all hazardous waste generated at Pantex is
scheduled for treatment and disposal off the site; (2) the National Governors Association Task Force
and Site Treatment Plan efforts involve only treatment units (as opposed to disposal) possibly being
brought to Pantex; and (3) because Pantex is located directly above the sole-source Ogallala Aquifer,
the primary source of water for the multi-billion dollar agricultural industry in the Panhandle.

Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action; in this case, the potential for the Pantex Plant to serve as a disposal
site is a reasonable option under some of the WM PEIS alternatives. Pantex is one of 17 “major” sites
analyzed in the WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how DOE identified
major sites. However, designation of a major site does not mean the site will be selected for a
programmatic waste management role.

DOE considered the management of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste at the Pantex Plant.
Under five of the 36 alternatives in the PEIS (the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized
Alternative 1 for low-level mixed waste; the Decentralized Alternative and Regionalized Alternatives 1
and 2 for low-level waste) DOE would construct new disposal facilities to manage wastes at Pantex.
The Pantex Plant is not considered a potential centralized waste management facility in the WM PEIS
and would not receive wastes from other sites under any of the alternatives. Conversely, all Pantex
hazardous waste would be shipped off the site for treatment and disposal either at commercial facilities
or at other DOE sites.

Waste management alternatives considered in this WM PEIS are waste-type specific. Thus, a strategy
relative to hazardous waste does not necessarily apply to other waste streams. The Site Treatment
Plans were developed in accordance with the Federal Facility Compliance Act for treatment of DOE
low-level mixed waste. The DOE Disposal Workgroup and the National Governors Association have
developed a process to identify sites subject to Site Treatment Plans that are suitable for further
evaluation of their potential as disposal sites. Information obtained through this process will be
considered in developing Records of Decision for the WM PEIS. Further information on this process
is provided in Volume I, Section 1.8.2, of the WM PEIS.

The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6, 7, and 10 for discussions of
specific impacts at the Pantex Plant; see Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. In general, the
environmental impacts associated with waste management activities under all alternatives at all sites
considered in the PEIS would be small. For impacts that would not be small, DOE would incorporate
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts and, where applicable, comply with regulatory
requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that waste management activities at Pantex
would have a significant negative impact on the natural environment or public health and safety. Risks
to local agriculture are not considered in the PEIS as a specific impact parameter; however, as
environmental risks would be small, it is not anticipated that there would be any negative impact to
local agriculture. As described in Section 4.4.11 in Volume I, although the Ogallala Aquifer is the
major source of water for the Pantex region, EPA has not classified the Ogallala as a sole-source
aquifer.
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DOE is committed to properly managing its waste to protect human health and the environment. DOE
takes its responsibility and accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to
select a configuration for its Waste Management Program that provides human health and safety
assurance to the public.

DOE prepared the WM PEIS as part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to
base waste management decisions. Before locating waste management facilities on sites, DOE will
consider the results of relevant existing or required new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews, which
will evaluate in greater detail the potential for environmental impacts at sites selected for programmatic
waste management activities.

Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are preferred. The
Records of Decision will announce DOE’s decisions and the reasons for the decisions if they differ
from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS. The WM PEIS analysis will not be the only
basis for ultimately making waste management decisions; budgets, schedules and national priorities, as
well as other DOE studies, will be considered in developing Records of Decision.
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Comment (2076)
Will incineration or thermal treatment occur at the Portsmouth Plant? We do not want to be considered
for thermal treatment.

Response

Thermal treatment was used as a generic technology in the WM PEIS analysis to allow a relative
comparison of potential impacts across sites. DOE compared impacts from incineration with an
alternative treatment technology and identified little change in the total risks to human health from
treatment and disposal. DOE documented these findings in a technical report, that is available in the
DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, in the WM PEIS.

Properly designed and operated incinerators are as or more effective than other treatment technologies,
and DOE does not preclude their use at any site. EPA's combustion strategy states, “If properly
designed and operated in compliance with regulatory standards, combustion is a technology that
provides sound management of hazardous waste.” Fact sheets on radioactive and mixed waste
incineration published jointly by EPA and DOE (EPA 402-F-95-004 through 007, January 1996)
recognize the effectiveness of incineration as part of the DOE Waste Management Program and that
alternatives are not entirely comparable. Optimal operation of incinerators in conjunction with existing
pollution control technologies, can minimize generation of dioxins and furans and radiation releases.

DOE prepared the PEIS as a part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to base
waste management decisions. Before locating waste management facilities on sites, DOE will consider
the results of relevant existing or required new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews, which would
evaluate in greater detail the potential for environmental impacts at sites selected for programmatic
waste management activities and will provide a basis for selecting treatment technologies.

Comment  (2093)
DOE needs to consider the transuranic elements in Building 333 at the Portsmouth Plant.

Response

In Volume I, Section 8.1.2, DOE acknowledges that there are small amounts of transuranic waste that
were not assessed in the WM PEIS. These small amounts of transuranic waste would not affect
programmatic results. Radioactive waste having concentrations greater than 100 nanocuries per gram
of transuranic elements with half-lives greater than 20 years is considered and included as transuranic
waste in the WM PEIS.

Comment (2715)

The issue of allowing additional waste to be stored on the Portsmouth Plant should consider the
following factors: (1) legally right is not always morally right, as evidenced by use by the Plant of the
exemption contained in 40 CFR 264 and relative to earthquake consequences for areas east of the
Mississippi River, although newer data and seismic history, compounded by deep-injection processes,
suggest a moral obligation to consider earthquake hazards; (2) local risk should not be increased by
offsite waste just because of the economics of the region; (3) the cost to public health and the
environment should always be factored into the equation when calculating the cost of a project; and
(4) people already live with the constant hazard presented by leaking, corroded drums and toxics.
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Response

DOE must comply with all applicable laws and regulations. NEPA and CEQ regulations require DOE
to analyze the potential environmental consequences related to its proposed actions and to prepare a
detailed statement on the consequences, alternatives to the proposed action, and measures that could
avoid or minimize adverse impacts. The Portsmouth Plant is one of 17 “major” sites analyzed in the
WM PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how DOE identified major sites.
However, designation as a major site does not mean the site will be selected for a programmatic waste
management role.

DOE considers Portsmouth a potential site for the management of low-level and low-level mixed
wastes. At present, the Portsmouth Plant manages its own low-level and low-level mixed wastes.
Under the Decentralized Alternative and some Regionalized Alternatives, Portsmouth is a candidate for
managing not only its own low-level and low-level mixed wastes, but also wastes from other DOE
sites. Under the Centralized Alternative, the Portsmouth Plant is one of seven DOE sites that would
receive wastes from other sites for treatment prior to disposal.

The WM PEIS analysis calculates the potential effects of accidents initiated by earthquakes at treatment
facilities. While deep-injection processes could impact seismic activity, there are no geologic faults in
the Portsmouth region of influence. The potential for damage from seismic activity is small.

Eleven impact parameters were evaluated in the WM PEIS, including human health risks, economic,
social, and cost impacts. Human health risks (e.g., cancer) constitute a site-specific impact parameter
analyzed in the PEIS. Offsite population human health risks and offsite maximally exposed individual
health risks at Portsmouth are cumulative impact parameters addressed in the PEIS (see Volumel,
Section 11.14). The health risk analysis suggests that adverse health effects from the operation of
waste treatment facilities located at the Portsmouth Plant would be small. Public health impacts from
disposal would similarly be small after implementation of mitigation measures necessary to ensure that
DOE would not exceed radionuclide- and/or chemical-specific limits. Volume III, Appendix D,
describes in more detail waste management facility human health risk estimates. As to socioeconomic
impacts at Portsmouth, the data presented in Volume II, Section 13.0, of the PEIS shows the
socioeconomic impacts for treatment and disposal.

Chapters 6 and 7 in Volume I discuss the estimated impacts to selected sites from the management of
low-level and low-level mixed wastes, and Chapter 11 discusses cumulative impacts from the various
alternatives and from existing and planned programs. These discussions do not express potential
impacts in terms of cost, but the impact analysis presented will be an important factor in the WM PEIS
decisionmaking process.

A major focus of the PEIS is to help DOE establish a Department-wide program to safely and
efficiently manage radioactive and hazardous wastes. However, issues regarding existing pollution, a
site’s waste management record, and actual site cleanup efforts are more appropriately evaluated in
sitewide or project-level studies. Likewise, the specific types and characteristics of containers and
packages that would be used in managing the different waste forms are not discriminating factors that
would affect the programmatic decisions supported by the PEIS, and it is more appropriate that such
factors be addressed in site-level analyses.
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Comment (1764)

A commentor believes that most members of the public would not favor a No Action Alternative for
RFETS, but might consider an enhanced No Action Alternative that includes a state-of-the-art treatment
facility for processing wastes.

Response

The WM PEIS analyzes 36 alternatives in four categories, and DOE believes these alternatives provide
a sufficient base of information on which decisionmakers can determine DOE’s waste management
strategy. Volume I, Section 3.7, identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they are
preferred. NEPA allows DOE to select partial alternatives or combinations of alternatives, as long as
they fall within the bounds of the alternatives considered in the PEIS. In these cases, DOE would
explain in the Records of Decision how and why it made its decisions, and how the decisions related to
the alternatives analyzed in the Final PEIS.

Comment (1778)
Do not bury low-level waste at RFETS. We need monitorable retrievable storage.

Response

The WM PEIS analysis finds that impacts from disposal of low-level waste at RFETS (under the
Decentralized, Regionalized 1, and Regionalized 2 Alternatives) would be small. Disposal facilities
would be designed and sited only after additional analyses required by the DOE performance
assessment process. Facilities would be constructed and operated in compliance with applicable
regulations. These actions should further minimize the potential for contamination.

DOE has identified the preferred alternative for low-level waste disposal for sites such as RFETS in
Volume I, Section 3.7, of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (2578)
Why is RFETS excluded from treating offsite transuranic waste?

Response

Based on inventory and expected generation rates, RFETS houses or is expected to generate
approximately 6,200 cubic meters of transuranic waste over the next 20 years. DOE developed the
transuranic waste treatment configurations to present reasonable alternatives, considering a No Action
Alternative and Decentralized Alternatives under which each site would treat only its own transuranic
waste. Of the three Regionalized Alternatives in which transuranic waste is consolidated at two to five
sites, RFETS would treat its own waste under two alternatives, and ship its wastes off the site under the
third. Under the Regionalized Alternatives, the rationale was that transuranic waste treatment should
be consolidated at the four largest sites where approximately 80% of the waste is located or expected to
be generated over the 20-year analytical period. RFETS does not fall into this category.

Comment (3218)

Commentors oppose the siting of programmatic waste management activities at RFETS because of the
location of the site near an urban environment; bringing materials onsite for treatment and burial is not
acceptable to the surrounding community; and DOE should have long-term responsibility for storing
the waste rather than disposing of it.
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Response

NEPA and CEQ implementing regulations require DOE to consider and evaluate all reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action; in this case, the potential for siting some waste management activities
at RFETS was analyzed as a reasonable option under some WM PEIS alternatives. RFETS is one of
17 “major” sites analyzed in the PEIS. See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how
DOE identified major sites. However, designation as a major site does not mean the site will be
selected for a programmatic waste management role.

DOE evaluated 36 alternatives in the PEIS. Under 12 alternatives (Decentralized and Regionalized
Alternatives for low-level mixed waste and transuranic waste; Decentralized, Regionalized, and
Centralized Alternatives for low-level waste) new facilities would be constructed to manage wastes at
RFETS. These facilities would manage wastes generated primarily at RFETS; wastes received from
offsite under any of the alternatives considered would be less than 1% of the total volume of that waste
type disposed of at RFETS. Under certain Regionalized and Centralized Alternatives, RFETS wastes
would be managed at other DOE sites.

The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities. See Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10, for results; see
Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods. The analysis considered potential impacts, including
most of the impacts that concern commentors, from normal operations, operations accidents, incident-
free transportation, and transportation accidents. In addition, the PEIS estimates cumulative impacts
from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general,
the environmental impacts associated with waste management activities under all alternatives at all sites
considered in the PEIS would be small. For those impacts that would not be small, DOE would
incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts and, where applicable, comply with
regulatory requirements. Therefore, there is no reason to believe that waste management activities at
RFETS would have a significant negative impact on the natural environment or public health and
safety.

Specifically, the PEIS human health risk assessment and ecological risk assessment examined potential
Waste Management Program effects on humans and the environment near RFETS. DOE found that
public health and environmental risks from treatment would be low at RFETS under all waste
management alternatives. Public health and environmental risk from disposal would be low after
implementation of mitigation measures to ensure that DOE would not exceed radionuclide- and/or
chemical-specific limits.

Disposal of waste is preferable to a long-term storage for several reasons. First, disposal involves
placement of treated waste in facilities that will effectively remove the material from contact with
human or environmental receptors for very long periods of time. For example, disposal of treated
transuranic waste and high-level waste in geological repositories will isolate these materials for the long
periods of time they are expected to remain hazardous. If these materials were kept in long-term
storage facilities they could be subject to potential releases as a result of continued processing
(repackaging), facility accidents, or natural disasters. Second, fewer resources are required to dispose
of treated materials than to store them for indefinite periods of time. For example, operation of
disposal facilities is expected to require only security and monitoring functions after emplacement of
the wastes, whereas storage in aboveground facilities would have higher operational costs.
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DOE is committed to protecting health and the environment. DOE takes its responsibility and
accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a configuration for its
waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the public. The
WM PEIS will help DOE make sound waste management decisions.

The proximity of a waste management site to populated areas is only one of the factors in evaluating
alternatives. DOE must consider and balance other factors to achieve its objective of safe and efficient
treatment, safe and secure storage, and ultimate disposal of each waste type. For example, DOE must
consider waste transportation requirements, and the PEIS presents alternatives that would minimize
waste transportation (Decentralized Alternatives) or that would maximize waste transportation
(Centralized Alternatives). Although siting waste management activities in less-densely populated or
remote areas could reduce the potential for some impacts, the risks of transporting wastes over longer
distances to reach remote sites would increase the potential for other impacts. Section 1.7.3 in
Volume I lists and describes examples of the factors and criteria DOE will consider in the
decisionmaking process.

DOE prepared the PEIS as part of its effort to develop an overall national strategy on which to base
waste management decisions. Before selecting locations for waste management facilities on sites, DOE
will consider the results of existing relevant or required new sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews,
which would evaluate in greater detail the potential for environmental impacts at sites selected for
programmatic waste management activities. ’

Section 3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they
are preferred. These are not final decisions. The Records of Decision will announce DOE’s decisions
and the reasons for the decisions if they differ from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final
PEIS. The WM PEIS analysis will not be the only basis for ultimately making waste management
decisions; budgets, schedules and national priorities, as well as other DOE studies, will be considered
in developing to Records of Decision.

Comment (3260)

The WM PEIS Summary document, Section 6.2.1, states that all sites are assumed to have adequate
capabilities to package and store future-generated transuranic waste (TRUW). It is not clear that this is
the case at RFETS.

DOE should clarify to what extent this assertion is true for RFETS and all assumptions underlying this
assertion. To what degree does the proximity of RFETS to a large metropolitan area figure into the
selection of alternatives to package and store future-generated TRUW?

Response

To establish the existing capacities for TRUW treatment and identify the need for new or expanded
facilities, DOE compiled a list of existing and planned TRUW facilities. Total capacities of these
identified facilities are presented in Table 8.1-2, Volume I. Six sites, including RFETS, have existing
or planned treatment facilities. These facilities are each capable of performing different aspects of
treatment including aqueous treatment, shredding, solidification, thermal treatment, and repackaging.
DOE also assumed that the basic capabilities to package and store TRUW are available at every site
that would generate TRUW in the future. This includes 11 sites projected to generate contact-handled
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TRUW and 5 sites with projected remote-handled TRUW, as shown in Table 8.1-1 in Volume I of the
WM PEIS.

Based upon its current and projected waste volumes, RFETS is considered as a candidate site for
TRUW treatment and storage under two alternatives and treatment only under two additional
alternatives. Criteria, such as risk to nearby populations are included in the risk and impacts analyses,
as described in Volume I, Chapter 8, of the WM PEIS. Impacts to RFETS would be small.

Comment (3267)

The WM PEIS contains alternatives within each category that would allow for shipment of waste to
RFETS for treatment. Some alternatives also call for onsite disposal of materials at RFETS. The
WM PEIS should not consider alternatives that require materials to be imported to RFETS, nor those
that require onsite disposal at RFETS.

Response

NEPA requires DOE to analyze reasonable alternatives. RFETS is a large site that currently generates
or is projected to generate three of the waste types analyzed in the PEIS. Inventoried and projected
volumes indicate that RFETS has the fifth largest low-level mixed waste and transuranic waste
volumes, and eighth largest low-level waste volume of the 54 DOE sites considered. Although the
volumes are relatively small compared to total waste within the complex, it is reasonable to consider
RFETS as a candidate treatment, storage, and disposal site under some alternatives.
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This Page Left Blank Intentionally
(No comments were received for this section)
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Comment (182)
DOE needs to clarify the role of the SRS Consolidated Incineration Facility as a potential Regionalized
Alternative for the acceptance of low-level mixed waste (LLMW).

Response

The WM PEIS evaluated both on- and offsite waste to be treated at the SRS Consolidated Incineration
Facility. Volume I, Section 6.3.3, identifies sites that would ship LLMW to SRS for treatment under
the Regionalized Alternatives. The Consolidated Incineration Facility is considered only for non-alpha
LLMW; therefore, it would only treat waste from the Charleston Naval Shipyard, the Norfolk Naval
Shipyard, and the Pinellas Plant. However, alpha LLMW treatment is also evaluated for SRS, with
any alpha LEMW at Bettis Atomic Power Laboratory, the Mound Plant, the University of Missouri,
and WVDP sent to SRS for treatment. The maximum percent of offsite LLMW to be treated at SRS
under any alternative would be approximately 1%, with the remaining 99% originating at SRS.
Additional alpha LLMW freatment capacity would be required to accommodate the treatment of on-
and offsite alpha LLMW at SRS.

Comment (1682)

A commentor opposes the use of SRS for dumping, storage, or disposal of radioactive waste because of
the past history of environmental neglect at the site and the risk of an increased incidence of cancer in
area.

Response

NEPA requires DOE to consider and evaluate reasonable alternatives to a proposed action; in this case,
the potential for siting some waste management activities at the SRS is a reasonable programmatic
waste management alternative. SRS is one of 17 “major” sites analyzed in the WM PEIS.
See Volume I, Section 4.2.1, for a full description of how DOE identified major sites.

SRS was analyzed as a candidate location for management of lpw-level mixed waste, low-level waste,
transuranic waste, high-level waste, and hazardous waste. For low-level mixed waste, DOE evaluated
nine separate alternatives. Under four of these alternatives, SRS would serve as a disposal site for its own
low-level mixed waste, and would also receive wastes from seven smaller sites that would amount to only
1% of the total volume disposed of at SRS.

For low-level waste, DOE evaluated 14 separate alternatives, 7 of which considered SRS as a potential
site for disposal. Under the No Action, Decentralized, and Regionalized 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 Alternatives,
SRS would dispose of its own waste and a small quantity (less than 1%) of waste generated offsite. Under
Regionalized Alternatives 6 and 7, SRS would receive wastes from several other sites that would amount
to 51% of the total volume disposed of at SRS. Under the five Centralized Alternatives, SRS low-level
waste would be shipped offsite to another location for disposal.

Under the transuranic waste management alternatives, SRS would treat transuranic waste, and up to 17%
of the total volume that it treats would come from other sites. However, no transuranic waste disposal
would take place at SRS.

SRS currently stores high-level waste onsite. Under each of the alternatives for managing this waste type,
all of the existing and planned high-level waste being stored at SRS would eventually be transported
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offsite. Under Regionalized Alternative 1, SRS would also receive and temporarily store high-level waste
from WVDP prior to its shipment to a permanent storage location.

Four alternatives were analyzed for hazardous waste management. Under the No Action Alternative, SRS
would continue to ship hazardous waste offsite for commercial treatment. Under the Decentralized and
Regionalized 1 Alternatives, SRS would treat some of the hazardous wastes produced onsite, with any
remainder being shipped offsite for treatment at a commercial facility. Under Regionalized Alternative 2,
all SRS hazardous wastes would be shipped to another DOE "hub” site (ORR) for treatment.

