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NOTATION

(The following list of acronyms and abbreviations and units of measure is a duplication of the list
in the main portion of the GTCC EIS and is provided here for the convenience of the reader.)

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACHP
AEA
AEC
AIP
AIRFA
ALARA
AMC
AMWTP
ANOI
AQRV
ARP
ATR

bgs
BLM
BLS
BNSF
BRC
BSL
BWR

CAA
CAAA
CAP88-PC
CCDF
CEDE
CEQ
CERCLA
CFA

CFR
CGTO
CH
CRMD
CTUIR
CWA

CX

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Atomic Energy Act of 1954

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
Agreement in Principle

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978
as low as reasonably achievable

activated metal canister

Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project
Advanced Notice of Intent
air-quality-related value

Actinide Removal Process

Advanced Test Reactor (INL)

below ground surface

Bureau of Land Management

Bureau of Labor Statistics

Burlington Northern Santa Fe

Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future
Biosafety Level

boiling water reactor

Clean Air Act

Clean Air Act Amendments

Clean Air Act Assessment Package 1988-Personal Computer (code)
complementary cumulative distribution function

committed effective dose equivalent

Council on Environmental Quality

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Central Facilities Area (INL)

Code of Federal Regulations

Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations

contact-handled

Cultural Resource Management Office

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Clean Water Act

Categorical Exclusion
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DCF
DCG
DOE
DOE-EM
DOE-ID
DOE-NV
DOE-RL
DOl
DOT
DRZ
DTRA
DWPF

EAC
EDE
EDNA
EIS
EPA
ERDF
ESA
ESRP

FFTF
FGR
FONSI
FR
FTE
FY

GAO
GMS/OSRP
GSA

GTCC

HAP

HC
HEPA
HEU

HF

HFIR
HMS
HOSS
h-SAMC
HSW EIS

dose conversion factor

derived concentration guide

U.S. Department of Energy
DOE-Office of Environmental Management
DOE-Idaho Operations Office
DOE-Nevada Operations Office
DOE-Richland Operations Office
U.S. Department of the Interior
U.S. Department of Transportation
disturbed rock zone

Defense Threat Reduction Agency
Defense Waste Processing Facility

Early Action Area

effective dose equivalent

Environmental Designation for Noise Abatement
environmental impact statement

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Restoration Dispersal Facility
Endangered Species Act of 1973

Eastern Snake River Plain (INL)

Fast Flux Test Facility (Hanford)
Federal Guidance Report
Finding of No Significant Impact
Federal Register

full-time equivalent

fiscal year

U.S. Government Accountability (formerly General Accounting) Office
Office of Global Material Security/Off-Site Source Recovery Project
General Separations Area (SRS)

greater-than-Class C

hazardous air pollutant

Hazard Category

high-efficiency particulate air

highly enriched uranium

hydrogen fluoride

High Flux Isotope Reactor (ORNL)
Hanford Meteorology Station
hardened on-site storage
half-shielded activated metal canister
Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program
Environmental Impact Statement
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ICRP
IDA
IDAPA
IDEQ
IDF
INL
INTEC
ISFSI

LANL

LCF

Ldn

Leq

LEU
LLRW
LLRWPAA
LMP

LWA

LWB

MCL
MCU
MDA
MOA
MOU
MOX
MPSSZ
MSL

NAAQS
NAGPRA
NASA
NCRP
NDA
NEPA
NERP
NESHAP
NHPA

NI PEIS
NLVF
NMAC
NMED
NMFS
NNHP
NNSA
NNSA/NSO

International Commission on Radiological Protection
intentional destructive act

Idaho Administrative Procedures Act

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Integrated Disposal Facility

Idaho National Laboratory

Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INL)
independent spent fuel storage installation

Los Alamos National Laboratory

latent cancer fatality

day-night sound level

equivalent-continuous sound level

low-enriched uranium

low-level radioactive waste

Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985
Land Management Plan (WIPP)

Land Withdrawal Act (WIPP)

Land Withdrawal Boundary (WIPP)

maximum contaminant level

modular caustic side solvent extraction unit
material disposal area (LANL)
Memorandum of Agreement

Memorandum of Understanding

mixed oxides

Middleton Place-Summerville Seismic Zone
mean sea level

National Ambient Air Quality Standard(s)

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990
National Aeronautics and Space Administration

National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements
NRC-licensed disposal area (West Valley Site)

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

National Environmental Research Park

National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Historic Preservation Act

Nuclear Isotope PEIS

North Las Vegas Facility

New Mexico Administrative Code

New Mexico Environment Department

National Marine Fisheries Services

Nevada Natural Heritage Program

National Nuclear Security Administration (DOE)
NNSA/Nevada Site Office
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NNSS
NOAA
NOI
NPDES
NPS
NRC
NRHP
NTS SA
NTTR

ORNL
ORR

PA
PCB
PCS
PEIS
P.L.
PM
PM2 5
PM1o
PPV
PSD
PSHA
PWR

R&D
RCRA

RDD

RH

RH LLW EA
RLWTF-UP
ROD

ROI

ROW

RPS

RSL
RWMC
RWMS

SA
SAAQS
SALDS
SCDHEC
SCE&G
SDA

Nevada National Security Site (formerly Nevada Test Site or NTS)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Notice of Intent

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

National Park Service

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

National Register of Historic Places

Nevada Test Site Supplemental Analysis

Nevada Test and Training Range

Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Oak Ridge Reservation

programmatic agreement

polychlorinated biphenyl

primary constituent standard

programmatic environmental impact statement

Public Law

particulate matter

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 um or less
particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 um or less
Peak Particle Velocity

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Assessment

pressurized water reactor

research and development

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

radiological dispersal device

remote-handled

Remote-Handled Low-Level Waste Environmental Assessment (INL)
Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility-Upgrade (LANL)
Record of Decision

region of influence

right-of-way

Radioisotopic Power Systems

Remote Sensing Laboratory

Radioactive Waste Management Complex (INL)

Radioactive Waste Management Site (NNSS)

Supplemental Analysis

State Ambient Air Quality Standards

State-Approved Land Disposal Site

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
South Carolina Electric Gas

state-licensed disposal area (West Valley Site)
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SDWA Safe Drinking Water Act

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office(r)

SNF spent nuclear fuel

SR State Route

SRS Savannah River Site

SWB standard waste box

SWEIS Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement
TA Technical Area (LANL)

TC&WM EIS Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS (Hanford)
TEDE total effective dose equivalent

TEDF Treated Effluent Disposal Facility

TEF Tritium Extraction Facility

TLD thermoluminescent dosimeter

TRU transuranic

TRUPACT-II Transuranic Package Transporter-I1

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act

TSP total suspended particulates

TTR Tonapah Test Range

TVA Tennessee Valley Authority

us United States

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

usC United States Code

USFS U.S. Forest Service

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey

vVOC volatile organic compound

WAC waste acceptance criteria or Washington Administrative Code
WHB Waste Handling Building (WIPP)

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

WSRC Westinghouse Savannah River Company
WTP Waste Treatment Plant (Hanford)

WVDP West Valley Demonstration Project
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UNITS OF MEASURE

ac acre(s)
ac-ft  acre-foot (feet)

°C degree(s) Celsius

cfs cubic foot (feet) per second
Ci curie(s)
cm centimeter(s)

cms cubic meter(s) per second

d day(s)
dB decibel(s)

dBA  A-weighted decibel(s)

°F degree(s) Fahrenheit

ft foot (feet)

ft2 square foot (feet)

ft3 cubic foot (feet)

g gram(s) or acceleration
of gravity (9.8 m/s/s)

gal gallon(s)

gpd gallon(s) per day
gpm gallon(s) per minute

h hour(s)

ha hectare(s)
hp horsepower
in. inch(es)

kg kilogram(s)
km kilometer(s)

km? square kilometer(s)
kph kilometer(s) per hour

KV kilovolt(s)

L liter(s)

Ib pound(s)

m meter(s)

m2 square meter(s)

MCi
mg
mi
mi2
min
mL
mm
mph

mrem
msSv
MW
MWh

nCi
0z
pCi

ppb
ppm

rad
rem

cubic meter(s)
megacurie(s)
milligram(s)
mile(s)

square mile(s)
minute(s)
milliliter(s)
millimeter(s)
mile(s) per hour
milliroentgen(s)

millirem
millisievert(s)
megawatt(s)

megawatt-hour(s)
nanocurie(s)

ounce(s)

picocurie(s)

part(s) per billion

part(s) per million
roentgen(s)

radiation absorbed dose
roentgen equivalent man

second(s)

metric ton(s)

vibration velocity decibel(s)

yard(s)

square yard(s)
cubic yard(s)
year(s)

microgram(s)
micrometer(s)
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APPENDIX J:

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

This Comment Response Document (CRD) is organized into four main sections as
follows. (1) Section J.1 describes the public comment process for the Draft Greater-Than-
Class C Low-Level Radioactive Waste Environmental Impact Statement (Draft GTCC EIS), the
procedure for managing and responding to the comments received for the Draft GTCC EIS, and
a list of the dates and locations for the public hearings (see Table J-1). (2) Section J.2
summarizes the topics of general interest associated with the EIS as gleaned from the public
comments received. (3) Section J.3 provides a compilation of all comment documents received
and responses to the comments identified within each comment document. (4) Section J.4 lists
the references for this appendix.

J.1 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the Draft GTCC EIS was published in the Federal
Register on July 23, 2007 (72 FR 40135), and it began a 60-day public scoping period that ended
on September 21, 2007. All scoping comments received were considered in the preparation of
the EIS and are summarized in Section 1.5.1. A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the
Draft GTCC EIS was published in the Federal Register on February 25, 2011 (76 FR 10574),
and it began a 120-day public comment period that ended on June 27, 2011. All comments
received on the Draft EIS were considered in the preparation of this EIS and are presented in
Section J.3.

An important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process involves
giving the public the opportunity to provide input and comments on a Draft EIS for consideration
in the preparation of a Final EIS. DOE issued the Draft GTCC EIS for review and comment by
other federal agencies, states, American Indian tribal governments, local governments, and the
public. DOE distributed copies to those organizations and government officials who were known
to have an interest in the EIS and to those organizations and individuals who requested a copy.
Copies were also made available on the project website (http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/), the DOE
NEPA website (http://energy.gov/nepa/), and in regional DOE public document reading rooms
and public libraries near the sites evaluated in the Draft EIS. Postcard mailers were sent to
stakeholders that were on the project distribution list, and announcements indicating the
availability of the Draft EIS and the dates and times of the public hearings were published in
local newspapers.

Each of the public hearings started with an open house that lasted about 1 hour, and
posters explaining the NEPA process for the Draft GTCC EIS and presenting the alternatives
evaluated and the results of the EIS evaluation were displayed. Copies of the Summary
document and fact sheets were also made available to the public. Subject matter experts were on
hand to answer any questions the public may have had as they viewed the poster display.
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TABLE J-1 Draft GTCC EIS Public Hearing Locations, Dates,
and Estimated Attendance

Location Date Attendance
North Augusta, South Carolina April 19, 2011 38
Carlsbad, New Mexico April 26, 2011 56
Albuquerque, New Mexico April 27, 2011 79
Santa Fe, New Mexico April 28, 2011 76
Las Vegas, Nevada May 9, 2011 40
Idaho Falls, Idaho May 11, 2011 35
Pasco, Washington May 17, 2011 30
Portland, Oregon May 19, 2011 200
Washington, D.C. May 25, 2011 22

After the open house, DOE gave an overview of the Draft GTCC EIS, and attendees were
given an opportunity to provide oral and written comments. Each oral comment presentation,
recorded by a court reporter as part of the hearing transcript, was considered as a comment
document. Written comments submitted by individuals during the hearings were likewise
considered to be comment documents. The transcripts for the nine hearings are posted on the
project website.

DOE received a total of 1,204 comment documents, which accounted for approximately
4,000 individual comments. Of the 1,204 comment records received, 137 were from
organizations or federal or state agencies; 518 were from private citizens; and 549 were
campaign letters, emails, or web comments received from six organizations (i.e., Snake River
Alliance, Friends of the Gorge, Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Nuclear Watch, CREDO
(CitizenLetter), and the Brookfield Senior Living Facility). Written comments were received via
letter, email, or through submission of a comment form provided at the public hearings or on the
project website. Verbal comments are included in transcripts documenting each of the public
hearings held on the Draft GTCC EIS (as listed in Table J-1).

Comment documents received were assigned a distinct identifier consisting of an
alphabet prefix and a number. Comment documents that were received as letters were assigned a
prefix of “L”; emails received an “E”; web comments got a “W”; and verbal comments at public
meetings were given a “T.” All comment documents received were reviewed, and individual
comments identified from each comment document were given a distinct comment number. For
example, if the comment letter that was assigned the number 1 had three comments identified,
then the comments were given identifiers of L1-1, L1-2, and L1-3, respectively.

Comments were reviewed and responses prepared by policy experts, technical subject
matter experts, and NEPA experts. Comments were evaluated to determine whether additional or
corrected information was needed and whether additional or revised text would clarify the
information being conveyed. Sections that were revised to provide additional information or
clarification are indicated in the responses when needed.
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J.2 TOPICS OF INTEREST

DOE has identified 10 topics of interest based on the comments most frequently received
and/or comments that indicated a broad public concern. These topics are summarized in the list
and discussed in the text that follows.

e J.2.1 Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at a new near-surface
land disposal facility at DOE sites evaluated (i.e., at the Hanford Site, the
Idaho National Laboratory [INL] Site, Los Alamos National Laboratory
[LANL], Savannah River Site [SRS], Nevada National Security Site [NNSS],
and Waste Isolation Pilot Plant [WIPP] Vicinity);

o J.2.2 Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in the WIPP
repository;

» J.2.3 Consideration of other alternatives not evaluated in detail in the EIS,
including use of hardened on-site storage (HOSS), the proposed Yucca
Mountain Repository, a new geologic repository, other disposal methods
(e.g., mined cavities), and alternative sources of energy;
* J.2.4 NEPA process and procedures;
* J.2.5 Tribal and cultural resources;
» J.2.6 Transportation analysis and impacts;
e J.2.7 Model assumptions for post-closure impacts on human health;
* J.2.8 Waste inventory;
e J.2.9 Cumulative impacts; and
e J.2.10 Statutory/regulatory and policy issues.
J.2.1 Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-Like Wastes at a New Near-Surface Land
Disposal Facility at DOE Sites Evaluated (i.e., at the Hanford Site, INL Site, LANL,
SRS, NNSS, and the WIPP Vicinity)
Topic Summary
A number of comments were received on these six locations that were evaluated in the
EIS for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes using the near-surface land disposal

methods. Five of the six sites evaluated have ongoing environmental remediation programs (the
exception is the WIPP Vicinity), and commenters — including American Indian tribes, other
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members of the public, and nongovernmental organizations — noted that emphasis should be
placed on completing cleanup activities first rather than on increasing the amount of radioactive
wastes disposed of at these sites.

Commenters strongly recommended that specific sites should be removed from
consideration in developing a GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste near-surface land disposal
facility. In addition, some commenters felt that disposal of commercially generated radioactive
waste should not be conducted at government (DOE) facilities.

Commenters identified a number of site-specific environmental factors at DOE sites
evaluated in the EIS - including geology and soils (e.g., seismic and volcanic activity, strata,
contaminated soils and dust, erosion, soil properties) and hydrology (e.g., floodplains, surface
runoff, depth to groundwater, groundwater flow) — that could render these sites as unacceptable
locations for developing a land disposal facility for GTCC LLRW.

Commenters said that it is not clear what the basis is for the conceptual disposal facility
designs and whether boreholes and trenches can be developed and implemented to the necessary
depth at all sites as described in the EIS. Commenters suggested that the existing boreholes at
NNSS should be considered for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in the EIS.
Also, the history of the use of these disposal methods at DOE sites should be addressed in greater
detail.

Discussion

DOE is actively performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, the
INL Site, LANL, NNSS, and SRS. The ongoing cleanup efforts at these sites will continue as
planned. DOE does not anticipate that GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like waste disposal would affect
ongoing cleanup activities at these sites.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS encompass the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, consistent with NEPA
implementing regulations in the Code of Federal Regulations at 40 CFR, Parts 1500-1508. In
this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault) and federally owned sites
(i.e., Hanford Site, INL Site, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and the WIPP Vicinity, for which two
reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP Land Withdrawal Boundary — were
considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to analyze these six sites because they
currently have operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity,
which is near an operating geologic repository and has basic infrastructure to support the facility.

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal
lands in the EIS in order to provide, to the extent practicable, information regarding the potential
long-term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC LLRW land disposal
facility. DOE conducted a generic evaluation because it would not be reasonable to analyze in
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detail an essentially unlimited number of additional non-DOE or nonfederal sites where there is
little or no anticipated potential for facility development.

DOE solicited technical capability statements from commercial vendors that might be
interested in constructing and operating a GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal facility
in a request for information in the FedBizOpps on July 1, 2005. Although at the time, several
commercial vendors expressed an interest, no vendor provided specific information on disposal
locations and methods for analysis in the EIS. On June 20, 2014 Waste Control Specialists, LLC,
(WCS), filed (and resubmitted on July 21, 2014) a Petition for Rulemaking with the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) requesting the State of Texas to revise certain
provisions of the Texas Administrative Code to remove prohibitions on disposal of GTCC
LLRW, GTCC-like waste and TRU waste at its TCEQ licensed facilities. On January 30, 2015,
TCEQ sent a letter to the NRC requesting guidance on the State of Texas’s authority to license
disposal of GTCC LLRW, GTCC-like waste and TRU waste. This matter is under review by
NRC.

Final siting of a land disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would
involve further NEPA review as appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would include local stakeholder involvement.

The site-specific environmental factors identified by commenters were evaluated in the
EIS as appropriate. The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration in identifying the
preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS.

The three land disposal facility conceptual designs (above-grade vault, enhanced near-
surface trench, and intermediate-depth borehole) were selected as being representative of a range
of land disposal configurations (varying degrees of waste consolidation and geometry) that could
be employed for the disposal of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory. As discussed
in Section 1.4.2, each concept has been used to some degree in the United States or other
countries. The same vault, borehole, and trench characteristics were considered for the disposal
sites evaluated to provide a common basis to compare the performance of each site’s natural
hydrological, geological, and meteorological properties relative to contaminant fate and transport
should any engineered barriers begin to fail.

The conceptual nature of these configurations takes into account the characteristics of all
of the disposal sites for which they were considered, but their designs (e.g., width, depth, cover
depth, reinforced containment) could be altered or enhanced, as necessary, to provide an optimal
solution at a specific location. As an example, the cover depth could be adjusted to ensure that
roots from vegetation would not compromise the top of the engineered barrier. In addition, the
dimensions of the generic land disposal units (e.g., trench - width and depth, borehole — diameter
and depth, vault — width, depth, and height) were selected based on similar existing facilities,
existing equipment, and methods for construction and were optimized (waste volume disposed of
was maximized for a given disposal unit volume; simple waste handling procedures were used to
minimize exposure) for the types of waste packages considered. All designs could also
accommodate different disposal packages (existing and proposed) with minor variations in their
dimensions, but the EIS analyses would remain relevant for each option considered. Past

J-5 January 2016



NRPRPRRPRPRRRR R
CWOWONOURWNRPROOO~NO U~ WN L

WWWWNDNDDNDNDNMNDNDNDN
WNNPFPOOWOO~NOUTEWNPEF

w w w
o o1 b~

AP PEADBEDRABPPOWLWW
~NOoO OBl WNPEFE O OO N

Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

operational experience with these types of disposal facilities at DOE sites has shown that when
properly implemented, they can provide isolation of radioactive waste from the environment for
extended time periods. Past experience with each option provided additional information to
improve the design and performance of future land disposal facilities. Issues related to
performance over time would be analyzed in a project-specific analysis to address technical and
long-term cultural concerns (e.qg., tribal issues).

J.2.2 Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-Like Wastes at WIPP

Topic Summary

Numerous comments were received objecting to the possible use of WIPP for disposal
of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes based on legal and technical considerations. Many
commenters noted that WIPP is only authorized to receive defense-generated TRU wastes, so
WIPP cannot be considered as a reasonable alternative in the EIS at this time. Commenters
discussed that by bringing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to WIPP, DOE would be
breaking its promise to the citizens of New Mexico to dispose of only defense-generated
transuranic (TRU) waste.

Commenters also noted that disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP
would exceed the legally specified TRU waste limitations. For example, the activity limit for
remote-handled TRU waste disposed of at WIPP is 5.1 MCi. The disposal of the entire GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory at WIPP would add more than 160 MCi, which is about
30 times more than the legal limit.

Other commenters stated that WIPP site characteristics are not suitable for disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste (e.g., there are karst formations that may affect the integrity
of the site, and there is brine within the facility) and that WIPP is surrounded by natural
resources (oil, gas, potash). There is also a concern that transportation of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes means that additional radioactive wastes would be shipped over New Mexico
highways for several decades.

Commenters noted that the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory contains
mixed radioactive and hazardous waste, including waste regulated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). There is a concern that the GTCC EIS should discuss
the specific hazardous chemicals and their amounts and concentrations in GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Commenters suggested the measures that are needed to prohibit substantial
releases of hazardous chemicals at WIPP must be described and analyzed, and the monitoring of
VOCs in GTCC disposal facilities must be described.

There were also commenters who suggested that as the only operating geologic
repository for radioactive waste in the United States, WIPP is the best choice for disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, as supported by its site characteristics and proven safety
record for waste disposal to date.
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Discussion

DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for
disposal at the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (LWA) as
amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to
allow disposal of waste other than TRU waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at
WIPP and/or for siting a new facility within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary
to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and
the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification
with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit. In addition, follow-on NEPA project-specific review, including further characterization
of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads) as well as the proposed packaging for
disposal would have to be conducted.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., P.L. 96-164) may make it
desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either party to
this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP
LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS
(see Section 4.1.1) and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the
GTCC EIS evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in
minimal environmental impacts on all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository.

The WIPP has been certified by the EPA as an acceptable facility for the disposal of
defense-generated TRU waste. The physical and chemical characteristics of the GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes proposed for disposal in the WIPP repository are comparable to the TRU
wastes currently being disposed of in the repository.

Dissolution has occurred outside the WIPP Land Withdrawal Boundary, as shown by
karst features in the Nash Draw area. The EPA has noted that it is possible that dissolution
occurred at the WIPP site sometime in the distant past (i.e., millions of years ago for strata-
bound features) but was associated with a geologic setting other than that currently present at
WIPP. However, dissolution in the underlying geology is not an ongoing process at the WIPP
site. The EPA, as part of its compliance certification process, concurred with the modeling
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performed by DOE (which assumed that there was no karst within the WIPP site boundary) and
indicated that this was consistent with existing borehole data and other geologic information.

WIPP is located in a salt formation, and moisture (brine) is naturally present. The brine
makes up about 1% of the rock volume. The brine comes in two forms: interstitial and included.
Interstitial brine is trapped between crystal facies (between fracture boundaries at the
microscopic scale). Included brine is inside small cavities called inclusions trapped within the
crystals themselves. Samples of brine collected from locations just inches apart from one another
show different chemical and isotopic compositions, indicating that the brine did not move more
than a few inches from where it was trapped when an ancient tidal flat dried up 250 million years
ago. This indicates the extremely slow movement of water in this salt formation. In addition, the
current design for operating WIPP involves sealing the shafts to ensure that no fresh water can
enter and affect the disposed-of wastes.

WIPP is surrounded by various natural resources — including potash, oil, and natural
gas — as identified in Section 4.2.2.2 of this EIS. Resource considerations were included in the
site selection process for WIPP and are documented in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement, Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, Section 7.3.7). Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes at WIPP would not invalidate the WIPP site selection decision.

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s past exemplary operating record, DOE
believes that the WIPP repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes, some of which include long-lived radionuclides. There have been no worker
fatalities due to radiation exposure from waste disposal activities at WIPP. There was one fatality
that occurred during WIPP construction in 1982. It was a single construction-related fatality in
which a miner fell during the first exploratory shaft construction.

It should be noted that waste disposal operations at WIPP were suspended on February 5,
2014, following a fire involving an underground vehicle. Nine days later, on February 14, 2014,
a radiological event occurred underground at WIPP, contaminating a portion of the mine
primarily along the ventilation path from the location of the incident and releasing a small
amount of contamination into the environment.