The PEIS analyzes for each candidate site the potential for environmental impacts resulting from
programmatic waste management activities (see Volume I, Chapters 6 through 10 for results; see
Volume III, Appendix C, for analysis methods). The analysis considered potential impacts from
normal operations, operations accidents, incident-free transportation, and transportation accidents. In
addition, the PEIS estimates cumulative impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions (see Volume I, Chapter 11). In general, the environmental impacts associated with waste
management activities under all alternatives considered in the PEIS would be small. For those impacts
that are not small, DOE would incorporate mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the impacts.
Therefore, there is no reason to believe that waste management activities at SRS would have a
significant negative impact on the natural environment or public health and safety.

Human health risks (e.g., cancer) constitute a site-specific ifnpact parameter analyzed in the PEIS
(Volume I, Sections 6.4, 7.4, 8.4, 9.4, and 10.4). Offsite population human health risks and offsite
maximally exposed individual health risks are also cumulative impact parameters addressed by the PEIS
(see Volume I, Section 11.17). The health risk analyses indicate that there is a potential for increased
adverse health effects from the operation of waste treatment or disposal facilities located at SRS.
However, if DOE decides to site a new waste management facility at SRS, it would establish design
and operational limitations to ensure that releases from the facility would be maintained below
regulatory limits. Appendix D in Volume III describes in more detail waste management facility
human health risk estimates.

Recent studies, as summarized in Appendix E of the Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS (DOE, 1995),
indicate no excess cancer incidence or mortality in the general public in the vicinity of the SRS,
although evidence of an excess number of leukemia deaths has been reported in workers at the SRS.
These reports of excess cancers are being investigated.

The WM PEIS examines potential radiation exposure to offsite populations resulting from
implementation of the waste management alternatives. In addition, in the evaluation of cumulative
impacts, estimates of annual radiation doses from existing activities and other ongoing actions at
the sites are considered. Historical site-specific radiation doses have not been addressed because the
availability of this information is limited. @ However, estimated offsite population risks from
the proposed waste management actions generally would add little incremental risk to whatever the
historical radiation exposures might be at the various sites.

DOE is committed to managing its waste to protect human health and the environment. DOE takes its
responsibility and accountability for waste management decisions seriously and intends to select a
configuration for its waste management complex that provides human health and safety assurance to the
public. The WM PEIS will help DOE make sound waste management decisions.
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Section 3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, identifies DOE’s preferred alternatives and the reasons they
are preferred. The subsequent Records of Decision will announce DOE’s decisions and the reasons for
the decisions if they differ from the preferred alternatives provided in the Final PEIS.
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Comment (555)
Why didn’t DOE consider disposal of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste at WVDP, which
already has two disposal facilities?

Response

DOE considered WVDP a candidate site for disposal of its own low-level mixed waste and low-level
waste. WVDP was not considered as a candidate site for disposal of wastes from other DOE sites. All
reported WVDP low-level mixed waste was categorized as alpha low-level mixed waste. WVDP has
no disposal facilities for disposal of alpha low-level mixed waste and all of that waste is currently
shipped to SRS for disposal. In addition, DOE anticipates that WVDP has and will generate only a
small amount of low-level mixed waste (55 cubic meters), as compared to other DOE sites. See
Figure 6.1-1 in Volumel of the WM PEIS. TFor these reasons, and because the West Valley
Demonstration Act likely precludes management of waste generated elsewhere, WVDP was not
considered as a candidate disposal site for low-level mixed waste from other sites.

With respect to low-level waste, WVDP was considered as a candidate disposal site for low-level waste
generated onsite under the Decentralized Alternative. DOE did not analyze disposal at WVDP of low-
level waste generated at other sites because of the relatively low volume of low-level waste at WVDP
(42,000 cubic meters), as compared to other DOE sites. See Figure 7.1-1. Further, because of the
interrelationship between low-level waste and low-level mixed waste, DOE used the same treatment
and disposal locations for low-level waste and low-level mixed waste.

As described in Section 1.8.1, DOE and the New York State Research and Development Authority are
currently preparing an EIS for Completion of the WVDP and Closure or Long-Term Management of
Facilities that is being closely coordinated with the WM PEIS and will access the site-specific impacts
of future waste management at WVDP.

Comment (4444)
WYVDP would not be a good regional site, as it already has problems with waste leaching.

Response

DOE considered the management of low-level mixed waste, low-level waste, transuranic waste, and
high-level waste at WVDP. DOE would construct new treatment and/or disposal facilities to manage
wastes at WVDP under 3 of the 36 alternatives considered in the WM PEIS (the Decentralized
Alternatives for low-level mixed, low-level, and transuranic wastes). Under these alternatives, WVDP
would only treat and/or dispose of waste generated onsite. WYVDP is not considered a potential
regionalized or centralized waste management site and would not receive wastes from other sites.
Under the Regionalized Alternatives, low-level mixed waste and low-level waste would be shipped off
the site for treatment and/or disposal, transuranic waste would be shipped off the site for treatment
pending disposal, and high-level waste would be shipped off the site for storage pending disposal in a
geologic repository.

As discussed in PEIS Volume I, Section 4.4.17, groundwater monitoring at WVDP in 1991 showed
that all parameters except gross beta and tritium were within comparison criteria. However,
monitoring at 10 offsite residential wells indicated no evidence of contamination by activities at
WVDP. Sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses will evaluate in greater detail the design of specific
facilities and the potential for environmental impacts at sites selected for programmatic waste
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3.5.17 West Valley Demonstration Project

management activities. Issues such as containment structures to prevent waste leaching would be
addressed in such analyses. DOE and the New York State Energy Research and Development
Authority have prepared a draft EIS for completion of the WVDP and closure or long-term
management of the Western New York Nuclear Service Center that is being closely coordinated with
the WM PEIS and will assess the site-specific impacts of future waste management at WVDP.

3-114



Volume V - Comment Response Document

3.6 Geologic Repositories

Comment (143)
A commentor is not convinced that Yucca Mountain is a satisfactory storage site.

Response

The question of whether Yucca Mountain is a suitable disposal site is outside the scope of the WM
PEIS. DOE is investigating the suitability of the Yucca Mountain site as the Nation’s first licensed
geologic repository for spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. DOE is preparing a Yucca
Mountain Repository EIS and has established a tentative date of 2000 for the Record of Decision.
Because the Yucca Mountain site is the only candidate repository site currently being studied, DOE
used its location to analyze the impacts of transporting high-level waste to a potential disposal facility.

Comment (196) ‘
DOE needs to consider what assurances there are that WIPP will open and what conditions are
associated with that assumption.

Response

For analytical purposes, DOE assumed that WIPP will operate as a transuranic waste repository.
However, the No Action Alternative does evaluate the impacts if there is a delay in the receipt of
transuranic waste at WIPP for disposal and waste continues to be stored at the generating sites for the
20-year period of analysis. DOE has prepared the WIPP SEIS-II to evaluate the impacts associated
with transuranic waste disposal at WIPP. The WIPP SEIS-II No Action Alternatives evaluate the
continued management of transuranic waste at the generator and/or treatment sites, and
decommissioning of the WIPP facility.

Comment (1140)

The WM PEIS inappropriately continues to exclude consideration of high-level and transuranic waste
disposal sites. The PEIS must include waste disposal alternatives other than Yucca Mountain and
WIPP because one or both of those sites may never become operational. Even if they become
operational, Yucca Mountain could not handle all high-level waste and WIPP cannot handle all
transuranic wastes.

Response

Because the environmental evaluation process for geologic high-level waste (HLW) disposal was
established by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, the WM PEIS does not analyze the environmental impacts
of disposal at Yucca Mountain or alternative locations for a geologic repository. The WM PEIS does
analyze the environmental impacts of longer-term storage of treated HLW in the event that the
construction and operation of a national geologic repository for HLW is delayed. Yucca Mountain is
currently being studied for its suitability as a potential site for a geologic repository. If Yucca
Mountain is found suitable, the Secretary of Energy will recommend the site to the President, at which
time Yucca Mountain will be the proposed site for the first geologic repository. If the HLW repository
is not established at Yucca Mountain, DOE would have to reevaluate its long-term plan for disposition
of HLW,

The WM PEIS analysis of high-level waste storage includes consideration of high-level waste canister
storage requirements if a permanent geologic repository does not open until after 2015. Under this
scenario, which is analyzed as part of the Centralized Alternative, all canisters would be shipped to
Hanford for storage until a geologic repository begins accepting high-level waste. Impacts are
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evaluated on an incremental annual basis. For the purposes of analysis, DOE assumes that WIPP will
become operational. Although the WM PEIS does not evaluate WIPP or its suitability for disposal, the
No Action Alternative does evaluate the impacts if there is a delay in the receipt of transuranic waste
(TRUW) at WIPP and waste continues to be stored at the generating sites.

DOE has already examined alternatives to geologic disposal at WIPP in previous NEPA documents.
Moreover, the disposal impacts from operating WIPP as a TRUW repository are addressed in the
WIPP SEIS-II. The WIPP SEIS-II No Action Alternatives evaluate the continued management of
TRUW at the generator and treatment sites, and decommissioning of the WIPP facility. These
alternatives analyze environmental impacts if the waste were not disposed of at WIPP.

The capacity of WIPP is limited by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (Public Law 102-579) and by the
Consultation and Cooperation Agreement with the State of New Mexico. Under these limits, as
analyzed in the WIPP SEIS-II, WIPP would not be able to accommodate all of DOE's defense remote-
handled transuranic waste.

Comment (1513)

The public is concerned about accepting more waste into the State of New Mexico at WIPP. The
people of the State of New Mexico do not want WIPP to open. ‘The Mayor of Carlsbad, New Mexico,
might want WIPP, but the citizens do not.

Response

The decision of whether to operate WIPP as a transuranic waste repository is outside the scope of the
WM PEIS. Rather, as identified in Volume I, Section 1.1, the WM PEIS analyzes alternative locations
for treatment and storage sites. However, for purposes of analysis, DOE assumed WIPP would be
operational as a transuranic waste disposal facility.

As described in Volume I, Section 1.8.1, DOE has prepared the WIPP SEIS-II to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of transuranic waste disposal at WIPP. This information will be used to support
DOE's decision on whether to operate WIPP as a transuranic waste disposal facility.

In addition, disposal of transuranic waste cannot begin until DOE meets the requirements imposed
under the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act and other applicable regulations.

Comment (1621)
A commentor supports the use of Yucca Mountain for storage of high-level waste.

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Comment (1636)
DOE should consider other sites besides Yucca Mountain for high-level waste (HLW) storage.

Response

Because the environmental evaluation process for geologic disposal was established by the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act, the WM PEIS does not analyze environmental impacts of disposal at Yucca
Mountain or alternative locations for a geologic repository. However, the WM PEIS does analyze the
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environmental impacts of the longer term storage of treated HLW in the event that the construction and
operation of a national geologic repository is delayed.

The total HLW volume of 378,000 (inventory plus generation within the next 20 years) is equivalent to
an estimated 21,600 canisters of vitrified HLW. Under the No Action Alternative and Decentralized
Alternative, the Hanford Site, INEL, SRS, and WVDP would store HLW canisters. Under
Regionalized Alternatives 1 and 2, the Hanford Site, INEL, and SRS would store HLW canisters.
Under the Centralized Alternative, the Hanford Site would store HLW canisters.

DOE is addressing possible environmental impacts from the construction, operation, and eventual
closure of a potential repository for spent nuclear fuel and HLW at Yucca Mountain in a separate EIS.

Comment (2215)
I am getting sick of hearing about Yucca Mountain. I believe in Santa Claus more than I believe in
Yucca Mountain.

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Comment (3214)

The WM PEIS does not analyze alternatives to the Yucca Mountain repository. DOE should examine
all alternatives for management of high-level waste, including other disposal sites, extended storage at
the point of generation, and regionalized and centralized storage. The impacts of transporting waste to
Yucca Mountain, and for all other alternatives, should be examined.

Response

Because the environmental evaluation process for geologic disposal was established by the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act, the WM PEIS does not analyze environmental impacts of disposal at Yucca
Mountain or alternative locations for a geologic repository. However, the WM PEIS does analyze the
environmental impacts of the longer term storage of treated high-level waste in the event that the
construction and operation of a national geologic repository is delayed. A separate EIS will be
prepared as part of the evaluation of the Yucca Mountain site as a repository.

If the high-level waste repository is not established at Yucca Mountain, DOE would have to reevaluate
its long-term plan for the disposition of high-level waste. The PEIS does analyze the environmental
impacts of longer term storage of treated high-level waste in the event of a delay in the construction
and operation of a national geologic repository for high-level waste. It also addresses regionalized and
centralized storage of vitrified high-level waste and transportation of the vitrified waste to the storage
location.

The potential impacts of transporting high-level waste to Yucca Mountain for disposal will be evaluated
in the Repository EIS. Transportation-related impacts for the alternatives considered in the WM PEIS
are discussed for each waste type under health risks, air quality, and environmental justice (e.g., for
low-level waste, see Sections 6.4, 6.5, and 6.10 respectively), and in Volume IV in Appendix E.
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Comment (3333)

The Waste Management Program supposes a licensed geologic repository, although WIPP is unsuitable
because of (1) its failure to meet EPA standards; (2) questionable deals cut between DOE and EPA to
weaken oversight; (3) the presence of dangerous gases that cannot be monitored; and (4) the presence
of tritium, which also threatens the Ogallala Aquifer.

Response

The WM PEIS does not analyze the environmental impacts of disposal at WIPP or alternative locations
for a geologic repository. Rather it evaluates all reasonable programmatic alternatives for transurariic
waste treatment and storage configurations. For purposes of analysis, DOE assumed that WIPP will
become operational. Although the WM PEIS does not evaluate WIPP or its suitability for disposal, the
No Action Alternative does evaluate for the period of analysis (20 years) the impacts if there is a delay
in the receipt of transuranic waste at WIPP and waste continues to be stored at the generating sites.

The disposal impacts from operating WIPP as a transuranic waste repository are addressed in the WIPP
SEIS-II. The WIPP SEIS-II No Action Alternatives will in part evaluate the continued management of
transuranic waste at the generator and/or treatment sites, and decommissioning of the WIPP facility.
These alternatives will be analyzed to provide a baseline for environmental impacts if transuranic waste
were not disposed of at WIPP. This information will be used to support DOE’s decision of whether to
operate WIPP as a transuranic waste disposal facility.

Comment (3599)

The WM PEIS continues the saga of the DOE asserting that it is going to prove that waste will not
migrate beyond the WIPP boundary within the 10,000-year statutory requirement, regardless of the gas
generation problem. We understand that the WM PEIS is a document based on changing processes and
decisions that impact the document. Nonetheless, it is difficult to take the assumptions and petitions
for exemptions seriously because the underlying focus is not the health and safety of the environment
and the people and animals that live within the area, but to get the waste out of sight and out of mind as
quickly as possible. The assumption of non-defense waste at WIPP and the no-migration petition are
two examples of that focus.

Response

As described in Section 1.8.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, which highlights a number of DOE NEPA
documents that are related to the WM PEIS, the impacts of disposal of transuranic waste (TRUW) at
WIPP, including the types of TRUW to be disposed of and the long-term performance of the
repository, are evaluated in the WIPP SEIS-II. The WM PEIS assumes, for analytical purposes only,
that WIPP will operate as a TRUW disposal facility, but also analyzes the impacts of no TRUW
disposal at WIPP and continued storage at the generating sites.

Since publication of the Draft WM PEIS, the 1997 Defense Authorization Act, which contains
amendments to the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act, was signed into law on September 23, 1996. The
amendments exempt waste to be disposed of at WIPP from RCRA's provisions regarding land disposal
restrictions, thus eliminating the need to obtain a No Migration Determination prior to commencing
proposed disposal operations. The Final WM PEIS reflects this change in requirements.
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Comment (3931)

Several commentors stated that the WM PEIS assumption that Yucca Mountain will be licensed as the
nation’s permanent geologic repository is unrealistic, especially in light of Secretary O’Leary’s
indications that there is only a 50% chance of this occurring. Some commentors further indicated that
DOE must fully address Yucca Mountain in a credible programmatic EIS, including industry-known
problems concerning the site such as exceedance of dose limits and inadequate disposal capacity.

Response

The WM PEIS does not evaluate disposal of high-level waste or spent nuclear fuel because this issue
(and associated dose limit and capacity concerns) is ‘not within the scope of DOE’s proposed action.
The facility at Yucca Mountain would have space for at least a portion of the high-level waste canisters
if it is developed. As stated in Volume I, Section 1.8.1, DOE is preparing a separate EIS for disposal
of high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel at Yucca Mountain. Because the environmental evaluation
process for geologic disposal was established by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, the WM PEIS does not
analyze environmental impacts of disposal at Yucca Mountain or alternative locations for a geologic
repository. However, the WM PEIS does analyze the environmental impacts of the longer-term storage
of treated high-level waste in the event that construction and operation of a national geologic repository
is delayed. In addition, because the Yucca Mountain site is the only candidate repository site being
studied at this time, DOE used this location to analyze the impacts of transporting high-level waste to a
potential disposal facility.

Two different timing scenarios were evaluated in the WM PEIS to determine the impacts of storing
vitrified high-level waste prior to disposal in a geologic repository. In the first scenario, DOE assumed
that the geological repository would begin accepting DOE-managed high-level waste in 2015. In the
second scenario, acceptance of DOE-managed high-level waste at the repository is assumed to be
delayed past 2015. For the latter case, impacts of high-level waste storage are presented on an
annualized or incremental basis to account for variability in the length of any potential delays. If DOE
is unsuccessful in obtaining regulatory approval for Yucca Mountain, it would have to reevaluate its
long-term plans for disposal of high-level waste.

Comment (3940)
Does DOE plan to site the WIPP, near Carlsbad, New Mexico, regardless of the results of site
characterization and feasibility studies presently being conducted?

Response

Since 1970, DOE has stored all of its transuranic waste, including transuranic waste containing
hazardous components that are subject to RCRA. DOE could decide to dispose of this post-1970
retrievably stored transuranic waste in the WIPP geologic repository near Carlsbad, New Mexico, after
the completion of appropriate NEPA analyses and if acceptable disposal performance can be
demonstrated and regulatory requirements can be met. Several studies are underway to characterize
and more fully understand the potential long-term behavior of the disposal of transuranic waste at
WIPP. One of these studies is the WIPP Disposal Phase Supplemental EIS (SEIS-II), which has been
prepared by DOE to evaluate the environmental impacts of disposing of transuranic wastes at WIPP.
Based on the results of these studies and independent of the WM PEIS, DOE will determine whether to
dispose of transuranic waste at WIPP and the extent to which transuranic waste must be treated before
disposal. However, to reduce the potential for delays in future transuranic waste disposal at WIPP,
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DOE will use the WM PEIS analysis to support the decision(s) about where to treat and store
transuranic waste before it is disposed of at WIPP.

Comment (4045)

The timelines for both WIPP and Yucca Mountain have been extended as new regulatory and
environmental issues emerge related to these facilities. Therefore, DOE should not assume that WIPP
and Yucca Mountain will be available in the future. The PEIS should give greater weight to
alternatives that are not based on a reasonably foreseeable centralized geologic repository.

Response

The evaluation of transuranic waste treatment and storage alternatives in the WM PEIS, which provides
advance planning information on transuranic waste even if the operation of WIPP is delayed, also
required that transportation to a repository location be assessed. For the WM PEIS analysis, WIPP was
chosen as the final destination for evaluation of transportation impacts; operation of the WIPP
repository was not evaluated.

DOE has prepared the WIPP SEIS-II to evaluate the environmental impacts of disposing of transuranic
waste at WIPP. As part of the WIPP SEIS-II, the No Action Alternatives evaluate the continued
management of transuranic waste at the generator facilities and decommissioning or other disposition of
the WIPP facility. These alternatives will evaluate environmental impacts if the waste were not
disposed of at WIPP. The WM PEIS transuranic waste No Action Alternative also evaluates the
impacts of continued storage of transuranic waste at the generator sites for the period of analysis
(20 years).

Section 9.1.1 describes why Yucca Mountain was used in the high-level waste analyses. In part, this
section states that since Yucca Mountain is the only site that is required to be evaluated as a high-level
waste repository by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, Yucca Mountain was assumed, for purposes of
analysis, to be the location of the high-level waste repository. Impacts from the construction,
operation, and closure of a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain will be examined in the Yucca
Mountain Repository EIS, although the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, does not require DOE
to examine alternative locations. The WM PEIS does analyze the environmental impacts of the longer
term storage of treated high-level waste in the event that the construction and operation of a national
geologic repository is delayed.
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Comment (251)

Referring to the “unusually high incidence of breast cancer in the county," a commentor stated that DOE
lacks information and understanding of the human element that makes up the local environment around
Argonne National Laboratory-East (ANL-E).

Response

The WM PEIS health risk analysis addresses the potential risks from the construction and operation of
new waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities. Volume I, Section 5.4.1, of the WM PEIS
provides a description of the methods used to assess health risks. The results for each waste type are
presented in Chapters 6 through 10. In addition, Chapter 11 summarizes the risks of the waste
management actions for a combination of the applicable waste types at each site. Chapter 11 also
addresses, by site, the cumulative health impacts of the proposed waste management actions, the
existing conditions, and other proposed actions at the site.

Note that the WM PEIS health risk analysis considers site baseline risk only as a component of
cumulative impacts. In Chapter 11, baseline risk is considered as the potential effect of existing site-
related actions on population exposure and risk. The analysis does not include regional epidemiological
or health statistics information, such as the breast cancer incidence in the counties surrounding ANL-E.
The estimated risks of the proposed waste management actions at ANL-E should be considered as
excess latent cancer incidence or fatality risks that would be added to the existing baseline. The
estimated incremental risks from the proposed treatment and disposal of low-level mixed waste and
low-level waste at ANL-E are presented in Section 6.4 and 7.4 in Volume I, respectively, and in the
Volume II Site Data Tables. For both waste types, less than one additional cancer incidence is
estimated in the offsite population living within a 50-mile radius of the site as a result of the proposed
treatment actions. Probabilities of cancer fatality for the offsite maximally exposed individual are less
than 1 in 1 million. Disposal risks for the hypothetical farm family maximally exposed individual are
less than 1 in 1 million for low-level mixed waste and 3 in 100,000 for low-level waste.

Comment (1554)

The Hanford Site map in Figure 4.4-4 contains numerous deficiencies in labeling, and an inaccurate
site boundary. The NTS map also has inaccurate borders. It should include Area 51, and not include
Pahute Mesa.

Response
The Hanford Site map (Figure 4.4-4 in Volume I) was corrected for the Final WM PEIS to provide
accurate labeling and site boundaries.

The borders of the NTS map shown in Figure 4.4-8 in Volume I of the WM PEIS have also been
revised. However, the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report indicates that Pahute Mesa
is managed as part of NTS. The NTS boundaries are designated by four Public Land Orders and a
Memorandum of Understanding with the Air Force for the Pahute Mesa area. Land withdrawn under
Public Land Order 1662 is not considered under any alternative for use by DOE and, therefore, is not
addressed in the WM PEIS.

Comment (1644)
The PEIS should address the issue of air quality in Nevada.
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Response

WM PEIS Volume I, Section 4.4.8, and the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report describe
the air quality at Nevada Test Site (NTS). The State of Nevada is divided into Air Quality Control
Regions (AQCRs). NTS is located in Nevada AQCR No. 147. This region is designated as an attainment
or unclassified area with respect to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. An attainment area is an
area with air quality better than those standards. The nearest nonattainment area is in Las Vegas Intrastate
AQCR No. 13, which includes Clark County. This AQCR is classified as nonattainment for carbon
monoxide and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter.

Major sources of nonradiological air emissions from NTS are test drilling, mining, and sampling
operations for underground nuclear tests and, possibly, evaporation of containment pond water. Other air
pollutant emissions are from construction activities, fugitive dust from unpaved roads, fuel burning
equipment, open burning, fuel storage facilities, and asbestos removal activities. These activities
contribute to the existing air quality within AQCR No. 147.

Comment (1718)
In Volume I, Tables 4-10 and 4-11, provide information that separates radioactive materials totals from
radioactive waste totals for incoming and outgoing shipments.

Response

Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 (formerly Tables 4-10 and 4-11) show the incoming truck and rail shipments,
respectively, of hazardous materials to each of the major waste generating and storage sites during
Fiscal Year 1993. The data provided in Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 are for the purposes of establishing a
transportation baseline for the current rail and truck shipments to and from DOE sites. Source data are
derived from the 1993 Shipment Mobility/Accountability Collection and the Waste Manifest System
FY 1993. Data are presented for each site without reference to source or destination of shipments.
This database includes all radioactive materials shipments, not just waste shipments. The database does
not specifically characterize the components that make up the site shipments beyond a division into
radioactive and other hazardous materials categories. Because the table is intended as a summary of
transportation-related activity in general, it is not useful as a source for waste volume, or other
materials volume information.

Comment (1726)
In Volume I, Section 4.4.9, include information on the variety of Federal and State protected plant life
that can be found on the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR).

Response

Section 4.4.9 in Volume I of the WM PEIS is a summary of the affected environment information for
ORR. Additional information on ecological resources at ORR, including sensitive plant species, is
contained in Section 2.8.4 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available
in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (1729)

The WM PEIS refers to radioactive and nonradioactive parameters that exceeded water quality
comparison criteria at ORR in 1992. Please include information about the parameters that exceeded
comparison criteria in 1993 and 1994.
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Response

In general, DOE elected not to update or supplement the data in the WM PEIS with more recently
published data because conditions rarely change drastically from year to year. Exceptions were made
in instances where DOE determined that the updated data might affect the comparisons of alternatives.
DOE believes that the water quality information provided gives an adequate characterization of the
conditions at the sites, especially for a programmatic EIS that will not select locations for waste
management facilities on the sites. More up-to-date site-specific information would be included in
sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses.

Data on water quality parameters for 1993 and 1994 are available in the ORR environmental reports
for those years.

Comment (1829)
The WM PEIS does not sufficiently reflect reasonable present and future conditions to allow one to
draw conclusions about the impacts of the proposed actions at the ANL-E.

Response

To conduct any analysis using data that is continually being updated, the data must be “locked” at some
point in time. If the data were not locked, and the analysis were updated each time new data are
available, the analysis would be a “moving target” that would never be completed. As described in
Section 4.4.1 in Volume I of the Draft WM PEIS and in the Draft WM PEIS Affected Environment
Technical Report, the information on current conditions at ANL-E was obtained largely from reports
prepared from 1990 through 1994. The low-level mixed waste volumes used in the Draft WM PEIS
were obtained from the 1994 Mixed Waste Inventory Report.

More recent data at ANL-E shows a 60-fold decrease in waste generation. As a consequence, all low-
level mixed waste impacts were included with the updated, lower, estimates of low-level mixed waste
for ANL-E. The Final WM PEIS was revised to reflect resulting impacts from this reevaluation.

Comment (2078)

The ecological resources discussion in Volume I, Section 4.4 2, is grossly inadequate. Brookhaven
National Laboratory (BNL) is located in the Central Pine Barrens State Forest Preserve, which is
protected under New York State law. The site is also located within the environmentally sensitive
Peconic National Estuary, which has been designated as part of the Pine Barrens Maritime Bioreserve
and the National Estuary Program. Effluent from the BNL wastewater treatment plant discharges into
the Peconic River, and groundwater at BNL recharges into the Peconic, Greater South, or Moriches
Bays. These bays are among the most productive estuaries in the Country. They are primarily known
for the production of filter feeding foods, such as clams, oysters, and scallops. Filter feeders are
especially prone to bioaccumulation of toxic substances, primarily due to the amount of water filtered
by each organism. A possible release of radioactive and/or hazardous materials into an estuary where
commercial harvests of filter feeders occurs is not environmentally sound.

Response

BNL is in an area designated by the Pine Barrens Protection Act as “Compatible Growth Area” and
“Core Preservation Area.” A Compatible Growth Area is that portion of the pine barrens that has been
designated to be compatible for limited development. The Core Preservation Area is the area
designated to receive greater protection from development.
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The headwaters of the Peconic River Estuary are also located on BNL. While this estuary is
groundwater-fed, discharge from BNL’s sewage treatment plant makes up much of the surface flow in
the upper reaches of the Peconic River. This surface flow typically dries up prior to leaving BNL
property. Groundwater beneath BNL would recharge downstream sections of the Peconic River and,
to a lesser extent, the Carmans River. These rivers discharge into the Peconic Bay and Bellport Bay
portion of the Great South Bay, respectively. Theoretically, a portion of groundwater beneath BNL
will eventually recharge the Moriches Bay; however, given the slow rate of groundwater movement,
this has not yet occurred.

DOE considers impacts to the pine barrens and Peconic and Carmans River estuaries in all BNL
project-level NEPA reviews. In addition, DOE consults the Central Pine Barrens Planning
Commission about many activities at BNL and provides the Commission the opportunity to comment on
environmental assessments prepared under NEPA. Also, the New York State Department of
Environmental Control considers the estuaries and pine barrens during relevant permit actions. This
open communication between DOE, the State of New York, and the Central Pine Barrens Planning
Commission will continue.

The WM PEIS does not specifically address the potential impacts to aquatic organisms from the
treatment, storage, and disposal of waste management waste, although groundwater contamination from
disposal of low-level mixed waste and low-level waste is expected to be limited by design and siting
considerations, as described in Sections 6.6.2.1 and 7.6.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS.

Section 5.4.3 in Volume I states that seepage of contaminated groundwater from disposal facilities
could contaminate surface water and that this would be expected to occur at sites with shallow
groundwater and surface water bodies that are fed by groundwater discharge (springs). Where
contaminated groundwater discharges to the surface, dilution in “clean” surface waters would cause
concentrations of contaminants in surface water to be lower than concentrations in groundwater.
Section 5.4.3 also states that DOE will evaluate the performance of disposal facilities at each site, and
if significant groundwater contamination were predicted, changes in the waste acceptance criteria
would be made to limit disposal of the waste with the potential to cause significant groundwater
contamination. In no case would DOE knowingly dispose of waste in violation of legal requirements.

In addition, the Final WM PEIS was revised to include a qualitative analysis of the vulnerability of the
DOE sites to surface-water impacts. This new text is located in Section 5.4.3 in Volume I and
Section C.4.3.4.10 in Volume III. This text states that although BNL is somewhat vulnerable to
surface-water contamination, impacts from the incremental addition of waste management activities are
not expected to be major.

Comment (2130)

The Ohio Department of Health has detected radiation in Piketon, in our houses, on our yards, in our
gutters, on our sidewalks, and in our water. DOE needs to be concerned about damage being done to
people, pets, and personal and public property from the fallout from the Portsmouth Plant.

Response
A brief description of the existing environmental conditions at Portsmouth is provided in Section 4.4.12
in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Additional information is provided in the WM PEIS Affected
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Environment Technical Report, which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9, Volume I, of the Final WM PEIS.

DOE prepares annual site environmental monitoring reports that provide information about
environmental monitoring activities and releases. These reports are available to the public. In 1992,
DOE reported a radiation dose of 0.26 mrem to the maximally exposed individual from airborne
radionuclides. This is well below the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
standard of 10 mrem per year. It is DOE policy to maintain releases at a level that is as low as
reasonably achievable. DOE is committed to operating its facilities and managing its wastes safely and
in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.

DOE encourages the public to immediately report any unusual activities and concerns related to its
sites, to the site management.

Comment (2138)

The public is concerned about the water supply around Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (PGDP) and
the Portsmouth Plant. DOE needs to consider that the Portsmouth Plant is located above an aquifer,
and that leaks of hazardous materials at PGDP could contaminate the water. The WM PEIS does not
mention that Cairo, Illinois, which is downstream of PGDP, gets its drinking water from the
Ohio River.

Response

DOE understands that PGDP and the Portsmouth Plant have the potential to impact the surface water
and groundwater near the sites. These impacts are evaluated at a programmatic level in the WM PEIS.
DOE would consider site-specific control measures when planning new facilities or activities for
specific sites. These control measures could include: modifying the design of generic disposal
facilities (used in the PEIS analysis) to fit site-specific conditions; modifying waste form requirements;
optimizing the location of a facility at a site; and imposing waste acceptance criteria.

Any eventual waste storage or disposal facilities would be structured with sufficient containment and
would be carefully monitored. Furthermore, sites would be equipped with sufficient safety and
emergency response measures to minimize the potential for leaks to contaminate surface water or
groundwater. The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains more detailed
descriptions of the sites. Section 2.9.2.1 of the WM PEIS affected Environment Technical Report
accounts for the fact that Cairo, Illinois, is downstream of PGDP and obtains its drinking water from
the Ohio River. This technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (2216)
DOE needs to explain why there is no wildlife in the neighboring creeks around PGDP. DOE claims
there is no contamination of a dangerous level. This does not seem likely.

Response

There is wildlife in the neighboring creeks around PGDP. As described in the WM PEIS Affected
Environment Technical Report, PGDP is surrounded by the West Kentucky Wildlife Management
Area. Beaver, mink, muskrat, frogs, turtles, and several fish species reside in neighboring creeks
around PGDP. Fish and wildlife in and around the creeks are monitored and sampled on a regular
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basis by the Commonwealth of Kentucky. Low levels of polychlorinated biphenyls and radionuclides
have been discovered in one of the creeks close to PGDP. Controls designed to limit access to these
areas were presented to the public for comment, sanctioned by the Commonwealth, and instituted. A
second creek had even lower levels of contamination and the Commonwealth concluded that no
controls were necessary. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (2387)

Place the listed endangered species into context by discussing and comparing the relationships within
the local and regional ecosystem. Simply listing the endangered species does not communicate the
potential impacts of waste management activities.

Response

DOE did not attempt to evaluate impacts to endangered or threatened species, either directly from
waste management activities or through effects on their local or regional ecosystems, in the PEIS.
Such analyses would be too complex for a programmatic evaluation of effects at 17 different sites and
would require identifying specific waste management facility locations at each site; siting location
decisions are not being made in the PEIS. When selecting locations for waste management facilities on
sites, DOE will consider the results of relevant existing or required new sitewide or project-level NEPA
reviews, which would include analyses of potential impacts to ecosystems, particularly any effects on
threatened and endangered species or critical habitats. The WM PEIS identifies listed endangered and
threatened and other sensitive species at the candidate sites simply to highlight for DOE decisionmakers
the need to identify and address potential ecological impacts once DOE makes initial waste management
facility siting proposals.

Comment (2482)

Attainment status should be clarified for Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL), since there
are INEL facilities within less than 50 miles of a nonattainment area for PM,, (portions of Bannock and
Power Counties). '

Response

Attainment and nonattainment areas are areas with specific boundaries designated by EPA pursuant to
its air quality regulations. The WM PEIS considers a site to be in a nonattainment area only if a part of
the site is actually located within a nonattainment area or borders a nonattainment area. Therefore,
INEL is considered to be in an attainment area for all criteria air pollutants.

Comment (2487)

The WM PEIS states that most DOE sites are in geologically stable areas, that the greatest seismic risks
are believed to be at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) and PGDP, and that no DOE
site is in an area of known substantial volcanic hazard. A commentor argues that INEL, based on its
inclusion within the Intermountain Seismic Zone and close proximity to two historical magnitude 7+
earthquakes, is in a region of significant seismic potential and that this is supported by the region being
included in seismic hazard zone 3. Additionally, due to the recent (approximately 1,200 years before
present) volcanic activity within about 20 miles of the site, INEL is at least in a region of uncertain
volcanic hazard.
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Response

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains more information on historic
environmental conditions at INEL. Section 2.3 of that report states that INEL lies outside the
Centennial Tectonic Belt, an area of seismic activity within the Intermountain Seismic Belt.
Seismographs installed in 1970 show that the eastern Snake River Plain has experienced only
microearthquakes (earthquakes with a magnitude less than 1.5) and that the numbers of
microearthquakes are very small compared to the numbers of earthquakes outside the Snake River
Plain. In fact, since 1972, only 19 microearthquakes have been recorded within the eastern Snake
River Plain. The closest large earthquakes to INEL were the 1959 Hebgen Lake earthquake
(magnitude 7.5) and the 1983 Borah Peak earthquake (magnitude 7.3). Both were felt at INEL, but
neither caused damage to INEL facilities. Based on known earthquake sources and a hypothetical
unknown random earthquake in the eastern Snake River Plain, it is estimated that an earthquake with a
maximum horizontal acceleration of about 0.15g has a probability of occurrence of 1 in 5,000 per year
at a centralized INEL location (Idaho Chemical Processing Plant). Note that a seismic hazards study is
currently being performed at INEL. This study is expected to be completed in fiscal year 1997.

Section 2.3 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report further states that no historical
eruptions have occurred on the eastern Snake River Plain and volcanic hazards to INEL are primarily
related to future basaltic and rhyolithic eruptions along the volcanic rift zones in the eastern Snake
River Plain. The likelihood of basalt lava inundation or related ground disturbance is estimated to be
less than 1 chance in 40,000 per year for the southern INEL. Risks from these phenomena in the
northern INEL are even lower. The probability of significant impacts from all other volcanic
phenomena, such as growth of new rhyolite domes on the eastern Snake River Plain or thicker than
8 centimeters (3.3 inches) ashfall from distant volcanoes, is estimated to be less than 1 chance in
100,000 per year due to the combined effects of great distance, infrequency, low volume, and
topographic or atmospheric barriers to the dispersal of ash on INEL. Therefore, INEL was not
considered to be in an area of substantial volcanic hazard.

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report is available in the DOE public reading rooms
listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (2490)
In Volume I, Table 4-9, how can the peak load (550 megawatts) be greater than the total capacity
(351.74 mega voltampere) at Hanford?

Response

The commentor is correct; the peak load should not be greater than the total capacity. According to the
WM PEIS affected environment technical report (DOE, 1995), the peak load for Hanford should be
59.36 megawatts. DOE corrected the table (now Table 4.3-5).

Comment (2491)
Volume I, Section 4.4.5: The first bullet under Air Quality omits Clark and Bannock Counties.
Should this bullet include all of the counties in the socioeconomic region of influence?

Response
INEL is located in Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) 3, which includes Butte, Jefferson, Bonneville,
and Bingham Counties, but not Clark and Bannock Counties. AQCRs are designated by EPA and were

4-8



Volume V - Comment Response Document

4.1 Environmental Resources and Conditions

created by EPA for regulatory purposes that are not related to the creation of the socioeconomic
regions of influence for the WM PEIS.

Comment (2492)

Volume I, Section 4.4.5, and Volume III, Section C.4.2.1.3.1 and Table C.4-3, state that Butte,
Jefferson, Bonneville, and Bingham are classified as attainment areas for the six National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. To designate an area as in attainment, ambient air monitoring must be performed to
verify the attainment status. If an area has not had ambient air monitoring performed, like most of the
area described, it is determined to be unclassified. In Volume III, the area around INEL is considered
in attainment.

Response

The commentor is correct that an area that has not had ambient air monitoring performed should be
designated unclassified. However, as of 1996, INEL is located in an attainment area for ambient air
quality. The State of Idaho and EPA classify the counties surrounding INEL as attainment areas. for the
six National Ambient Air Quality Standards criteria air pollutants.

Comment (2493)

Volume I, Section 4.4.5, states that no known Federally or State-listed threatened, endangered, or
candidate plant species are found at INEL and that eight Federal candidate species are found at the site.
This seems contradictory.

Response

DOE revised Volume I, Section 4.4.5, of the WM PEIS to clarify that no known Federally or State-
listed threatened or endangered plant species are found on INEL. However, one plant is listed by the
State of Idaho as imperiled, and eight Federal candidate species (two are State species of special
concern) and five State species of special concern are found on INEL.

Comment (2495)

Volume I, Section 4.4.5, gives the names of the major surface water features on and around INEL and
then states that none of the rivers flow off the site. This is misleading, because the rivers all flow
toward INEL, with only the Big Lost River actually flowing onto INEL in years of high precipitation.

Response
DOE has revised Section 4.4.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to clarify that the rivers flow toward
INEL and that stream flows are often depleted before reaching INEL.

Comment (2496)

Volume I, Section 4.4.5, states that the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant the Naval Reactors Facility,
and Test Area North would be flooded in the event that the Mackay Dam fails. This contradicts the
conclusion of Koslow and Van Haaften (Flood Routing Analysis for a Failure of Mackay Dam, EEG-
EP-7184, 1986). Please verify that the statement is correct. If it is found that the statement is not
correct, please clarify that the existing INEL flood diversion system should prevent flooding of INEL
facilities in the event that a catastrophic failure of the Mackay Dam occurs.