DOE will resume disposal operations at WIPP when it is safe to do so. The schedule for
restart of limited operations is currently under review. DOE is continuing to characterize and
certify TRU waste at the Idaho National Laboratory, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Savannah
River Site, and Argonne National Laboratory for eventual shipment to WIPP. TRU waste
continues to be generated at the Hanford site and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.
DOE is carefully evaluating and analyzing the impacts on storage requirements and
commitments with state regulators at the generator sites. These efforts will inform decisions
related to the availability of storage for certified TRU waste until waste shipments to WIPP can
resume. Detailed information on the status of recovery activities at WIPP can be found at
http://www.wipp.energy.gov/wipprecovery/recovery.html.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a
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proclamation made in the 50th Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we,
the undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
greater-than-Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of spent
nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, David Martin, Secretary of the New Mexico
Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that “the Department
encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as the preferred
alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored alternative being
more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition, the Governor of
New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011, stated that the
State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP as the preferred
alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

The mixed radioactive and hazardous waste in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste
inventory is estimated to be about 170 m3 (6,000 ft3) of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste
inventory. Available information about the mixed waste in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
waste inventory indicates that most of it is characteristic hazardous waste as regulated under
RCRA,; therefore, it is assumed that the generators will treat the waste to render it nonhazardous
under federal and state laws and requirements. WIPP, however, can accept defense-generated
TRU mixed waste as provided in the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201). Irrespective of generator treatment of the waste, WIPP has specific waste
acceptance criteria that must be met prior to disposal.

Organic waste streams received at WIPP that came from past plutonium production
operations in which process residues included organic solvents and were solidified primarily by
grouting did contain significant concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) that are
toxic above certain concentrations. Because radioactive waste containers must be vented to
preclude flammable hydrogen gas buildup, this venting also served as a release pathway for
VOCs. This issue is not expected to arise with regard to GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
since the generators would treat any mixed radioactive and hazardous waste to render it
nonhazardous before submitting waste for disposal at WIPP.

J.2.3 Consideration of Other Alternatives Not Evaluated in Detail in the EIS Including Use
of HOSS, the Proposed Yucca Mountain Repository, a New Geologic Repository, and
Other Disposal Methods (e.g., Mined Cavities) and Alternatives (e.g., Treatment of
Waste and Alternative Sources of Energy)

Topic Summary

Commenters suggested that the EIS should be revised and reissued to include HOSS as a
reasonable alternative for managing all or a portion (principally, activated metals from
decommissioning commercial nuclear power reactors) of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
waste inventory. The comments suggested that storage in HOSS facilities is a safe way to store
waste until a permanent, scientifically sound, and publicly acceptable solution is found. HOSS
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would allow long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes so that they can be
monitored and retrieved when a better solution is found. Some commenters indicated the EIS
should consider the use of HOSS for the entire GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory,
while others suggested that it be considered for the activated metals associated with
decommissioning commercial nuclear power reactors. Commenters stated that since on-site
storage is the current management practice for all GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, HOSS
would seem to be the best candidate as the preferred alternative. Note: These concerns were
initially raised in public comments on the NOI that was issued on July 23, 2007. In DOE’s
response in the Draft GTCC EIS, HOSS was considered to be outside the scope of the EIS.
However, a number of comments indicated that this was not acceptable and that the EIS needed
to be revised to include HOSS as a reasonable alternative. In addition, several commenters
indicated that DOE should create regulatory definitions and frameworks for use of HOSS at
commercial nuclear facilities as part of this EIS. It was noted that while some GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes are currently being stored in HOSS facilities, other GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes are stored in ways that could create environmental and public health risks.
Commenters suggested that once a framework is established, there should be periodic reviews of
the HOSS facilities, and that defining and regulating HOSS would improve public safety and be
more protective of human health and the environment than any of the alternatives addressed in
the EIS.

A number of commenters indicated that the best approach for disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes would be to dispose of the entire inventory in a new geologic repository.
Commenters noted that many of these wastes have very long half-lives and that during disposal
in near-surface land disposal facilities, contaminants could leach to groundwater or surface
waters. Under Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations in 10 CFR Part 61, GTCC
LLRW must be disposed of in a geologic repository unless an alternative proposal for disposal is
approved by the NRC. It was then suggested that DOE should implement this method for the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes included in this EIS. The only geologic repository
considered in the EIS is WIPP, and commenters proposed that the analyses should be redone
considering the Yucca Mountain repository or, if the Yucca Mountain repository is not a
workable option, should address disposal in a generic repository developed to dispose of spent
nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste.

Commenters also noted that disposal in a geologic repository is NRC’s required disposal
method for these wastes, and geologic disposal will provide the additional level of safety,
security, and reliability to deter and eliminate any terrorist access to these materials. In addition,
commenters noted that the EIS clearly shows the geological repository has low environmental
and human health impacts, making it a better disposal method than the other alternatives.

Commenters said that the EIS should have evaluated an alternative in which the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be placed in interim storage and await the development of
a geologic repository as required under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 for disposal of
spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. This second repository could be in a
different geologic medium, such as granite. The GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes could then
be disposed of in this second repository along with these higher-activity radioactive wastes.
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Commenters said that the federal government should stop further generation of
radioactive waste. Commenters suggested that safe disposal methods for managing these wastes
are not available, and programs that continue to generate this waste are adding to a problem that
has not yet been solved. Commenters also said that no additional nuclear power plants should be
constructed, and the existing plants should be shut down, since nuclear power has not been
shown to be safe, as indicated by the problems at Fukushima, Chernobyl, and Three Mile Island.
Commenters recommended that the federal government should further promote the use of
alternative energy sources and methods such as conservation, solar power, and wind energy
instead of promoting the continued use of nuclear power.

Commenters said that the EIS should have addressed disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes in the Yucca Mountain repository and at commercial LLRW disposal sites,
including those in existing LLRW Compacts (rather than at DOE sites). Commenters indicated
that since use of the Yucca Mountain repository was considered in the EIS scoping process, it
should have been carried to completion in the EIS.

Other potential alternatives for disposal, as well as various treatment options (such as
transmutation, vitrification, or creation of a Manhattan-type project to develop new treatment
options) and more innovative disposal techniques (such as a mined cavity, use of existing mine
holes/shafts, long-term storage, or retrievable “disposal”), were recommended to be considered
in the EIS, given the very long half-lives of some of the radionuclides.

A number of comments were made indicating that the generation of nuclear waste be
stopped. In addition, it was suggested that the EIS should have evaluated alternatives in which no
future GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are produced and alternatives resulting in a lower
amount of waste being produced. They would include alternatives that assume no additional
nuclear power plants are constructed and a termination in the production of nuclear weapons.
Commenters also noted that the federal government should promote the use of alternative
energies that do not result in the production of radioactive and other hazardous wastes.

Discussion

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and
need for agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy
Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a Record of Decision
(ROD) for a permanent disposal facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The
action alternatives evaluated in the GTCC EIS also did not include interim storage of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes until a geologic repository for spent nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste becomes available because such interim storage is outside the scope of the
GTCC EIS. The purpose of the GTCC EIS is to evaluate the range of reasonable alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE does not have authority to regulate the storage of radioactive wastes at commercial
facilities, including nuclear power plants. Under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended
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(AEA) (42 USC § 2011 in the United States Code), the NRC is responsible for regulating storage
of such wastes. Radioactive waste storage requirements can be found in 10 CFR Part 30 (Rule of
General Applicability to Domestic Licensing of Byproduct Material), 10 CFR Part 70 (Domestic
Licensing of Special Nuclear Material), and 10 CFR Part 72 (Licensing Requirements for the
Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel, High-Level Radioactive Waste, and Reactor-Related
Greater Than Class C Waste). In addition, the NRC has provided guidance for the storage of
LLRW in SECY-94-198, Review of Existing Guidance Concerning the Extended Storage of
Low-Level Radioactive Waste, which was issued on August 1, 1994.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for
the disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement, as does DOE’s
Supplemental EIS for the Geologic Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High Level Waste at
Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE-EIS-0750-51). However, the degree of waste
isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that certain
wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137 irradiators) could be
safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at sites with suitable
characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients, and sufficient
depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land disposal facilities located in
arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate radionuclides for a sufficient period
of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur before wastes could migrate into the
human environment.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), this regulation also indicates that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics would be
viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

The Secretary of Energy determined that a permanent repository for high-level waste and
spent nuclear fuel at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is not a workable option and will not be
developed. Therefore, DOE concluded that co-disposal at a Yucca Mountain repository is not a
reasonable alternative and has eliminated it from evaluation in this EIS, as described in
Section 2.6 of the EIS.

DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not
reasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the
relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS.
DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative
are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a
geologic repository.
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The Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) on America’s Nuclear Future, in its final report to
DOE on January 26, 2012, provided recommendations, which included the development of one
or more permanent deep geologic facilities for the safe disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-
level radioactive waste and the development of one or more consolidated interim storage
facilities as part of an integrated, comprehensive plan for managing the back end of the nuclear
fuel cycle. In its Strategy for the Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste (DOE 2013), developed in response to the BRC Report, the
Administration agreed “that the development of geologic disposal capacity is currently the most
cost-effective way of permanently disposing of used nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive
waste while minimizing the burden on future generations” and proposed to “engage in a consent-
based siting process and begin to conduct preliminary site investigations for a geologic
repository.” The Administration’s goal is to have a repository constructed and its operations
started by 2048. The Administration will work with Congress using the strategy as an actionable
framework for building a national program for the management and disposal of the nation’s used
nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste (DOE 2013).

As stated previously, DOE recognizes that disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes in the WIPP geologic repository would require modification to existing law. In addition,
it may be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the
WIPP compliance certification with the EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility Permit.

Eliminating the further generation of radioactive waste, ensuring the safety of nuclear
power plants, and promoting alternative energy sources are outside the scope of the GTCC EIS,
the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative
or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

Treatment of the wastes prior to disposal was considered to be outside the scope of the
EIS. Such treatment would be done prior to receipt of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
at the disposal facility.

J.2.4 NEPA Process and Procedures

Topic Summary

The Draft EIS did not identify a preferred alternative, and several commenters indicated
that this was not appropriate given the significance of the action addressed in the Draft EIS.
Because of this, members of the public did not have the opportunity to comment on the preferred
alternative and have their input reflected in the development of the Final EIS.

Commenters suggested that the current EIS process is premature and does not comply
with NEPA and that it would have been more appropriate to prepare a programmatic EIS (PEIS)
at this time. Commenters stated that there is time to wait and see what the BRC has to say.
Several commenters also said that the purpose and need for this EIS are not clearly stated, that
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the analyses presented in this EIS could be better accommodated in a PEIS, and that such a PEIS
should address a range of programmatic concerns, including the disposal of commercially
generated GTCC LLRW at DOE sites, options for consolidating and storing GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes for an extended time period at generating sites, treatment options for these
wastes, and disposal of GTCC LLRW in a high-level radioactive waste repository (refer to
Topic J.2.3). Some commenters suggested that the preparation of a PEIS should be incorporated
into a larger DOE-wide analysis of radioactive waste (a cohesive waste management strategy),
such as the Waste Management PEIS (WM PEIS).

Many commenters suggested that DOE do a better job of getting the word out about the
EIS and the public hearings. Some said that newspaper publications alone are not sufficient and
that spreading the word through high school or local radio stations and conducting public
outreach at the community level would improve the dissemination of information. Other
commenters expressed appreciation for being provided the opportunity to participate at the
hearings.

Discussion
A preferred alternative is not necessarily required to be included in a Draft EIS. The
Council on Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(e) specify that the section on

alternatives in an EIS shall identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or
more exists, in the Draft EIS and identify such alternative(s) in the Final EIS unless another law
prohibits the expression of such a preference. If no preferred alternative has been identified at the
Draft EIS stage, a preferred alternative need not be included. By the time the Final EIS is filed,
40 CFR 1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a preferred alternative and requires its
identification in the Final EIS.

DOE did not have a preferred alternative at the time of the issuance of the Draft EIS
because of the complex nature of the proposed action and the potential implications for disposal
of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. However, the Draft EIS presented factors to be
considered in development of a preferred alternative (Section S.6 and Section 2.9) and solicited
comments on these factors and other factors, if any (aside from those discussed in the Draft EIS),
that DOE should consider. As required by 40 CFR 1502.14(e), the Final EIS contains a preferred
alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes (see Section 2.10). In
developing the preferred alternative, DOE took into consideration public comments on the Draft
EIS, public EIS scoping comments, and other factors identified in Sections S.6 and 2.9 of the
EIS.

The publication by the EPA of a NOA of the Final EIS in the Federal Register initiates a
30-day public review or “waiting” period. While the review period is not a formal public
comment period, the public can comment on the Final EIS, including the preferred alternative,
prior to final agency action. Comments received will be addressed by DOE in the ROD. As
required by the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE must submit a Report to
Congress that includes the alternatives considered in the EIS and await Congressional action
before making a final decision regarding which alternative(s) to implement. The Report to
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Congress will be made available to the public on the GTCC EIS website
(http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/).

This EIS was prepared to inform decision-making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is provided or referenced to support the current
decision-making process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the
amount of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the EIS.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On
the basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about
6,700 m3 [240,000 ft3] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m3
[420,000 ft3]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m3 (71,000 ft3) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given the
length of time necessary to develop a GTCC LLRW disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities
for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The
purpose and need for action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1). The scope of
the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for the identified
inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE plans a tiered decision-making process,
in which DOE would conduct further project-specific NEPA reviews before implementing an
alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS.

DOE explained in its Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(WM PEIS; DOE/EIS-0200-F; DOE 1997) that additional analyses would be prepared to
implement DOE’s programmatic decisions. The GTCC EIS analyzes the potential environmental
impacts associated with the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like (DOE) wastes. Since the
WM PEIS relates only to DOE waste, the inclusion of commercial waste in the WM PEIS is
premature until the GTCC EIS is finalized and a ROD is issued. Depending on the outcome of
this ROD, DOE will evaluate whether additional programmatic or site-specific NEPA reviews or
updates to previous decisions are needed, as appropriate. Any additional NEPA reviews or
considerations will be conducted with full opportunity for public input, consistent with Council
on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA requirements.

DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested public for the
various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed in various local
newspapers, on the EIS website and the DOE website; mailers were sent out to more than
2,000 individuals; and emails were sent to site mailing lists to announce the public hearings
before and during the scheduled hearings.
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J.2.5 Tribal and Cultural Resources Concerns

Topic Summary

Commenters said that the EIS should consider American Indian tribal concerns.
Commenters said that American Indian tribes should have been consulted earlier in the NEPA
process for this project. In addition, DOE should have considered government-to-government
consultations to obtain input from potentially affected American Indian tribes. Commenters
indicated that the EIS includes text developed by a number of American Indian tribes, but this
text is not reflected in the subsequent analyses.

Commenters, especially those from the Santa Clara Pueblo, the Pueblo de San Ildefonso,
and the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, raised several concerns that DOE
proposals rely on institutional controls. Commenters indicated that these controls are much too
short for the time period of relevance to the tribes and that plant roots will eventually penetrate
the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal facility. Commenters also said that no
information is provided in the EIS on the existence of minerals that may have cultural
significance and use.

Discussion

DOE appreciates the input provided by the Santa Clara Pueblo, the Pueblo de San
Ildefonso, and the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation on the EIS, both in the
tribal narratives and in comments on the Draft EIS. This input was considered by DOE in
identifying a preferred alternative.

DOE is required to consult with American Indian tribes on a government-to-government
basis, as described in DOE Order 144.1. A number of the comments addressed the timing and
extent of the consultations that have occurred to date. In addition, many tribes did not feel that
their concerns were adequately addressed in the EIS and that the analyses did not fully integrate
the information provided by various tribes as reflected in the tribal narratives.

DOE initiated government-to-government consultations with potentially affected
American Indian tribes in a timely manner consistent with DOE Order 144.1 and DOE’s NEPA
implementing guidelines. These consultations were done at a time that DOE had compiled and
developed adequate information for the Draft EIS (including identification of the GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste inventory) to allow for an informed consultation with potentially affected
American Indian tribes. This engagement began in 2007 at the October State and Tribal
Government Working Group meeting in Snowbird, Utah, with the 14 participating American
Indian tribes that have cultural or historical ties to the DOE sites analyzed in the EIS. As a
follow-up to that meeting, DOE, in 2008, sent out letters to tribal government officials
communicating DOE’s interest in consulting with tribal nations on the GTCC EIS. These
interactions are summarized in Section 1.8 of the EIS, and they included several meetings,
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workshops, and the development of tribal narratives that were included in the EIS. These
consultations resulted in some of the tribes providing narrative text for inclusion in the EIS.

Tribal narratives identified several tribal issues related to NNSS, the Hanford Site, the
INL Site, and LANL. However, DOE site offices at SRS and in Carlsbad, New Mexico,
confirmed that there are no affiliated tribes identified for the purpose of developing tribal
narratives associated with SRS and WIPP/WIPP Vicinity.

Text prepared by potentially affected American Indian tribes is included in this EIS. DOE
considered this text for the Hanford Site, the INL Site, LANL, and NNSS; however, DOE also
needed to ensure consistency in the EIS analyses among the various sites, so that an even
comparison could be made between alternatives as required by NEPA. Because of this, it was not
possible to fully utilize all of the information provided by the tribal governments in order to
perform specific analyses associated with exposure events unique to a given American Indian
tribe (such as greater intakes of fish, game, and plants; the use of sweat lodges; and the use of
natural pigment paints for traditional ceremonies). Once a decision is made on a specific site
location and method, appropriate project-specific NEPA review would be conducted, including
analysis of exposure events unique to the impacted local American Indian tribes. However, the
information provided in these narratives was considered in the identification of the preferred
alternative presented in this EIS. The information provided in the narratives for the Hanford Site,
the INL Site, LANL, and NNSS was very useful, and DOE appreciates the time and effort
expended by the various tribes in supporting this EIS process.

In the EIS, it was assumed that institutional controls of the land disposal units would be
maintained for 100 years and that corrective measures could be implemented during this time
period to ensure that the engineered barriers lasted for at least 500 years. This assumption is
consistent with the institutional control time frame given in both NRC and DOE requirements
and was determined to be a reasonable approach for assessing the long-term performance of the
disposal units in the EIS.

In evaluating the performance of the proposed land disposal facilities, a number of
engineering measures were assumed in the conceptual facility designs to minimize infiltration of
water into the wastes and thereby minimize contaminant migration from the disposal units. These
measures would also limit exposure pathways, such as the ingestion of plants having very long
roots. It was assumed in this EIS that these measures would remain intact for 500 years after the
disposal facility closed. Any defects identified in the disposal facilities were assumed to be
corrected during the 100-year institutional control period, so that the 500-year time period would
be met.

While this time period of 500 years may not be long enough to be of relevance to various
American Indian tribes, it was determined to be a reasonable basis to use for comparing the
merits of various land-disposal concepts and sites in the EIS and to allow for the selection of a
preferred alternative.
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J.2.6 Transportation Analysis and Impacts

Topic Summary

Commenters suggested that radioactive waste that has been generated off-site should not
be transported to the sites evaluated for disposal. Use of these sites would require transportation
of these highly radioactive wastes over public highways, which would involve transportation
risks and potential accidents that could expose the general public to highly radioactive materials.

Commenters indicated that the EIS does not identify specific routes or the proportion of
wastes that would likely travel those routes. Commenters also said that the public is not able to
meaningfully weigh the relative transportation risks among the disposal locations evaluated in
the EIS.

Commenters said that the transportation analysis should consider larger-volume
packages, such as TRUPACT-III packages for contact-handled TRU waste that are now
available for transportation of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes and also the spent
nuclear fuel (SNF) casks certified for GTCC activated metals that are currently being used for
storage of activated metals at some nuclear power plant sites. Commenters suggested that the use
of these two larger packages would reduce impacts from packaging wastes, by allowing larger
waste forms and thereby minimizing the amount of effort needed to reduce their size, and also
reduce impacts from transportation, by reducing the number of shipments.

Commenters indicated that the supporting information for the facility and transportation
accident analyses was not available and expressed a general concern about exposure to radiation
from transportation shipments and from potential accidents as well as about the basis used for the
impact calculations. Commenters noted that the radiological human health impacts presented in
the EIS are based on the concept of the “reference man” and thereby do not consider impacts on
sensitive populations, such as children and pregnant women. On the other hand, commenters also
said that the same impacts are also based on the concept of the no-threshold dose response,
which could overestimate the impacts.

Discussion

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act or
LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to
evaluate alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the
No Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that
would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or
location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites as stated in the EIS. DOE believes that
the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a centralized disposal facility or
facilities would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the wastes at
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multiple locations, such as in the No Action Alternative, and can be conducted in a safe manner
based on compliance with federal and state comprehensive regulatory requirements.

The primary radiological transportation risk to the public for any alternative is from the
low level of radiation emanating from the transport vehicle. The EIS shows that such risks are
small. As discussed in Section 5.3.9.1, the collective population risk is a measure of the total risk
posed to society as a whole. A comparison of the collective population risk allows for a
meaningful evaluation of the relative risks between disposal locations, as provided in
Tables 2.7-5 and 2.7-6. The magnitude of the collective population risk is primarily determined
by the number of routes, the length of each route, the number of shipments along each route, the
external dose rate of each shipment, and the population density along a given route. The primary
differences among alternatives from the standpoint of transportation are the lengths of the routes
as determined by the location of the disposal sites (destination of the shipments). Thus, higher
collective population risks are associated with alternatives that require transportation over longer
distances. All alternatives involve routes that have similar characteristics, with no significant
differences for comparison among alternatives; all require transportation through a range of rural
and urban areas. In addition, the routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes
(as discussed in Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1, because the actual routes used would be
determined in the future). For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate
highways that are closest to the site.

The transportation analysis as presented in the EIS is conservative in that consideration of
the TRUPACT I11 and the SNF casks could result in potentially reduced impacts. However,
while these packages are viable options for transport of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes, consideration of their use as an option in the EIS did not influence the identification of
the preferred alternative. Use of the spent fuel cask designs would require rail transport, and any
of the conceptual land disposal designs could be modified to accommodate the larger packages.
Rail transport at WIPP would require further review since it is not available currently.

As stated in Section C.9.4.1.1 of the EIS on route selection, many of the GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes considered in the EIS would meet the definition of an HRCQ
(49 CFR 173.403). However, as noted in the discussion, states and Native American tribes have
the opportunity to designate “preferred routes” to replace or supplement the interstate highway
system. For those wastes not specifically designated as HRCQ, the selection of a route is left to
the carrier, but in the case of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, additional consultation with
transportation stakeholders would occur.

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that
is protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS is
based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves. The same methodology is used in the evaluation of all alternatives;
thus, any modification of this methodology would not affect the comparisons among alternatives
and the identification of the preferred alternative and is unlikely to alter the finding that the
absolute risks would be small.
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Details of the facility accident analysis can be found in Sections 5.3.4.2.1 and C.4.2. All
information necessary to duplicate the transportation accident consequence assessment was
available in Section 5.3.9.3 of the Draft EIS, with the exception of the source terms used for the
contact-handled and remote-handled Other Waste. These latter source terms have been added to
Section 5.3.9.3 of the Final EIS. The accident risk analysis (see Section C.9.3.1) is separate from
the accident consequence analysis (see Section C.9.3.3). All relevant data for the accident risk
analysis, with the exception of the shipment source terms and route information, are provided in
Section C.9.3. Approximately 1,200 routes were considered in this analysis, so it was not
considered practical to include this information in the EIS. Such information is readily available
by using the TRAGIS routing model, as referenced in Appendix C. Shipment-specific source
terms were determined by dividing the origin source inventory by the number of shipments from
that site. Site inventories were published in Sandia (2007, 2008), as referenced in Appendix B,
which also contains the per-shipment packaging assumptions for each waste type. The shipment-
specific source terms were omitted from the EIS for brevity and because of the low estimated
impacts.

J.2.7 Model Assumptions for Post-Closure Human Health Impacts

Topic Summary

Commenters indicated a number of issues associated with the long-term modeling in the
EIS as follows. The conceptual designs provided in the EIS for the three land disposal methods
(above-grade vault, enhanced near-surface trench, and intermediate-depth borehole) are too
generic to allow for the level of detailed analysis necessary to determine the adequacy of the
disposal concepts. Many unsupported assumptions are made in these analyses, which lead to
very uncertain results and do not necessarily reflect reality. Uniform environmental conditions
(e.g., average meteorological conditions from the past several years) at the various DOE and
generic regional sites are assumed for more than 10,000 years. The EIS assumed that the
engineered disposal facilities would remain intact for 500 years after the disposal facility was
closed and that the grouted wastes would not degrade during this time period. It was assumed
that after 500 years, the infiltration rate would be reduced by 80% for the next 9,500 years. Such
assumptions are not conservative and were used for all sites evaluated in the EIS.