TS\ - MR
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Response

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report states that flooding scenarios that involve the
failure of MacKay Dam have been evaluated. The results indicate that in the event of a dam failure,
there would be flooding at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, the Naval Reactors Facility, and Test
Area North. The low velocity and shallow depth of the water would not, however, pose a structural
damage threat to these facilities. Section 4.8.1.3 in Volume 2 of the SNF/INEL EIS, which referenced
the Koslow and Van Haaften report cited in the comment, is consistent with these statements.

Comment (2497)

Volume I, Section 4.4.5, states that no onsite sampling of surface water is performed at INEL because
no surface water flows off the site. This is misleading and inaccurate; surface water is sampled on the
site when flows occur by both the State of Idaho INEL Oversight Program and by the U.S. Geological
Survey INEL Project Office.

Response

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report states that, because the creeks and rivers at
INEL are ephemeral, surface water sampling on INEL can only be performed infrequently, after heavy
precipitation events. DOE modified the sentence in Volume I, Section 4.4.5, to reflect the information
in the technical report.

Comment (2499)
The WM PEIS ignores all land uses but grazing. The Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS lists grazing, wildlife
management, rangeland, mineral and energy extraction, recreation, and crops.

Response

Section 4.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS indicates that the data and analyses included in the WM PEIS
are commensurate with the importance of the potential impact, and that information less crucial to the
analysis is summarized or referenced. The discussion in Section 4.4.5 presents the dominant land uses
for INEL. A more detailed description of land uses in the INEL region of influence can be found in
Section 2.3.5.5 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available in the
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (2599)
Volume I, Table 4-12, lists one INEL site on the National Register of Historic Places, but Section 4.4.5
states there are two.

Response

DOE revised Table 4.3-8 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to provide more detailed information on the
National Register of Historic Places status of known archaeological sites. For INEL, this table
indicates that one property has been listed on the Register and one property has been designated as
eligible. DOE also revised the related text description of cultural resources at INEL (Section 4.4.5 in
Volume I of the WM PEIS).

Comment (2625)
Volume I, Section 11.5: There are two phosphate plants in Pocatello, Idaho, that release radionuclides
to the atmosphere.
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Response

DOE revised the discussion of INEL cumulative impacts in Volume I, Chapter 11, of the Final WM
PEIS to indicate two phosphate plants are present in Pocatello. Information on these facilities was not
included in the cumulative impacts analysis. However, it is unlikely that the omission would cause the
relative impact of alternatives to change. DOE considers the current cumulative impacts analysis
sufficient to make programmatic decisions.

Comment (2865)

Volume I, Section 4.4.5, lists Interstate 90 in the infrastructure description for INEL. Interstate 90 is
not even close to the INEL. This section should list Interstates 15, 86, and possibly 84, as well as U.S.
Highway 20.

Response
DOE deleted the reference to Interstate 90 from Section 4.4.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS and added
the correct roads in the vicinity of INEL.

Comment (2871)
Volume I, Section 4.3.4, should note and discuss the presence of highly permeable soils that do not
naturally attenuate many contaminants. This is the case at BNL and it should be noted.

Response

Section 4.4.2 in Volume I states that soils on the BNL site consist of deep, well-drained to excessively
drained, coarse-textured soils, although detailed site-specific information on geology and soil and water
resources conditions is not included in Chapter 4.

Section 2.15.2.1 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available in the
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS, contains more
detailed information on soil and groundwater conditions at BNL. Section 2.15.2.2 of the WM PEIS
Affected Environment Technical Report states that the major groundwater units in the BNL region of
influence include the deeper lower aquifer system (Magothy and Raritan Formations) and the shallower
Pleistocene Upper Glacial Aquifer.  The Upper Pleistocene deposits are generally highly
permeable--water penetrates these deposits readily-and little direct runoff into surface streams occurs.
On average, about 50% of the annual precipitation percolates through the soil to recharge groundwater,
and less than 2% becomes surface-water runoff.

BNL has been identified as being over a deep recharge zone for the lower aquifer system. About two-
fifths of the recharge from rainfall moves into the deeper aquifers. About 350 billion gallons of
recharge per year occurs from precipitation in Suffolk County.

Comment (2874) ‘

There is no clear definition of the region of influence (ROI) related to the INEL. It seems that the ROI
should include all counties that might potentially be impacted by the waste management activities.
Regarding groundwater and possibly air quality, this would include the region to the southwest (Magic
Valley), since any contamination would move toward that area. At a minimum, the ROI should include
the entire Snake River Plain. The ROI for socioeconomics leaves out Madison County. A significant
number of site workers live in Rexburg, and that community is probably an economic hub for much of
Clark and Jefferson Counties.
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Response

Because the geographic area affected by any anticipated impacts will differ depending on the
environmental parameter under consideration, the ROIs for groundwater, air quality, socioeconomics,
etc., will differ. Table 4.2-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS presents the ROI definition for each
WM PEIS environmental parameter. Environmental conditions in the actual ROIs for INEL are
presented in the discussion of INEL in Section 4.4.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS and in much greater
detail in Section 2.3 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report.

The analytical basis for the socioeconomic ROI is explained in Section 5.4.5 in Volume I of the
WM PEIS. This ROI was based on the residence patterns of the current site workforce plus the host
county. For INEL, this six county area included 95% of the total site workforce. As described in the
Impacts Methods and Results Technical Report the six-county ROI for INEL includes Bannock,
Bingham, Bonneville, Butte, Clark, and Jefferson Counties.

Comment (2876)

Volume I, Section 4.3.5, should note that the Peconic River watershed, to which BNL is adjacent, is
known to contain the highest concentration of rare and endangered plant and animal species in New
York State.

Response

Section 4.3.5 in Volume I of the WM PEIS presents an overview of types of ecological resources
considered in the PEIS. Section 2.15.4 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report
contains a detailed description of the ecological resources at BNL. That section describes the terrestrial
communities at BNL: common fauna (mammals and birds), ecosystems that promote biodiversity,
unique habitats, and nonactive species.

The technical report also states that as of September 1992, the State of New York included the banded
sunfish (Enneacanthus obesus) as a species of special concern. The Peconic River is one of only two
locations in the State known to support a population of banded sunfish. State-protected wildlife found
in the Peconic basin include the tiger salamander, swamp darter (candidate for threatened species
status), and the spotted turtle (species of special concern).

Comment (2878)

The list of ecological resources in Volume I, Section 4.3.5, which is oriented toward officially
endangered and threatened species, should also note species that are rare or in significant decline but
not officially listed. These include neotropical migratory songbirds such as warblers.

Response

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains detailed descriptions of ecological
resources at the major sites considered in this PEIS. Federal threatened, endangered, and candidate
species, and State threatened and endangered species and species of concern are considered. This level
of information is adequate to support programmatic decisions. Sitewide and project-level NEPA
reviews would more fully analyze potential impacts to threatened, endangered, and rare species.

Comment (2880)
Volume I, Table 4-6, and Chapters 6 and 7, note only one State-listed endangered species in the BNL
Region of Influence. BNL is known to either contain or potentially contain many more endangered and
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rare species than is noted. Furthermore, according to Table 4-3, the Region of Influence is to include
the site and adjacent resource areas where sensitive habitats or sensitive species could be affected by
the proposed action. Based on this definition and footnote “a” to Table 4-6, the WM PEIS grossly
underrepresents the endangered, threatened, and rare species on and adjacent to BNL. The fact that the
Peconic River and its associated wetlands and tributaries, an area known to contain the highest
concentration of rare and endangered plant and animal species in New York State, are located on BNL
should have generated a much more extensive list. (The commentor provided a list of species that
“should be included in the site data for BNL.”) BNL’s own Draft Site-wide Biological Inventory
Report notes some of these species as being present on the site. Furthermore, the Peconic River, found
on the BNL site, flows into the Peconic Bay system, in which a number of Federally listed endangered
sea turtles, particularly the rarest, Kemp’s Ridley, are often found.

Response

DOE agrees and has revised Volume I, Table 4.3-2, to list one Federally and State-listed endangered,
one State-listed endangered, four State-listed threatened species and 13 species of special concern for
BNL. Table 4.3-2 provides a summary of the Federal and State-listed threatened and endangered
species information by site. The ecological resources text section on BNL in Chapter 4 has also been
updated to reflect the more recent BNL data obtained from the site’s 1995 biological inventory.
Section 2.15.4 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report provides a more detailed
description of the ecological resources at BNL.

When selecting locations for facilities on sites, DOE will consider the results of relevant existing or
required new sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses, which would include analyses of potential
impacts to threatened and endangered species and critical habitats based on site-specific conditions.

Comment (2892)

In Figure I-2b the location of the Poospatuck Indian Reservation is not correct. The Poospatuck Tribal
lands are located on the Mastic peninsula, approximately 5.5 miles due south of BNL. The arrow on
Figure I-2b actually locates the Shinnecock Native American Nation. The WM PEIS should be
corrected to note that the Poospatuck and Shinnecock Native American Tribal Lands are located within
50 miles of BNL.

Response

Maps in Section C.4.7 in Volume III of the Final WM PEIS have been revised to reflect the presence
of any Federally recognized Native American Tribes at each site. Although there also could be Tribal
groups in the BNL region that are not Federally recognized, the WM PEIS does not consider these
groups as cultural units (though it does consider their members in the evaluation of environmental
justice impacts). The Poospatuck and the Shinnecock Tribes are included in the evaluation of
environmental justice impacts even though they are not designated as Federally recognized Tribal
groups.

“Recognized Native American groups” refers to those Native American groups recognized by the
Federal Government as having cultural identity with an ancestral claim to lands on or in proximity to a
DOE site. DOE has added a definition of Federally recognized Native American groups to
Section 4.3.7 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Table 4.3-3 has been retitled to indicate that the groups
listed are Federally recognized.
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Comment (2897)

Volume I, Section 4.4.16, states that since there is no radioactive material at the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, no radiological measurements have been performed. This statement is incorrect; preoperational
radiation surveillance has been conducted by the New Mexico Environmental Evaluation Group.”

Response
DOE corrected Section 4.4.16 in response to this comment.

Comment (2898)

The 3,608 available acres shown in Volume I, Table 4-8, for BNL is incorrect. According to the
Future Land Use Plan for BNL (1995), the total developed area of the site is approximately
1,655 acres, leaving 3,608 acres of undeveloped land. However, this undeveloped land includes
extensive wetlands areas, surface waters, areas where the water table is less than 10 feet beneath the
surface, significant ecological habitats and buffer areas that have obviously not been subtracted from
the site’s total 5,263 acres. Therefore, DOE should not claim in Volume I, Section 5.4.4, that the
figure for land available was obtained by subtracting both existing developed and land unavailable
including wetlands and buffers, from the total site acreage. Furthermore, Volume I, Chapters 4 and 7,
should note that all of the BNL site is located in the State-designated Central Pine Barrens and much of
the site is located in the Core Preservation Area, which is designated for preservation. The Central
Pine Barrens is an area recognized by New York State in Article 57 of the State Environmental
Conservation Law for the significance of its ecological and groundwater resources. Therefore, the
figure of 3,608 acres is wrong and must be corrected, taking into account all of the environmentally
sensitive areas discussed above.

Response

DOE revised Volume I, Section 4.4.2, of the WM PEIS to show that, after subtracting developed
areas, wetlands, and areas where the water table is close to the surface, approximately 2,900 acres
would be available for waste management facility development at BNL.

DOE revised Section 4.4.2 to indicate that BNL is located in the Central Pine Barrens and the Peconic
Estuary Systems.

Comment (2901)

Volume I, Sections 4.3.11 and 6.10.2.4.3, state that cultural resources inquiries were also sent to the
State Historic Preservation Offices. It should be noted that the New York State Office of Parks,
Recreation and Historic Preservation does not have complete records of archaeological and prehistoric
resources. Accordingly, the New York State Museum Anthropological Survey section, the Suffolk
County Archaeological Association, the Nassau County Museum, and the Department of Anthropology
at the State University at Stony Brook should also be contacted. It should also be noted that much of
BNL is considered to have high likelihood for the presence of aboriginal cultural resources, particularly
in areas near the Peconic River. Accordingly, a complete cultural resources survey of the site,
including standard subsurface testing, should be conducted.

Response
Because DOE has not proposed specific locations for waste management facilities on sites, it could not
perform thorough analyses of potential cultural resources impacts. DOE recognizes that existing
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cultural resources documentation might be insufficient for final facility location decisions to be made,
especially where a site has not been the subject of a comprehensive cultural resource investigation.

Section 4.4.2 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS notes that BNL has not been subjected to a
comprehensive cultural resource investigation, but that three areas of BNL have been designated as
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. A more detailed discussion of the
cultural and historic background of BNL is presented in Section 2.15.7.1 of the WM PEIS Affected
Environment Technical Report, which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

As noted in Volume I, Section 5.4.10, implementing regulations of the National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966 require Federal agencies to determine the effect of proposed actions on significant historic
properties within the defined area of potential effects. Therefore, a complete cultural resources survey
of the site would be required before any final facility location decision. DOE would seek input from
local and State societies, museums, libraries, and academic institutions to augment information from the
State Historic Preservation Office. DOE appreciates the commentor’s assistance in providing names of
potential additional sources of information.

Comment (2906)

Volume I, Section 4.4.2, discounts and underplays the significance of the water resources found on and
near BNL. Significant surface waters, including the Peconic River headwaters, are found adjacent to
BNL on the west side of William Floyd Parkway and northwest of the site. In addition, groundwater
flows south from BNL toward the Forge River, a major river on the south shore of Brookhaven Town.
Also, BNL is located in the Federally designated Peconic Estuary and development and activities at
BNL are of great significance for this system, including the presence of brown tide in the estuary. The
WM PEIS water resources subsection fails to note that BNL lies over a deep-flow aquifer and that BNL
contains a groundwater divide from which groundwater flows eastward and southward, thereby
creating greater potential for groundwater contamination. BNL also contains both discharge and
recharge zones. These factors must be accounted for in Section 4.4.2.

Response

Section 4.4.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS is a summary of information contained in Section 2.15 of
the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report. This technical report provides more detailed
information on water resources at BNL. The report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed
in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

If BNL were selected for disposal, the facility would be designed and located in accordance with all
applicable regulations. Best management practices for stormwater management would be implemented
to ensure that no significant quantities of potentially contaminated runoff would reach the river. In
addition, a detailed performance assessment would be prepared that would evaluate the performance of
the disposal facilities over time. The performance assessment would be considered in the decisions
about where and how to build the disposal facility.

Comment (2907)
DOE should use more recent data in the discussion of water resources in Volume I, Section 4.4.2.
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Response

In general, DOE elected not to update or supplement the data in the WM PEIS with more recently
published data because conditions rarely change drastically from year to year. Exceptions were made
in instances where DOE determined that the updated data might affect the comparisons of alternatives.
DOE believes that the water quality information provided gives an adequate characterization of the
conditions at the sites, especially for a programmatic EIS that will not select locations for waste
management facilities on the sites. More up-to-date site-specific information would be included in
sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses.

Comment (2908)
Volume I, Section 4.4.2, should include a discussion of the possibility of perched groundwater feeding
the Peconic River.

Response

Section 4.4.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS is intended to provide a broad overview of the affected
environment at BNL. Additional information is presented in the WM PEIS Affected Environment
Technical Report. This technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I.

Section E.2.15.2.1 of the technical report states that BNL is on the western rim of the Peconic River
drainage basin. The onsite tributary of the Peconic River both recharges and receives water from the
groundwater aquifer, depending on the elevation of the water table. In times of drought, the tributary
typically recharges to groundwater, while in times of normal to above average precipitation, the
tributary receives water from the aquifer. Liquid effluent from the BNL Sewage Treatment Plant
constitutes the principal source of water in the tributary’s river bed during drought periods. During
times of low precipitation, water in the tributary does not flow offsite.

DOE has confirmed the presence of perched groundwater while conducting monitoring of groundwater
quality and elevation around the Peconic River and surrounding wetlands. Since specific locations for
waste management facilities on the sites are not being selected at this time, site-specific issues such as
the potential impacts from perched groundwater on the Peconic River would be considered during
sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses.

Comment (2909)

Volume I, Section 4.4.2, briefly mentions the significance of the underlying aquifer as being a sole-
source aquifer. First of all, it should be noted that the aquifer underlying Long Island was designated a
sole-source aquifer by the EPA pursuant to 42 USC 300h-3(e) (published in the Federal Register on
June 21, 1988). BNL is in the midst of a deep recharge zone for Long Island’s sole source aquifer
system. Two and a half million people draw their water from this system. Soils of this aquifer are
very permeable and would easily transmit contaminants to great depths. Residence times in the deeper
aquifers is measured in centuries. The WM PEIS discussion of the aquifer system is extremely
inadequate and more detail must be provided.

Response
Section 4.4.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS summarizes the information contained in Section 2.15 of
the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available in the DOE public reading
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rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. The discussion requested in the
comment is in the technical report.

Comment (2915)

Volume I, Section 4.4.2, geology and soils: Gardiner’s clay is not a glacial deposit--it is a Cretaceous-
age deposit. Its presence at BNL has not been confirmed and is, in fact, widely doubted. There are
intervals of a clay layer between the Magothy-Matawan Deposit and the glacial deposits. However, it
is believed that there is a strong hydrologic connection between the upper and lower aquifers under
most of the BNL site; thus its designation as a deep recharge zone.

Response

The source document used by DOE, the Brookhaven National Laboratory 1993 Technical Site
Information Document, describes Gardiner’s clay as a glacial deposit. Figure 2.15-3 in the WM PEIS
Affected Environment Technical Report shows the clay being thin or absent near BNL. This figure
also shows BNL in the deep recharge zone for the lower aquifer system. Section 2.15.2.2 of the
affected environment technical report states that about two-fifths of the recharge from rainfall moves
into the deeper aquifers. The affected environment technical report is available in the DOE public
reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. The BNL information
document is cited in the affected environment technical report.

Comment (2916)
Volume I, Section 4.4.2: Unconsolidated sediments above the “basement rock” are usually not called
“rock.”

Response
The commentor is correct. DOE replaced the term “rock units” with “geologic units” in Section 4.4.2
in Volume I of the WM PEIS.

Comment (2928)

Volume I, Section 4.4.2, oversimplifies the complexity of land use surrounding the BNL site. It should
note significant existing or planned residential, commercial and industrial developments, parklands and
recreation areas, and cultural and ecological resources.

Response

Section 4.4.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS was intended to provide a broad overview of the affected
environment at BNL. Additional information, including surrounding land use, is contained in
Section 2.15 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available in the DOE
public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final WM PEIS.

The proximity of residential, commercial, recreational, and ecological resources to sites selected for
new waste management operations would also be considered as a part of sitewide or project-level
NEPA analyses.

Comment (2948)
At BNL, the wastewater flow is greater than 90% of the receiving water’s baseline flow rate. This
should be noted as a site-specific exception in Volume I, Section 5.4.3.
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Response

Although it is true that effluent from BNL’s sanitary wastewater treatment plant forms a large
percentage of the flow in the upper reaches of the Peconic River, this is considered to be a baseline
condition. The analysis performed in the WM PEIS examines the percent change in current conditions
due to effluent discharges associated with the waste management alternatives. As described in
Sections 6.6.1 and 7.6.1 in Volume I, the change in current effluent discharges would be less than 1%.

Comment (2958)

The ecological resources discussion in Volume I, Section 4.4.2, is grossly inadequate. The following
concerns should be addressed. Open space in a highly developed region of the Country such as BNL
plays a more significant role than in more rural areas. DOE figures show that the region of influence
for BNL is the greatest of all the sites under consideration, and yet BNL is among the smallest of the
candidate sites, and has one of the smallest acreage’s available for waste management facilities among
the candidate sites. The impact of developing this open space should be discussed.

Response

The WM PEIS ecological resources impacts analysis included evaluation of the potential loss or
degradation of terrestrial habitats and the potential toxicity resulting from exposure to radioactive and
hazardous contaminants released from waste treatment facilities. As shown in the Volume II data tables
for BNL, low-level mixed waste facilities would require no more than 1.6 acres at BNL. In addition,
the construction of low-level waste facilities would require no more than 2.8 acres at BNL. Even given
the revisions to the BNL available land estimates presented in Volume I, Table 4.3-4, sufficient land
appears to be available at BNL to implement any proposed waste management actions. The small
amount of land required for the low-level mixed waste and low-level waste facilities should give DOE a
great degree of flexibility in making facility location decisions. Mitigative measures can also be used to
ensure that site clearing would not affect nearby sensitive habitats.

Comment (3003)

Volume I, Section 4.4, presents information regarding the affected environment at major waste sites.
This information is not consistently presented across sites even though some of the information, like
meteorological records or depth to groundwater, might be the site-specific information pulled in to
certain portions of the analysis.

Response

Chapter 4 of the WM PEIS is not intended to provide comprehensive information on all site
parameters. Rather, the most pertinent facts are presented. A list of appendices and technical reports
is provided in Volume I. These reports provide more comprehensive information than could be
presented in the body of the WM PEIS. Affected environments at individual WM PEIS sites are
detailed in a two-volume affected environment technical report.

Source data for the analysis are derived from multiple sources such as site development plans and
environmental reports, DOE and national laboratory technical reports, and national databases such as
from the U. S. Bureau of the Census. Whenever possible, DOE used existing data in conducting the
analysis; however, when addressing so many sites and corresponding regions of influence, some
limitations on data availability and uniformity can be anticipated.
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To assure a consistent and uniform analysis across all 17 sites, standard, generic models (or modules in
the case of the cost analysis) were used to describe potential activities for each of the waste
management sites. Use of these models greatly assists the comparability of the analysis. Because
individual variations among the sites cannot be incorporated into these generic descriptions, the
correlation between the generic description and the conditions at any one site are imperfect. These
variations are assumed as part of the overall comparison of alternatives and addressed as a recognized
limitation on the analysis.

Comment (3008)

Single-year weather summaries are of no use for decisionmaking that is expected to have implications
over centuries. Average summary data, covering decades at a minimum, should be included for all
sites.

Response

Section 4.4 in Volume I was intended to provide summaries of the most important features of the
affected environment for each of the major sites. The characterization of the affected environment
(including meteorological conditions) was used to establish baseline conditions against which to
measure the potential impacts of the waste management alternatives. This information enabled DOE to
compare the waste management programmatic alternatives, and to make decisions at the programmatic
level.

The WM PEIS impacts methods and results technical report provides more detailed information on
environmental modeling/analysis criteria. Criteria used were functions of the models and generally not
based on data specific to a single year. For meteorological data, 5-year wind rose data from the
National Weather Service were used. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading
rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

The precision of the modeling was sufficient to enable comparisons across sites. More detailed/precise
analyses will be conducted as part of a project-level NEPA reviews.

Comment (3038)
Using 1992 as a baseline year to describe the affected environment at each site suggests that much of
the data are out of date. Where possible in Section 4.4, summary information should be updated.

Response

To allow completion of the Draft WM PEIS impacts analyses, the base year for the analysis data was
set at 1992. Continuing revisions with more recent data would have prevented publication of the Draft
PEIS within a reasonable time frame. Some sections of the WM PEIS have been revised in response to
public comments to include updated information. However, DOE did not make changes to the PEIS
solely to present more recent information. Changes were generally limited to those that might
reasonably be expected to affect the decisions to be made based on the WM PEIS. All changes made
from Draft to Final WM PEIS are indicated with a sidebar next to the changed text, or shading in
tables. ‘

Comment (3040)

Section 4.3.5 does not discuss the land area that constitutes habitat for threatened or endangered
species, although the land area involved may be quite extensive.
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Response

Volume I, Section 4.3.5, provides an overview of the ecological resources identified in defining the
baseline conditions at each of the sites. DOE has modified Section 4.3.5 to refer the reader to
additional information contained in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report. This
technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the
Final WM PEIS.

Section 5.4.4.1 of the WM PEIS describes the evaluation of habitat impacts and Section 5.4.4.3
describes how effects on sensitive species were addressed. The WM PEIS analysis is a screening-level
assessment conducted to identify potential impacts. The land area designated by the sites for waste
management activities or calculated in the PEIS as available for waste management facility construction
generally excludes habitats supporting endangered or threatened species. This waste management
designated or available acreage was used to evaluate waste management facility construction
requirements in the PEIS. Results indicate DOE has more than sufficient lands available to support
new waste management facilities so as not to require use of any lands supporting threatened and
endangered species. Site-specific analyses would further evaluate the extent and severity of any
ecological resource impacts resulting from the potential implementation of waste management actions.

Comment (3041)

The number of threatened and endangered species at each site is an inadequate basis for decisionmakers
to compare siting options because there are more facets to ecological resources. For example,
Table 4-6 fails to mention the discovery by the Nature Conservancy of three plant and seven insect
species new to science at the Hanford Site and also fails to mention how much of the Hanford Site
contains State priority habitat.

Response

Volume I, Table 4.3-2, presents summary information for each site. Detailed information about the
ecological resources at the Hanford Site is presented in Section 2.2.4 of the WM PEIS Affected
Environment Technical Report. This technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms
listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final PEIS.

A detailed analysis of impacts to sensitive species and habitats was not conducted in the PEIS because
specific waste management facility locations have not been proposed. Impacts to sensitive species,
including species listed as threatened or endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or by the
State of Washington as sensitive or of concern, would be addressed in sitewide or project-level
analyses. Based on the small fraction of land required for waste management facilities at any site,
DOE would have sufficient flexibility in locating facilities on sites to avoid or mitigate impacts to
sensitive species and habitats.

Comment (3043)

It is not clear where the figure of 14,496 acres in Table 4-8 for waste management facilities originated.
The reference appears to be U.S. DOE 1995, but is not clearly cited. This figure is 140% above the
6,000 acres recommended by the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group. If the additional acreage
is located on the Central Plateau, then waste management activities will have significant effects on State
Priority Habitat (shrub steppe) and Priority Species, which could lead to listing for several shrub-
steppe-dependent species.
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Response

The total acreage data for each site shown in Volume I, Table 4.3-4 (formerly Table 4-8), were
compiled from DOE Real Property: A Yearly Statistical Handbook, FY 1993. The available acres for
waste management facilities were obtained from available site development reports. These sources of
information are listed in Volume I, Section 4.3.8, of the Final WM PEIS.

DOE has updated Table 4.34 to indicate that there are 6,000 acres available at Hanford for waste
management facilities. The 6,000-acre figure excludes acreage that was originally considered available
for waste management facilities. DOE revised other sections of the WM PEIS to reflect this new
acreage figure.

According to Section 11.6 in Volume I of the PEIS, the proposed waste management alternatives for all
of the waste types considered at Hanford would require a maximum of about 178 acres (Table 11.6-1).
Therefore, given that the available acreage is 6,000 instead of 14,500, any of the waste management
alternatives would still require only a small percentage of available land area.

DOE revised Section 11.6 to indicate that the Draft Hanford Remedial Action EIS analyzed
remediation to a level suitable for unrestricted land use for portions of the Columbia River area, as well
as the area on the river where reactors are located. All other areas at Hanford were analyzed under
alternatives which call for restricted use, except for the Central Plateau, which would be used for waste
management activities (an exclusive use).

Section 4.4.4 identifies the wildlife and plant species that could potentially be affected by waste
management activities at Hanford.

Comment (3046)
Table 4-12 does not note that archaeological surveys have been completed for only a fraction of the
Hanford Site.

Response

To provide a basis for the comparison of the acreage surveyed for archaeological resources with the
total site acreage, DOE has updated Table 4.3-8 in Volume I to indicate both the number of acres at
each site and the percentage of the total site that have been inventoried. The revised table shows that
21,358 acres, or 6%, of the Hanford Site have been surveyed sufficiently to identify all readily
apparent archaeological properties.

Comment (3047)
Section 4.4.4 is not sufficient to understand the affected environment at Hanford, because it completely
ignores the nature and extent of contamination and wastes currently on the site. The description of the

environment and its significance is overly brief (e.g., there is no mention of the regional importance of
the Columbia River).

Response

To keep the WM PEIS to a manageable size, DOE elected to'provide summary descriptions of the
sites’ affected environments in Chapter 4, Volume I, of the WM PEIS. The WM PEIS Affected
Environment Technical Report provides detailed descriptions of the WM PEIS sites including site
contamination. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I,
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Section 1.9, of the Final WM PEIS. Some of the information that the commentor is interested in is
located in the introductory text of Chapter 4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Hanford’s wastes are listed
in Volume I, Chapter 1 and Chapters 6 through 10. Section 4.3.3 in Volume I briefly describes
surface water, groundwater, and sediment contamination at the sites, and Section 4.3.4 describes soil
contamination at the sites.

Comment (3048)
The water resources section should include the amount of annual precipitation for the Hanford Site,
which is approximately 16.5 centimeters on Central Hanford.

Response

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains more detailed information on
environmental conditions at the sites. Precipitation is a meteorological event and is described in the air
quality section of the technical report. Section 2.2.3 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical
Report states that average annual precipitation at the Hanford Meteorological Station Tower is
16 centimeters (6.3 inches). The technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3052)

In Volume I, Section 4.4.4, the statement that, at Hanford, soils vary from sand to silty sand and sandy
loam, but are predominantly sandy loams, is true only for surficial soils. For example, the Hanford
Formation, a deposit of coarse-grained soils ranging in size from fine gravels to boulders, comprises
most of the soil column above the basalt.

Response

As used in the WM PEIS, the term “soil” is defined as the upper layer of earth in which plants can
grow, that generally exhibits some soil horizon development. Therefore, unconsolidated sediments
within the Hanford Formation are not considered soils in the WM PEIS. Nonetheless, to clarify this
point, DOE revised Section 4.4.4 in Volume I to read, “Surficial soils vary from sand to silty sand and
sandy loam, but are predominantly deep, well-drained sandy loams.”

Additional information on the affected environments at the sites is provided in the WM PEIS Affected
Environment Technical Report. This technical report is available in the DOE public readings rooms
listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3053)

In Volume I, Section 4.4.4, Hanford affected environment description, the first bullet under ecological
resources, should read “The Hanford Site contains the largest tract of undisturbed native shrub steppe
remaining in the State of Washington, and is 6 linear miles from the second largest tract in the State,
the Yakima Training Center. The National Biological Service [sic] has listed native shrub and
grassland steppe in Washington and Oregon as an endangered ecosystem.”

The third bullet should read “Of ecological importance, the Hanford Reach is the only significant
mainstream spawning habitat remaining for Fall Chinook salmon. The Hanford Reach comprises the
only significant remaining section of the inland Columbia River where White Sturgeon are able to
spawn. Three plant and seven insect species new to science have been discovered on the Hanford Site
since 1994, indicating a unique ecosystem exists at the Hanford Site.”
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Response
DOE made the requested changes to Section 4.4.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS.

Comment (3072)
The WM PEIS does not contain enough site-specific geological and hydrological information to
adequately analyze the impacts of waste management at Hanford, or at any of the other sites.

Response

Chapter 4 in Volume I contains summary information on the affected environments at the sites.
Although additional information on geology and soils and hydrologic systems would help to round out
the affected environment descriptions presented in the WM PEIS, additional details for the 17 major
sites evaluated would have added significantly to the size of the document. DOE determined that it
would be adequate to include this information the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report,
which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM
PEIS. For additional detailed information on the Hanford Site, consult the Tank Waste Remediation
System, Hanford Site Final EIS, 1996, and the Hanford Remedial Action EIS.

Comment (3077)

WM PEIS discussions of land-use impacts (Sections 6.11, 7.11, 8.11, 9.11, and 10.11) should include
tables that list the suitable acreage for each site, especially since the data tables do not contain this
information.

Response
Table 4.3-4 in Volume I identifies the land available for waste management facilities at the DOE sites.
To keep the PEIS to a manageable length, these data are not reproduced in each impact chapter.

Comment (3115)

The numbers in Table C.4-19 are misleading because (1) it is not clear whether the wastewater capacity
shown is for sanitary or process wastewater; (2) it is not clear how these numbers were obtained; and
(3) for most of the Hanford Site, the capacity for sanitary wastewater is much less than the current
demand.

Response

All data contained in Volume III, Section C.4.9.3, represent baseline onsite infrastructure capacities
and current use only. For wastewater capacity and current use, the data presented include sanitary
wastewater only. No process wastewaters are included. DOE added a note to Volume III,
Table C.4-20, to clarify that the data pertains to sanitary wastewater, only.

The data in Table C.4-20 are generally contained in the WM PEIS affected environment report (DOE,
1995). The data in the technical report were obtained from numerous sources, which are identified in
the technical report. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

The data obtained for Hanford indicate that current use is less than the available sanitary wastewater
treatment capacity (see Table C.4-20).
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Comment (3116)
The description of Native American Resources in Section C.4.10.1.2 seems applicable to all of the
Hanford Site, based on reserved rights with local tribes under the Treaty of 1855.

Response

DOE agrees that the language in Section C.4.10.1.2 would appear to indicate that all of the Hanford
Site can be considered “Native American Resources,” if literally interpreted. This was not the intent
and DOE has modified the language to more accurately reflect the law and DOE policy.

DOE recognizes that American Tribal Governments have a special government-to-government
relationship with the U.S. Government as defined by history, treaties, statutes, court decisions, and the
U.S. Constitution. Although the U.S. Department of the Interior, through the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, has the principal responsibility for upholding obligations of the Federal Government to Native
Americans, the responsibility extends to all Federal agencies. As stated in the revised Section 1.4.5 in
Volume I, and consistent with DOE American Indian Policy, at each DOE site with areas of cultural or
religious concern to them, Native Americans will be consulted about the potential impacts of proposed
DOE actions on these resources. -

Comment (3117)

In Section C.4.10.2, it is not clear whether a “historic property” would include the Hanford B-Reactor
and whether its preservation would be balanced against use of other Hanford lands more culturally
important to Native American tribes.

Response

The identification of the Hanford B Reactor as a cultural resource is a function of its status as having
been designated for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. As a result, it comes under the
protection of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and must be considered in
the WM PEIS analysis for any potential adverse impact by the proposed actions. The determination
that a given site meets eligibility criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places is an
action independent of the PEIS and, therefore, outside the scope of this analysis.

For purposes of the PEIS description of cultural resources, a National Register of Historic Places
property is presented without placing any other value on the quality of the property. Therefore, no
effort is made to determine if one site is more or less valuable or deserving of protection. DOE is
required to consider all such properties as equally subject to protection under the law.

Comment (3120)
Chapter 4 contains sparse information, which leads to the “unknowns” mentioned in Section C.4.10.3.

Response

The “unknowns” mentioned in Volume III, C.4.10.3, refer to two aspects of cultural resources
assessment. First, the locations of waste management activities at individual sites have not been
identified. Second, the survey status at different sites varies; few sites have undergone sitewide
systematic surveys and, as a result, all cultural resources have not been identified. The level of detail
provided in Chapter 4 does not lead to these unknowns, these unknowns lead to the level of information
provided in Chapter 4.
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To keep the WM PEIS to a manageable size, DOE elected to provide summary descriptions of the
sites’ affected environments in Chapter 4 in Volume I, and present the detailed descriptions of the
affected environments in a technical report. References to the technical report are included in
Chapter 4 in Volume I and Appendix C in Volume III, and a reference to the report was added to the
text in Section C.4.10.3 in Appendix C. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading
rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3153)

The WM PEIS uses obsolete or inaccurate data for various DOE sites, including Pantex. For example,
the document contains no analysis of the emissions from the Burning Grounds and more than 100 other
emissions points that are identified in the Pantex Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
permit but do not have ongoing air monitoring. Therefore, statements about specific air emissions
cannot be supported. -

Response

As described in Section 5.4.2 in Volume I, the WM PEIS examines impacts to air quality from the
incremental addition of waste management emissions. These waste management emissions are evaluated
to determine if they would have major adverse impacts to existing air quality in the air quality control
region. The impacts of non-waste management activities are outside the scope of the WM PEIS.

Existing facility emissions are considered as impacts of existing operations in the cumulative impacts
section (Chapter 11 in Volume I). Additional details of the impacts of these site-specific activities are
included in sitewide EISs that have been prepared for many DOE sites, including Pantex.

Section 4.4.11 in Volume I and Section 2.10 in Volume II of the WM PEIS Affected Environment
Technical Report contain an overview of the more pertinent facts characterizing the affected environment
for Pantex. The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report is available in the DOE public
reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. Sitewide and project-level NEPA
analyses can more fully consider site-specific air quality conditions and impacts.

Comment (3196)

Seismic risks at Hanford are mischaracterized. Contrary to Section 4.4.4, all of Eastern Washington is
regulated as a Seismic Zone 2B, not 1. Also in Section 4.3.4, Hanford is in a Seismic Zone 2B, not
Zone 1. This section states that the accident scenarios were based in part on the seismic rating of the
sites. These need to be recalculated for Hanford. Additionally, there are many surface features that
align from the west-northwest to the east-southeast across the site. These surface features coincide with
a broad band of small earthquake activity stretching from Puget Sound to the INEL site. These features
and earthquake activity suggest possible unidentified faults throughout the region. It is therefore
difficult to be sure that a fault does not exist within 200 feet of any proposed facility. These features
and earthquake activity should be assessed and incorporated into the accident and risk assessments.
Also, the Uniform Building Code requires the use of a 1.5 importance factor for construction of
facilities such as those considered in the WM PEIS.

Response

The reference to Seismic Zone 1 for Hanford was removed from the Final WM PEIS, since this
information is not consistent with the detail presented for the other sites. Section 4.4.4 in Volume I of
the WM PEIS was changed to indicate that the seismicity of the Columbia Plateau is relatively low,
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although shallow, low-intensity earthquakes occur throughout the Hanford Site area. Nevertheless, the
seismic zone designation of any of the DOE sites did not factor into the accident analysis. An
assumption of the analysis was that the probability of failure due to earthquakes was the same across all
DOE sites, and that facility engineering would ensure that this was the case because more robust
construction would be required at the more earthquake prone sites.

The information in Section 4.4.4 summarizes the detailed information presented in the WM PEIS
Affected Environment Technical Report. The report is available in the DOE public reading rooms
listed in Section 1.9 in VolumeI of the Final WM PEIS. With respect to unidentified faults,
Section 2.2.1.1 of the technical report describes existing known faults within the Hanford area and
seismic history of the Columbia Plateau. DOE knows of no capable faults within 200 feet of the
Hanford Site 200 Areas where waste management facilities would most likely be sited.

If DOE selected Hanford for a new waste management treatment, storage, or disposal facility as a
result of the WM PEIS analysis, the specific design basis and exact locations of the waste management
facilities would be identified; reviews would consider potential earthquake impacts. DOE would
design, construct, operate, and maintain waste management facilities in accordance with appropriate
local seismic standards. The Uniform Building Code importance factor would be considered in design
of waste management facilities at all DOE sites, including Hanford.

Comment (3199)

The WM PEIS does not adequately consider site-specific environmental factors. Since it will be used
in the decisionmaking process to identify preferred strategies and sites for waste management, the WM
PEIS should include all applicable site-specific environmental factors in the analysis.

Response

Due to its programmatic nature, the WM PEIS does not include project-level analyses. Rather, the
WM PEIS analysis is generic in character to allow for meaningful comparison of potential
programmatic alternatives. However, before DOE selects locations for waste management facilities on
sites, it will consider the results of project-level NEPA reviews.

Comment (3200)

Volume I, Section 4.3.5. In addition to species listed or under consideration for listing as rare,
threatened, or endangered by the State and Federal governments, The Nature Conservancy recently
completed one phase of an ecologic assessment of the Hanford Site. They identified several species of
plants and animals that were previously unknown. Their analysis focused along the river. DOE
canceled planned surveys of the rest of the site. These should be reinstated, with priority given to the
shrub steppe habitat on the Central Plateau. This is needed before site selections are considered.

Response

Section 2.2.4 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available in the DOE
public reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final WM PEIS, contains a detailed
description of the ecological resources of the Hanford Site. Summary information for the Hanford Site
is presented in Section 4.4.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS.

While DOE intends to use the WM PEIS as a tool to help select sites for waste management activities,
DOE will not select specific locations for waste management facilities at sites based on this PEIS.
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Specific locations will be selected based on sitewide or project-level NEPA reviews, which would
consider impacts to sensitive species or habitats at particular locations on sites.

The commentor’s request to reinstate the survey has been forwarded to the DOE Richland Operations
Office.

Comment (3204)

Volume I, Section 4.3.11: Cultural resources also include all of the lands obligated under Tribal
Treaty restrictions. The American Indian Religious Freedom Act and the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act might also apply.

Response

Section 1.4.1 in Volume I identifies several applicable laws and regulations, including the American
Indian Religious Freedom Act and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. A
more detailed definition of the elements included in the term “cultural resources” is provided in
Section 5.4.10. DOE revised Section4.3.11 to include a cross-reference to the more detailed
discussion in Section 5.4.10.