Discussion

The EIS analyses are based on conceptual engineering information and necessitated the
use of a number of simplifying assumptions. This approach is consistent with NEPA, which
requires such analyses to be made early in the decision-making process. The various land
disposal conceptual designs were assumed to be constructed and operated in a comparable
manner at each of the various sites. Information on the conceptual engineering designs for the
three proposed land disposal methods is provided in Section D.3 of Appendix D in the EIS. By
using the same conceptual designs at all of the sites evaluated in the GTCC EIS, except for cases
where a design did not apply (e.g., an intermediate-depth borehole at a site with shallow
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groundwater), the potential impacts (e.g., radionuclides reaching the groundwater) at the
different environmental settings could be readily compared.

In performing these evaluations, a number of engineering measures were included in the
conceptual facility designs to minimize the likelihood of contaminant migration from the
disposal units. No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the facility
would not occur over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. It was assumed that these measures
would perform similarly for all conceptual designs, remaining intact for 500 years after the
disposal facility closed. After 500 years, the barriers would gradually fail. To account for these
engineered features in the modeling calculations, it was assumed that the water infiltration to the
top of the waste disposal area would be zero for the first 500 years and then 20% of the natural
rate for the area for the remainder of the time period (through 10,000 years). A water infiltration
rate of 20% of the natural rate for the area was only used for the disposal area; the natural
background infiltration rate was used at the perimeter of the waste disposal units. Again, this
approach enables a comparative evaluation of the influence that site-specific environmental
factors would have on the potential migration of radionuclides from the disposal facilities and the
potential impacts on human health. It should be emphasized that project- and site-specific
engineering factors would be incorporated into the actual facility designs of the site or sites
selected in a ROD to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual
disposal sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur and is therefore subject
to technical uncertainty. This is discussed in Appendix E. Sufficient detail was included in these
designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process. Some of the
input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as from increased
precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in lower impacts
(due to decreased precipitation).

Estimated radiation doses and LCFs were calculated for each site and disposal concept
for 10,000 years, and if the peak impact did not occur during this time frame, the analysis was
extended to 100,000 years. DOE believes that the assumptions made to support the long-term
modeling calculations for the groundwater pathway are reasonable and enable a comparative
evaluation of the impacts between alternatives. The results of the evaluation presented in the EIS
are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal. Follow-on project-
specific and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.

J.2.8 Waste Inventory

Topic Summary

Commenters said that the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory addressed in the
EIS is much too limited. Commenters suggested that all GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
that could be generated in the future should be addressed to more correctly comply with NEPA,
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including those wastes from future nuclear power plants and all relevant wastes at the West
Valley Site.

Discussion

The GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory evaluated in the Draft EIS included
all GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in storage as of 2008, plus GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes including buried wastes at the West Valley site, as well as wastes that could
reasonably be expected to be generated in the near future. For the purposes of this analysis, waste
disposal is assumed to occur from 2019 through 2083. The Final EIS has carried those analyses
forward, and the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory is summarized in Appendix B of
the Final EIS and described in more detail in the Supplement to Greater-Than-Class C (GTCC)
Low-Level Radioactive Waste and GTCC-Like Waste Inventory Report (ANL/EVS/R-10/1;
Argonne National Laboratory 2010). This report is referred to herein as the Supplement. It is
available to the public on the GTCC EIS website at http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/.

The GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory includes stored and projected wastes
from the 104 nuclear power plants currently in operation as well as from the 18 commercial
reactors that have already been shut down. It also includes projected GTCC LLRW from another
planned 33 new reactors that have not yet been constructed. It is not reasonable to extend data
beyond existing information on the commercial nuclear power industry to develop estimates of
GTCC LLRW that could result from future decommissioning of these reactors, some of which
may never be built. In addition, it is possible that new reactor technology could change the
projected volumes of GTCC LLRW.

All potential GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the West Valley Site were analyzed
in the Draft EIS and are retained in the waste inventory analyzed in the Final EIS. These include
wastes from complete dismantlement of facilities at the site and from exhumation of the two
radioactive waste disposal areas. This information is described in the Supplement.
Characterization information for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes currently in storage at
the West Valley Site is sufficient for the analysis conducted for the GTCC EIS. The actual
inventory of GTCC LLRW for the West Valley Site that may be generated in the future could
increase or decrease from the amount assumed in the GTCC EIS, based on the decisions made
regarding the disposition of portions of the site, updated characterization information, and
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements.

In addition, all potential GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Babcock and
Wilcox facility in Lynchburg, Virginia, are included in the waste inventory. The GTCC LLRW
includes stored and projected waste from existing commercial operations at the facility,
including debris from cleaning out hot cells. The GTCC LLRW inventory also includes potential
waste from the proposed production of M0-99. These commercial wastes are included in the
GTCC LLRW Other Waste category, as summarized in Appendix B of the EIS. The GTCC-like
waste includes non-defense TRU waste (e.g., hot cell debris) attributed to DOE-sponsored
activities at the Babcock and Wilcox facility. This DOE-owned waste is included in the
GTCC-like Other Waste category, as indicated in Appendix B of the EIS.
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DOE considers the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory estimates used in the
EIS to be conservative but realistic. Although additional wastes may be generated after the time
period used to develop these estimates, treatment approaches may be developed to reduce waste
volumes. This inventory is appropriate for use in the EIS and for the development of a preferred
alternative for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

J.2.9 Cumulative Impacts

Topic

Several commenters noted that the EIS does not appropriately address cumulative
impacts at the Hanford Site, in that it does not include the environmental impacts from proposals
to use this site for disposal of other radioactive wastes and also the impacts from proposals to
leave tank residues and radioactive contamination in soil at the site. Commenters noted that
many of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes contain long-lived and generally mobile
contaminants, including Tc-99 and 1-129, which are already present in groundwater at the
Hanford Site and will eventually reach the Columbia River. Commenters suggested that the
environmental impacts of all potential sources of radioactive contamination at the site, in
addition to the impacts associated with transportation of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes to the Hanford Site, need to be addressed in the cumulative impacts analyses presented in
this EIS.

Discussion

DOE has analyzed cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The
analysis, based on the cumulative impact analysis in DOE’s December 2012 Final Tank Closure
and Waste Management (TC&WM) EIS (DOE 2012), which addresses the disposal of all future
waste at Hanford, indicates that the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes containing
Tc-99 and 1-129 at the Hanford Site could result in unacceptable environmental impacts and
indicates that this site is not the optimal location to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes. The analysis in the GTCC EIS indicates that the radiation dose to a nearby hypothetical
future resident farmer could be as high as 49 mrem/yr within the first 10,000 years, and most of
this dose would be due to Tc-99 and 1-129 in groundwater (see Table 6.2.4-2 and Figure 6.2.4-1
in this EIS).

J.2.10 Statutory/Regulatory and Policy Issues

Topic Summary

Commenters indicated that any facility used for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes will have to be licensed by the NRC as provided in Section 3(b)(1)(D) of the
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LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240), and, as such, disposal criteria would need to be established.
Commenters suggested that the NRC should have been a more active participant in this process
to ensure that the proposed alternatives could actually be implemented.

Commenters questioned how it is possible to address both GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes in a single EIS when they are subject to different regulatory processes and standards.
Commenters also questioned if a new rulemaking would be necessary to develop disposal
standards for GTCC-like wastes.

Commenters suggested that since GTCC LLRW is commercially generated radioactive
waste, it should be disposed of at a commercial site and not at one or more DOE sites.
Commenters also questioned how the requirement for NRC licensing of a GTCC LLRW disposal
facility would be done if this facility was located at a DOE site, especially if such a facility was
used for commercial GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

Commenters questioned the legality of transporting radioactive waste and how regulation
of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste shipments will be conducted.

Discussion

DOE determined that the most efficient approach was to address both GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like waste, which have many similar physical and radioactive characteristics, in a single
NEPA process. DOE’s intent is to facilitate the overall process for addressing the disposal needs
of both waste types.

The LLWRPAA specifies that GTCC LLRW designated a federal responsibility under
section 3(b)(1)(D) that results from activities licensed by the NRC is to be disposed of in an
NRC-licensed facility that has been determined to be adequate to protect public health and
safety. However, unless specifically provided by law, the NRC does not have authority to license
and regulate facilities operated by or on behalf of DOE. Further, the LLRWPAA does not limit
DOE to using only non-DOE facilities or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal. Accordingly, if DOE
selects a facility operated by or on behalf of DOE for disposal of GTCC LLRW for which it is
responsible under section 3(b)(1)(D), clarification from Congress would be needed to determine
NRC’s role in licensing such a facility and related issues. In addition clarification from Congress
may be needed on NRC’s role if DOE selects a commercial GTCC LLRW disposal facility
licensed by an Agreement State rather than by NRC.

The NRC served as a commenting agency on the GTCC EIS and therefore did not
actively participate in the preparation of the GTCC EIS. Issues associated with potential
regulatory changes or NRC licensing would be addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and the NRC have primary responsibility
for federal regulations governing commercial radioactive materials transportation. Non-DOE
shipments of GTCC LLRW from commercial sites would be transported by commercial carriers
and would be regulated by DOT and the NRC. In addition, DOE shipments by commercial
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carriers of GTCC LLRW from commercial sites or of GTCC-like waste from DOE sites would
be regulated by DOT and NRC.

DOE has broad authority under the AEA to regulate all aspects of activities involving
radioactive materials that are undertaken by DOE or undertaken on its behalf, including the
transportation of radioactive wastes. However, in most cases that do not involve national
security, DOE does not exercise its authority to regulate DOE shipments and instead utilizes
commercial carriers that undertake shipments of DOE materials under the same terms and
conditions as those used for commercial shipments. These shipments are subject to regulation by
DOT and the NRC. As a matter of policy, however, even in the limited circumstances where
DOE exercises its AEA authority for shipments, DOE requirements mandate that all DOE
shipments be undertaken in accordance with the requirements and standards that apply to
comparable commercial shipments, unless there is a determination that national security or
another critical interest requires different action.

J.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

All comment documents received by DOE on the Draft EIS are provided in this section.
Each comment document received was assigned a comment document identifier. Verbal
comments given at the public hearings were documented via transcripts prepared for each
hearing. Excerpts from the transcripts containing the verbal comments provided by each
commenter at the hearings are also presented in this section. The transcripts can be found in their
entirety on the project website at http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/.

Comment documents received were organized into eight categories as listed in Table J-3.
Sections J.3.1 through J.3.8 contain all the comment documents for each of the eight categories.
At the beginning of each section in Sections J.3.1 through J.3.8, a corresponding table listing all
of the organizations or individuals from whom comment documents were received is included
for reference. In these sections, a side-by-side format is used, in which the comments identified
from each comment document are shown on the left side of the pages and the corresponding
DOE responses are shown on the right side of the pages.
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TABLE J-3 Categories and Numbers of Comment Documents and Where

They Appear
No. of

Comment No. of
Section Comment Category Documents Pages
J.3.1 Organizations 137 810
J.3.2 Individual members of the general public 518 911
J.3.3 CREDO Campaign@ 61 61
J.34 Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety Campaign 51 57
J.3.5 Snake River Alliance Campaign 122 62
J.3.6 Nuclear Watch Campaign 54 117
J.3.7 Friends of the Gorge Campaign 198 384
J.3.8 Brookdale Senior Living Petition 1/63" 5

& CREDO Action Campaign supplies a platform (website) for posting petitions and
getting them signed.

®  The Brookdale Petition was one letter with signatures from 63 people.
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J.3.1 Organizations That Submitted Comments in Writing via Letter, Email, or Web
Portal or Verbally at One of the Public Meetings

Table J.3-1 tabulates all organizations that submitted comments, along with the comment
document identifiers assigned to each. Comments identified within each comment document are
shown in brackets on the left side of the page(s), with the corresponding response shown on the
right side of the same page(s). The comment documents and responses are presented here in
Section J.3.1 on pages J-31 through J-840, as indicated in the table. Organizations are in
alphabetical order. It may be helpful for readers to review Section J.2 for an overview of the

10 Topics of Interest of this CRD.

TABLE J.3-1 Organizations That Submitted Comments in Writing via Letter, Email, or Web
Portal or Verbally at One of the Public Meetings for GTCC

Comment Starting
Organization Document 1D No. Pg. No.
Alliance for Democracy T131 J-31
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability T82 J-35
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability W428 J-41
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability W544 J-45
Babcock & Wilcox Technical Services Group L309 J-49
Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley W548 J-52
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League T2 J-58
CARC, Inc. T37 J-61
Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce T36 J-66
Carlsbad City Council T29 J-68
Carlsbad Department of Development T129 J-72
Cherry Country W565 J-76
Citizen Action New Mexico T73 J-77
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping T69 J-81
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping T33 J-85
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping L59 J-88
City of Mosier, City Councilor W346 J-90
City of Portland, Oregon L283 J-91
Clark County T39 J-94
Clark County Nuclear Waste Division W541 J-101
Coalition 21 L274 J-107
Code Pink Portland T135 J-108
Colorado State Patrol W339 J-111
Columbia Ecovillage W487 J-112
Columbia Riverkeeper T15 J-113
Columbia Riverkeeper W539 J-116
Columbia Riverkeeper T119 J-128
Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety T98 J-131
Concerned Citizens of Wagon Mound and Mora County E96 J-138
Conejos County Clean Water, Inc. El J-140
Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors, Inc. L303 J-149
Conservation Voters of South Carolina T8 J-152
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TABLE J.3-1 (Cont.)

Comment Starting
Organization Document 1D No. Pg. No.
Council of State Governments W540 J-156
Decommissioning Plant Coalition W524 J-161
Department of the Air Force L307 J-165
Eddy County Commissioner T22 J-166
EnergySolutions L78 J-169
Evergreen State College w217 J-173
Haddad Drugan LLC W392 J-174
Hanford Advisory Board L280 J-175
HEAL Utah E61 J-179
Heart of America Northwest T132 J-183
Heart of America Northwest W554 J-188
Heart of America Northwest T14 J-189
Heart of America Northwest W552 J-198
Higher Ground Farm W354 J-265
HOME T45 J-267
Honor our Pueblo Existence (HOPE) T87 J-272
INL Site Environmental Management L3 J-275
International Source Suppliers and Producers Association (ISSPA) L100 J-277
ISSUE T115 J-278
League of Women Voters, South Carolina Tl J-280
Legions of Living Light L294 J-284
Loretto Community E76 J-286
Loretto Community T100 J-290
Mayor’s Office, City of Carlsbad, New Mexico T28 J-293
Mayor’s Office, City of Carlsbad, New Mexico T35 J-295
Native Community Action Council T47 J-299
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) W556 J-306
Nevada Desert Experience T40 J-367
Nevada Nuclear Waste Task Force T41 J-373
Nevada Site Specific Advisory Board L96 J-376
New Mexico Environment Department L295 J-387
New Mexico State University, Carlsbad T31 J-389
New York State Energy Research and Development Authority L301 J-391
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee L1 J-395
Northern New Mexico Citizens” Advisory Board L284 J-401
Nuclear Watch New Mexico E102 J-404
Nuclear Watch New Mexico T85 J-412
Nuclear Watch South T7 J-417
Nye County Nuclear Waste Repository Project Office (NWRPO) E32 J-421
Nye County Nuclear Waste Repository Project Office (NWRPO) E33 J-432
Nye County Nuclear Waste Repository Project Office (NWRPO) T46 J-437
Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee L289 J-441
Oregon Conservancy Foundation T120 J-443
Oregon Department of Energy E70 J-446
Oregon Department of Energy E72 J-449
Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board E71 J-455
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TABLE J.3-1 (Cont.)

Comment Starting
Organization Document 1D No. Pg. No.

Oregon Legislative Assembly L299 J-458
Oregon Physicians for Social Responsibility E46 J-460
Oregon Progressive Party T133 J-461
Oregon State Legislature W69 J-464
Oregon Wild W7 J-468
Physicians for Social Responsibility - KC W563 J-469
Plazm Media W17 J-471
Portland City Council T127 J-472
Progressive Leadership Alliance of Nevada T50 J-475
Public Safety Resources Agency W3 J-478
Pueblo de San Ildefonso DECP L279 J-498
Pueblo of Acoma W15 J-501
R Graham Graphics w108 J-505
Rosemere Neighborhood Association T134 J-507
Santa Clara Pueblo L95 J-510
Santa Clara Pueblo T86 J-522
Santa Clara Pueblo T93 J-526
SHINE Medical Technologies W532 J-530
Snake River Alliance E4 J-533
Snake River Alliance T20 J-537
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control w2 J-542
Southwest Research and Information Center L6 J-544
Southwest Research and Information Center T51 J-574
Southwestern Low-Level Radioactive Waste Commission L281 J-580
Spark of Divinity Mission w47 J-582
SRS Community ReUse Organization T9 J-583
State of ldaho, Department of Environmental Quality L2 J-586
State of Idaho, Governor’s Office T18 J-596
State of Idaho, Governor’s Office L298 J-601
State of Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects E45 J-603
State of Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects T38 J-627
State of New Mexico, Governor’s Office L304 J-632
State of South Carolina, Governor’s Nuclear Advisory Council W298 J-636
State of Washington, Department of Ecology W429 J-638
State of Washington, Department of Ecology W545 J-639
St;':]ee ?JyWashmgton, Department of Ecology, and Oregon Department of L285 3-644
State of Washington, Department of Ecology, and Oregon Department of

T13 J-646

Energy

Sun Rays Mechanical Contractors, Inc. L306 J-650
Sun Rays Mechanical Contractors, Inc. T17 J-651
Tewa Women United T105 J-654
Toiyabe Chapter, Sierra Club T42 J-659
Tri-Valley CAREs L91 J-662
Tri-Valley CAREs W555 J-666
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency L94 J-670
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TABLE J.3-1 (Cont.)

Comment Starting

Organization Document 1D No. Pg. No.
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission L8 J-680
U.S. Senator Jeff Merkley’s Office T122 J-693
U.S. Senator Ron Wyden’s Office L300 J-695
UU Ministry for Earth W493 J-696
Valley Interfaith Project W267 J-698
Valley Interfaith Project W418 J-699
Washington State, Department of Health T12 J-700
Waste Control Specialists, LLC E41 J-701
West Valley Citizen Task Force L275 J-707
Western Governors’ Association L99 (W327) J-709
Whiteaker Community Council T173 J-714
Women for a Better World w21 J-715
Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom T116 J-717
Woodstock Neighborhood Association W266 J-719
Yakama Nation Environmental Restoration Waste Management Program L293 J-721
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Alliance for Democracy, Commenter ID No. T131

T131-1

T131-1

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository such as that pursued in Finland would be a
protective and safe method for the disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative
supports this statement. However, the degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic
repository may not be necessary for all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated
in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those
containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in
properly designed land disposal facilities at sites with suitable characteristics, such as low
precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater.
Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land disposal facilities located in arid climates

(e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to
allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

SI3 0019 |euld

JUsWNo0Q asuodsay Juswwo) ¢ Xipuaddy



cer

9102 Arenuer

Alliance for Democracy, Commenter ID No. T131 (cont’d)

T131-1
(Cont.)
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Alliance for Democracy, Commenter ID No. T131 (cont’d)

T131-1
(Cont.)
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Alliance for Democracy, Commenter ID No. T131 (cont’d)

T131-1
(Cont.)
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. T82

Susan Gordon, and Stuart Barger will be next.
Susan.

MS. GORDON: My name is Susan Gordon, and I'm
the Director of the Alliance for Nuclear
Accountability.

ANA is made up of 36 member organizations most
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. T82 (cont’d)
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. T82 (cont’d)

T82-1

T82-1

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for disposal of the inventory of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified for inclusion in these analyses. DOE has included
analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a facility could become available in
the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a commercial facility, DOE would
conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (LLRWPAA, P.L. 99-240) assigns
DOE responsibility for the disposal of GTCC LLRW generated by NRC and Agreement State
licensees. The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) does not limit DOE to using only non-DOE facilities
or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal. Under NEPA, DOE must evaluate the range of reasonable
alternatives for a GTCC LLRW disposal facility. DOE sites represent reasonable alternatives
fora GTCC LLRW disposal facility.

The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) specifies that GTCC LLRW, designated a federal responsibility
under section 3(b)(1)(D) that results from activities licensed by the NRC, is to be disposed of
in an NRC-licensed facility that has been determined to be adequate to protect public health
and safety. However, unless specifically provided by law, the NRC does not have authority to
license and regulate facilities operated by or on behalf of DOE. Further, the LLRWPAA does
not limit DOE to using only non-DOE facilities or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal.
Accordingly, if DOE selects a facility operated by or on behalf of DOE for disposal of GTCC
LLRW for which it is responsible under section 3(b)(1)(D), clarification from Congress would
be needed to determine NRC’s role in licensing such a facility and related issues. In addition
clarification from Congress may be needed on NRC’s role if DOE selects a commercial GTCC
LLRW disposal facility licensed by an Agreement State rather than by NRC.
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. T82 (cont’d)

T82-1
(Cont.)

T82-2

T82-3

T82-4

T82-2

T82-3

T82-4

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at each of the reference locations
evaluated. The EIS addresses the collective population risks during routine conditions and
accidents, the radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions,
and the consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents,
including those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical contaminants. The EIS
also evaluated the impact of intentional destructive acts that could occur during waste
handling, transportation, and disposal (see Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS). The potential risk of
such destructive acts is estimated to be low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secure, and
the packaging for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. Because GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are not readily dispersible, the potential physical impacts from
an intentional destructive act (e.g., an explosive blast) would be no greater than those from the
release of any radioactivity from a severe accident during waste handling, transportation, and
disposal.

DOE’s requirements for transportation of radioactive waste are developed and continually
revised to ensure maximum protection of public health and the environment, thereby
minimizing the risk of a traffic accident. DOE has established a comprehensive emergency
management program that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness
measures to minimize the health impacts of accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s transportation emergency preparedness program was
established to ensure that DOE and its contractors, state, tribal, and local emergency
responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and effectively to accidents involving
DOE shipments of radioactive materials. Should an accident occur that involves a release of
radioactive material to the environment, it would be promptly remediated in accordance with
these procedures. These measures would help DOE to minimize and mitigate any impacts on
the environment.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that additional legislation would be required for siting a new facility within
the land withdrawal area. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. T82 (cont’d)

T82-4
(Cont.)

T82-5

T82-6

T82-7

T82-8

T82-9

T82-5

T82-6

T82-7

T82-8

alternatives that are currently authorized. Also, the Agreement for Consultation and
Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions
to modify the agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement
recognize that future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law
[P.L.] 96-164) may make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this
Agreement. Either party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by PL. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

See response to T82-2.

DOE cleanup activities at any site must meet the most stringent standards applicable (federal,
state, or local) to protect human health and the environment.

DOE will comply will all existing agreements and applicable Federal, Tribal, State, and local
requirements and regulations. Depending on the final decision on the disposal of GTCC waste,
DOE will work with the appropriate authorities to address existing agreements and potential
impacts to these agreements on disposal of GTCC waste at the selected site(s).

DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public as early as possible so that input from the interested public can be
obtained to inform the Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the
interested public for the various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed
in various local newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled
hearings. Additional information is provided on page J-1 in Section J.1.

DOE initiated government-to-government consultations with potentially affected American
Indian tribes in a timely manner consistent with DOE Order 144.1 and DOE’s NEPA
implementing guidelines. These consultations were done at a time that DOE had compiled and
developed sufficient information for the Draft EIS (including identification of the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory) to allow for an informed consultation with potentially
affected American Indian tribes. These consultations resulted in some of the tribes providing
narrative text for inclusion in the EIS. Additional information is provided on page J-1 in
Section J.1.

DOE will consult with any potentially affected public agencies and tribal governments prior to
making any final decision on the selection of (an) alternative(s) for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. T82 (cont’d)

5 Thank you.
6 MR. BROWN: Thanks very much.
7 Susan, I wanted to ask you: do you have a

8§ smaller version of that map that can be submitted for
9 the record? You can do that through the 27th. You've
10 got some time for that.

1 MS. GORDON: Right. I will.

T82-9
(Cont.)

T82-9

Even though it is beyond the scope of the GTCC EIS, the comment is noted. DOE has
established a Worker Health and Activities Program. The program promotes the health of the
Department’s workers and communities surrounding DOE sites by supporting:

. Occupational health studies of DOE’s historical workforce;

. Historical dose reconstruction studies, which evaluate the risk to the public of past
releases of radiation and chemicals around DOE’s nuclear weapons facilities, and;

e Studies of communities located near DOE Superfund sites to determine if current
contaminants in the environment could result in adverse human health effects.
Information on the program can be found at
http://www.hss.energy.gov/HealthSafety/ihs/hstudies/hhs.html.
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. W428 (cont’d)

W428-1

W428-2

W428-3

W428-4

W428-1

W428-2

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. DOE did not evaluate developing a
geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because
DOE determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to the time and cost associated
with siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes that the results presented in this
EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative of the high degree of waste
isolation that would be provided by disposal in a geologic repository

Past operational experience with near-surface disposal facilities at DOE sites has shown that
when properly implemented, they can provide isolation of radioactive waste from the
environment for extended time periods. Past problems that have arisen with each option
provide additional information to improve the design and performance of future land disposal
facilities. Issues related to performance over time would be analyzed in a project-specific
analysis to address technical and long-term concerns.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 10-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. W428 (cont’d)

PO —

Rebecca J. Anderson
Intemn, Alliance for Nuelear Accountability
Student, American University

W428-4
(Cont.)

W428-5

W428-3

W428-4

because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. DOE did not evaluate developing a
geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because
DOE determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to the time and cost associated
with siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes that the results presented in this
EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative of the high degree of waste
isolation that would be provided by disposal in a geologic repository. DOE has included
analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a facility could become available in
the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a commercial facility, DOE would
conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

The NWPA applies to the disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high level waste which are not
within the scope of this EIS. In addition DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic
repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE
determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to the time and cost associated with
siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for
the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation
that would be provided by disposal in an existing geologic repository.

Refer to the discussion in the last paragraph of the W428-1 response regarding HOSS.
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. W428 (cont’d)

W428-5

DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not
reasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the
relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS.
DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative
are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a
geologic repository. DOE has included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event
that a facility could become available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to
use a commercial facility, DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

Refer to the discussion in the last paragraph of the W428-1 response regarding HOSS.
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. W544 (cont’d)

W544-1

W544-2

W544-3

W544-1

W544-2

W544-3

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

The development of a regulatory framework for the use of HOSS at commercial nuclear power
plants is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS. DOE does not have authority to regulate the
storage of radioactive wastes at commercial facilities, including nuclear power plants. Under
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended (AEA) (see United States Code: 42 USC § 2011),
the NRC is responsible for regulating storage of such wastes. Radioactive waste storage
requirements can be found in 10 CFR Part 30 (Rule of General Applicability to Domestic
Licensing of Byproduct Material), 10 CFR Part 70 (Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear
Material), and 10 CFR Part 72 (Licensing Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel, High-Level Radioactive Waste, and Reactor-Related Greater Than Class C
Waste). In addition, the NRC has provided guidance for the storage of LLRW in
SECY-94-198, Review of Existing Guidance Concerning the Extended Storage of Low-Level
Radioactive Waste, which was issued on August 1, 1994.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

The NWPA applies to the disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high level waste which are not
within the scope of this EIS. In addition DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic
repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE
determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to the time and cost associated with
siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for
the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation
that would be provided by disposal in an existing geologic repository.
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. W544 (cont’d)

IHUIETING VL. FUCHS
Program Director

W544-3
(Cont.)

W544-4

W544-5

W544-6

W544-7

W544-4

W544-5

W544-6

DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not
reasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the
relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS.
DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative
are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a
geologic repository. DOE has included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event
that a facility could become available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to
use a commercial facility, DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

The Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) on America’s Nuclear Future, in its final report to DOE
on January 26, 2012, provided recommendations, which included the development of one or
more permanent deep geologic facilities for the safe disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-
level radioactive waste and the development of one or more consolidated interim storage
facilities as part of an integrated, comprehensive plan for managing the back end of the nuclear
fuel cycle. In its Strategy for the Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste (DOE 2013), developed in response to the BRC Report, the
Administration agreed “that the development of geologic disposal capacity is currently the
most cost-effective way of permanently disposing of used nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste while minimizing the burden on future generations” and proposed to “engage
in a consent-based siting process and begin to conduct preliminary site investigations for a
geologic repository.” The Administration’s goal is to have a repository constructed and its
operations started by 2048. The Administration will work with Congress using the strategy as
an actionable framework for building a national program for the management and disposal of
the nation’s used nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste (DOE 2013).

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, INL, LANL,
NNSS, and SRS. The ongoing cleanup efforts at these sites will continue. If GTCC LLRW or
GTCC-like waste were to be disposed at these sites, DOE does not anticipate negative impacts
to ongoing cleanup activities at these sites.

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”
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Alliance for Nuclear Accountability, Commenter ID No. W544 (cont’d)

W544-7

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 10-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative.

DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

Site-specific environmental factors, such as seismic or other natural features, as identified by
commenters for all of the DOE sites, were taken into account and evaluated in the EIS as
appropriate. The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration in identifying the
preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS.

The GTCC EIS was developed in response to the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy
Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240) and does provide the necessary step to begin the technical and
political work necessary to develop a facility for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like
waste.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands
in the EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal
facility.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further site-specific NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.
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Babcock & Wilcox Technical Services Group, Commenter ID No. L309 (cont’d)

L309-1

L309-1

For purposes of analysis in this EIS, GTCC-like waste includes radioactive waste that is owned
or generated by DOE and has characteristics sufficiently similar to those of GTCC LLRW such
that a common disposal approach may be appropriate. The waste described by B&W as
“nonDOE owned” TRU drums are included in the GTCC LLRW inventory estimates.
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L309-1
(Cont.)

SI3 0219 leuld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley, Commenter ID No. W548
1

J-52 January 2016



€q-r

9102 Arenuer

Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley, Commenter ID No. W548 (cont’d)

W548-1
W548-2

W548-1

W548-2

The DOE appreciates the input of the Consolidated Group of the Tribes and Organizations in
the development of the Tribal Narrative Text for the GTCC EIS. Even though it is beyond the
scope of this GTCC EIS, the comment is noted. The operation and coordination of the CGTO
is being managed at NNSS.

See response to W548-1.
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Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley, Commenter ID No. W548 (cont’d)

W548-1
W548-2
(Cont.)
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W548-2
(Cont.)
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Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley, Commenter ID No. W548 (cont’d)

W548-1
W548-2
(Cont.)

W548-3

W548-4

W548-5

W548-6

W548-3

W548-4

W548-5

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

DOE does not have authority to regulate the storage of radioactive wastes at commercial
facilities, including nuclear power plants. Under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended
(AEA) (see United States Code: 42 USC § 2011), the NRC is responsible for regulating storage
of such wastes. Radioactive waste storage requirements can be found in 10 CFR Part 30 (Rule
of General Applicability to Domestic Licensing of Byproduct Material), 10 CFR Part 70
(Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear Material), and 10 CFR Part 72 (Licensing
Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel, High-Level Radioactive
Waste, and Reactor-Related Greater Than Class C Waste). In addition, the NRC has provided
guidance for the storage of LLRW in SECY-94-198, Review of Existing Guidance Concerning
the Extended Storage of Low-Level Radioactive Waste, which was issued on August 1, 1994.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands
in the EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal
facility.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further site-specific NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at NNSS. The ongoing cleanup efforts
will continue.

The disposal of GTCC waste at NNSS, based on the EIS analysis, would not present any
anticipated radioactive dose to the public. Before a final decision is made on disposing of any
waste at NNSS or any other site, additional analysis would be conducted to further evaluate
potential human health and environmental impacts.
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Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley, Commenter ID No. W548 (cont’d)

W548-6

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 10-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, Commenter ID No. T2

T2-1

T2-2

T2-1

T2-2

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands
in the EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal
facility. 1t would not be reasonable to analyze in detail an essentially unlimited number of
additional non-DOE or nonfederal sites

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further site-specific NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations and would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at each of the reference locations
evaluated. The EIS addresses the collective population risks during routine conditions and
accidents, the radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions,
and the consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents,
including those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical contaminants. The EIS
also evaluated the impact of intentional destructive acts that could occur during waste
handling, transportation, and disposal (see Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS). The potential risk of
such destructive acts is estimated to be low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secure, and
the packaging for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. Because GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are not readily dispersible, the potential physical impacts from
an intentional destructive act (e.g., an explosive blast) would be no greater than those from the
release of any radioactivity from a severe accident during waste handling, transportation, and
disposal.

DOE’s requirements for transportation of radioactive waste are developed and continually
revised to ensure maximum protection of public health and the environment, thereby
minimizing the risk of a traffic accident. DOE has established a comprehensive emergency
management program that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness
measures to minimize the health impacts of accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s transportation emergency preparedness program was
established to ensure that DOE and its contractors, state, tribal, and local emergency
responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and effectively to accidents involving
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Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League, Commenter ID No. T2 (cont’d)

T2-3

T2-3

DOE shipments of radioactive materials. Should an accident occur that involves a release of
radioactive material to the environment, it would be promptly remediated in accordance with
these procedures. These measures would help DOE to minimize and mitigate any impacts on
the environment.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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10

1 Site or any other Department of Energy site. Thank you

2 very much.
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CARC, Inc., Commenter ID No. T37 (cont’d)

T37-1

T37-1

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that
“the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as
the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition,
the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011,
stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP
as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce, Commenter ID No. T36 (cont’d)

T36-1

T36-1

Comment noted.
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Carlsbad City Council, Commenter ID No. T29 (cont’d)

T29-1

T29-1

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that
“the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as
the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition,
the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011,
stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP
as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Carlsbad Department of Development, Commenter ID No. T129 (cont’d)
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Carlsbad Department of Development, Commenter ID No. T129 (cont’d)

T129-1

T129-1

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that
“the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as
the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition,
the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011,
stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP
as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Carlsbad Department of Development, Commenter ID No. T129 (cont’d)
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Cherry Country, Commenter ID No. W565

WE SHUUIU QILET NU IUDEET @MU LEdE dliU UEIRL dHY dUUIIVIIE INTUUUTIU DULISaH WaILE W HZINVIW. TYS 2Iuu ciauw
speed up funding of more action to contain the wastes that we already have.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gteceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W565-1

W565-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup effort will continue.

SI3 0219 leuld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



LT

9102 Arenuer

Citizen Action New Mexico, Commenter ID No. T73

T73-1

T73-1

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.
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Citizen Action New Mexico, Commenter ID No. T73 (cont’d)

T73-1
(Cont.)

T73-2

T73-2

DOE agrees that any waste disposed at WIPP would need to meet the EPA standards. As
presented in Section 4.3.4 of the GTCC EIS, DOE conducted a complementary cumulative
distribution functions (CCDF) analysis in the same manner as was done for TRU waste (GTCC
LLW Environmental Impact Statement, Post Closure Performance Data Package, October
2012). Based on this analysis, addition of the identified GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste to
WIPP would be in compliance with existing EPA requirements.
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Citizen Action New Mexico, Commenter ID No. T73 (cont’d)

T73-3

T73-3

The scope of this EIS is adequate to inform decision-making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is available to support the current decision-
making process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the limited
amount of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the EIS.

DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given the length of time necessary to develop a
GTCC LLRW disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The

purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).

The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE plans a tiered decision-
making process, in which DOE would conduct further site-specific NEPA reviews before
implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS.

DOE explained in the WM PEIS (DOE, 1997, Final Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of
Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, DOE/EIS-0200-F, Office of Environmental Management,
Washington, D.C.) that additional analyses would be prepared to implement DOE’s
programmatic decisions. The GTCC EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts
associated with the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like (DOE) wastes. Since the WM
PEIS relates only to DOE waste, the inclusion of commercial waste in the WM PEIS is
premature until the GTCC EIS is finalized and a ROD is issued. Depending on the outcome of
this ROD, DOE will evaluate whether additional programmatic or site-specific NEPA reviews
or updates to previous decisions are needed, as appropriate. Any additional NEPA reviews or
considerations will be conducted with full opportunity for public input, consistent with Council
on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA requirements.
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. T69
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. T69 (cont’d)

T69-1

T69-1

The WIPP has been certified by the EPA as an acceptable facility for the disposal of defense-
generated TRU waste. The physical and chemical characteristics of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes proposed for disposal in the WIPP repository are comparable to the TRU
wastes currently being disposed of in the repository.

Dissolution has occurred outside of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Boundary, as shown by karst
features in the Nash Draw area. The EPA has noted that it is possible that dissolution occurred
at the WIPP site sometime in the distant past (i.e., millions of years ago for strata-bound
features) but was associated with a geologic setting other than that currently present at WIPP.
However, dissolution in the underlying geology is not an ongoing process at the WIPP site.
The EPA, as part of its compliance certification process, concurred with the modeling
performed by DOE (which assumed that there was no karst within the WIPP site boundary)
and indicated that this was consistent with existing borehole data and other geologic
information.
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. T69 (cont’d)

T69-1
(Cont.)

T69-2

T69-2

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves. The same methodology is used in the evaluation of all
alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology would not affect the comparisons
among alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative.
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. T69 (cont’d)

T69-3

T69-3

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 10-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
post-closure because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no
radiation doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP
repository. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be
conducted as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide
inventory and heat loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. T33

T33-1

T33-1

The WIPP has been certified by the EPA as an acceptable facility for the disposal of defense-
generated TRU waste. The physical and chemical characteristics of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes proposed for disposal in the WIPP repository are comparable to the TRU
wastes currently being disposed of in the repository.

Dissolution has occurred outside of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Boundary, as shown by karst
features in the Nash Draw area. The EPA has noted that it is possible that dissolution occurred
at the WIPP site sometime in the distant past (i.e., millions of years ago for strata-bound
features) but was associated with a geologic setting other than that currently present at WIPP.
However, dissolution in the underlying geology is not an ongoing process at the WIPP site.
The EPA, as part of its compliance certification process, concurred with the modeling
performed by DOE (which assumed that there was no karst within the WIPP site boundary)
and indicated that this was consistent with existing borehole data and other geologic
information.

WIPP is located in a salt formation, and moisture (brine) is naturally present. The brine makes
up about 1% of the rock volume. The brine comes in two forms: interstitial and included.
Interstitial brine is trapped between crystal facies (between fracture boundaries at the
microscopic scale). Included brine is inside small cavities called inclusions trapped within the
crystals themselves. Samples of brine collected from locations just inches apart from one
another show different chemical and isotopic compositions, indicating that the brine did not
move more than a few inches from where it was trapped when an ancient tidal flat dried up
250 million years ago. This indicates the extremely slow movement of water in this salt
formation. In addition, the current design for operating WIPP involves sealing the shafts to
ensure that no fresh water can enter and affect the disposed-of wastes.
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. T33 (cont’d)

T33-1
(Cont.)
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. T33 (cont’d)
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. L59

L59-1

L59-1

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 10-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.
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Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping, Commenter ID No. L59 (cont’d)

L59-2

L59-3

L59-4

L59-2

L59-3

L59-4

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW

Also, DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not
reasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the
relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS.
DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative
are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in an
existing geologic repository.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS.
These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts
on all environmental resources, including environmental justice, consistent with NEPA
requirements. Environmental justice impacts to residents of New Mexico were addressed in
Sections 4.2.7, 8.2.7, and 11.2.7 in the EIS.

DOE’s requirements for transportation of radioactive waste are developed and continually
revised to ensure maximum protection of public health and the environment, thereby
minimizing the risks of routine transportation and of a traffic accident. DOE has established a
comprehensive emergency management program that provides detailed, hazard specific
planning and preparedness measures to minimize the health impacts of accidents involving loss
of control over radioactive material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s transportation emergency
preparedness program was established to ensure that DOE and its contractors, state, tribal, and
local emergency responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and effectively to
accidents involving DOE shipments of radioactive materials. Should an accident occur that
involves a release of radioactive material to the environment, it would be promptly remediated
in accordance with these procedures. These measures would help DOE to minimize and
mitigate any impacts on the environment.
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City of Mosier, City Councilor, Commenter ID No. W346

W346-1

W346-1

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.
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City of Portland, Oregon, Commenter ID No. L283

L283-1

L283-2

L283-3

L283-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

If DOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC&WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.

The transportation of radioactive waste will meet or exceed DOT and NRC regulatory
requirements that promote the protection of human health and the environment. These
regulations include requirements for radioactive materials packaging, marking, labeling,
placarding, shipping papers, and highway routing. The waste shipments would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would be shipped in approved waste packages and transportation casks. The
robust nature of these casks limits the potential release of radioactive and chemically hazardous
material under the severest of accident conditions. It is unlikely that the transportation of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to any of the alternative sites evaluated in the EIS would
cause an additional fatality as a result of radiation from either incident-free transportation or
postulated transportation accidents.

The EIS evaluated the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. The EIS
addressed the collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents, the
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and the
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. About 12,600 shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected LCFs. One fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see

Section 6.2.9.1).

The EIS also evaluated the impact of intentional destructive acts that could occur during waste
handling, transportation, and disposal (see Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS). The potential for such
destructive acts is low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secured, and the packaging for the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. The GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are not readily dispersible, and the impacts from any attempts to disperse these
materials during transportation (such as the impacts from an explosive blast) would not be
greater than the impacts from any potential accidental release of radioactivity. Impacts from
severe natural phenomena, such as earthquakes and tornados, would not be expected to be
significant, given that the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are largely not dispersible and
given the robust nature of the waste packages and containers.

DOE’s standard operating procedure for transportation of radioactive waste is developed and
continually revised to ensure that the utmost protection of public health and the environment is
achieved and that the risk of a traffic accident is minimized. For example, DOE has established
a comprehensive emergency management program (Transportation Emergency Preparedness
Program or TEPP) that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness measures
to minimize the health impacts from accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
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L283-4

L283-5

L283-6

L283-7

L283-2

L283-3

L283-4

L283-5

L283-6

material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s TEPP was established to ensure that its contractors and
state, tribal, and local emergency responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and
effectively to accidents involving DOE shipments of radioactive materials

If an accident that involved a release of radioactive material to the environment occurred, it
would be remediated promptly in accordance with these procedures. These measures would
help DOE minimize and mitigate any impacts on the environment.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

See response to L283-1.

A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results
provided in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
HLW. This value represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation
activities supporting the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they
all were replaced with high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled
by DOE on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 31017).

The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that program (now
terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS. The same types of analyses were
done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no LCFs are expected to result from
transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to the potential disposal sites
considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment numbers.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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The EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at each of the reference locations
evaluated. The EIS addresses the collective population risks during routine conditions and
accidents, the radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions,
and the consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents,
including those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical contaminants. The EIS
also evaluated the impact of intentional destructive acts that could occur during waste
handling, transportation, and disposal (see Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS). The potential risk of
such destructive acts is estimated to be low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secure, and
the packaging for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. Because GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are not readily dispersible, the potential physical impacts from
an intentional destructive act (e.g., an explosive blast) would be no greater than those from the
release of any radioactivity from a severe accident during waste handling, transportation, and
disposal.

DOE’s requirements for transportation of radioactive waste are developed and continually
revised to ensure maximum protection of public health and the environment, thereby
minimizing the risk of a traffic accident. DOE has established a comprehensive emergency
management program that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness
measures to minimize the health impacts of accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s transportation emergency preparedness program was
established to ensure that DOE and its contractors, state, tribal, and local emergency
responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and effectively to accidents involving
DOE shipments of radioactive materials. Should an accident occur that involves a release of
radioactive material to the environment, it would be promptly remediated in accordance with
these procedures. These measures would help DOE to minimize and mitigate any impacts on
the environment.

Stopping the production of nuclear weapons and avoiding or reducing the amount of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes generated are outside the scope of this EIS, which is to evaluate
disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal
of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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T39-1

T39-1

Calculation of the collective population risk (under routine and accident conditions) is
provided in the EIS. While these estimates are conservative, the calculations used expected
values where practical (e.g., external shipment dose rates) and provide a reasonable measure
for comparison among alternatives, as summarized in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6, and the estimates
show that the transportation risks would be small. All alternatives involve routes of hundreds
of miles through similar types of rural, suburban, and urban areas. For specific local impacts,
Section 5.3.9.2 provides information on potential human health impacts on individuals during
normal waste transport along a route. However, the consideration of specific local stakeholder
concerns is more appropriate during the final planning stages of a project when actual route
selections are finalized, not at the level addressed in this EIS. A generic accident consequence
assessment was performed because there is no way to predict the exact location and conditions
of an accident, as discussed in C.9.3.3 of the EIS. For all alternatives, potential accidents, even
those at the same location, could have impacts that range from negligible to significant
depending on the waste involved, the accident severity, and weather conditions. Such an
analysis would not help distinguish between alternatives because all alternatives involve routes
through or near major population centers.
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T39-2

T39-3

DOE/NNSA analyzed various radioactive waste shipping routes through and around
metropolitan Las VVegas, Nevada, in the Final Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for
the Continued Operation of the Department of Energy/National Nuclear Security
Administration Nevada National Security Site and Off-Site Locations in the State of Nevada
(NNSS SWEIS). DOE/NNSA continued discussions with the State of Nevada on routing
options throughout the preparation of the Final NNSS SWEIS. After taking into consideration
the comments and concerns expressed by State, county, and local government officials and the
public in general during the review and comment period for the Draft NNSS SWEIS,
DOE/NNSA decided to maintain the current highway routing restrictions for shipments of low-
level radioactive waste (LLW) and mixed-low level radioactive waste (MLLW), as described
in the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC) for the site. DOE/NNSA explained this decision in
the Final NNSS SWEIS. The unchanged WAC restrictions are to avoid (1) crossing the
Colorado River near Hoover Dam and (2) the greater metropolitan Las Vegas interstate system.
DOE/NNSA is not considering, nor is it making, changes to the NNSS WAC with regard to
routing.

Before transporting any GTCC waste to NNSS, DOE would confer with State of Nevada
officials. Among the matters to be discussed and resolved would be the best transportation
route to use. DOE would welcome the participation of Clark County officials in the
transportation route discussions. DOE does not intend to make any decisions regarding specific
waste transportation routes via this NEPA process. Any changes to existing routing would be
made through revisions to the NNSS waste acceptance criteria (WAC). Revisions to the WAC
are undertaken in coordination with the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP),
pursuant to the Agreement in Principle between the State of Nevada and the DOE/NNSA
Nevada Site Office.

For calculation of the collective population risk, see the response to T39-1.

The additional human health impacts from intermodal transfer and transport of waste from the
nearest rail access point to those disposal sites without direct rail access is generally a small
percentage of the total risk discussed in Section C.9.5.5 of the EIS. As is the case for NNSS
and similar sites, costs involved in either building a rail spur to the site or the additional cost of
intermodal operations were taken into consideration when developing the preferred alternative.

SI3 0219 leuld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



L6-C

9102 Arenuer

Clark County, Commenter ID No. T39 (cont’d)

T39-3
(Cont.)

T39-4

T39-5

T39-4

T39-5

As stated in Section C.9.4.1.1 of the EIS on route selection, many of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes considered in the EIS would meet the definition of a highway route
controlled quantity (HRCQ) (49 CFR 173.403). However, as noted in the discussion, states and
Native American tribes have the opportunity to designate “preferred routes” to replace or
supplement the interstate highway system. For those wastes not specifically designated as
HRCQ, the selection of a route is left to the carrier, but in the case of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes, additional consultation with transportation stakeholders would occur.

DOE/NNSA analyzed various radioactive waste shipping routes through and around
metropolitan Las VVegas, Nevada, in the Draft NNSS SWEIS. DOE/NNSA continued
discussions with the State of Nevada on routing options throughout the preparation of the Final
NNSS SWEIS. After taking into consideration the comments and concerns expressed by State,
county, and local government officials and the public in general during the review and
comment period for the Draft NNSS SWEIS, DOE/NNSA decided to maintain the current
highway routing restrictions for shipments of low-level radioactive waste (LLW) and mixed-
low level radioactive waste (MLLW), as described in the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC)
for the site. DOE/NNSA explained this decision in the Final NNSS SWEIS. The unchanged
WAC restrictions are to avoid (1) crossing the Colorado River near Hoover Dam and (2) the
greater metropolitan Las Vegas interstate system. DOE/NNSA is not considering, nor is it
making, changes to the NNSS WAC with regard to routing.

Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS, implementation will include, as needed
and appropriate, NEPA reviews and other analysis (e.g., transportation).

The primary radiological transportation risk to the public for any alternative is from the low
level of radiation emanating from the transport vehicle. As discussed in Section 5.3.9.1, the
collective population risk is a measure of the total risk posed to society as a whole. A
comparison of the collective population risk provides a meaningful evaluation of the relative
risks between disposal locations, as provided in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6. The magnitude of the
collective population risk is primarily determined by the number of routes, the length of each
route, the number of shipments along each route, the external dose rate of each shipment, and
the population density along a given route. The primary differences between alternatives from
the standpoint of transportation are the lengths of the routes as determined by the location of
the disposal sites (destination of the shipments). Thus, higher costs and collective population
risks are associated with alternatives that require transportation over longer distances. All
alternatives involve routes that have similar characteristics, with no significant differences for
comparison among alternatives, requiring transportation through a range of rural and urban
areas. In addition, the routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes (as
discussed in Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1, because the actual routes used would be
determined in the future. For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate
highways that are in closest proximity to the site.