Comment (3265)

Section 4.4.13 gives Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) wind speed and direction
information from Stapleton International Airport in Denver, rather than from the Rocky Flats site. The
prevailing winds at Stapleton International Airport are in a pattern opposite to that which exists at
RFETS. Please describe the impact of this mistake on the analysis of alternatives related to RFETS.

Response

National Weather Service wind rose data, including data collected at Stapleton International Airport,
was utilized only to obtain descriptive data in a consistent format for all sites. The wind rose data are
presented in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report and summarized in Chapter 4 in
Volume I of the WM PEIS. However, these data were not used in the impacts analysis. The impacts
analysis used wind direction data obtained from meteorological towers at the sites.

Comment (3269)

The NTS region of influence should be expanded to include all of Clark County, Nevada, where
significant impacts could occur. All potential impacts addressed in the WM PEIS are confined to a
50-mile radius around the potential waste management facilities at NTS, which eliminates major
population, resort, commercial, and transportation centers that could be affected by implementation of
the waste management alternatives.

Response

As presented in Table 4.2-1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, general regions of influence for
13 environmental resources considered in this document often vary by resource. Not all regions of
influence are confined to a 50-mile radius around the potential waste management facilities. For
example, the socioeconomic region of influence includes the site, the counties that contain the site or a
part of the site, and counties in the area where 90% of the site employees reside. Thus, all of
Clark County is in the NTS socioeconomic region of influence. The air quality analysis also considers
impacts to Clark County.
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Comment (3374)

The region of influence (ROI) for PGDP is not accurate. It actually includes these additional counties:
Lyon, Livingston, Crittendon, Caldwell, Trigg, Calloway, Fulton, Hickman, and parts of other
counties to the northeast in Kentucky; Pope, Hardin, Gallatin, Saline, Williamson, Union, Johnson,
Alexander, and Pulaski in Illinois. There are also counties in Tennessee and southeastern Missouri
within the ROI. “It appears DOE is deliberately trying to fool the public into thinking the affected
environment is less than it really is...The failure of DOE to accurately describe the ROI indicates a
foundational failure to properly analyze the impacts of the proposal.”

Response

As described in Volume I, Section 4.2.2, of the WM PEIS, the area encompassed by an ROI varies by
site according to the potentially affected environmental resource area. For example, the ROI for air
quality extends a considerable distance from the site boundary, while the ROI for cultural resources
consists primarily of the onsite area that might be disturbed by implementation of the proposed action.
The ROI cited in the comment as inaccurate appears to be the ROI for socioeconomic conditions, which
is defined to include the site, counties that contain the site or part of the site, and counties in which
90% of site employees reside. In contrast, the ROI for human health risk at PGDP includes the site
and nearby offsite area (within 50 miles from the center of the site) where worker and general public
exposure is likely. According to the definition of ROI for socioeconomic conditions, the counties
included in the WM PEIS for the PGDP ROI are accurate.

Comment (3375)

Within the PGDP region of influence, there is wide variety of agricultural activities. There are
vegetable farms, cattle, swine, chickens, orchards, and row crops all very near to PGDP. There are
processing facilities for just about all of these agricultural products, and significant amounts are locally
marketed at various times of the year. This is not mentioned or analyzed at all.

Response

A more detailed description of PGDP regional and site land uses is provided in Section 2.11.5.5 of the
WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report. This report is available in the DOE public reading
rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

As described in Section D.2.4.1 in Volume III of the PEIS, health risk analysis does include evaluation
of an agricultural exposure pathway for offsite population receptors. This pathway results from
releases of radionuclide and chemical contaminants to the atmosphere from waste management
treatment and storage facilities. Airborne contaminants are assumed to be deposited onto surface soils,
where they are taken up by plants. The plants are consumed by the local population, and are fed to
livestock, which is also consumed by the local population. Offsite population receptors, therefore, are
assumed to be exposed to contaminants released from treatment and storage facilities through inhalation
of airborne contaminants, as well as by ingestion of contaminated locally produced plants and livestock.

Comment (3379)

DOE should look carefully at the PGDP region of influence in Missouri. There may very well be wild
and scenic rivers within that area. Also, there are five candidate wild and scenic rivers, at least four of
which are within the region of influence in Illinois.
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Response

Section 4.2.2 in Volume I states that the region of influence for water resources includes surface water
bodies within the site’s boundaries and adjacent surface water bodies that could be affected by site
activities. DOE considers surface water bodies in Missouri and Illinois (except for the Ohio River) to
be outside the PGDP region of influence.

Comment (3398)

Southern Illinois, western Kentucky, and southeastern Missouri all contain some of the most
ecologically significant areas in the Midwest. This needs to be acknowledged and considered in the
WM PEIS. An internationally significant wetland area, the Cache River area in southern Illinois, is not
only within the PGDP region of influence (ROI), but very near the site. This is certainly an area of
ecological concern. There are at least five Congressionally designated wilderness areas in southern
Illinois within the ROI in the Shawnee National Forest, and more than likely wilderness areas in the
ROI in Missouri. These areas, as well as other designated natural areas, are locations of numerous
State-listed threatened and endangered species in Illinois and Missouri. What about The Land Between
the Lakes? This area is certainly ecologically important, and is the location of the gray bat, a Federally
listed species not mentioned in the affected environment description. The Land Between the Lakes is
within the ROI and not that far from PGDP. It provides habitat for many species that have no other
such habitat in western Kentucky. For example, Price’s Groundnut, a Federally listed endangered
plant species occurs in The Land Between the Lakes. There are sites for Mead’s milkweed within the
ROI in southern Illinois. Mead’s milkweed is a Federally listed endangered plant species. There is
habitat for the peregrine falcon, another Federally listed species, in the ROI. The information in the
WM PEIS concerning this issue is incomplete.

Response

As stated in Section 4.2.2 in Volume I, the area encompassed by the ROI varies by site according to
the potentially affected environmental resource area. For example, the ROI for air quality extends a
considerable distance from the site boundary, while the ROI for cultural resources consists primarily of
the onsite area that might be disturbed by facility development of the proposed action. The ROI for
ecological resources includes the site and adjacent areas where sensitive habitats or sensitive species
could be affected by the proposed action and, in particular, could be exposed to contaminants from
waste management activities through one or more pathways. DOE considers most areas in Missouri
and Illinois to be outside the PGDP ecological resources ROI and, therefore, has not included them in
the site descriptions.

The Cache River in southern Illinois flows west and then south to its confluence with the Ohio River
near Cairo, Illinois. At its closest point to PGDP, it is about 10 miles away, and at its confluence,
about 15 miles away. The confluence of the Cache and the Ohio Rivers is downstream from PGDP;
however, it is sufficiently distant via the surface water pathway that significant dilution of any
pollutants would occur in the Ohio River. Where the Cache River is closest to PGDP, it is not in the
direction of prevailing winds.

The Shawnee National Forest is quite large. Its closest part is approximately 10 miles from PGDP and
its farthest part is about 100 miles. Most of the Shawnee National Forest is more than 25 miles from
PGDP, with no water pathway between it and PGDP. Because of the absence of a water pathway and
the Shawnee being distant from PGDP via the air pathway, it is not in the PGDP ecological resources
ROL.
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The Land Between the Lakes is 30 miles from PGDP, is upwind when the prevailing winds blow, and
is upstream from any surface-water connection. In the PGDP Annual Environmental Reports, exposure
of deer in The Land Between the Lakes is considered to be a background standard. DOE does not
consider The Land Between the Lakes part of the PGDP ROI for ecological resources. As stated in
Table 4.2-1 in Volume I, Section 4.2.2, of the Final WM PEIS, the ROI for ecological resources
includes the site, adjacent resource areas, and the transportation corridors between the sites.

Comment (3399)

NEPA requires that the public be fully informed of the proposed actions and that the agency fully
disclose the impacts. This cannot be done if the affected environment is not sufficiently or accurately
described.

Response

DOE believes that the affected environments at the sites are adequately described in the WM PEIS and
has fully disclosed the potential impacts of the waste management alternatives. The affected
environment descriptions in Chapter 4 in Volume I provide a brief summary of environmental
conditions at the sites. The WM PEIS affected environmental technical report contains more detailed
descriptions of the sites. This technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3400)

As to the figures in Table 4.3-6 and Table 4.3-7, it is obvious from adding and subtracting the various
figures from the three facilities shipping by rail that PGDP is shipping to Portsmouth, and that ORR
and Portsmouth are shipping back to PGDP. In Volume I, Table 4.3-7, “Rail Shipments During Fiscal
Year 1993,” Portsmouth and PGDP received 117 and 106 incoming rail shipments of radioactive
materials, respectively. Other listed major sites received none. From the same chart, Portsmouth and
PGDP had 98 and 117 rail shipments, respectively. Where were these shipments sent? No other sites
report incoming rail shipments. Were these shipments sent back and forth between PGDP and
Portsmouth exclusively? What is the material that is being shipped to PGDP from ORR and
Portsmouth? If this is waste, it might represent further evidence that DOE is implementing a decision
regarding waste movement prior to completion of the WM PEIS. What materials are being shipped out
of PGDP, either by truck or rail? The amount going in is much greater than the amount going out.

Response

Shipments coming into PGDP are uranium hexafluoride; those going out are enriched uranium
hexafluoride. Neither of these materials is considered waste. The data provided in Table 4.3-6 and
Table 4.3-7 are for the purposes of establishing a transportation baseline for the current rail and truck
shipments to and from DOE sites.  Source data are derived from the 1993 Shipment
Mobility/Accountability Collection and the Waste Manifest System FY 1993. Data are presented for
each site without reference to source or destination of shipments. This database includes all radioactive
materials shipments, not just waste shipments. The database does not specifically characterize the
components that make up the site shipments beyond a division into radioactive and other hazardous
materials categories. Because the table is intended as a summary of transportation-related activity in
general, it is not useful as a source for waste volume, or other materials volume information.
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Comment (3404)

The New Madrid fault is perhaps the most dangerous earthquake fault in the Nation. Scientists predict
a 90% chance of a major earthquake in the New Madrid fault within 10 to 20 years. PGDP is on the
edge of the highest intensity zone for a New Madrid event, and is possibly located in liquefaction soils.
This is the worst possible place for a long-term nuclear storage and treatment facility. An earthquake
could cause a release of radiation. The consequences from pollution by stored nuclear waste will be
catastrophic.

Response

As described in Section 2.9.2 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, PGDP is near
the northeastern end of the New Madrid fault zone. Within a 322-kilometer (200-mile) radius, six
additional fault zones have been recognized, including the Rough Creek, Saint Genevieve, Cottage
Grove, Shawnetown, Wabash Valley, and Illinois-Kentucky Mineral District. There is no evidence to
support faulting of post-Paleocene surface strata in the PGDP region of influence; however, faults
found in the Paleocene strata have been proposed to be capable. A capable fault (active fault) is one
that has had movement at or near the ground surface at least once within the past 35,000 years or
movement of a recurring nature within the last 500,000 years.

Section 2.9.2 also states that the site is near two active seismic zones--the New Madrid fault zone is
located immediately to the south-southwest and the Wabash Valley fault zone is located immediately
northeast. The largest earthquake in the region occurred in 1812 and was centered in the New Madrid
fault zone. The earthquake had a magnitude of 7.3 on the Richter scale, with an epicenter
96 kilometers (60 miles) southwest of the site. The intensity of the earthquake in the region near PGDP
was estimated to be Modified Mercalli Intensity X. An earthquake of this magnitude destroys most
masonry and frame structures; destroys some well-built wooden structures and bridges; causes serious
damage to dams, dikes, and embankments; and causes slope failures. An earthquake with a maximum
horizontal acceleration of 0.45g has an annual probability of occurrence of 1 in 1,000 at PGDP.

Accidents initiated by earthquakes at treatment facilities were included in the WM PEIS, assuming
generic facility characteristics, and were shown to produce minimal risks at PGDP. See Sections 6.4.3
and 7.4.3 in Volume I for analysis results. Additional information on accident scenarios and health
risks from accidents initiated by earthquakes is provided in Appendix F (Volume IV) and Appendix D
(Volume III), respectively.

Any waste management facility constructed at PGDP would be built to conform to Federal criteria that
take into account the higher seismic risk at PGDP relative to some of DOE’s other sites.

Comment (3544)
The Hanford ecological resources description should state that there are 24 (as opposed to 10) major
plant communities on the site.

Response
DOE revised Volume I, Section 4.4.4, to indicate that there are 24 major plant communities on the
Hanford Site.
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Comment (3727)
The public is concerned about the apparent disproportionate number of cancer deaths and the high
incidence of pediatric cancer in DuPage County, Illinois.

Response

The WM PEIS health risk analysis estimates that there would be no significant health impacts in the
offsite population surrounding ANL-E resulting from the proposed waste management actions. The
analysis addresses only the potential future incremental risk of new waste management actions. This
risk would be additive to the baseline cancer risk in the region, some of which might be related to past
and current ANL-E actions. The WM PEIS does not attempt to characterize the existing baseline
health risk through the use of regional epidemiological or health statistics information.

At the public hearing held at ANL-E on January 24, 1996, Dr. Holly Howe, Chief of the Epidemiology
Department of the Illinois Department of Public Health was asked by DOE to speak about the results of
a recent local cancer study. The residents of Lemont, Illinois, requested that the Illinois Department of
Public Health initiate a study of the pediatric cancer incidence. The Division of Epidemiologic Studies
performed a study based on hospital reports found in the Illinois State Cancer Registry for the years
1986 through 1993. Seventeen cases of childhood cancer were observed in the study area, while
13 cases were expected; this difference was determined in the study to be not statistically significant.
The most frequently reported childhood cancer type was leukemia, with six cases observed and three
cases expected; this difference also is not statistically significant (Illinois Department of Public Health,
1995).

Comment (3754)
In one place the WM PEIS indicates that the size of ANL-E is 266 square miles. In another, it says
1,700 acres.

Response

The most recent survey of the ANL-E site shows an area of approximately 1,500 acres, which is the
size identified in Section 4.4.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. Table 4.3-4 in Volume I of the PEIS has
been revised to show the correct size of ANL-E.

Comment (3763)
DOE needs to include the groundwater flow direction for ANL-E in the PEIS.

Response

Section 4.4.1 in Volume I is a summary of information contained in a technical report. More detailed
information is contained in Section 2.14.2.2 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report,
which states that at ANL-E, water flows through the upper aquifer (Niagara and the Alexandria
dolomite aquifer) in a southern direction. This technical report is available in the DOE public reading
rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3949)

DOE assumes that sites where cultural resource studies have not been done have no cultural resources.
DOE cannot assume that no cultural resources exist until cultural resources studies have been
conducted, with appropriate input from the public and directly affected populations.

4-32



Volume V - Comment Response Document

4.1 Environmental Resources and Conditions

Response

Although the WM PEIS could not evaluate cultural resources impacts in detail, it does identify the sites
with known cultural resources based on the extent to which each site has already been surveyed for
those resources. This analysis does not, however, contain any assumption with respect to the presence
or absence of resources from the areas that have not been surveyed. Information on the status of
cultural resources surveys and registered cultural resources at the sites was compiled from
environmental reports provided by the sites. Details of status, listings, and sources are provided in the
WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report (available in the DOE reading rooms listed in
Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final PEIS).

Volume I, Table 4.3-8, lists the 17 major sites considered in the PEIS and the extent to which these
sites have been surveyed for cultural resources. DOE revised the table and its related text to emphasize
the percentage of each site’s total area that has not been inventoried for resources.

Based on the WM PEIS land-use analysis, which indicates that only a small fraction of available land
would be required for waste management facilities, DOE believes it will have sufficient flexibility in
locating waste management facilities to be able to avoid or mitigate cultural resources impacts.
Sitewide or project-level analyses would include a more detailed examination of existing and newly
identified cultural resources at the sites. Before beginning construction of any new facilities, sites are
required to conduct specific cultural resources surveys of any potentially affected land.

Comment (3950)

Great Serpent Mound in Adams County of Ohio is a sacred site to many Native American peoples. It
is not identified in DOE’s WM PEIS as a cultural resource, even though it qualifies by agency
standards as a site eligible for inclusion as a national landmark.

Response

The affected environment for the assessment of cultural resources includes the total area within the site
boundary and the areas near the site that might experience some physical effect associated with site
actions. (See Volume I, Table 4.2-1.) The Great Serpent Mound and the entire area of Adams County
are outside this defined region for the FEMP and the Portsmouth Plant. Therefore, although the Great
Serpent Mound is a major cultural resource, it is not included in the cultural resources analysis for the
WM PEIS.

Comment (3960)

Cultural resources inside or outside the property boundaries must first be identified by a credible
cultural resource study. No such study exists for Portsmouth, although a study is presently being
funded by Meade Paper, Lockheed-Martin, Dow Chemical, and Ashland Oil for the Ohio River
Corridor.

Response

Cultural resources impacts are not directly evaluated in the WM PEIS because the specific locations for
proposed waste management facilities are not identified. However, the analysis performed indicates
that sufficient land is available at sites to locate waste management facilities to avoid adverse impacts to
cultural resources. A site cultural resources survey would be required prior to any final siting decision
and the start of any new construction.
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The PEIS recognizes the importance of a credible cultural resources survey in determining the nature
and extent of potential impacts at individual sites. The status of cultural resources surveys at each of
the 17 major sites considered in the PEIS is presented in Table 4.3-8 in Volume I of the WM PEIS. As
noted in the table, no cultural resources survey has been conducted for the Portsmouth Plant.

Comment (3961)

Volume I, Section 4.3.2: What criteria were used to determine which “large sites” receive air quality
monitoring of a radius of only 6.2 miles and which receive air quality monitoring of a radius of
50 miles?

Response
Section 4.3.2 of the Draft WM PEIS describes how monitoring data for the WM PEIS were collected.
How and where air quality monitoring stations are established is outside the scope of the WM PEIS.

In accordance with EPA-recommended modeling techniques, the region of influence includes a circular
area with a radius of at least 6.2 miles. For some large sites, a radius of as much as 50 miles was
considered, to include information on the existing air quality environment from monitoring stations
located on the site, or as close to the site as possible. Section 4.3.2 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS
was revised to clarify the air quality region of influence concept.

Comment (3972)

Table 4-8 identifies 4,003 acres of Federal land at the Portsmouth Plant, with 3,203 available for waste
management facilities. Do these figures include lands now in use and/or under United States
Enrichment Corporation management? Does privatization transfer ownership of the Portsmouth Plant
lands to USEC and, thereby, impact lands available for DOE waste management uses? Do the
3,203 acres identified as available for waste management activities include the two solid waste
management units currently under U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA remediation activities?

Response

The data presented for the Portsmouth Plant in Table 4.3-4 (formerly Table 4-8) (Volume 1) include the
total site acreage and the acreage available for waste management facilities. The total acreage includes
land under USEC management.

A “privatized” facility is considered (only for the purposes of the WM PEIS analysis) to be a former
DOE facility (typically located on a DOE site) that is operated, maintained, and eventually
decontaminated and decommissioned by a private entity. Under this definition, the transfer of
ownership from DOE to USEC would constitute privatization. However, should USEC operate as a
private entity, it would operate for the exclusive use of DOE. This would include the construction and
subsequent operation of any new waste management facilities. Therefore, lands available for DOE
wastes management uses at the Portsmouth Plant would not be affected by privatization. Currently, the
facilities at the Portsmouth Plant are leased to USEC to conduct ongoing enrichment operations as
provided in the Energy Policy Act of 1992. The USEC Privatization Act provides that this lease be
transferred to the privatized corporation and that it have an exclusive option to extend this lease. DOE
remains the owner of the Portsmouth Plant. This lease agreement between DOE and USEC does not
limit any of DOE’s options for waste management or environmental restoration. Further explanation of
privatization and how it relates to the WM PEIS can be found in Section 1.7.4 in Volume I of the
PEIS.
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The 3,203 acres excludes the land leased to the United States Enrichment Corporation in the developed
core area, but includes all lands outside the core area, including a number of areas being investigated
for suspected contamination.

Comment (3977)

In Volume I, Section 4.3.9, please clarify whether the Breeder Reactor at the Portsmouth Plant is used
for onsite operational needs or whether it is a backup source of power. What does DOE list as the
major provider of electrical service to the Portsmouth Plant? Could the Tennessee Valley Authority be
the major provider? I feel this is a significant question for DOE response given the considerable use of
electricity by the Portsmouth Plant (roughly the equivalent of the City of Los Angeles) and the probable
transfer of the Tennessee Valley Authority’s vast resources and power-generating facilities to the
private sector. The Ohio Valley Electric Corporation is listed as supplying electrical power, current
site load of 1,537 megawatts requiring 4,500 tons of coal per month. Could DOE please clarify and
explain where power for this site is generated and how? Table 4-9 lists total capacity power at the
Portsmouth Plant as 1,929 megawatts. Is this from onsite generation of electric power?