There are no definitive studies related to the effects of radioactive waste shipments on local
traffic, tourism, and property values. With an average of only one to two shipments per day
over the potential 60 year lifetime of a proposed disposal facility in the case of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste shipments, it is unlikely that there would be any significant impact on
tourism and property values in Clark County or near any of the other sites considered for
disposal.
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T39-7

T39-8

T39-6

T39-7

T39-8

The estimated costs associated with the construction and operation of GTCC waste disposal
facilities at each of the sites — including costs for direct and indirect labor, equipment,
materials, services, and subcontracts — are included in the assessment of each waste
management alternative in the EIS. The cost estimates for the land disposal methods are based
on a conceptual design of the disposal facility and could increase with actual implementation.
Costs shown for WIPP are based on actual costs experienced to date and reflect construction
and operation costs of an operating geologic repository. The economic analysis in the EIS
addresses the potential economic impacts, including potential impacts resulting from in
migration of workers or their families during the construction period, and any consequent
impacts on housing, public finances, public service employment, and traffic.

Costs for institutional controls out to a 10,000-year time frame were not evaluated because the
institutional control period was assumed to be for the first 100 years after facility closure.
Follow-on site-specific NEPA reviews would take a closer look the implementation and costs
of institutional controls.

In general, transportation costs would be similar across all disposal alternatives. The primary
difference would be related to the distances traveled in each case.

There are no definitive studies related to the effects of radioactive waste shipments on local
tourism and property values. With an average of only one to two shipments per day over the
potential 60 year lifetime of a proposed disposal facility in the case of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like waste shipments, it is unlikely that there would be any significant impact on
tourism and property values.

Information on waste forms and waste packages and containers is provided in the EIS to allow
for a comparative analysis of alternatives for transportation and waste disposal. Treatment of
the wastes prior to disposal is outside the scope of the EIS. Such treatment is assumed to be
addressed prior to receipt of the waste at the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal
facility. DOE agrees that it is important to immobilize long-lived radionuclides such as Tc-99
and |1 129 prior to disposal. Solidification techniques (e.g., use of grout) are expected to
immobilize certain wastes in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory. If needed, the
actual stabilization methods used will depend, in part, on the waste stream, packaging, and
final disposal facility design. DOE considers the assumptions used for waste form stability (see
Appendix B) to be reasonable for purposes of the comparative analysis provided in the EIS.

The waste characteristics and physical form would have to meet the disposal facility waste
acceptance criteria. It is expected that these waste acceptance criteria would identify
requirements (such as allowable concentrations) for individual radionuclides, including Tc 99
and 1-129. The specific waste forms and packages used to dispose of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would be determined in the future as part of the waste acceptance criteria
and packaging requirements developed. See the discussion in Section B.5 and C.9.4.2 of the
EIS for more information on packaging requirements. All GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would be packaged and transported in accordance with all applicable federal and state
requirements, and waste disposal activities would be conducted in accordance with appropriate
requirements.

The NRC served as a commenting agency on the GTCC EIS and therefore did not actively
participate in the preparation of the GTCC EIS. Issues associated with potential regulatory
changes or NRC licensing would be addressed as necessary to enable implementation.
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T39-9

T39-10

T39-9

T39-10

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

As indicated in Section 1.4.3 of the GTCC EIS, reference locations are intended to serve as a
starting point for each of the sites being considered. If a site or sites were selected for possible
implementation of a land disposal method or methods, site-specific NEPA reviews would be
conducted as needed, along with further optimization by a selection study, to identify the
location or locations within a given site that would be considered the best ones to
accommodate the land disposal method(s).
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A preferred alternative is not required to be included in a Draft EIS. The Council on
Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(e) specify that the section on
alternatives in an EIS shall identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or
more exists, in the Draft EIS and identify such alternative(s) in the Final EIS unless another
law prohibits the expression of such a preference; that is, a preferred alternative shall be
identified in the Draft EIS if one exists. If no preferred alternative has been identified at the
Draft EIS stage, a preferred alternative need not be included. By the time the Final EIS is filed,
40 CFR 1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a preferred alternative and requires its
identification in the Final EIS unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference.

DOE did not have a preferred alternative at the time of issuance of the Draft EIS because of the
complex nature of the proposed action and the potential implications for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. To seek public input on how to identify a preferred alternative
for inclusion in the Final EIS, the Draft EIS presented considerations for developing a
preferred alternative in the Summary (in Section S.6) and in Section 2.9. As required by 40
CFR 1502.14(e), the Final EIS contains a preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes (see Section 2.10). In developing the preferred alternative, DOE
took into consideration public comments on the Draft EIS, public EIS scoping comments, and
other factors identified in Sections S.6 and 2.9 of the EIS.

The publication by the EPA of a NOA of the Final EIS in the Federal Register initiated a 30-
day public availability or “waiting” period. While the availability period is not a formal public
comment period, the public can comment on the Final EIS, including the preferred alternative,
prior to final agency action. Comments received will be addressed by DOE in a ROD. As
required by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, DOE must submit a Report to Congress that
includes the alternatives considered in the EIS and await Congressional action before making a
final decision regarding which alternative(s) to implement. The Report to Congress will be
made available to the public on the GTCC EIS website (http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/).
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Calculation of the collective population risk (under routine and accident conditions) is
provided in the EIS. While these estimates are conservative, the calculations used expected
values where practical (e.g., external shipment dose rates) and provide a reasonable measure
for comparison among alternatives, as summarized in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6, and the estimates
show that the transportation risks would be small. All alternatives involve routes of hundreds
of miles through similar types of rural, suburban, and urban areas. For specific local impacts,
Section 5.3.9.2 provides information on potential human health impacts on individuals during
normal waste transport along a route. However, the consideration of specific local stakeholder
concerns is more appropriate during the final planning stages of a project when actual route
selections are finalized, not at the level addressed in this EIS. A generic accident consequence
assessment was performed because there is no way to predict the exact location and conditions
of an accident, as discussed in C.9.3.3 of the EIS. For all alternatives, potential accidents, even
those at the same location, could have impacts that range from negligible to significant
depending on the waste involved, the accident severity, and weather conditions. Such an
analysis would not help distinguish between alternatives because all alternatives involve routes
through or near major population centers.

The additional human health impacts from intermodal transfer and transport of waste from the
nearest rail access point to those disposal sites without direct rail access is generally a small
percentage of the total risk discussed in Section C.9.5.5 of the EIS. As is the case for NNSS
and similar sites, costs involved in either building a rail spur to the site or the additional cost of
intermodal operations were taken into consideration when developing the preferred alternative.
For the rail option, the use of dedicated trains, if sufficient waste is available for transport at
the same time, could reduce transportation risks and costs by minimizing transit times. The
current rail analysis therefore bounds what might be expected if dedicated trains were used.

In general, transportation costs would be similar across all disposal alternatives. The primary
difference would be related to the distances traveled in each case. Thus, the transportation costs
will scale with the shipment distances travelled as presented in the EIS. Any decisions made by
DOE would take these factors into account during implementation.

With an average of only one to two shipments per day over the potential 60 year lifetime of a
proposed disposal facility in the case of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste shipments, it is
unlikely that there would be any significant impact on any local road traffic or current NNSS
operations.

Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS for implementation, site-specific NEPA
reviews would be conducted as needed, including an assessment of specific routing and an
accident analysis, including dedicated trains and the potential for multiple railcar accidents if
applicable. This process will include planning that involves transportation stakeholders.
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W541-5

W541-6
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W541-2

W541-3

The risk of an accident would naturally be expected to be higher in an area where there are the
greatest number of shipments. However, this is true for the area surrounding each disposal site
considered in each alternative.

As stated in Section C.9.4.1.1 of the EIS on route selection, many of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes considered in the EIS would meet the definition of a highway route HRCQ
(49 CFR 173.403). However, as noted in the discussion, states and Native American tribes
have the opportunity to designate “preferred routes” to replace or supplement the interstate
highway system. For those wastes not specifically designated as HRCQ, the selection of a
route is left to the carrier, but in the case of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, additional
consultation with transportation stakeholders would occur.

DOE/NNSA analyzed various radioactive waste shipping routes through and around
metropolitan Las VVegas, Nevada, in the Draft NNSS SWEIS. DOE/NNSA continued
discussions with the State of Nevada on routing options throughout the preparation of the Final
NNSS SWEIS. After taking into consideration the comments and concerns expressed by State,
county, and local government officials and the public in general during the review and
comment period for the Draft NNSS SWEIS, DOE/NNSA decided to maintain the current
highway routing restrictions for shipments of low-level radioactive waste (LLW) and mixed-
low level radioactive waste (MLLW), as described in the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC)
for the site. DOE/NNSA explained this decision in the Final NNSS SWEIS. The unchanged
WAC restrictions are to avoid (1) crossing the Colorado River near Hoover Dam and (2) the
greater metropolitan Las Vegas interstate system. DOE/NNSA is not considering, nor is it
making, changes to the NNSS WAC with regard to routing.

Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS, implementation will include, as needed
and appropriate, NEPA reviews and other analysis (e.g., transportation).

All alternatives involve routes that have similar characteristics, with no significant differences
for comparison among alternatives, requiring transportation through a range of rural and urban
areas. In addition, the routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes (as
discussed in Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1, because the actual routes used would be
determined in the future. For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate
highways that are in closest proximity to the site.

The primary radiological transportation risk to the public for any alternative is from the low
level of radiation emanating from the transport vehicle. As discussed in Section 5.3.9.1, the
collective population risk is a measure of the total risk posed to society as a whole. A
comparison of the collective population risk provides a meaningful evaluation of the relative
risks between disposal locations, as provided in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6. The magnitude of the
collective population risk is primarily determined by the number of routes, the length of each
route, the number of shipments along each route, the external dose rate of each shipment, and
the population density along a given route. The primary differences between alternatives from
the standpoint of transportation are the lengths of the routes as determined by the location of
the disposal sites (destination of the shipments). Thus, higher costs and collective population
risks are associated with alternatives that require transportation over longer distances.

There are no definitive studies related to the effects of radioactive waste shipments

(i.e. stigmatism) on such factors as local traffic, tourism, and property values. With an average
of only one to two shipments per day over the potential 60 year lifetime of a proposed disposal
facility in the case of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste shipments, it is unlikely that there
would be any significant impact on tourism and property values in Clark County or near any of
the other sites considered for disposal.
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W541-7
(Cont.)

| W541-8
W541-9

W541-10

W541-11

W541-4

W541-5

W541-6

W541-7

The estimated costs associated with the construction and operation of GTCC waste disposal
facilities at each of the sites — including costs for direct and indirect labor, equipment,
materials, services, and subcontracts — are included in the assessment of each waste
management alternative in the EIS. The cost estimates for the land disposal methods are based
on a conceptual design of the disposal facility and could increase with actual implementation.
Costs shown for WIPP are based on actual costs experienced to date and reflect construction
and operation costs of an operating geologic repository. The economic analysis in the EIS
addresses the potential economic impacts, including potential impacts resulting from in
migration of workers or their families during the construction period, and any consequent
impacts on housing, public finances, public service employment, and traffic.

Costs for institutional controls out to a 10,000-year time frame were not evaluated because the
institutional control period was assumed to be for the first 100 years after facility closure. Site-
specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed and would take a closer look the
implementation and costs of institutional controls.

The primary differences between alternatives from the standpoint of transportation are the
lengths of the routes as determined by the location of the disposal sites (destination of the
shipments). Thus, higher costs and collective population risks are associated with alternatives
that require transportation over longer distances.

There are no definitive studies related to the effects of radioactive waste shipments on such
factors as local tourism and property values. With an average of only one to two shipments per
day over the potential 60 year lifetime of a proposed disposal facility in the case of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste shipments, it is unlikely that there would be any significant
impact on tourism and property values.

The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) specifies that GTCC LLRW, designated a federal responsibility
under section 3(b)(1)(D) that results from activities licensed by the NRC, is to be disposed of
in an NRC-licensed facility that has been determined to be adequate to protect public health
and safety. However, unless specifically provided by law, the NRC does not have authority to
license and regulate facilities operated by or on behalf of DOE. Further, the LLRWPAA does
not limit DOE to using only non-DOE facilities or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal.
Accordingly, if DOE selects a facility operated by or on behalf of DOE for disposal of GTCC
LLRW for which it is responsible under section 3(b)(1)(D), clarification from Congress would
be needed to determine NRC’s role in licensing such a facility and related issues. In addition
clarification from Congress may be needed on NRC’s role if DOE selects a commercial GTCC
LLRW disposal facility licensed by an Agreement State rather than by NRC.

The NRC served as a commenting agency on the GTCC EIS and therefore did not actively
participate in the preparation of the GTCC EIS. Issues associated with potential regulatory
changes or NRC licensing would be addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), this regulation also indicates that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The NRC served as a
commenting agency on the GTCC EIS and therefore did not actively participate in the
preparation of the GTCC EIS. Issues associated with potential regulatory changes or NRC
licensing would be addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

As indicated in Section 1.4.3 of the GTCC EIS, reference locations are intended to serve as a
starting point for each of the sites being considered. If a site or sites were selected for possible
implementation of a land disposal method or methods, site-specific NEPA reviews would be
conducted as needed, along with further optimization by a selection study, to identify the
location or locations within a given site that would be considered the best ones to
accommodate the land disposal method(s).
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W541-9

W541-10

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS.

The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived
radionuclides such as Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land
disposal facilities at sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil
distribution coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, land disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity)
would isolate radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive
decay to occur.

The Secretary of Energy determined that a permanent repository for high-level waste and spent
nuclear fuel at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is not a workable option and will not be developed.
Therefore, DOE concluded that co-disposal at a Yucca Mountain repository is not a reasonable
alternative and has eliminated it from evaluation in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6 of the
EIS.

The text in Section 5.3.4.3 was corrected to state that the maximum annual radiation dose
would decrease (not increase) by more than 70%, as would be expected as stated in the opening
sentence of the paragraph.

Data used to evaluate the performance of the near surface disposal method for the NNSS
reference location may be found in Chapter 9 and Appendix E of the GTCC EIS.

The EIS analyses are based on conceptual engineering information and necessitated the use of
a number of simplifying assumptions. This approach is consistent with NEPA, which requires
such analyses to be made early in the decision-making process. The various land disposal
conceptual designs were assumed to be constructed and operated in a comparable manner at
each of the various sites. Information on the conceptual engineering designs for the three
proposed land disposal methods is provided in Section D.3 of Appendix D in the EIS. By using
the same conceptual designs at all of the sites evaluated in the GTCC EIS, except for cases
where a design did not apply (e.g., an intermediate-depth borehole at a site with shallow
groundwater), the potential impacts (e.g., radionuclides reaching the groundwater) at the
different environmental settings could be readily compared.

In performing these evaluations, a number of engineering measures were included in the
conceptual facility designs to minimize the likelihood of contaminant migration from the
disposal units. No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the facility
would not occur over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. It was assumed that these
measures would perform similarly for all conceptual designs, remaining intact for 500 years
after the disposal facility closed. After 500 years, the barriers would gradually fail. To account
for these engineered features in the modeling calculations, it was assumed that the water
infiltration to the top of the waste disposal area would be zero for the first 500 years and then
20% of the natural rate for the area for the remainder of the time period (through 10,000 years).
A water infiltration rate of 20% of the natural rate for the area was only used for the disposal
area; the natural background infiltration rate was used at the perimeter of the waste disposal
units. Again, this approach enables a comparative evaluation of the influence that site-specific
environmental factors would have on the potential migration of radionuclides from the disposal
facilities and the potential impacts on human health. It should be emphasized that project- and
site-specific engineering factors would be incorporated into the actual facility designs of the
site or sites selected in a ROD to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual disposal
sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur. Sufficient detail was included
in these designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process.
Some of the input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as
from increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in
lower impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

DOE believes that 500 years is a realistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, the assumption of a 20% natural background infiltration rate after
500 years was based on a study at SRS that indicated that after 10,000 years, the closure cap at
the F-area would still shed about 80% of the cumulative precipitation falling on it, with an
effectiveness that would be greater before 10,000 years, then decrease very slowly after
10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is more conservative than indicated by this study.

Modeling results can be very sensitive to some factors, such as the Kd for a given radionuclide.
Care was taken to use average site values for such input parameters for comparison among
alternatives. More extensive and detailed sensitivity analysis may need to be conducted during
the implementation phase for a GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal facility, based on
more specific information on the engineering designs of the disposal facilities and their
influence on the integrity of waste packages, waste containers, barrier materials, and the
surrounding native soil (e.g., location-specific Kd values). However, the results of the
evaluation presented in the EIS are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for
disposal. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.

Information on waste forms and waste packages and containers is provided in the EIS to allow
for a comparative analysis of alternatives for transportation and waste disposal. The specific
waste forms and packages used to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be
determined in the future as part of the development of waste acceptance criteria and packaging
requirements. See the discussion in Section B.5 and C.9.4.2 of the EIS for more information on
packaging requirements. All GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be packaged and
transported in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and facility requirements.
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L274-3

L274-1

L274-2

L274-3

Comment noted. DOE believes that the preferred alternative is protective of both the
environment and public health and safety.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

The action alternatives evaluated in the GTCC EIS did not include interim storage of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes until a geologic repository for spent nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste becomes available because such interim storage is outside the scope of the
GTCC EIS. The purpose of the GTCC EIS is to evaluate the range of reasonable alternatives
for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The No Action
Alternative evaluates continued storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes consistent
with ongoing practices.
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Code Pink Portland, Commenter ID No. T135

we can't put a deep depository in this country for
the nuclear waste.

The DOE and the NRC are acting with unbelievable
arrogance. You talk about repositories to control
waste for 10,000 years. 10,000 years ago people were

just hunter, gatherers. Only 5,000 years ago the
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T135-1

T135-2

T135-3

T135-1

T135-2

T135-3

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

Stopping the construction of additional nuclear power plants which generate nuclear waste is
outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to
enable the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of reasonable alternatives for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in compliance with the requirements
specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240),
and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE has determined that there are safe and secure
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides
information that supports this determination, and, as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and
Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

DOE recognizes that results from modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the
conceptual disposal sites far into the future only approximates what could actually occur and is
highly uncertain. However, his approach is consistent with NEPA, which requires such
analyses to be made to aid in the decision-making process. Analysis of the expected
performance of the disposal options used best available data and scientific methods for
estimating the performance of the engineered and natural systems, including analysis of the
uncertainties associated with estimating performance over long periods of time.
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Colorado State Patrol, Commenter ID No. W339

W339-1

W339-1

Overall, the total distances travelled for each disposal site considered would not be expected to
significantly change from 2008 (date of the TRAGIS routing database used). Minor changes,
possibly a few percent (upward for all alternatives), might be expected to occur in the
population estimates with the use of updated census information because of the overall increase
in the general U.S. population and because all alternatives involve a range of routes and long
distances which would negate any sharp increases or decreases in population in localized areas.
However, such changes would not affect the relative comparison among alternatives. Any
potential site-specific NEPA reviews would use the latest information available.
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| W487-2

| W487-3

W487-1

W487-2

W487-3

It is not a crime to transport radioactive waste in the U.S. Its transport is governed by a number
of federal regulations. The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and the NRC have
primary responsibility for federal regulations governing commercial radioactive materials
transportation. Non-DOE shipments of GTCC LLRW from commercial sites would be
transported by commercial carriers and would be regulated by DOT and the NRC. In addition,
DOE shipments by commercial carriers of GTCC LLRW from commercial sites or of GTCC-
like waste from DOE sites would be regulated by DOT and NRC.

DOE has broad authority under the AEA to regulate all aspects of activities involving
radioactive materials that are undertaken by DOE or undertaken on its behalf, including the
transportation of radioactive wastes. However, in most cases that do not involve national
security, DOE does not exercise its authority to regulate DOE shipments and instead utilizes
commercial carriers that undertake shipments of DOE materials under the same terms and
conditions as those used for commercial shipments. These shipments are subject to regulation
by DOT and the NRC. As a matter of policy, however, even in the limited circumstances where
DOE exercises its AEA authority for shipments, DOE requirements mandate that all DOE
shipments be undertaken in accordance with the requirements and standards that apply to
comparable commercial shipments, unless there is a determination that national security or
another critical interest requires different action.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste, the production of nuclear weapons and avoiding or
reducing the amount of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes generated are outside the scope
of this EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a
safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The
GTCC EIS evaluates the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes in compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy
Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based
on the evaluation, DOE has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that
supports this determination, and, as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency
Action, DOE is responsible for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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T15-1

T15-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.
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And then, just on a perscnal note, I split my
time between LaGrande, Oregon, and Portland. So I travel
on I-84 and I-5 a lot. And I find it really discouraging
that it seems as though the analysis for the

tranasportation of this waste is being left up until the
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T15-3

T15-4

T15-5

T15-3

T15-4

T15-5

DOE discusses its obligations under the Endangered Species Act in Section 5.2.5 of the Draft
EIS. Further consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service would occur as necessary as
part of site-specific NEPA reviews to implementation of the preferred alternative.

DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not
reasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the
relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS.
DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative
are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a
geologic repository. DOE has included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event
that a facility could become available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to
use a commercial facility, DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. However, the degree
of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

The routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes because the actual routes
used would be determined in the future as discussed in Appendix C of the EIS,

Section C.9.4.1.1. For each disposal site such as Hanford, the routes most affected would be
the interstate highways that are in closest proximity to the site. Regardless of where the GTCC
waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on its way to the
disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and Washington
and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees.

SI13 0219 [euld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

T15-5
(Cont.)

Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. T15 (cont’d)

J-115 January 2016



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539

J-116

January 2016



LTT-C

9102 Arenuer

Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539 (cont’d)

W539-1

W539-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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W539-2

W539-3

W539-4

W539-2

W539-3

W539-4

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.qg., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”
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W539-5

W539-6

W539-7

W539-5

W539-6

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 10-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.qg., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC&WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539 (cont’d)

W539-7
(Cont.)

W539-8

W539-7  The EIS analyses are based on conceptual engineering information and necessitated the use of

W539-8

a number of simplifying assumptions. This approach is consistent with NEPA, which requires
such analyses to be made early in the decision-making process. The various land disposal
conceptual designs were assumed to be constructed and operated in a comparable manner at
each of the various sites. Information on the conceptual engineering designs for the three
proposed land disposal methods is provided in Section D.3 of Appendix D in the EIS. By using
the same conceptual designs at all of the sites evaluated in the GTCC EIS, except for cases
where a design did not apply (e.g., an intermediate-depth borehole at a site with shallow
groundwater), the potential impacts (e.g., radionuclides reaching the groundwater) at the
different environmental settings could be readily compared.

In performing these evaluations, a number of engineering measures were included in the
conceptual facility designs to minimize the likelihood of contaminant migration from the
disposal units. No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the facility
would not occur over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. It was assumed that these
measures would perform similarly for all conceptual designs, remaining intact for 500 years
after the disposal facility closed. After 500 years, the barriers would gradually fail. To account
for these engineered features in the modeling calculations, it was assumed that the water
infiltration to the top of the waste disposal area would be zero for the first 500 years and then
20% of the natural rate for the area for the remainder of the time period (through 10,000 years).
A water infiltration rate of 20% of the natural rate for the area was only used for the disposal
area; the natural background infiltration rate was used at the perimeter of the waste disposal
units. Again, this approach enables a comparative evaluation of the influence that site-specific
environmental factors would have on the potential migration of radionuclides from the disposal
facilities and the potential impacts on human health. It should be emphasized that project- and
site-specific engineering factors would be incorporated into the actual facility designs of the
site or sites selected in a ROD to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual disposal
sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur. Sufficient detail was included
in these designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process.
Some of the input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as
from increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in
lower impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

DOE believes that 500 years is a realistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, the assumption of a 20% natural background infiltration rate after
500 years was based on a study at SRS that indicated that after 10,000 years, the closure cap at
the F-area would still shed about 80% of the cumulative precipitation falling on it, with an
effectiveness that would be greater before 10,000 years, then decrease very slowly after
10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is more conservative than indicated by this study.

Estimated radiation doses and LCFs were calculated for each site and disposal concept for
10,000 years, and if the peak impact did not occur during this time frame, the analysis was
extended out to 100,000 years. DOE believes that the assumptions made to support the long-
term modeling calculations for the groundwater pathway are reasonable and enable a
comparative evaluation of the impacts between alternatives. The results of the evaluation
presented in the EIS are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal.
Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.

See response to W539-1.
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Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539 (cont’d)

W539-9

W539-10

W539-9

Information on waste forms and waste packages and containers is provided in the EIS to allow
for a comparative analysis of alternatives for transportation and waste disposal. Treatment of
the wastes prior to disposal is outside the scope of the EIS. Such treatment is assumed to be
addressed prior to receipt of the waste at the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal
facility. DOE agrees that it is important to immobilize long-lived radionuclides such as Tc-99
and | 129 prior to disposal. Solidification techniques (e.g., use of grout) are expected to
immobilize certain wastes in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory. If needed, the
actual stabilization methods used will depend, in part, on the waste stream, packaging, and
final disposal facility design. DOE considers the assumptions used for waste form stability (see
Appendix B) to be reasonable for purposes of the comparative analysis provided in the EIS.

The waste characteristics and physical form would have to meet the disposal facility waste
acceptance criteria. It is expected that these waste acceptance criteria would identify
requirements (such as allowable concentrations) for individual radionuclides, including Tc 99
and 1-129. The specific waste forms and packages used to dispose of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would be determined in the future as part of the waste acceptance criteria
and packaging requirements developed. See the discussion in Section B.5 and C.9.4.2 of the
EIS for more information on packaging requirements. All GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would be packaged and transported in accordance with all applicable federal and state
requirements, and waste disposal activities would be conducted in accordance with appropriate
requirements

W539-10 See response to W539-2.
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Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539 (cont’d)

W539-11

W539-12

W539-13

W539-14

W539-11 A more sophisticated modeling approach would not provide any appreciable difference in the

W539-12

overall modeling results for the GTCC EIS. The specific locations that would be used at each
potential site for development of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
are not known at this time. The use of “reference locations” was used in the EIS to allow for a
quantitative assessment of the impacts that could occur at each site. While some parameters
could change within a short distance, most would not. For consistency across potential disposal
sites, the RESRAD-OFFSITE computer code was used to model the migration of radionuclides
from the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes placed into the conceptual disposal facility
designs for the three land disposal methods (not all three methods were evaluated for each
site). Site-specific information provided by technical staff from various sites that were
evaluated was used in these modeling analyses to the extent it was available, and conservative
assumptions were used to fill any remaining data gaps. While the computer model was largely
developed to support environmental restoration activities, it has a number of features that make
it a good choice for use in this EIS.

The RESRAD-OFFSITE code, like all codes, has limitations. This code was selected for the
GTCC EIS analysis because of its manageable number of input parameters, its comprehensive
transport analysis for radionuclides in the unsaturated zones and saturated zone, and its
flexibility in accepting radionuclide release rates calculated outside the RESRAD-OFFSITE
framework. Furthermore, the RESRAD-OFFSITE code has been benchmarked with other
computer codes. The results obtained from the code are considered to be technically sound
estimates.

The analysis presented in the EIS is adequate for the comparison of the disposal alternatives
evaluated. Fate and transport parameters utilized in the estimations were based on site-specific
(e.g., specific to the reference location to the extent available) information and, as such, are
considered reasonable for the purpose of the comparison made in the EIS. However, DOE
recognizes that additional project- and site-specific information and modeling could be used to
inform the implementation of a disposal facility at a given location. This additional information
is expected to reduce the uncertainty associated with these types of evaluations to the extent
possible. Site-specific information would be evaluated in any site-specific NEPA review that
would be conducted based on a ROD for this EIS.

The primary radiological transportation risk to the public for any alternative is from the low
level of radiation emanating from the transport vehicle. As discussed in Section 5.3.9.1, the
collective population risk is a measure of the total risk posed to society as a whole. A
comparison of the collective population risk provides a meaningful evaluation of the relative
risks between disposal locations, as provided in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6. The magnitude of the
collective population risk is primarily determined by the number of routes, the length of each
route, the number of shipments along each route, the external dose rate of each shipment, and
the population density along a given route. The primary differences between alternatives from
the standpoint of transportation are the lengths of the routes as determined by the location of
the disposal sites (destination of the shipments). Thus, higher collective population risks are
associated with alternatives that require transportation over longer distances. All alternatives
involve routes that have similar characteristics, with no significant differences for comparison
among alternatives, requiring transportation through a range of rural and urban areas. In
addition, the routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes because the actual
routes used would be determined in the future as discussed in Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1.
For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate highways that are in
closest proximity to the site.
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Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539 (cont’d)

W539-15

W539-16

W539-17

W539-13

W539-14

If DOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC&WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.

Calculation of the collective population risk (under routine and accident conditions) is
provided in the EIS. While these estimates are conservative, the calculations used expected
values where practical (e.g., external shipment dose rates) and provide a reasonable measure
for comparison among alternatives, as summarized in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6, and the estimates
show that the transportation risks would be small. All alternatives involve routes of hundreds
of miles through similar types of rural, suburban, and urban areas. For specific local impacts,
Section 5.3.9.2 provides information on potential human health impacts on individuals during
normal waste transport along a route. However, the consideration of specific local stakeholder
concerns is more appropriate during the final planning stages of a project when actual route
selections are finalized, not at the level addressed in this EIS. A generic accident consequence
assessment was performed because there is no way to predict the exact location and conditions
of an accident, as discussed in C.9.3.3 of the EIS. For all alternatives, potential accidents, even
those at the same location, could have impacts that range from negligible to significant
depending on the waste involved, the accident severity, and weather conditions. Such an
analysis would not help distinguish between alternatives because all alternatives involve routes
through or near sensitive areas and major population centers.

All information necessary to duplicate the transportation accident consequence assessment was
available in Section 5.3.9.3 of the Draft EIS, with the exception of the source terms used for
the contact-handled and remote-handled Other Waste. These latter source terms have been
added to Section 5.3.9.3 of the Final EIS. The accident risk analysis (see Section C.9.3.1) is
separate from the accident consequence analysis (see Section C.9.3.3). All relevant data for the
accident risk analysis, with the exception of the shipment source terms and route information,
are provided in Section C.9.3. Approximately 1,200 routes were considered in this analysis, so
it was not considered practical to include this information in the EIS. Such information is
readily available by using the TRAGIS routing model, as referenced in Appendix C. Shipment-
specific source terms were determined by dividing the origin source inventory by the number
of shipments from that site. Site inventories were published in Sandia (2007, 2008), as
referenced in Appendix B, which also contains the per-shipment packaging assumptions for
each waste type. The shipment-specific source terms were omitted from the EIS for brevity and
because of the low estimated impacts.

Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS for implementation, site-specific NEPA
reviews would be conducted as needed, including an assessment of specific routing and an
accident analysis. This process will include planning that involves transportation stakeholders.

A generic accident consequence assessment was performed because there is no way to predict
the exact location and conditions of an accident, as discussed in C.9.3.3 of the EIS. For all
alternatives, potential accidents, even those at the same location, could have impacts that range
from negligible to significant depending on the waste involved, the accident severity, and
weather conditions. Such an analysis would not help distinguish between alternatives because
all alternatives involve routes through or near major population centers. All information
necessary to duplicate the transportation accident consequence assessment was available in
Section 5.3.9.3 of the Draft EIS, with the exception of the source terms used for the contact-
handled and remote-handled Other Waste. These latter source terms have been added to
Section 5.3.9.3 of the Final EIS.
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W539-17
(Cont.)

W539-15

W539-16

W539-17

The accident risk analysis (see Section C.9.3.1) is separate from the accident consequence
analysis (see Section C.9.3.3). All relevant data for the accident risk analysis, with the
exception of the shipment source terms and route information, are provided in Section C.9.3.
Approximately 1,200 routes were considered in this analysis, so it was not considered practical
to include this information in the EIS. Such information is readily available by using the
TRAGIS routing model, as referenced in Appendix C. Shipment-specific source terms were
determined by dividing the origin source inventory by the number of shipments from that site.
Site inventories were published in Sandia (2007, 2008), as referenced in Appendix B, which
also contains the per-shipment packaging assumptions for each waste type. The shipment-
specific source terms were omitted from the EIS for brevity and because of the low estimated
impacts.

The analysis of intentional destructive acts is given in Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS. This analysis
provides a perspective on the risks that the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes could pose
should such an act occur. In general, the risk presented from an intentional destructive act is
similar to that from a high-severity transportation accident. The accident consequence
assessment (given in Section 5.3.9.3 of the Final EIS) presents the results for transportation
accidents that fall into the highest severity category. The severe environment that occurs under
such conditions can be considered to be similar to that which could be initially instigated by an
act of sabotage. In highly populated areas, where the highest exposures would be anticipated, a
rapid response would be expected, minimizing the amount of time available to fully breach a
Type B package. Should such shipments be diverted and the radioactive material removed for
dispersion, higher exposures could be achieved, and potential impacts could be significant. The
economic impact could reach several billions of dollars. The extent of the impacts would
depend on the exact location of the release, density of the surrounding population, local
meteorology, and emergency response capabilities in the affected area. In addition, the final
transportation routes will not be selected until a ROD for the EIS is issued and site-specific
NEPA review would be conducted as needed.

See response to W539-5.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS,
including impacts from surface runoff and airborne emissions. These analyses addressed a
range of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts on all environmental
resources consistent with NEPA requirements. For the human health assessment, the focus was
on the groundwater pathway, since this is the most likely manner in which someone could be
exposed to the radioactive contaminants in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in the
distant future. As discussed in Section 2.7.4.2, the hypothetical resident farmer scenario was
only used to provide estimates for comparing the various sites evaluated; however, this
scenario may not be consistent with the reasonably foreseeable future scenario at some of the
sites evaluated. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed. This information
could include sensitive subpopulations and specific pathways of exposure for American
Indians. In a similar fashion, additional cumulative impacts analyses would be conducted by
using additional site-specific information when the location selected for a GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like waste disposal facility was determined.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS.
These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts
on all environmental resources, including ecological resources, consistent with NEPA
requirements. DOE discusses its obligations under the Endangered Species Act in Section 5.2.5
of the Draft EIS. Further consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the
National Marine Fisheries Service would occur as necessary as part of site-specific NEPA
review to implementation of the preferred alternative.
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W539-17
(Cont.)

Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539 (cont’d)

J-125

January 2016
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Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539 (cont’d)

W539-17
(Cont.)

W539-18

W539-18 Comment noted.
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Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. W539 (cont’d)

%S, Fish and Wildlife Service Website, htipyjwww.fws. gov/hanfordreach/salmon.htmi.
id. :

ld.
Vil e e.g. Groyndwater Contaminants at Hanford, Washington Dept. of Ecology

W, ecy. wa. govip 7 cont.htm; Hanford Site Groundwater Monitoring for
Fiseal Year 2008, Department of Energy, DOE/RL-2008-66; Hanford Imtegrated Groundwater and Vadose
Zome Managenent Plan, Department of Energy, DOE/RL-2007-20, Pg. 3.
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T119-1

T119-1

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.
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21

22

23

24

25

Columbia Riverkeeper, Commenter ID No. T119 (cont’d)

that the U.5. DOE continues to come to ouxr region
with a straight face and propose to double the amount
of long-lived radionuclides to the Hanford site, or
even to bring any additional waste at all in the face
of universal, consistent public cpposition. We

expect dictatorships to behave in this way, but not

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T119-1
(Cont.)

T119-2

T119-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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T119-3

T119-4

T119-3

T119-4

The three land disposal facility conceptual designs (above-grade vault, enhanced near-surface
trench, and intermediate-depth borehole) were selected as being representative of a range of
land disposal configurations (varying degrees of waste consolidation and geometry) that could
be employed for the disposal of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory. As
discussed in Section 1.4.2, each concept has been used to some degree in the United States or
other countries. The same vault, borehole, and trench characteristics were considered for the
disposal sites evaluated in order to compare the performance of each site’s natural
hydrological, geological, and meteorological properties relative to contaminant fate and
transport once any engineered barriers would begin to fail.

The conceptual nature of these configurations takes into account the characteristics of all of the
disposal sites for which they were considered, but their designs (e.g., width, depth, cover depth,
reinforced containment) could be altered or enhanced, as necessary, to provide an optimal
solution at a specific location. As an example, the cover depth could be adjusted to ensure that
roots from vegetation would not compromise the top of the engineered barrier. In addition, the
dimensions of the generic land disposal units (e.g., trench - width and depth, borehole —
diameter and depth, vault — width, depth, and height) were selected based on similar existing
facilities, existing equipment and methods for construction, and optimized (maximized waste
volume disposed of for a given disposal unit volume; simple waste handling procedures to
minimize exposure) for the types of waste packages considered. All designs could also
accommodate different disposal packages (existing and proposed) with minor variations in
their dimensions, but the EIS analyses would remain relevant for each option considered.

No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the facility would not occur
over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. Past operational experience with near-surface
types of disposal facilities at DOE sites has shown that when properly implemented, they can
provide isolation of radioactive waste from the environment for extended time periods. Past
problems that have arisen with each option provide additional information to improve the
design and performance of future land disposal facilities. Issues related to performance over
time would be analyzed in a project-specific analysis to address technical and long-term
concerns.

The action alternatives evaluated in the GTCC EIS did not include interim storage of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes until a geologic repository, in granite or otherwise, for spent
nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste becomes available because such interim storage
is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS. The purpose of the GTCC EIS is to evaluate the range
of reasonable alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes. The No Action Alternative evaluates continued storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes consistent with ongoing practices.
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Commenter ID No. T98

J-131

January 2016
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Commenter ID No. T98 (cont’d)

T98-1

T98-1

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for disposal of the inventory of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified for inclusion in these analyses. DOE did not evaluate
developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to the time and
cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small volume of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes that the results
presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative of the high
degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a geologic repository. DOE has
included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a facility could become
available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a commercial facility,
DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

Long-term storage and a retrievable “disposal” option were considered to be outside the scope
of the EIS because neither would provide a permanent disposal solution. Regarding the use of
mined cavities, DOE does not believe it is reasonable to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC
like waste in a new mined cavity (other than the existing WIPP facility) because of the
potential cost and time it would take to develop such an alternative in comparison to the
relatively small amount of waste. With regard to existing mines, no specific mine has been
identified as having the proper characteristics for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Commenter ID No. T98 (cont’d)

T98-2

T98-3

T98-2

T98-3

Site-specific environmental factors, such as past seismic or volcanic activity in the LANL area,
were taken into account and evaluated in the EIS as appropriate. The results of the evaluation
were taken into consideration in identifying the preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS.

Comment noted. The issue of ground water and surface water contamination was taken into
consideration as part of the cumulative impacts analysis. The cumulative impacts at LANL
from the proposed action are summarized in Section 8.4.2 of the EIS.
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Commenter ID No. T98 (cont’d)

17 However, we had to rely on Cultural Energy to record

18 the comments because there was no audic recording of

19 what people said.

20 And in fact, unless you submitted a written

21 comment, there was no one -- there was no transcription

22 of what we created that day.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety, Commenter ID No. T98 (cont’d)

17

18

20

21

e

was eliminated because I didn't have time because the
rules changed.
So again --
MR. BROWN: I really hesitate to hold up the--
(Laughter.)

MS. ARENDS: Right, right.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T98-4

T98-4

Even though it is beyond the scope of this GTCC EIS, the comment is noted. A copy of these
comments has been provided to NNSS officials.
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Concerned Citizens of Wagon Mound and Mora County, Commenter ID No. E96

E96-1

E96-2

E96-3

E96-1

E96-2

E96-3

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands
in the EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal
facility.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS.
These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts
on all environmental resources, including environmental justice, consistent with NEPA
requirements. Environmental justice impacts to residents of New Mexico were addressed in
Sections 4.2.7, 8.2.7, and 11.2.7 in the EIS.
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Concerned Citizens of Wagon Mound and Mora County,

Commenter ID No. E96 (cont’d)
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E96-3
(Cont.)

E96-4

E96-4

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste, ensuring the safety of nuclear power plants, and
promoting alternative energy sources are outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Conejos County Clean Water, Inc., Commenter ID No. E1 (cont’d)

state and national averages (Conejos County 10.5%; as of 2008-not including the
chronically unemployed). I’
Conejos County is a populated area within the 5LV where the proposed actions in

the DEIS for the Disposal of GTCC Low-Level Radioactive Wa ste and GTCC-Like Waste could

potentially be impacted by waste transportation,
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Conejos County Clean Water, Inc., Commenter ID No. E1 (cont’d)

El-1

E1-2

El1-2

DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested public for the
various sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed in various local
newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled hearings. Should
the preferred alternative have expected significant impacts on Conejos County, follow-on
NEPA project documentation would be made available in a local library or post office. DOE
notes the comment on the request for a Spanish translator.

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 10-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.
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Conejos County Clean Water, Inc., Commenter ID No. E1 (cont’d)

E1-2
(Cont.)

E1-3

El-4

E1-5

E1-3

E1-5

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands
in the EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal
facility.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS.
These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts
on all environmental resources consistent with NEPA requirements. The assessment of impacts
from accidents occurring hundreds to thousands of years into the future was considered too
speculative to include because of the large uncertainty associated with estimating future land
use and population patterns. For the human health assessment, the focus was on the
groundwater pathway, since this is the most likely manner in which someone could be exposed
to the radioactive contaminants in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in the distant
future. As discussed in Section 2.7.4.2, the hypothetical resident farmer scenario was only used
to provide estimates for comparing the various sites evaluated; however, this scenario may not
be consistent with the reasonably foreseeable future scenario at some of the sites evaluated.
Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed. This information could include
sensitive subpopulations and specific pathways of exposure for American Indians. In a similar
fashion, additional cumulative impacts analyses would be conducted by using additional site-
specific information when the location selected for a GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste
disposal facility was determined.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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Conejos County Clean Water, Inc., Commenter ID No. E1 (cont’d)

E1-5
(Cont.)

E1-6

E1-7

E1-8

E1-6

E1-7

E1-8

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for disposal of the inventory of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified for inclusion in these analyses. The Secretary of
Energy has determined that a permanent repository for high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel
at the Yucca Mountain site is not a workable option and will not be developed. Therefore,
DOE concluded that co-disposal at a Yucca Mountain repository is not a reasonable alternative
and has eliminated it from evaluation in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6 of the EIS. DOE
has included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a facility could become
available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a commercial facility,
DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

Treatment of the wastes prior to disposal was considered to be outside the scope of the EIS.
Such treatment would be done prior to receipt of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at
the disposal site. The waste characteristics and physical form would have to meet the waste
acceptance criteria determined before implementation.

DOE recognizes that including GTCC-like wastes within the scope of this EIS along with
GTCC LLRW may complicate the implementation of GTCC LLRW disposal alternative(s).
However, DOE determined that the most efficient approach was to address both types of waste,
which have many similar physical and radioactive characteristics, in a single NEPA process.
DOE’s intent is to facilitate the overall process for addressing the disposal needs of both waste
types. Issues associated with potential regulatory changes or NRC licensing would be
addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

DOE explained in the WM PEIS (DOE, 1997, Final Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of
Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, DOE/EIS-0200-F, Office of Environmental Management,
Washington, D.C.) that additional analyses would be prepared to implement DOE’s
programmatic decisions. The GTCC EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts
associated with the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like (DOE) wastes. Since the WM
PEIS relates only to DOE waste, the inclusion of commercial waste in the WM PEIS is
premature until the GTCC EIS is finalized and a ROD is issued. Depending on the outcome of
this ROD, DOE will evaluate whether additional programmatic or site-specific NEPA reviews
or updates to previous decisions are needed, as appropriate. Any additional NEPA reviews or
considerations will be conducted with full opportunity for public input, consistent with Council
on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA requirements.

DOE welcomes input from the representatives of Conejos County Board of Commissioners
regarding the alternatives discussed in the Final GTCC EIS. Once a final decision is made in a
ROD, DOE will coordinate with the Western Governors’ Association and other State Regional
Groups, as appropriate, to develop specific plans and notification strategies that will ensure
safe, secure transportation in accordance with DOE M 460.2-1A, Radioactive Material
Practices Manual. The Manual establishes a standardized process and framework for
interacting with State, Tribal, and local authorities.
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Conejos County Clean Water, Inc., Commenter ID No. E1 (cont’d)

Brenda Felmlee — Representative for U.S. Congressman Scott Tipton
Charlotte Bobicki — Representative for U.S. Senator Michael Bennet
John Sandoval — Conejos County Commissioner

Mike Trujillo = Antonito Town Mayor

Conejos Courty Clean Water Ine,
P.O. Box 153
Antonite, CO 81120

www.conejoscountyclenmvater.org.
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Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors, Inc.,
Commenter ID No. L303 (cont’d)

L303-1

. Approved by the CRUPL Membershup Aprl 24, JUIU, = Lt - —
Adela Salame-Alfie, Ph.D.
CRCPD Chairperson
WM20

L303-1

Comment noted.
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Conservation Voters of South Carolina, Commenter ID No. T8

GUMLIL SRAMALNG. T STLYD S 0 LU B b autal Bl baseus
voice of South Carolina’s conservation community and we
coordinate with over 40 organizations to promote a
healthy, clean future for our state. Our coalition
represents over 45,000 citizens in South Carolina. We
deeply appreciate the important role that Savannah
River Site has played in our nation’s defense. ©Our own

organization has developed strong and positive
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Conservation Voters of South Carolina, Commenter ID No. T8 (cont’d)
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20 importing nuclear waste to our state. We therefore

21 strongly oppose any effort te consider SRS as a

22 possible repositery of greater-than-class C and

23 GTCC-like waste. First there is the cbvious geoclogic
24 envirenmental unsuitability of the site. SRS has sandy
25 50ils and a wet climate making it highly unsuitable for
26 any kind of nuclear waste disposal near the surface.

T8-1

T8-2

T8-1

T8-2

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands
in the EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal
facility.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

The site-specific environmental factors identified by commenters, such as sandy soils and a
wet climate at SRS, were evaluated in the EIS as appropriate. See Table E-11 in Appendix E
for the site-specific parameters used in the analysis for SRS. The results of the evaluation were
taken into consideration in identifying the preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS.
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Conservation Voters of South Carolina, Commenter ID No. T8 (cont’d)

20
21
22
23

24

26

T8-3

g e e e e o

wastes are stored in aging tanks with leak sites while
there is no currently no operating treatment facility
for the majority of that wvolume. A substantial volume
of transuranic waste remains in storage at SRS awaiting
appropriate dispositicn. Radicactive contamination
remains in many areas slated for future cleanup

decisions. Disposal of greater-than-class C and

T8-3

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at SRS. The ongoing cleanup efforts
will continue.
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Conservation Voters of South Carolina, Commenter ID No. T8 (cont’d)

T8-4

T8-4

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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Council of State Governments, Commenter ID No. W540 (cont’d)

W540-1

W540-2

W540-3

W540-1

W540-2

W540-3

Until a specific disposal site and waste acceptance criteria are determined, the final packaging
and other shipment requirements (e.qg., routing) will not be known. As project planning
becomes better defined, DOE will be consulting with local and state transportation
stakeholders.

The transportation rail analysis, with the consideration of single railcar shipments, in the
GTCC EIS bounds the impacts should the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste be shipped via
dedicated rail. While physical injuries and fatalities from potential accidents may be lower
using dedicated train shipments (because most rail accidents involve only the lead locomotive),
radiological impacts to workers and the public would remain about the same.

As the preferred alternative is implemented, DOE will take into consideration the use of
dedicated trains for larger waste generators as appropriate.

Due to the nature of a very diverse generator pool, it is not useful to identify all the major
generators on a map. It is not practical to plan or locate consolidation locations at this time
until the waste inventories (particularly those for sealed sources) are better defined.
Efficiencies will be studied as the preferred alternative is implemented during follow-on
project specific analysis. Treatment of activated metals, other than long-term storage, is not
reasonable because of their highly radioactive nature, especially those from shutdown nuclear
reactors.
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Council of State Governments, Commenter ID No. W540 (cont’d)

W540-4

W540-5

W540-6

W540-7

W540-8

W540-9

W540-10

W540-11

W540-4

W540-5

W540-6

W540-7

W540-8

W540-9

W540-10

W540-11

The transportation analysis as presented in the EIS is conservative in that consideration of the
TRUPACT Il1 could reduce impacts. However, while this package is now a viable option for
transport of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, consideration of its use as an option did
not influence the identification of the preferred alternative in the EIS. Any of the conceptual
land disposal designs could be modified to accommodate the larger package, but its use at
WIPP would require further study.

DOE is aware of the importance of systems such as TRAGIS to the radiological transportation
community. The TRAGIS system is currently back on-line for use.

A preferred alternative is not required to be included in a Draft EIS. The Council on
Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(e) specify that the section on
alternatives in an EIS shall identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or
more exists, in the Draft EIS and identify such alternative(s) in the Final EIS unless another
law prohibits the expression of such a preference; that is, a preferred alternative shall be
identified in the Draft EIS if one exists. If no preferred alternative has been identified at the
Draft EIS stage, a preferred alternative need not be included. By the time the Final EIS is filed,
40 CFR 1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a preferred alternative and requires its
identification in the Final EIS unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference.

DOE did not have a preferred alternative at the time of issuance of the Draft EIS because of the
complex nature of the proposed action and the potential implications for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. To seek public input on how to identify a preferred alternative
for inclusion in the Final EIS, the Draft EIS presented considerations for developing a
preferred alternative in the Summary (in Section S.6) and in Section 2.9. As required by

40 CFR 1502.14(e), the Final EIS contains a preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes (see Section 2.10). In developing the preferred alternative, DOE
took into consideration public comments on the Draft EIS, public EIS scoping comments, and
other factors identified in Sections S.6 and 2.9 of the EIS.