Response

Issues surrounding the future source of the power for the Portsmouth Plant are outside the scope of the
WM PEIS, but can be addressed by local DOE officials as part of site planning. As indicated in
Section 2.11.6 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report (available in the DOE reading
rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the Final WM PEIS), electric power to the Portsmouth Plant
is currently provided by the Ohio Valley Electric Corporation using a coal-fired system. As the
commentor has noted, the current site load of 1,537 megawatts is well within the current site capacity
of 1,929 megawatts.
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Comment (395)

At Hanford, the Columbia Reach and the native shrub-type habitat must be protected from degradation
as a result of waste management actions. Existing groundwater contamination plumes under the
Hanford Site are already reaching the Columbia river. We cannot afford further sacrifices at Hanford
or to the surrounding natural environment.

Response

About 6 percent of the Hanford Site has been used for defense production and waste management
purposes. Because much of the Hanford Site has been undisturbed for nearly 50 years, the Site
contains one of the largest remaining relatively undisturbed shrub-steppe habitat areas in Washington
State. Shrub-steppe habitat is vegetation that flourishes on arid lands in areas with extreme temperature
ranges. Shrub-steppe is considered a priority habitat by Washington State because of its importance to
sensitive wildlife. About one-half of the land located on the Hanford Site has been designated as an
ecological study area or wildlife refuge. These areas include the Fitzner Eberhardt Arid Lands
Ecology Reserve located south and west of the 200 Areas and areas north of the Columbia River.

Much of the defense production activity occurred in the 200 Areas and, therefore, much of the land in
the 200 Areas is disturbed. The 200 Areas also are the location of large low-level waste burial
grounds. The 200 Areas and the surrounding Central Plateau have been identified as potential
exclusive-use waste management areas to support the Hanford Site’s waste management and
environmental restoration programs. Because of past disturbances in the 200 Areas, the shrub-steppe
habitat, wildlife typically found in the shrub-steppe habitat, and archaeological sites are limited.

Based on projected land requirements, DOE analyzed the potential for proposed waste management
activities to affect sensitive habitats and species. The analysis indicated that the land required for the
construction of waste management facilities would be a small fraction of available nonsensitive lands,
which would enable DOE to avoid direct impacts to sensitive lands. Further, DOE would have enough
flexibility in locating facilities on sites to avoid indirect impacts, such as those that could result from
building access roads.

DOE has not included environmental restoration in the scope of this PEIS. The Hanford Remedial
Action EIS and Comprehensive Land Use Plan are addressing issues of environmental restoration.

Comment (451)
DOE is allowing BNL to destroy the Carmans River by dumping gallons of contaminated wastewater.

Response

DOE is unaware of any such dumping of contaminated wastewater into the Carmans River. BNL has
five National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitted outfalls to recharge basins,
and one NPDES permitted outfall to the Peconic River. Wastewater is discharged at an average rate of
3.8 million liters (1.0 million gallons) per day (Brookhaven National Laboratory 1993 Technical Site
Information Document). Permit compliance for all NPDES outfalls was 99.9% percent in 1991.
Discharges to the Peconic River met all radioactive discharge limits. Only iron, pH, and 1,1,1-
trichloroethane exceeded permit limits on limited occasions (Brookhaven National Laboratory, Site
Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1991 [BNL-52347]).
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In addition to NPDES outfall monitoring, the Peconic River is monitored for radioactive and
nonradioactive parameters at three onsite and four offsite locations. In addition, the Carmans River is
sampled as a background location. In 1991, all radionuclide concentrations were within applicable
limits and did not exceed 10 percent of the State and Federal Drinking Water Standards. All
nonradioactive analyses were consistent with the offsite control location and with historical data except
for toluene, 1,1,l1-trichloroethane, and xylene. In 5 out of 100 samples, 1,1,1-trichloroethane was
present at concentrations ranging from 3 to 6 micrograms per liter. The exceedances for toluene and
xylene concentrations just above the analytical detection limit of 3 micrograms per liter occurred once
at a sampling point 25 kilometers (16 miles) downstream from the sewage treatment plant discharge.
This occurrence is probably associated with a non-BNL source. Table 2.15-3 in Volume I of the
WM PEIS summarizes results of surface water quality monitoring for 1991 (Brookhaven National
Laboratory, Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1991 [BNL-52347]). The maximum
concentration of trichloroethylene was above its comparison criteria at least once in 1991. Any
information relating to the allegation that the Carmans River is being contaminated by BNL should be
forwarded to DOE. The commentor is also welcome to attend any of the DOE-sponsored public
forums at BNL to express concerns. BNL is in the process of helping the community establish a
community forum. This group will be open to the public and will provide an opportunity for people to
voice their concerns and issues regarding BNL.

Comment (483)

What, if any, studies have been conducted to assure those of us who live near LLNL that we are safe
from radioactive contamination? The WM PEIS must include a complete report on the full impacts to
the Livermore community.

Response

The WM PEIS is a national and programmatic study to assist DOE in formulating and implementing a
strategy to manage its radioactive and hazardous wastes. The PEIS includes estimates of health risks
for the proposed waste management alternatives. DOE considered LLNL for management of low-level
mixed waste, low-level waste, and transuranic waste, and describes the potential health risks associated
with managing these wastes in Volume I, in Sections 6.4, 7.4, and 8.4, respectively. The PEIS also
estimates the cumulative health risk from adding proposed waste management actions to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and presents the cumulative impacts for LLNL in
Section 11.8. If DOE selects LLNL for a new waste management operation, additional studies might
be required.

The LLNL and SNL-CA Sitewide EIS prepared by DOE in 1992 contains additional detail on the
health risks from radionuclides released from the sites. In addition, DOE prepares annual Site
Environmental Reports that describe the results of site monitoring and summarize each site's
compliance with applicable regulations. These reports also provide estimates of doses received by the
public from releases of radionuclides. The EIS and annual reports are available to the public for
review in the LLNL and SNL-CA public reading rooms.

Comment (1558)
The WM PEIS should include a detailed map of plutonium-239 concentrations left on the ground by the
explosions at NTS.
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Response

Contamination from weapons testing at NTS and the cleanup of any existing contamination are outside
the scope of the WM PEIS. This information is presented in the NTS Sitewide EIS, which is discussed
in Volume I, Section 1.8.1, of the WM PEIS. A copy of that EIS is available at the DOE Nevada
Operations Office public reading room located at 2621 Losee Road, Building B-3, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Comment (1574)

Commentors are concerned that the recently discovered deep aquifer system at Los Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) has been contaminated by site activities. Some state that the hydrogeology of the
site is not well understood and site-specific water quality impacts should be addressed in the WM PEIS.

Response

While the WM PEIS considers the potential impacts of waste storage and disposal at the programmatic
level, DOE will consider site-specific control measures when it develops project-level plans for specific
sites. These control measures could include modifying the design of generic disposal facilities (used in
the PEIS analysis) to fit site-specific conditions; modifying waste form requirements; optimizing the
location of a facility on a site; and imposing waste acceptance criteria.

Any eventual waste storage or disposal facility located at LANL would be built with sufficient
containment and would be carefully monitored. Furthermore, the site would be equipped with
sufficient safety and emergency response measures to minimize the potential for leaks to contaminate
surface water or groundwater.

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains additional information on
hydrogeologic conditions at LANL. This technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms
listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. The LANL Sitewide EIS currently in
preparation will contain a more detailed description of the water contamination referred to in this
comment.

Comment (1604)
A commentor stated that he is a landowner adjacent to Site 300, has experienced major health problems,
and does not know if they can be attributed to Site 300 activities.

Response

The WM PEIS evaluates the potential health impacts from postulated future activities to determine the
degree to which human health and the environment could be impacted and the best course of action to
follow to minimize these impacts. Although the WM PEIS contains information on existing public health
risk near LLNL, the Site Environmental Reports and the 1992 LLNL Sitewide EIS are the primary
sources that should be consulted to obtain information relevant to determining potential health effects that
might result from operations at Site 300. These reports are available in the LLNL public reading room.
Local health agencies could also be consulted for possible epidemiological information on health effects.

Comment (1626)
NTS already has extensive contamination and it should be cleaned up, especially the groundwater.
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Response

Environmental restoration activities are not within the scope of the WM PEIS. NTS has entered into a
Federal Facility Agreement/Consent Order with the State of Nevada to characterize the groundwater
and surface contamination to determine the required amount of remediation, if any.

Comment (1707)

More research needs to be done on the long-term effects of plutonium exposure on people living in
communities near RFETS. For example, a study should be done on the long-term effects of the 1969
fire.

Response

The WM PEIS examines potential radiation exposure, including exposure to plutonium isotopes, to the
offsite population from the implementation of the WM PEIS alternatives. In addition, the evaluation of
cumulative impacts considers estimates of annual radiation doses from existing activities and other
ongoing actions at the sites (see Volume I, Chapter II). A dose reconstruction study investigating
historical exposure data is underway at RFETS. DOE funded this project, the final phase of which
should be complete by Spring 1997.

Comment (1710)
Uranium should be listed in Volume I, Section 4.3.3, sediment section, as a sediment contaminant at
ORR. Technetium should be listed in Section 4.3.3, groundwater section, as a groundwater
contaminant at ORR.

Response
DOE made the requested changes in 4.3.3.

Comment (1724)
The WM PEIS should identify the 17 contaminants that exceeded comparison criteria for 1992 at ORR.

Response

Table 2.8-7 in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available in the DOE
public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS, lists the following
17 groundwater contaminants that exceeded comparison criteria at ORR in 1992: 1,2 dichloroethane,
1,1-dichloroethylene, benzene, cadmium, carbon tetrachloride, chromium, cobalt-60, fluoride, gross
alpha, gross beta, manganese, nitrate, pH, tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethylene, tritium, and vinyl
chloride.

Comment (1780)
DOE should address containment activities at RFETS immediately, rather than waiting for a detailed
study.

Response .

The WM PEIS addresses the treatment and disposal of low-level mixed and low-level wastes and the
treatment and storage of transuranic waste at RFETS. It does not address the containment or
remediation of existing contamination at the site, which DOE will handle under its Environmental
Restoration Program. Site-specific environmental analyses will address remediation of existing
contamination at sites.
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Comment (2101)
A commentor stated that DOE needs to take responsibility for offsite contamination in areas around the

Portsmouth Plant where children play and swim. Health is being compromised by lack of communication
with the public.

Response

The affected environment section in Volume I (Chapter 4), and the WM PEIS Affected Environment
Technical Report (which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of
the Final WM PEIS) describe existing conditions at the Portsmouth Plant. These descriptions include the
results of environmental monitoring of media affected by past practices.

DOE has a policy of full disclosure of information regarding releases to the environment. Each DOE site
prepares annual environmental monitoring reports that provide information about releases and
environmental monitoring activities. These reports are readily available to the public. The 1992
Portsmouth Plant Environmental Report states that discharges from the site appear to have no noticeable
effect on radioactivity levels in the Scioto River.

Although of great concern to DOE and the Nation, cleanup of contamination caused by past practices is
outside the scope of the WM PEIS.

Comment (2145)
The holding ponds overflow at the Portsmouth Plant during a rain event. DOE needs to consider that
contamination is flowing into the Scioto River.

Response

Section 4.4.12 in Volume I of the WM PEIS describes existing conditions at the Portsmouth Plant.
Additional information is presented in Section 2.11.2.1 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment
Technical Report, which states that the Portsmouth Plant National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) outfalls are monitored for radioactive and nonradioactive parameters. In 1992,
permit compliance for all NPDES outfalls was 99.1%.

In 1992, discharges from the Portsmouth Plant affected the receiving streams minimally and were
comparable to past discharges. Little Beaver Creek was the only surface-water body that appeared to
show slightly elevated radionuclide levels downstream versus upstream levels. Portsmouth Plant
discharges appear to have no noticeable effect on radioactivity levels in Big Run Creek or in the Scioto
River. No sediment contamination was found in the Scioto River.

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report is available in the DOE public reading rooms
listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (2192)
DOE should not use the old cooling tower at PGDP for stream stripping contaminated groundwater. It
is unsafe and NEPA documentation is poor.

Response
The WM PEIS does not analyze specific waste management technologies because it will not be used to
select such technologies. Moreover, the activity described in the comment would be considered an
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environmental restoration activity. Environmental restoration activities are not analyzed in the
WM PEIS, other than to examine the extent to which some environmental restoration waste volumes
could affect the comparison among waste management alternatives (see Appendix B in Volume III).
The impacts of specific environmental restoration activities will be analyzed through the RCRA or
CERCLA process, or other site-specific environmental analyses.

Comment (2212)
A commentor expressed concern that Little Bayou Creek is contaminated by waste from activities
carried out at PGDP.

Response

Section 4.4.10 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, and the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical
Report, which can be found in the DOE reading rooms listed in Volume I, Section 1.9, of the PEIS,
describe existing conditions at PGDP. These descriptions include results of environmental monitoring
of media affected by past practices.

As described in Section 2.9.2.1 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, in 1992,
downstream sediments on Big Bayou Creek contained uranium levels 3.5 times higher than sediments
from the upstream monitoring location (4.6 versus 1.3 micrograms per gram). Downstream sediments
on Little Bayou Creek contained uranium levels 36 times higher than upstream sediments (107 versus
2.8 micrograms per gram). None of the locations contained levels of neptunium-237, plutonium-239,
technetium-99, or thorium-230 above the detection limit. In addition, polychlorinated biphenyls were
detected in Little Bayou Creek at a maximum concentration of 0.7 microgram per gram.

As described in Section 2.9.9.1 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, in 1992,
DOE estimated a maximum multimedia radiation dose of 2.8-millirem per year from ingestion of
contaminated sediment and exposure to radiation from spending one-half hour per day, every day,
fishing in the most contaminated area of Little Bayou Creek. This exposure is well below the DOE
100-millirem per year standard for multimedia exposure.

Comment (2450)
The WM PEIS should state whether groundwater quality at INEL has improved or deteriorated since
1992. In 1992, elevated levels of 14 contaminants were found in site wells.

Response

DOE revised Section 4.4.5 in Volume I to state that groundwater monitoring at INEL in 1992 showed
levels above comparison criteria for four contaminants at onsite wells and for only one contaminant at
onsite wells in 1994.

Comment (2485)

Detailed information on the known groundwater and soil contaminants at INEL would be useful in
determining the magnitude of existing problems. For example, is the plutonium soil contamination a
concern for future groundwater contamination?

Also, Volume I, Section 4.3.3, lists groundwater contaminants that have been detected at INEL. This
list is inconsistent with the Spent Nuclear Fuel EIS in that it fails to mention iodine-129, cobalt-60,
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cesium-137, plutonium-238, -239, and -240, americium-241, chromium, lead, mercury, chloride,
sulfate, and nitrate.

Response

Section 4.3.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS is a summary of the known water resource contamination.
The list provided is not meant to be all inclusive. The detailed information requested in the comment is
provided in Section 2.3.2.2 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is
available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.
Even more detailed information on this subject is available in the technical reference documents cited in
Section 2.3.2.2 of the Affected Environmental Technical Report.

Comment (2494)

Volume I, Section 4.4.5 identifies uranium recovery from highly enriched spent fuels as a major source
of air pollution at INEL. This process has not been performed at INEL since sometime before the
decision in April 1992 to cease fuel reprocessing in the DOE complex.

Response
The commentor is correct and DOE has deleted the incorrect statement from the WM PEIS.

Comment (2873)

Sediment contamination is also present at BNL and should be included in Volume I, Section 4.3.4.
This is particularly significant due to BNL’s presence over a sole-source aquifer and the presence of
highly permeable soils throughout the site.

Response

DOE assumes that the commentor is referring to soils contamination described in Section 4.3.4 in
Volume I of the WM PEIS and not sediment contamination described in Section 4.3.3. The list of soils
contaminated provided in Section 4.3.4 in Volume I was not meant to be comprehensive. Additional
information on the affected environments at the sites is provided in the WM Affected Environment
Technical Report, which is available in the DOE reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the
Final WM PEIS. Section 2.15.1.2 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report states that
offsite soil samples are routinely analyzed for radionuclides. In 1991, no radionuclides attributable to
BNL operations were detected in any of the soil samples.

Existing contamination, and the cleanup of any contaminated areas at the sites, are part of
environmental restoration activities at the site, which are outside the scope of the WM PEIS.
Furthermore, because waste management activities are not expected to add to existing levels of soil
contamination, they are not addressed in the cumulative impacts analysis.

Comment (2911)

Volume I, Section 4.3.3, of the Draft WM PEIS stated that contamination is usually limited to onsite
areas at DOE facilities. This is not the case at BNL, which has pervasively contaminated the
surrounding region with a variety of compounds. Tritium is known to have contaminated surface water
and groundwater at BNL. BNL is also the cause of dissolved metals occurring above State drinking
water standards, both on and off the site. These omissions should be corrected.
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In addition, the statement in Volume I, Section 4.4.2, that BNL offsite concentrations do not exceed
drinking water standards is incorrect. Offsite concentrations for several organic compounds and metals
in plumes from contaminated areas within the site exceed drinking water standards. Some of these
plumes have become the focal point of significant public concern. The nature and extent of these
plumes and all exceedances should be listed.

Response

Section 4.3.3 in Volume I of the WM PEIS was revised to indicate that tritium is a groundwater
contaminant at BNL. This section is a partial summary of the known water resource contamination and
was not meant to be all inclusive. The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains
more detailed information on current contamination at BNL. This technical report is available in the
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

In addition, DOE revised Section 4.4.2 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to state that offsite concentrations
of certain contaminants at BNL do exceed drinking water standards. Section 4.4.2 is also a summary
of information contained in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report.

Section 2.15.2.2 of the technical report states that in 1991, groundwater at BNL was monitored at
81 wells, including 17 offsite private wells, for radioactive parameters and at 71 wells for
nonradioactive parameters. Some groundwater contamination has migrated off the site at
concentrations exceeding New York State Drinking Water Standards. The full extent of offsite
contamination is currently being evaluated under an Interagency Agreement between the New York
State Department of Environmental Conservation, EPA, and DOE.

Comment (3005)

Tables 6.7-2 and 7.7-2 indicate the numbers of Federal and State endangered and threatened species at
low-level mixed waste and low-level waste sites under each of the alternatives. The numbers in these
tables do not coincide with the information on threatened and endangered species contained in
Section 4.4 for FEMP or Portsmouth.

Response

DOE revised Section 4.4.12 in Volume I to state that one candidate species (listed as State threatened),
four State endangered species, five State threatened species, four State potentially threatened species,
and seven State special-interest species occur near the Portsmouth Plant. Section 4.4.3 in Volume I
was also revised to reflect the correct number of threatened and endangered species at FEMP. No
Federally listed threatened or endangered plant or animal species are known at FEMP. However,
potential habitat exists for the Indiana bat (Federal and State endangered). Running buffalo clover, a
Federally listed endangered plant species, occurs near FEMP. Seven state-listed endangered species
(including the Indiana bat) and three state-listed threatened species occur or potentially occur at FEMP.

Comment (3007) x
Section 4.4 (for all sites) should contain information on what contaminants exceed comparison criteria.

Response
Section 4.4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS is intended to provide a broad overview of the affected
environment for the DOE sites and, therefore, does not include information on specific contaminants.
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The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report listed in Volume I of the Final PEIS provides
more detailed site-specific information.

As stated in Section 4.4, more precise information on site environmental parameters would be provided
in site environmental monitoring reports and sitewide or project-level NEPA documents.

Comment (3039) ,
Table 4-5 does not include important contaminants, such as chromium and nitrates, that are major
contaminants in sediments and groundwater, respectively, at Hanford.

Response

Table 4-5 in Volume I of the Draft WM PEIS lists the criteria pollutant attainment status at the
17 major sites. DOE assumes that the commentor is instead referring to the text of Section 4.3.3 on the
pages adjacent to Table 4-5.