The publication by the EPA of a NOA of the Final EIS in the Federal Register initiated a 30-
day public availability or “waiting” period. While the availability period is not a formal public
comment period, the public can comment on the Final EIS, including the preferred alternative,
prior to final agency action. Comments received will be addressed by DOE in a ROD. As
required by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, DOE must submit a Report to Congress that
includes the alternatives considered in the EIS and await Congressional action before making a
final decision regarding which alternative(s) to implement. The Report to Congress will be
made available to the public on the GTCC EIS website (http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/).

DOE agrees that WIPP is an existing, operating geologic, disposal facility and has a well-
defined transportation program.

Text was added to the description of stakeholders to include those affected by the
transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

The additional text is not necessary. Elected officials are included as “representatives of
Congress, federal agencies, American Indian tribes, state agencies, and local governments.”

Specific actions necessary will be defined once a facility location and methods have been
selected in a ROD and site-specific NEPA review, as appropriate, is conducted.

Comment noted.
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repository for spent fuel and high-level waste at Yucca Mountain).

C-46 17-18 It would be helpful to provide a table in this section identifying the “generator sites
and some disposal sites [that] do not have direct rail access,”

W540-12

| W540-13

| W540-14

W540-15

W540-16

W540-17

W540-18

W540-12

W540-13

W540-14

W540-15

W540-16

W540-17

W540-18

Sealed sources recovered by DOE GMS/OSRP that meet the criteria for disposal at existing
DOE facilities are not included in the GTCC LLRW inventory nor are they subject to the
decisions being made under this EIS since they have a disposal pathway.

With modifications for securing them to a flatcar, a large number of flatcars exist that could be
used to transport 6 TRUPACT |1 containers. The maximum gross weight of 6 fully-loaded
TRUPACT Il containers is 115,500 Ib (19,250 Ibs each). Six of the containers set side-by-side
would span 47 ft, although some spacing between containers would be required for handling
and mounting. Many commercial railcars with lengths ranging from about 53 ft to 89 ft have
load limits ranging from about 140,000 to over 200,000 Ibs, well in excess of that needed for
the containers.

The transportation analysis as presented in the EIS is conservative in that consideration of the
TRUPACT I11 could reduce impacts. However, while this package is now a viable option for
transport of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, consideration of its use as an option did
not influence the identification of the preferred alternative in the EIS. Any of the conceptual
land disposal designs could be modified to accommodate the larger package, but its use at
WIPP would require further study.

For the rail option, the use of dedicated trains, if sufficient waste is available for transport at
the same time, could reduce transportation risks and costs by minimizing transit times. The
current rail analysis therefore bounds what might be expected if dedicated trains were used.
Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS for implementation, site-specific NEPA
reviews would be conducted as needed, including the potential use of dedicated trains and the
potential for multiple railcar accidents if applicable.

The text was revised to include a reference to the regulations in 49 CFR 172.820(c) regarding
the transportation of an HRCQ of material by rail.

The routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes (as discussed in

Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1, because the actual routes used would be determined in the
future. For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate highways that are
in closest proximity to the site. Also, most routes from sealed source locations are unknown at
this time.

In addition to the 104 nuclear utilities, there are potentially hundreds of other generators that
are yet to be specifically identified by name. Each chapter provided a discussion of rail access
for each of the sites considered in our evaluation.
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Decommissioning Plant Coalition, Commenter ID No. W524
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Greater-Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Draft Comment: GTCC10524

First Name: Michael

Middle Initial: §

Last Name: Callahan

Organization: Dec issioning Plant Coaliti
Address: 712 North Carolina Ave., S:E.

City: Washington

State: DC

Zip: 20003

Country: USA
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Decommissioning Plant Coalition, Commenter ID No. W524 (cont’d)

W524-1

W524-2

W524-1

W524-2

DOE agrees that as a result of several court decisions, GTCC LLRW from decommissioned
reactors is considered high-level waste for the purposes of the standard contract. Based on this
determination, on July 23, 2012, DOE issued a survey (see Federal Register, Vol. 77, No. 141,
page 43067) soliciting comments on the proposed reinstatement of the Nuclear Fuel Data
Survey. This survey will collect both package and projected GTCC inventory information for
activated metals and process waste. Based on information collected from the survey, DOE will
be able to make a better-informed decision on the disposition of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes, subject to the standard contract.

Additional information concerning dual purpose canister storage systems has been included in
Section 3.2.1.
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Decommissioning Plant Coalition, Commenter ID No. W524 (cont’d)

W524-2
(Cont.)
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Department of the Air Force, Commenter ID No. L307

L307-1

L307-1

Construction and operation of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will
be conducted in accordance with current procedures and agreements in existence at the
respective sites. Any changes to these procedures and agreements will be developed in
coordination among the agencies participating in the current agreement.
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Eddy County Commissioner, Commenter ID No. T22

T22-1

T22-1

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s exemplary operating record, DOE believes
that the WIPP repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes, some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the
use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require
modification to existing law. In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that
“the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as
the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition,
the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011,
stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP
as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Eddy County Commissioner, Commenter ID No. T22 (cont’d)

T22-1
(Cont.)

T22-2

T22-2

See response to T22-1.
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Eddy County Commissioner, Commenter ID No. T22 (cont’d)

16
17
18
192
20
21
22
23

24

parallel to none. We wrote The DOOK on Thnese Things, and
there's no sense in trying to locate this anywhere else
than right here. There's no reason to reinvent the wheel,
so to speak.

You know, the alternatives, just looking on the
slides, it was very simple to me that we're the safest
alternative listed there as far as public exposure and
exposure to humankind. A deep geologic repository is the
way to go.

That's all. Thank you.

SI3 0219 leuld

C X1puaddy

1UBWINJ0Q dsuodsay JUsWWOD



Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

EnergySolutions, Commenter ID No. L78

J-169

January 2016



0LT-C

9102 Arenuer

EnergySolutions, Commenter ID No. L78 (cont’d)

L78-1

L78-2

L78-3

L78-4

L78-5

L78-1

L78-2

L78-3

L78-4

L78-5

DOE does not believe it is reasonable to dispose of GTCC waste in a new mined cavity (other
than the existing WIPP facility) because of the potential cost and time it would take to develop
such an alternative in comparison to the relatively small amount of waste. WIPP was the only

mined cavity that was considered because it is already constructed.

Class B and C wastes are not GTCC LLRW and are out of scope for the GTCC EIS.

The NRC served as a commenting agency on the GTCC EIS and therefore did not actively
participate in the preparation of the GTCC EIS. Issues associated with potential regulatory
changes or NRC licensing would be addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

The sites representative of the four NRC regions are discussed in more detail in Sections 1.4.3
and 1.4.3.8 with site characteristics used in the long-term human health analysis presented in
Appendix E, Section E.4.

The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) assigns DOE responsibility for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
generated by NRC and Agreement State licensees. The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) specifies that
GTCC LLRW, designated a federal responsibility under section 3(b)(1)(D) that results from
activities licensed by the NRC, is to be disposed of in an NRC-licensed facility that has been
determined to be adequate to protect public health and safety. However, unless specifically
provided by law, the NRC does not have authority to license and regulate facilities operated by
or on behalf of DOE. Further, the LLRWPAA does not limit DOE to using only non-DOE
facilities or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal. Accordingly, if DOE selects a facility operated by
or on behalf of DOE for disposal of GTCC LLRW for which it is responsible under section
3(b)(1)(D), clarification from Congress would be needed to determine NRC’s role in licensing
such a facility and related issues. In addition clarification from Congress may be needed on
NRC’s role if DOE selects a commercial GTCC LLRW disposal facility licensed by an
Agreement State rather than by NRC.

SI3 0219 leuld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



TLT-C

9102 Arenuer

EnergySolutions, Commenter ID No. L78 (cont’d)

L78-5
(Cont.)

L78-6

L78-7

L78-8

L78-9

L78-10

L78-6

L78-7

L78-8

L78-9

L78-10

The Summary has been revised to clarify the discussion on potential sources of waste. More
complete and detailed information on the Group 1 and Group 2 wastes is given in Section 1.4.1
and Appendix B of the GTCC EIS.

The EIS analysis is used to assess the viability of an alternative as well as its relative
performance compared to the other alternatives. Exclusion of a reasonable alternative from the
EIS without first evaluating the site is contrary to a thorough NEPA analysis. All alternatives
are retained in the Final EIS because such evaluations are needed to support selection of the
preferred alternative. In addition, as discussed in Section 1.4.2, the conceptual disposal facility
designs analyzed in the EIS could be modified to perform better in specific locations. Thus,
poor performance in the EIS analysis does not necessarily exclude an alternative from
consideration. Once an alternative is selected for implementation, the facility will be designed
to meet applicable requirements.

Regarding the use of mined cavities, DOE does not believe it is reasonable to dispose of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC like waste in a new mined cavity (other than the existing WIPP facility)
because of the potential cost and time it would take to develop such an alternative in
comparison to the relatively small amount of waste. With regard to existing mines, no specific
mine has been identified as having the proper characteristics for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes.

Estimated radiation doses and LCFs were calculated for each site and disposal concept for
10,000 years, and if the peak impact did not occur during this time frame, the analysis was
extended out to 100,000 years. See Appendix E, Section E.1 of the GTCC EIS for further
details.

Disposal of radioactive waste at ORR is currently limited to only CERCLA (Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act) waste. Based on reviews
conducted by the Low-Level Waste Disposal Facility Federal Review Group, DOE determined
the site is not appropriate for disposal of LLRW containing high concentrations of long-lived
radionuclides (such as those found in GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes), especially those
with high mobility in the subsurface environment. For this reason, DOE concluded that the
ORR is not a reasonable disposal site alternative and eliminated it from detailed evaluation.

The EIS notes that the decommissioning of a GTCC waste disposal facility is part of the
proposed action, but because the facility would not be closed and decommissioned until far
into the future (after 2083), the impact analysis for the decommissioning phase would be
conducted at that time. It is not possible at this time to evaluate with any degree of confidence
the environmental impacts from decommissioning a facility that has not yet been selected.

The GTCC waste disposal facility would be designed to facilitate future decommissioning
consistent with applicable law, guidance, and policies. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be
conducted as needed in the future as part of the decommissioning plan.
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EnergySolutions, Commenter ID No. L78 (cont’d)

L78-11

L78-12

L78-13

L78-11

L78-12

L78-13

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and under this alternative,
current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would continue. These
practices are described in Sections 3.2 (GTCC LLRW) and 3.3 (GTCC-like wastes) in the
Final EIS. It was necessary to make a number of simplifying assumptions to address the long-
term impacts of this alternative, and these are described in Section 3.5. As part of this
assessment, it was assumed that these wastes would remain in long-term storage indefinitely,
including wastes from the West Valley Site as discussed in Section 3.5.3, and that no
maintenance of either the storage facility or waste packages would occur after 100 years. These
results indicate that very high radiation doses and cancer risks could occur under this
alternative in the long term.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail in the EIS as required by NEPA.
Comparatively high potential radiation doses and cancer risks could occur should this
alternative be selected. While a more detailed analysis could reduce the uncertainties
associated with estimating these doses and risks, the conclusion of comparatively high impacts
would not change for this alternative.

Impacts from accidents or theft/intrusion were not performed for the No Action Alternative
because of the large number of potential locations, and in many cases (sealed sources), the
current locations of the waste are not known. In general, these impacts would be comparable to
those in the accident consequence analyses conducted for facilities and transportation but
possibly occur at a higher frequency because of a lower overall level of security.

On the basis of the depth of waste disposal, DOE believes that the only reasonable potential for
intrusion is from a future drilling event, such as drilling for a well. The likelihood of
inadvertent intrusion from a drilling event would be very low for a GTCC waste trench
disposal facility because of (1) the narrow width of the trench, (2) the use of intruder barriers,
(3) the remoteness of the sites, (4) DOE’s commitment to long-term institutional control,

(5) site conditions such as the general lack of easily accessible resources and the great depth to
groundwater, and (6) waste form stability. On the basis of these considerations, DOE did not
include a quantitative analysis of inadvertent human intruder in the EIS as discussed in Section
5.5. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.

Potential inadvertent human intrusion into WIPP is addressed in the documentation supporting
its current operations. Inclusion of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes with the wastes
already planned for disposal in this repository would not be expected to change the results
associated with this hypothetical intrusion event.

As discussed in Table S-3, “The number of estimated shipments to the WIPP repository is
larger than the number associated with the other three action alternatives, primarily due to the
assumption that activated metals and remote-handled wastes with higher external dose rates
would be packaged in shielded canisters for disposal at WIPP prior to being loaded onto the
transport vehicles.” Appendix B, Section B.5.2 has more information on the assumptions used
for packaging waste for disposal at WIPP.
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Evergreen State College, Commenter ID No. W217

UUEsTIoNS aDouT SUDMITTING COMMENTS OVET TNE WEeD? LONTACT US 3L BLLCEISWEDITIHSIET anLEuy OF CAIl UK reduer:
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

W217-1

Ww217-1

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
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Haddad Drugan LLC, Commenter ID No. W392

LUESTIONS dD0UL SUDITHLLINE COMIMENS OVer e wWeDr LOTNbLL U dl BLLLEISWELNHASLET EFaILEUY UT Ldil LIE Ol eaers
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.

| W392-1
| W392-2

W392-1

W392-2

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup effort will continue.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

If DOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC&WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.

The transportation of radioactive waste will meet or exceed DOT and NRC regulatory
requirements that promote the protection of human health and the environment. These
regulations include requirements for radioactive materials packaging, marking, labeling,
placarding, shipping papers, and highway routing. The waste shipments would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would be shipped in approved waste packages and transportation casks. The
robust nature of these casks limits the potential release of radioactive and chemically hazardous
material under the severest of accident conditions. It is unlikely that the transportation of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to any of the alternative sites evaluated in the EIS would
cause an additional fatality as a result of radiation from either incident-free transportation or
postulated transportation accidents.

The EIS evaluated the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. The EIS
addressed the collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents, the
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and the
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. About 12,600 shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected LCFs. One fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see

Section 6.2.9.1).

DOE’s standard operating procedure for transportation of radioactive waste is developed and
continually revised to ensure that the utmost protection of public health and the environment is
achieved and that the risk of a traffic accident is minimized. For example, DOE has established
a comprehensive emergency management program (Transportation Emergency Preparedness
Program or TEPP) that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness measures
to minimize the health impacts from accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s TEPP was established to ensure that its contractors and
state, tribal, and local emergency responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and
effectively to accidents involving DOE shipments of radioactive materials.

If an accident that involved a release of radioactive material to the environment occurred, it
would be remediated promptly in accordance with these procedures. These measures would
help DOE minimize and mitigate any impacts on the environment.
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Hanford Advisory Board, Commenter ID No. L280

L280-1

L280-1

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
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Hanford Advisory Board, Commenter ID No. L280 (cont’d)

L280-1
(Cont.)

L280-2

| L280-3

L280-4

L280-5

L280-6

L280-2

L280-3

L280-4

L280-5

L280-6

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

DOE also conducted a generic evaluation of commercial disposal facilities on nonfederal lands
in the EIS to order to provide, to the extent possible, information regarding the potential long-
term performance of other (nonfederal) locations for siting a GTCC waste land disposal
facility.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

Refer to the discussion in the second paragraph of the response to L280-2 regarding the
importation of waste from other DOE sites.

See response to L280-2.

The scope of this EIS is adequate to inform decision-making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is available to support the current decision-
making process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the limited
amount of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the EIS.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about

6,700 m® [240,000 ft*] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m*
[420,000 ft%]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m* (71,000 ft*) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given
the length of time necessary to develop a GTCC waste disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The
purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).
The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE plans a tiered decision-
making process, in which DOE would conduct further site-specific NEPA reviews before
implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS.
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Hanford Advisory Board, Commenter ID No. L280 (cont’d)

L280-7

L280-8

L280-9

L280-10

L280-11

L280-7

L280-8

L280-9

See response to L280-1.

A more sophisticated modeling approach would not provide any appreciable difference in the
overall modeling results for the GTCC EIS. The specific locations that would be used at each
potential site for development of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
are not known at this time. The use of “reference locations” was used in the EIS to allow for a
quantitative assessment of the impacts that could occur at each site. While some parameters
could change within a short distance, most would not. For consistency across potential disposal
sites, the RESRAD-OFFSITE computer code was used to model the migration of radionuclides
from the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes placed into the conceptual disposal facility
designs for the three land disposal methods (not all three methods were evaluated for each
site). Site-specific information provided by technical staff from various sites that were
evaluated was used in these modeling analyses to the extent it was available, and conservative
assumptions were used to fill any remaining data gaps. While the computer model was largely
developed to support environmental restoration activities, it has a number of features that make
it a good choice for use in this EIS.

The RESRAD-OFFSITE code, like all codes, has limitations. This code was selected for the
GTCC EIS analysis because of its manageable number of input parameters, its comprehensive
transport analysis for radionuclides in the unsaturated zones and saturated zone, and its
flexibility in accepting radionuclide release rates calculated outside the RESRAD-OFFSITE
framework. Furthermore, the RESRAD-OFFSITE code has been benchmarked with other
computer codes. The results obtained from the code are considered to be technically sound
estimates.

The analysis presented in the EIS is adequate for the comparison of the disposal alternatives
evaluated. Fate and transport parameters utilized in the estimations were based on site-specific
(e.g., specific to the reference location to the extent available) information and, as such, are
considered reasonable for the purpose of the comparison made in the EIS. However, DOE
recognizes that additional project and site-specific information and modeling could be used to
inform the implementation of a disposal facility at a given location. This additional information
is expected to reduce the uncertainty associated with these types of evaluations to the extent
possible. Site-specific information would be evaluated in any site-specific NEPA review that
would be conducted based on a ROD for this EIS.

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

The primary radiological transportation risk to the public for any alternative is from the low
level of radiation emanating from the transport vehicle. As discussed in Section 5.3.9.1, the
collective population risk is a measure of the total risk posed to society as a whole. A
comparison of the collective population risk provides a meaningful evaluation of the relative
risks between disposal locations, as provided in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6. The magnitude of the
collective population risk is primarily determined by the number of routes, the length of each
route, the number of shipments along each route, the external dose rate of each shipment, and
the population density along a given route. The primary differences between alternatives from
the standpoint of transportation are the lengths of the routes as determined by the location of
the disposal sites (destination of the shipments). Thus, higher collective population risks are
associated with alternatives that require transportation over longer distances. All alternatives
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Hanford Advisory Board, Commenter ID No. L280 (cont’d)

L280-10

L280-11

involve routes that have similar characteristics, with no significant differences for comparison
among alternatives, requiring transportation through a range of rural and urban areas. In
addition, the routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes (as discussed in
Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1, because the actual routes used would be determined in the
future. For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate highways that are
in closest proximity to the site.

DOE believes that the analyses presented in the EIS are sufficient to compare the potential
cumulative impacts of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal for the sites that were
evaluated. While up to 12,600 truck shipments were assessed for transport of the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a proposed disposal facility, these shipments would be spread
out over a 60 year time period, with the result that only about one to two shipments a day
might be expected at the facility in addition to current traffic. Additional cumulative impact
analyses would be conducted in site-specific NEPA reviews, if needed, for the alternative
selected in a ROD. Such follow-on analyses would be based on additional site-specific
information.

Information on waste forms and waste packages and containers is provided in the EIS to allow
for a comparative analysis of alternatives for transportation and waste disposal. Treatment of
the wastes prior to disposal is outside the scope of the EIS. Such treatment is assumed to be
addressed prior to receipt of the waste at the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal
facility. DOE agrees that it is important to immobilize long-lived radionuclides such as Tc-99
and | -129 prior to disposal. Solidification techniques (e.g., use of grout) are expected to
immobilize certain wastes in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory. If needed, the
actual stabilization methods used will depend, in part, on the waste stream, packaging, and
final disposal facility design. DOE considers the assumptions used for waste form stability (see
Appendix B) to be reasonable for purposes of the comparative analysis provided in the EIS.

The waste characteristics and physical form would have to meet the disposal facility waste
acceptance criteria. It is expected that these waste acceptance criteria would identify
requirements (such as allowable concentrations) for individual radionuclides, including Tc-99
and 1-129. The specific waste forms and packages used to dispose of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would be determined in the future as part of the waste acceptance criteria
and packaging requirements developed. See the discussion in Section B.5 and C.9.4.2 of the
EIS for more information on packaging requirements. All GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would be packaged and transported in accordance with all applicable federal and state
requirements, and waste disposal activities would be conducted in accordance with appropriate
requirements.
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HEAL Utah, Commenter ID No. E61

matn@neautan.org
(801) 864-0264 (cell)

**HEAL Utah has recently moved to ArtSpace Commons. Our new address
is: 824 South 400 West, Suite B111, Salt Lake City, Utah 84101.
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E61-1

E61-2

E61-1

E61-2

All comments, both written and those received during the public hearing are considered
equally in our review.

Depleted uranium (DU) is not included in the GTCC LLRW waste inventory because this
material is not GTCC LLRW.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. T132

O MONtns —-- UNtil We'Ve SToppea TN1S -- TO Write a
letter to the editor, thank your Senators, write your
Congressman, thank the mayor, write another letter to
the editor, and come out to hearings next fall.

If the Energy Department chooses Hanford, it
will send 12,000 truckloads of highly radiocactive

waste to Hanford. They will be coming through our

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. T132 (cont’d)

T132-1

T132-1

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. DOE did not evaluate developing a
geologic repository, such as in the granite shield, exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to
the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small
volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative
of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a geologic
repository. DOE has included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a
facility could become available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a
commercial facility, DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

DOE recognizes that disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in the WIPP geologic
repository would require modification to existing law. In addition, it may be necessary to
revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the
State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification
with the EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility Permit.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. T132 (cont’d)

T132-1
(Cont.)

T132-2

T132-2

The primary radiological transportation risk to the public for any alternative is from the low
level of radiation emanating from the transport vehicle. As discussed in Section 5.3.9.1, the
collective population risk is a measure of the total risk posed to society as a whole. A
comparison of the collective population risk provides a meaningful evaluation of the relative
risks between disposal locations, as provided in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6. The magnitude of the
collective population risk is primarily determined by the number of routes, the length of each
route, the number of shipments along each route, the external dose rate of each shipment, and
the population density along a given route. The primary differences between alternatives from
the standpoint of transportation are the lengths of the routes as determined by the location of
the disposal sites (destination of the shipments). Thus, higher collective population risks are
associated with alternatives that require transportation over longer distances. All alternatives
involve routes that have similar characteristics, with no significant differences for comparison
among alternatives, requiring transportation through a range of rural and urban areas. In
addition, the routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes (as discussed in
Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1, because the actual routes used would be determined in the
future. For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate highways that are
in closest proximity to the site.

A number of commenters indicated they believed shipping offsite waste would result in

800 LCFs. This value for transportation risk does not exist in this GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the value of approximately 800 LCFs, cited in the public comments, is from the results
provided in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) regarding transportation of spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and
HLW. This value represents the maximum impacts associated with 50 years of transportation
activities supporting the operations of all existing U.S. commercial light-water reactors if they
all were replaced with high-temperature, gas-cooled reactors. The GNEP PEIS was canceled
by DOE on June 29, 2009 (74 FR 31017).

The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that program (now
terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS (i.e., 1,730,000 vs. 12,600 truck
shipments). The same types of analyses were done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no
LCFs are expected to result from transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to
the potential disposal sites considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment
numbers.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. T132 (cont’d)

T132-3

T132-4

T132-5

T132-3

T132-4

T132-5

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves. The same methodology is used in the evaluation of all
alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology would not affect the comparisons
among alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative. All relevant potential
exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS. Site-specific NEPA
reviews would be conducted as needed. This information could include sensitive
subpopulations and specific pathways of exposure for American Indians.

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves (e.g., effects on children vs. adults). The same methodology is
used in the evaluation of all alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology would not
affect the comparisons among alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative.
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T132-5
(Cont.)

T132-6

T132-6

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.
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| W554-1

W554-2

W554-1

W554-2

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
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T14-1

T14-1

DOE’s goal with regard to its public participation process is to be able to disseminate the
information to the public so that input from the interested public can be obtained to inform the
Final EIS. To this end, nine public hearings at venues accessible to the interested public for the
various disposal sites evaluated in the EIS were conducted. Notices were placed in various
local newspapers to announce the public hearings before and during the scheduled hearings. In
that spirit, the existing list for a related EIS was also used to disseminate information to the
Hanford community with regard to the Final EIS.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. T14 (cont’d)

T14-1
(Cont.)