Section 4.3.3 in Volume I of the Draft WM PEIS is a partial summary of the known water resource
contamination and is not meant to be comprehensive. The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical
Report contains more information on current sediment and groundwater contamination at Hanford.
Section 2.2.2.2 of the technical report states that maximum concentrations of chromium nitrate and
tritium in the groundwater were above their comparison criteria at least once in 1992. This document
further states that tritium and nitrate groundwater contaminant plumes occur over 316 square kilometers
(122 square miles) of Hanford. Other contaminants, for example, chromium cyanide, have been
detected in groundwater in areas surrounding disposal sites. The technical report is available in the
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3050)

The statement in Volume I, Section 4.4.4, that four major plumes enter the Columbia River in at least
three locations is an extreme simplification. The carbon tetrachloride plume, which is one of the most
extensive at the Hanford Site, could enter the river in high concentrations in approximately 100 years.
Thus, referencing only plumes currently entering the Columbia River minimizes potential problems
stemming from waste management activities.

Response

The description of existing contamination in Section 4.4.4 in VolumeI of the WM PEIS and
Section 2.2.2.2 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report (which is available in the
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the WM PEIS) is provided only to give
the reader background information about conditions at the site. The technical report does list carbon
tetrachloride among the Hanford Site’s groundwater contaminants and Section 4.3.3 in Volume I notes
that solvents are known groundwater contaminants at Hanford. No attempt was made in the WM PEIS
to predict future plume movement, since future remediation activities could change the extent of
groundwater contamination. For more detailed information on the Hanford Site, please consult the
Tank Waste Remediation System, Hanford Site Final EIS, 1996, and the Hanford Remedial Action
EIS.

To the extent information is available, impacts from other programs and actions are considered in the
cumulative impacts analysis in Volume I, Chapter 11, of the Final WM PEIS.
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Comment (3193)
Volume I, Chapter 4, does not identify the two major groundwater plumes that extend beyond the
facility boundaries at PGDP.

Response

DOE revised Section 4.4.10 in Volume I to note that two plumes of groundwater contamination extend
into an offsite area. Section 4.4.10 is a summary of information contained in Section 2.9.2.2 of the
WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report. This technical report is available in the DOE
public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3194)
See Volume I, Section 4.3.3. Known groundwater contaminants at Hanford also include uranium,
iodine-129, carbon tetrachloride, chromium, cobalt-60 and nitrate.

Response

The commentor is correct about the contaminants at Hanford. Section 4.3.3 in Volume I of the WM
PEIS is not intended to provide a comprehensive list of contaminants. However, the WM PEIS
Affected Environment Technical Report notes that groundwater contamination at Hanford includes
uranium, iodine-129, carbon tetrachloride, chromium, cobalt-60, and nitrate as known groundwater
contaminants. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Volume I,
Section 1.9, of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3197)

Volume I, 4.3.4: High-level, low-level, uranic, transuranic, and mixed waste were disposed of directly
to the ground at Hanford. Many of the high-level waste tanks have leaked large quantities of high-level
mixed and transuranic waste to the soil. Every fission product and actinide with a sufficiently long
half-life to remain is present at various locations around the site.

Response

Since environmental remediation was removed from the scope of the PEIS, DOE does not focus on
contamination at the sites. Environmental remediation activities are undertaken pursuant to CERCLA
and the Hanford Site Tri-Party Agreement.

Volume I, Sections 4.3.3 and 4.3.4, of the WM PEIS provide a summary of known water, soil, and
sediment contamination at the sites. These sections were not intended to be comprehensive listings of
the contaminants. Additional information on contaminants at the Hanford Site is provided in the
WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available in the DOE public reading
rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3225)
See Section 4.4.4. Many of the wetlands at Hanford are contaminated with radioactive materials from
the operations of the reactors along the Columbia River.

Response

Cleanup actions at the DOE sites are not within the scope of the WM PEIS. However, Chapter 11 does
address potential impacts from environmental restoration operations that could contribute to the overall
environmental impacts resulting from DOE waste management and other activities. DOE recognizes
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and is addressing cleanup of contaminated sites, including situations such as contaminated shoreline
seeps at Hanford. Section 2.2.2.1 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains a
detailed description of the surface water and sediment quality data for the Hanford Site, including
descriptions of existing radionuclide contamination. The Affected Environment Technical Report is
available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3403)

The WM PEIS discloses that there is a serious risk from neptunium-237 contamination at PGDP.
Where did the neptunium come from? How long has it been there, and how is it being stored?
Neptunium-237 is a very long-lived, toxic isotope. Has DOE been testing for neptunium-237 in the
groundwater up until now?

Response

Neptunium-237 is an alpha-emitting radionuclide with a half-life of 2.2 million years. It was
introduced into the enrichment cascades at PGDP in the early 1970’s when reprocessed fuel was
blended with other feedstocks. Some low-level waste at PGDP contains neptunium-237.

Neptunium-237 was identified in the 1992 version of the waste management information system
database that provided the low-level waste site-specific waste information used in the WM PEIS. This
information is presented in the WM PEIS Low-Level Waste Technical Report referenced at the end of
Chapter 7 in Volume I.

As described in Section 2.9.2 of the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, analyses for
neptunium-237 are routinely performed for environmental media at PGDP. However, it is not
routinely detected because it is present in such low concentrations.

Comment (3531)

In the affected environment description of NTS, DOE should explain the statement, “Groundwater
monitoring in 1991 indicated that eight contaminant comparison criteria were exceeded at onsite wells”
and use more recent groundwater monitoring data than 1991.

Response

In general, DOE elected not to update or supplement the data in the WM PEIS with more recently
published data because conditions rarely change drastically from year to year. Exceptions were made
in instances where DOE determined that the updated data might affect the comparisons of alternatives.
DOE believes that the water quality information provided gives an adequate characterization of the
conditions at the sites, especially for a programmatic EIS that will not select locations for waste
management facilities on the sites. More up-to-date site-specific information would be included in
sitewide or project-level NEPA analyses.

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains more detailed information on
environmental conditions at the sites. Section 2.7.2.2 of the report states that water supply wells at
NTS are routinely monitored for radioactive and nonradioactive parameters, as required by the Safe
Drinking Water Act, State of Nevada regulations, and DOE Orders. Table 2.7-4 of the report
summarizes the monitoring results for 1991. Maximum concentrations of bismuth-214, gross alpha,
lead-212, lead-214, nitrate, pH, plutonium-239 and -240, and total dissolved solids were above their
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comparison criteria at least once in 1991. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading
rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3757)
Past waste storage and handling activities were unsafe and dangerous to the environment. In the year
2020, let us hope that we will not hear how stupid we were in the 1990s.

Response

The WM PEIS will help DOE develop a comprehensive national strategy to manage its radioactive and
hazardous wastes in a safe and efficient manner. By careful study and planning of waste management
at the national and site levels, DOE hopes to correct past waste management practices to ensure
protection of the public, workers, and the environment in the future.

Comment (3781)

For 50 years, airborne contamination has occurred at ANL-E, and gardening and construction
recirculated the contamination in the air. Air quality is currently affected by treatment of waste onsite.
Inhalation of isotopes is even more risky than isotopes found in drinking water.

Response

As described in Section 4.4.1 in Volume I of the WM PEIS, in 1992 the radiation dose from airborne
radionuclides to a maximally exposed individual at ANL-E was 0.0085 mrem. This is well below the
10 mrem per year National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants limit. The collective
radiological dose from airborne radionuclide emissions to the ANL-E region of influence health risk
population was 16.8 person-rem.

As detailed in Section 5.4.1 in Volume I, the WM PEIS human health risk analysis assesses the
atmospheric pathway (including inhalation) as a major exposure pathway for a variety of potentially
exposed populations and individuals. Section 5.4.2 addresses the methodology for air quality impacts,
which were assessed for the construction of new treatment, storage, and disposal facilities, for the
operation and maintenance of the facilities, and for shipment of wastes between sites. For the waste
management alternatives relating to ANL-E, the analysis found that human health risks and air quality
impacts would be low. Sections 6.4, 6.5, 7.4, 7.5, 8.4, and 8.5 contain more detail related to these
issues.

Comment (3787)
DOE needs to better inform the public about the potential for existing contamination in the area around
ANL-E. Radionuclides in the Illinois River water is a problem.

Response

Additional information on surface water resources at ANL-E is presented in Section 2.14.2.1 of the
WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report. This technical report is available in the DOE
public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Approximately 0.5 miles from ANL-E, Sawmill Creek, which is joined by two ANL-E onsite streams,
enters the Des Plaines River. According to 1993 monitoring data, concentrations of radionuclides in
Sawmill Creek were low and only a small fraction of the DOE-derived concentration guides for water.
Dilution in the Des Plaines River reduced the concentration of the measured radionuclides below their
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respective detection limits. The Illinois River is approximately 30 miles southwest of ANL-E where it is
formed by the Des Plaines River and the Kankakee River. DOE is not aware of any radioactive
contamination in the Illinois River.

Comment (3859)
Handling of past contamination does not instill public confidence.

Response

DOE is committed to operating its facilities in a safe and efficient manner. This includes selecting
facility locations and waste management technologies that result in a minimum of health risk and
environmental impact. The WM PEIS is part of the process to ensure that the potential impacts to the
public and environment are accounted for when DOE makes programmatic decisions on waste
management activities.

Most health risk concerns at DOE sites are from former operations that occurred when accepted waste
management practices were less rigorous than those in force today. Health risks from current DOE
waste management operations are generally low. DOE is committed to reducing radiation exposure to
levels as low as reasonably achievable.

Comment (3876)
The people around ANL-E are familiar with waste dumping. Remember the Red Gate Woods area?
Most of the radioactively contaminated wells had to be capped or disabled.

Response

Wells in the Red Gate Woods area were contaminated with tritium from dumping of radioactive waste
during the late 1940s and early 1950s. These wells are now being monitored by environmental
surveillance personnel at ANL-E. DOE is committed to disposing of radioactive waste in a way that is
safe to humans and the environment. DOE’s Order 5820.2A requires that such waste be disposed of in
disposal facilities. The combination of disposal waste form and facility design must ensure that the
standards of the Safe Drinking Water Act and other standards to protect human health and the
environment are met.

Comment (3913)

DOE needs to explain what waste is presently onsite at ANL-E and what the plans are for this
temporary storage. DOE needs to explain who is going to watch over the currently stored low-level
waste.

Response

Storage, which plays a role in all waste management activities, consists of the collection and
containment of waste to await treatment or disposal. DOE is responsible for its Department-wide
waste, including the low-level waste at ANL-E.

The Final WM PEIS reports the following quantities of waste material at ANL-E as the current
inventory: 34 cubic meters of low-level mixed waste (Table 6.1-1), 880 cubic meters of low-level
waste (Table 7.1-1), and 15 cubic meters of transuranic waste (Table 8.1-1). ANL-E does not store
high-level waste, and DOE did not consider the site for future high-level waste management. The PEIS
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does not present an inventory of hazardous waste because this waste type is stored on the site for a
limited time only to accumulate sufficient quantities for treatment.

Chapters 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 of the PEIS describe the waste management activities and siting options for
each waste type. Appendix I contains newly available data on low-level waste inventories at ANL-E
and DOE has incorporated these data into the analysis of alternatives in the Final PEIS.

Comment (3962)

Does uranium contamination exist in sediment offsite or onsite at PGDP and the Portsmouth Plant?
The Little Beaver, Big Beaver, Big Run, and Scioto Rivers have been documented by Ohio EPA and
the U.S. EPA as having contaminated sediment offsite at Portsmouth.

Response

Chapter 4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS summarizes environmental conditions at the sites. The WM
PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains more detailed descriptions of the sites. For
PGDP, Section 2.9.2.1 of the technical report states that stream sediments are routinely monitored at
site locations for radioactive and nonradioactive parameters. In 1992, downstream sediments on Big
Bayou Creek indicated uranium levels of 4.6 micrograms per gram. Downstream sediments on Little
Bayou Creek indicated uranium levels of 107 micrograms per gram. For the Portsmouth Plant,
Section 2.11.2.1 of the technical report states that stream sediments are routinely monitored for
radioactive parameters at 4 onsite and 13 offsite locations. In 1992, minor sediment contamination was
found in the east drainage ditch, Little Beaver Creek, and Big Beaver Creek. In addition, some
contamination was found in two onsite locations in Big Run Creek. No sediment contamination was
found in the Scioto River. The technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS.

Comment (3963)

Section 4.4.12 in Volume I states that groundwater monitoring at the Portsmouth Plant in 1992 showed
eight parameters above comparison data. Does this mean that groundwater contamination has been
documented on the site, off the site, or both?

Response

Chapter 4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS summarizes detailed descriptions of the affected environments
found in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report. Section 2.11.2.2 of the WM PEIS
Affected Environment Technical Report states that onsite groundwater at Portsmouth is monitored for
radioactive and nonradioactive parameters and water levels at more than 245 wells. Maximum
concentrations of 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 1,2-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethylene, chloroform,
chromium, gross alpha, gross beta, and trichloroethylene were above their comparison criteria at least
once in 1992. Offsite groundwater is monitored for radioactive parameters at 11 locations. None of
the results were above their comparison criteria. The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical
Report is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final
WM PEIS.

DOE has revised Section 4.4.12 in Volume I of the WM PEIS to state that for the Portsmouth Plant, no
contaminants exceeded comparison criteria in measurements of offsite groundwater.
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Comment (4017)

DOE should add the following sites with known groundwater contaminants to Volume I, Section 4.3.8:
(1) BNL, because of tritium (see Baseline Environmental Management Report, Volume II, DOE-EM-
232); and (2) WVDP, because of strontium contamination (see Doc ID WVDP-220).

Response
DOE assumes that the commentor is referring to Section 4.3.3 and not 4.3.8 in Volume I of the
WM PEIS.

As stated in the PEIS, the list provided in Section 4.3.3 in Volume I was not meant to be all-inclusive.
Additional information on the affected environments at the sites is provided in the WM PEIS Affected
Environment Technical Report, which is available in the DOE public reading rooms listed in
Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. Section 2.15.2.2 of the technical report states that, at
BNL, the only average radionuclide concentrations that exceeded concentration limits were gross beta
and strontium-90. The high radionuclide concentrations occurred onsite near the landfill areas and the
hazardous waste management facility. The maximum offsite tritium concentration in drinking water
wells in 1991 was 3,780 picocuries per liter compared to the 20,000 picocuries per liter drinking water
standard. The information in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report was obtained from
individual site data reports. Volume II of the 1995 Baseline Environmental Management Report does
identify tritium in groundwater at BNL. However, this contaminant is found in specific locations in
groundwater onsite at BNL, and the extent of contamination is not yet known. Moreover, some of the
contamination is the result of environmental restoration activities.

In Section 4.3.3, WVDP is identified as a site that has surface water contaminated with strontium.

Comment (4019)

In Volume I, Section 4.3.4, DOE should add BNL and WVDP to the list of sites with known soil
contaminants because of cesium contamination at those sites (see the Baseline Environmental
Management Report, Volume II, DOE-EM-232). Known contaminants at BNL also include petroleum
products, metals, solvents, and other radionuclides.

Response

The affected environment descriptions in Chapter 4 in Volume I of the WM PEIS summarize the
information in technical reports. As stated in Section 4.3.4, the list provided contains examples and,
therefore, was not meant to be comprehensive. Additional information on the affected environments at
the sites is provided in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report, which is available in the
DOE public reading rooms listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. Section 2.15.1.2
of the report, which pertains to BNL, states, “Offsite soil samples are routinely analyzed for
radionuclides. In 1991, no radionuclides attributable to site operations were detected in any of the soil
samples.” Table 2.19-3 of the report lists the maximum concentrations of radionuclides in soils at
WVDP, including cesium.

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report also indicates that the maximum concentration
of cesium-137 in drinking water wells at BNL is significantly less than the comparison criteria of
120 picocuries per liter established by EPA in its Primary Drinking Water Regulation. WVDP does
not use groundwater as a source of drinking water, and Section 2.19.2.2 of the technical report
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indicates that groundwater monitored at 10 offsite residential wells shows no evidence of contamination
by WVDP activities.

The information in the WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report was obtained from individual
site data reports. Volume II of the 1996 Baseline Environmental Management Report does identify
cesium-137 and other contaminants in soils at BNL. However, these soils are in specific locations
onsite at BNL, and the extent of contamination is not yet known. The 1996 Baseline Environmental
Management Report does not indicate the presence of soil contaminated by cesium-137, nor other
specific substances at WVDP.

Comment (4433)

Much radionuclide exposure data in the Draft WM PEIS was taken from the Summary of Radionuclide
Air Emissions from Department of Energy Facilities for CY 1992, which apparently fails to cover major
sources of radionuclide exposure at the sites covered in the WM PEIS. Taxpayer dollars were wasted
using this source of information, especially if the summary report fails to cover radionuclide exposures
as comprehensively as Site Environmental Reports. No detailed justification for basing the
characterization of site impacts on the air emissions report rather than on Site Environmental Reports
was given, nor was the significance of the missing information revealed.

Response

The WM PEIS Affected Environment Technical Report contains radionuclide exposure information
from site Annual Environmental Reports. The report indicates that some sites have exposure data
estimates for different years (1991 through 1993), for different pathways (airborne exposure and/or
multimedia exposure), and different treatments of background radiation exposure, including radon. To
provide some consistency among the sites, DOE used the report, Summary of Radionuclide Air
Emissions from Department of Energy Facilities for CY 1992, which provided estimates of offsite
maximally exposed individual exposures to radionuclides in 1992 for all major sites considered in the
PEIS. These values are presented in Chapters 4 and 11 in Volume I and in the WM PEIS Affected
Environment Technical Report. This technical report is available in the DOE public reading rooms
listed in Section 1.9 in Volume I of the Final WM PEIS. Because the air pathway was considered to be
the only important pathway for exposures to the public, other pathways were not evaluated in the PEIS.
Existing contamination that might contribute to exposures through other pathways were not included in
the analysis.

Comment (4490)

Section 4.3.1 of the Draft WM PEIS should include summarized data on radon exposure from waste at
DOE sites and on exposure from other pathways. As shown below, the result is a misleading
characterization in the Draft PEIS of radiation and radionuclide exposure to the general public and
associated human health impacts at DOE sites.

1992 RADIATION EXPOSURE TO THE MOST EXPOSED INDIVIDUAL (mrem)

Site WM PEIS 1992 Site Environmental Report Ratlo
ANL-E 0.0085 0.34 air including radon 40
0.41 alr, Ingestion, radiation 48
BNL 0.11 0.92 Including fish 8.4
ETEC . 0.0001 .
FEMP 0.0021 51 from Radon 24,000
Hanford 0.0037 0.02 from Columbia River 5.4
0.07 per kg duck 19
INEL 0.0015 4 from max. duck 2,700
LBL 0.060 2.1 accelerator 35
LLNL 0.069 or 0.69 0.28 air, food, water 0.29102.9
LANL 1.9 4.4 Accelerator only -

4-51

———— - S ——— > fm e B I Tl eI —




Volume V - Comment Response Document

4.2 Existing Contamination/Historic Releases/Past DOE Practices

1992 RADIATION EXPOSURE TO THE MOST EXPOSED INDIVIDUAL (mrem)
(Cont'd)

Site ‘WM PEIS 1992 Site Envir I Report Ratio
Middlesex 0.009 0.3 gamma radiation 33
NTS 0.012 0.007 air, milk, veg., beef liver 3.5
ORR 1.4 41017 air, water, fish, rad. 2910 12
Pantex <0.0001 0.000027 -
PGDP 0.0045 3.8 food, water, sediment, rad. 840
Portsmouth 0.26 0.03 0.12 typo?
RFETS 0.0002 or 0.000028 0.46 Plutonium monitoring 2,300 w0 16,000
Sandia-NM 0.0034 0.0034 1.0
SRS 0.140 49 for hunter 350
3.1 from fish 2
WVDP 0.0003 0.046 Fish 150

Failing to include data on exposure from other exposure pathways (including surface-water
contamination, exposure to direct radiation, the ingestion of contaminated fish and game, etc.) results
in a very misleading characterization of radiation and radionuclide exposure to the general public and
associated human health impacts at DOE sites.

The summary table in Chapter 4 and Chapter 11 of the Draft PEIS shows different values for the
exposure to the maximally exposed individual for LLNL and for RFETS. DOE needs to check the
values in the WM PEIS.

The data in Site Environmental Reports clearly showed radiation and radionuclide exposures that were
usually much higher (and, for many sites, more than 100 times higher) than the exposures reported in
the Draft WM PEIS.

Risks to the most exposed individual above one in ten 