T14-2

T14-2

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million
km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident
might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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T14-3

T14-3

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves. The same methodology is used in the evaluation of all
alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology (e.g., the use of BEIR-7) would not
affect the comparisons among alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative.
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T14-4

Refer to the response for T14-2 for a discussion on cumulative impacts.
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T145

T14-6

T14-7

T14-8

T14-5

T14-6

T14-7

T14-8

The column heading for the LCF risk (Table 6.2.4-3) clearly states that it is the “Peak Annual
LCF Risk from Entire Inventory.” Since it is the peak annual LCF risk, it is inappropriate to
multiply the risk of 0.00003 by 10,000 to get the risk over 10,000 years since the peak value is
only valid for a much shorter period of time. See for example, the annual dose curves in
Figures E-3 and E-4 in Appendix E. Thus, the potential for 3 LCFs over a 10,000 year period is
not expected.

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS.
These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts
on all environmental resources consistent with NEPA requirements. The assessment of impacts
from accidents occurring hundreds to thousands of years into the future was considered too
speculative to include because of the large uncertainty associated with estimating future land
use and population patterns. For the human health assessment, the focus was on the
groundwater pathway, since this is the most likely manner in which someone could be exposed
to the radioactive contaminants in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in the distant
future. Locations closer than the 100 m (330 ft.) evaluated would result in higher dose and
cancer risk estimates. The 100 m (30 ft.) distance was used to be consistent with the minimum
buffer zone distance surrounding a DOE LLRW disposal site identified in DOE Manual
435.1-1. As discussed in Section 2.7.4.2, the hypothetical resident farmer scenario was only
used to provide estimates for comparing the various sites evaluated; however, this scenario
may not be consistent with the reasonably foreseeable future scenario at some of the sites
evaluated. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed. This information could
include sensitive subpopulations and specific pathways of exposure for American Indians. In a
similar fashion, additional cumulative impacts analyses would be conducted by using
additional site-specific information when the location selected for a GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like waste disposal facility was determined.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.
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T14-8
(Cont.)

T14-9

T14-9

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
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T14-9
Cont.

T14-10

T14-10

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. DOE did not evaluate developing a
geologic repository, such as in the granite shield, exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to
the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small
volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative
of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a geologic
repository. DOE has included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a
facility could become available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a
commercial facility, DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.
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W552-1

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

If DOE decides to implement its preferred alternative for the TC&WM EIS, GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would not be shipped through the Columbia River Gorge for disposal at the
Hanford Site until the waste treatment plant is operational. However, regardless of where the
GTCC waste disposal facility is ultimately located, a relatively small amount of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes may be transported through the Columbia River Gorge on their way to
the disposal facility. The waste would be generated within the states of Oregon and
Washington and would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local
medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State
licensees.

The transportation of radioactive waste will meet or exceed DOT and NRC regulatory
requirements that promote the protection of human health and the environment. These
regulations include requirements for radioactive materials packaging, marking, labeling,
placarding, shipping papers, and highway routing. The waste shipments would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would be shipped in approved waste packages and transportation casks. The
robust nature of these casks limits the potential release of radioactive and chemically hazardous
material under the severest of accident conditions. It is unlikely that the transportation of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to any of the alternative sites evaluated in the EIS would
cause an additional fatality as a result of radiation from either incident-free transportation or
postulated transportation accidents.

The EIS evaluated the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. The EIS
addressed the collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents, the
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and the
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. About 12,600 shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected LCFs. One fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see

Section 6.2.9.1).

The EIS also evaluated the impact of intentional destructive acts that could occur during waste
handling, transportation, and disposal (see Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS). The potential for such
destructive acts is low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secured, and the packaging for the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. The GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are not readily dispersible, and the impacts from any attempts to disperse these
materials during transportation (such as the impacts from an explosive blast) would be greater
than the impacts from any potential release of radioactivity. Impacts from severe natural
phenomena, such as earthquakes and tornados, would not be expected to be significant, given
that the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are largely not dispersible and given the robust
nature of the waste packages and containers.
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DOE’s standard operating procedure for transportation of radioactive waste is developed and
continually revised to ensure that the utmost protection of public health and the environment is
achieved and that the risk of a traffic accident is minimized. For example, DOE has established
a comprehensive emergency management program (Transportation Emergency Preparedness
Program or TEPP) that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness measures
to minimize the health impacts from accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s TEPP was established to ensure that its contractors and
state, tribal, and local emergency responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and
effectively to accidents involving DOE shipments of radioactive materials.

If an accident that involved a release of radioactive material to the environment occurred, it
would be remediated promptly in accordance with these procedures. These measures would
help DOE minimize and mitigate any impacts on the environment.
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alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC

W552-2  This comment is outside the scope of this EIS. The scope of this EIS is to evaluate disposal
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

' USDOE Would Add GTCC Wast | of
These Hazard
B ot
* 53 million gallons of waste in’ “Con ¢ FAll
Hanford’s High-Level Nuclear Waste - Con it water

Tanks; 35 million gallons remain _: L t

Single Shell Tanks.

* USDOE admits that over one million
gallons of waste has leaked from
tanks... Spreading faster towards the | V%22
River than USDOE said was uOmm&_m "
Will anything be done?

— USDOE & WA State agreed in 2010 to
let USDOE take until 2040 to empty
Single Shell Tanks.

* Over 200 square miles of
contaminated groundwater (80+ sq.
miles above Drinking Water
Standards)... Contamination already
entering River at levels >1,500 times
Drinking Water Standard for
Strontium...

|

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

USDOF’ m Plans to Use Ha nford as a

National Radioactive Waste Dump Ammm_:v

| ?m:mn_ “IDF”).

12,600 truckloads of EXTREMELY radioactive |

(GTCC) wastes proposed to be buried .

— This submittal is in addition to our 8333.& at
hearings May 17 and 19 in Pasco and Portland

This would be on top of meom\m 2004 an_m_g to

‘dump 3 million cubic feet of _,mo__omnﬁzm and n:mB_nm_

radioactive waste in adjoining landfill - 17,000
truckloads proposed in separate pending EIS
(TCWMEIS) to be _uc:ma in.an mn__o_s_:m landfill
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-3

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational. DOE is performing environmental restoration
activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing cleanup efforts will continue.
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GTCC low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) such that a common disposal approach may be

W552-4  As stated in the introduction to the EIS, GTCC-like waste has characteristics similar to those of
appropriate.

What is “GTCC” Waste?:

* “Greater Than Class C” |
As radioactive or hotter at surface than High-Level
Nuclear Waste™ | |

£ But, not Fuel Rods, so USDOE calls it “low-level”
waste "

« Reactor innards, industrial sources

' Includes highly radioactive Plutonium wastes from
USDOE sites, which USDOE tried to send to Hanford
as “Remote Handled TRU” waste until blocked by wss2-4
Heart of America NW and WA lawsuit in 2003 = now, |
just changing the name to “GTCC-like”

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Nearly as much Radioactivity as in all of

Hanford’s High-Level Nuclear Waste Tanks

'+ The amount of radioactivity in the GTCC

wastes, which USDOE wants to bury, is nearly
as much radioactivity as in all of the High-
Level Nuclear Waste tanks at Hanford.

'+ 160 million Curies of highly radioactive wastes
'* While USDOE says the volume is small, the

radiation is incredibly high —and, 12,600
truckloads of waste or, 420,000 cubic feet, is
NOT a small volume.
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Why is USDOE looking to dispose of GTCC Waste
now?

* Federal court said reactor innards had to be
disposed in deep geologic repository as if

High-Level Waste unless USDOE undertook
‘process to decide otherwise. EIS required.

* Greatly increases reactor dismantlement,
USDOE and industry costs if have to dispose in
deep geologic repository — some states may
block new reactors without disposal path.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

How is USDOE no:mam::m
Disposing of GTCC Waste:

Landfill Trenches

Boreholes — down to about 130 feet and
above groundwater if at Hanford

Above ground soil covered “vaults”

The underground salt mine used by USDOE to

dispose of very long-lived Plutonium
“Transuranic” wastes (TRU) in New Mexico,

_called “WIPP” near Carlsbad
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How is USDOE Considering
Disposing of GTCC Waste:

Above-Grade Vault

Waste Isolation

0to+12 m ags )

19— Enhanced Near-Surface Trench -
Waste Isolation

Intermediate-

Depth Borehole
Waste Isolation
30 to 40 m bgs

Depth in meters (m)

Iwmal e . o e o] A T .

Deep Geologic Repository (WIPP) == >

405 = above ground sirface Waste Isolation 655 m bgs. 8

bgs = below ground surface

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

MPAQ41040
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Where is USDOE Considering
Disposing of GTCC Waste:

Surface disposal sites considered in the ElS
include these USDOE sites and a “generic”
commercial site:

Hanford

Idaho National Lab

Savannah River Site, South Carolina
Nevada Test Site (now called Nevada National Security Site)
Los Alamos National Lab, New Mexico
Vicinity of WIPP underground site in NM

J-210 January 2016



1T¢-r

9102 Arenuer

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-5

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-6

W552-7

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. DOE did not evaluate developing a
geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, such as
in the granite shield, because DOE determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to
the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small
volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative
of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a geologic
repository. DOE has included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a
facility could become available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a
commercial facility, DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

The degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of
the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as
Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.qg., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Why Worry About USDOE Choosing Hanford
from its 6 sites or commercial site?

USDOE acknowledges Savannah River groundwater too close to
surface, and rain infiltration too high

Los Alamos threatens the Rio Grande and cmoom facing State
permit barring more disposal and ending unlined disposal

At Idaho National Lab, USDOE admits Snake River aquifer would

be threatened = water supply for much of ID; and, State won
agreement to remove similar wastes from ground

USDOE insists on keeping 2000 and 2004 decisions saying all
offsite radioactive wastes Eo:_a be split between Hanford and
NTS — despite 2004 EIS for Hanford being invalid.

Of 2 commercial radioactive waste landfills in US licensed for
more than mild radioactive waste, one uses unlined, leaky

trenches at Hanford adjacent to same site USDOE says it will use

for GTCC and o:.dm,\ offsite waste.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Even withot
attack, our cor
radiation ex

an accident or t >rror

1unities are at r sk from
)sure along the ruck
routes |
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter 1D No. W552 (cont’d) W552-8  The reference made to an estimate of 816 LCFs in the Draft Global Nuclear Energy
Partnership Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS, DOE/EIS 0396) is
not relevant to the proposed action in the GTCC EIS. This value represents the maximum
impacts associated with 50 years of transportation activities supporting the operations of all
existing domestic commercial light-water reactors if all of them were replaced with high
temperature, gas-cooled reactors. DOE cancelled the GNEP PEIS process on June 29, 2009
(74 FR 31017).

INOYIAN USAT SYINJL WOy ysIy Jooue)

The GNEP PEIS involved many more shipments than those for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. Because of this, the resulting estimated impacts for that program (now
terminated) were much greater than those given in this EIS (i.e., 1,730,000 vs. 12,600 truck
shipments). The same types of analyses were done in both the GNEP PEIS and this EIS, but no
LCFs are expected to result from transportation of the GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like wastes to
the potential disposal sites considered in the GTCC EIS due to the much lower shipment
numbers (see Section 6.2.9.1).

W552-9  Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves. The same methodology is used in the evaluation of all
alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology (e.g., with a basis from BEIR VII
and/or attempting to use risk factors for children) would not affect the comparisons among
alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative.

‘SI3 Hedp dIND ul se alewilss

J92UBD JO S9INOJ YINJ] [EN1OE SUOIR SHYSII [ESS MOYS

01 s|ie} S|3 DDL1D "Sysld J220ued paleuwlilss ayl 2sealdul pjnom

W552-10 The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.
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The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC&WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.
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W552-11 DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
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streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

0T-2GSM
6-29GM
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values where practical (e.g., external shipment dose rates) and provide a reasonable measure

provided in the EIS. While these estimates are conservative, the calculations used expected
for comparison among alternatives, as summarized in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6.

W552-12 Calculation of the collective population risk (under routine and accident conditions) is

Cancer Risk from Trucks Even Without
an Accident or Terrorist Attack continued: |

» Radiation doses one meter away from shipments of
GTCC, Remote Handled TRU or other GTCC Like
wastes are grossly understated in the GTCC EIS.

— GTCCEIS calculates risk from dose = 2.5 mrem 1 meter from R-H cask truck (pg S-45)

* This results in false presentation of total LCF (Latent Cancer Ws2-12
Fatalities). .

* The GTCC EIS estimate is based on 50 years of repeated
exposure resulting in .5 to 1.0 mrem total dose for the most
exposed individual— a truck inspector. Page 5-83

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Cancer Risk from Trucks Even Without i
an Accident or Terrorist Attack continued: |

Radiation doses one meter away from shipments of GTCC, Remote Handled TRU or
other GTCC Like wastes are grossly understated in the GTCC EIS.

- m._.nm EIS calculates risk from dose = 2.5 mrem 1 meter from R-H cask truck {pg Ws2.12
5-45 ﬁo:r.v

This results in false presentation of total _.Qu (Latent Cancer
Fatalities). .
“On a site-specific basis, if someone was living or Eo%_:m near the -
Hanford Site entrance m:a present for all 12,600 truck or 5,010 rail
shipments projected, that individual’s estimated dose would be
approximately 0.5 or 1.0 mrem, respectively. The individual’s associated
lifetime LCF risk would then be 3 x 10-7 or 6 x 10-7 for truck or rail
shipments, respectively.” Page 6-102

This assertion is ridiculous: It ignores the likelihood that
people may be repeatedly in traffic next to such shipments
(600/yr for 20 years), at stop lights with the shipments, that
the population around and on what is now the Hanford site
will grow significantly, the reality of routes through Portland
and Spokane and driving off of interstate highways. E.g., 12
minutes of exposure at 3 meters = 2 Mrem (aiation xposures From spent

Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Nuclear Waste Transportation to a Geologic Repository or Interim Storage Facility in Nevada,

Zm,_ﬁn_w Nuclear Projects Office — GTCC and RH-TRU may exceed limits and averages for Spent Fuel trucks presented in NV
report).
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-13 The transportation of radioactive waste will meet or exceed DOT and NRC regulatory

requirements that promote the protection of human health and the environment. These
regulations include requirements for radioactive materials packaging, marking, labeling,
placarding, shipping papers, and highway routing. The waste shipments would be on preferred
routes, which are interstate highways or alternative routes designated by a state routing agency
in accordance with DOT regulations (49 CFR Part 397, Subpart D). The GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes would be shipped in approved waste packages and transportation casks. The
robust nature of these casks limits the potential release of radioactive and chemically hazardous
material under the severest of accident conditions. It is unlikely that the transportation of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to any of the alternative sites evaluated in the EIS would
cause an additional fatality as a result of radiation from either incident-free transportation or
postulated transportation accidents.

The EIS evaluated the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. The EIS
addressed the collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents, the
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and the
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. About 12,600 shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no expected LCFs. One fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see

Section 6.2.9.1).
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Section 5.3.9.2, potential impacts for those individuals that could be expected to receive the

highest exposures during transport of the waste. However, it is not claimed that these

GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste shipments as directed by NEPA. The EIS provides, in
exposures represent maximum values.

W552-14 The GTCC EIS provides a reasonable estimate of impacts to individuals potentially exposed to

Exposures to Occupants of Vehicles Trapped in Traffic
Gridlock Near Highly Radioactive Waste Shipment Truck:

“Drivers and passengers of vehicles in traffic gridlock incidents could
receive potentially significant radiation doses as a result of being
trapped next to or near an undamaged truck cask for an extended
period of time. Sandquist evaluated such events, and concluded
that occupants of stopped vehicles in lanes adjacent to the cask
vehicle could receive a maximum dose of 3 mrem, assuming a
distance of 5 meters from the cask center and an exposure time of
30 minutes. In response to inquiries from the U.S. Nuclear Waste
Technical Review Board(NWTRB), DOE personnel in 1990 prepared
an analysis which concluded that the maximum dose from a
gridlock incident could be as high as 40 mrem.” (Id. NV Nuclear
Waste Projects Office, Halstead)

* USDOE ignores its own prior u:m_ﬁmm and correspondences with
the State of Nevada in GTCC EIS (and also TCWMEIS) in falsely

projecting maximum public doses along truck routes to Hanford of
.5 mrem.

W552-14

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-15 See response to W552-13.

Exposures to Occupants of Vehicles Trapped in Traffic
Gridlock Near Highly Radioactive Waste Shipment Truck:

* Reasonably foreseeable (not maximum) doses under likely
scenarios with actual routes include being'in traffic at lights or on
interstate next to 1 truck per week for 6 minutes at 6 meters and'
adjacent in traffic at 5 meters once per month = 56.8 mrem/year. |

' * This is a potential fatal cancer risk for adult males of 3.2 per | | wss21s
thousand exposed annually; and, fatal cancer risks to children of up
to 3.2%.

* In good conscience, how can USDOE call these radiation exposures
and risks “small”???

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-16 As stated in the introduction to the EIS, GTCC-like waste has characteristics similar to those of

GTCC low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) such that a common disposal approach may be
appropriate.

The primary radiological transportation risk to the public for any alternative is from the low
level of radiation emanating from the transport vehicle. As discussed in Section 5.3.9.1, the
collective population risk is a measure of the total risk posed to society as a whole. A
comparison of the collective population risk provides a meaningful evaluation of the relative
risks between disposal locations, as provided in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6. The magnitude of the
collective population risk is primarily determined by the number of routes, the length of each
route, the number of shipments along each route, the external dose rate of each shipment, and
the population density along a given route. The primary differences between alternatives from
the standpoint of transportation are the lengths of the routes as determined by the location of
the disposal sites (destination of the shipments). Thus, higher collective population risks are
associated with alternatives that require transportation over longer distances. All alternatives
involve routes that have similar characteristics, with no significant differences for comparison
among alternatives, requiring transportation through a range of rural and urban areas. In
addition, the routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes (as discussed in
Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1, because the actual routes used would be determined in the
future. For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate highways that are
in closest proximity to the site.

Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS for implementation, site-specific NEPA
reviews would be conducted as needed, including an assessment of specific routing. This
process will include planning that involves transportation stakeholders.
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W552-17 Information from the GTCC EIS on the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the
Hanford Site was reflected in the Final TC&WM EIS cumulative impacts analysis.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated. The EIS evaluates collective population risks during
routine conditions and accidents, radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during
routine conditions, and consequences to individuals and populations as a result of
transportation accidents, including the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials.
For the truck option, it is estimated that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million
km (30 million mi) of travel would be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes would not result in any LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident
might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).
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acknowledges that for specific shipments this dose rate may be lower than the actual. However,

radionuclide profile of similar waste in developing the dose rate used in the EIS. DOE
DOE believes this estimate is more realistic than a bounding estimate.

W552-18 As stated in the EIS, Appendix C, Section C.9.4.4 - DOE used a complex-wide average of

Cancer Risk from Trucks Even Without
an Accident or Terrorist Attack continued:

* Radiation doses one meter away from shipments of GTCC,
Remote Handled TRU or other GTCC Like wastes are grossly
understated in the GTCC EIS. This results in false presentation
of total LCF (Latent Cancer Fatalities). The GTCC EIS estimate is
based on 50 years of repeated exposure resulting in .5 to 1.0
mrem total dose. Page 5-83

GTCC EIS fails to base dose on limit of radiation dose allowed
which is 10 mrem / hour 2 meters away from the cask —e.g.,
next lane in traffic . (This criticism applies to inspectors and
parking lots, etc... where GTCC EIS says total dose it projects is
.5 to 1 mrem. One inspection is likely to resultin dose of 7.5
mrem , which is 7.5 to 15 times higher than GTCC EIS projects
for lifetime dose to inspector. See Nevada Agency for Nuclear
Projects

o (GICCEIS

W552-18

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
L ]
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Section 5.3.9.2, potential impacts for those individuals that could be expected to receive the

GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste shipments as directed by NEPA. The EIS provides, in
highest exposures during transport of the waste.

W552-19 The GTCC EIS provides a reasonable estimate of impacts to individuals potentially exposed to

Cancer Risk from Trucks Even Without |
an Accident or Terrorist Attack continued:

* Lewis and Clark HS in Spokane and student exposure is
approximately 15 meters from trucks in traffic on 1-90. Scores
of libraries, community centers and schools are within 15
meters of alternate routes which will be used when trucks are
overweight or subject to detours from interstate — a qmm__m:n
scenario as seen with very fist RH-TRU truck USDOE mm:ﬂ
through Oregon to Hanford in 2002.

At 15 meters from truck for 6 minutes typical exposure for W52.19
Spent Fuel - likely not as radioactive as most of 12,000 of the
GTCC truckloads ~ radiation level for analysis should be .1

|
__
_

MIEIM. Radiation Exposures From Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Nuclear Waste Transportation to
a Geologic Repository or Interim mﬁcqmmm. Facility in Nevada, Nevada Agency For Nuclear Projects, R.J.
Halstead (http://www.state.nv.us/nucwaste/trans/radexp.htm#notes) citing Sandquist, G.M., et al.,
Exposures and Health Effects from Spent Fuel Transportation, RAE-8339/12-1, Prepared for U.S. DOE,
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, Salt Lake 0_2 Rogers and Associates Engineering -
Corporation, November 29, 1985. .

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS for implementation, site-specific NEPA

Section 5.3.9.2, potential impacts for those individuals that could be expected to receive the
reviews would be conducted as needed, including a more detailed transportation risk

highest exposures during transport of the waste. It is not expected that GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like shipments would be subjected to the same types of inspections as spent nuclear

fuel.
assessment. This process will include planning that involves transportation stakeholders.

W552-20 The GTCC EIS provides a reasonable estimate of impacts to individuals potentially exposed to
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste shipments as directed by NEPA. The EIS provides, in

Cancer Risk from Trucks Even Without
an Accident or Terrorist Attack continued:

* “Inspections of truck casks entering Nevada will likely require
45 - 75 minutes, based on actual experience in other western
states with the more rigorous inspection protocols developed
by the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance(CVSA), and may
also involve swipe sampling inside the personnel barrier to
determine cask surface contamination levels. Rigorous
mechanical and radiological safety inspections at Nevada
ports of entry could very well result in an average dose of 10
mrem per person per truck cask arrival. An inspector who Ws52:20
conducted two truck inspections per week could receive a
cumulative annual dose ranging from 200 to 1,000 mrem. At
one inspection per day, 5 days a week, an inspector could
receive an annual dose of up to 2,500 mrem.”

*  Radiation Exposures From mwm_.; Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Nuclear Waste Transportation to a

Geologic Repository-or Interim Storage Facility in Nevada, Nevada Agency For Nuclear Projects, R.J.
Halstead (http://www.state.nv.us/nucwaste/trans/radexp.htménotes) citing Sandquist, G.M., et al.,
Exposures and Health Effects from Spent Fuel Transportation, RAE-8339/12-1, Prepared for U. 5t DOE,
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, Salt Lake City: Rogers and _Pmmo.u_m”mm Engineering
Corporation, November 29, 1985.

*  But, GTCCEIS uses unrealistically low dose and time

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-21 DOE agrees that some cancer fatalities could occur as the result of an accident or terrorist act.

A generic accident consequence assessment was performed because there is no way to predict
the exact location and conditions of an accident, as discussed in C.9.3.3 of the EIS. For all
alternatives, potential accidents, even those at the same location, could have impacts that range
from negligible to significant depending on the waste involved, the accident severity, and
weather conditions. Such an analysis would not help distinguish between alternatives because
all alternatives involve routes through or near major population centers.

The analysis of intentional destructive acts is given in Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS. This analysis
provides a perspective on the risks that the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes could pose
should such an act occur. In general, the risk presented from an intentional destructive act is
similar to that from a high-severity transportation accident. The accident consequence
assessment (given in Section 5.3.9.3 of the Final EIS) presents the results for transportation
accidents that fall into the highest severity category. The severe environment that occurs under
such conditions can be considered to be similar to that which could be initially instigated by an
act of sabotage. In highly populated areas, where the highest exposures would be anticipated, a
rapid response would be expected, minimizing the amount of time available to fully breach a
Type B package. Should such shipments be diverted and the radioactive material removed for
dispersion, higher exposures could be achieved, and potential impacts could be significant. The
economic impact could reach several billions of dollars. The extent of the impacts would
depend on the exact location of the release, density of the surrounding population, local
meteorology, and emergency response capabilities in the affected area. In addition, the final
transportation routes will not be selected until a ROD for the EIS is issued and site-specific
NEPA review is conducted as needed.
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W552-22 Comment noted.

If there were an accident or terror
attack on a truckload of extremely
radioactive waste in a US city,

* US Government would likely do the same as
Japan... _ |

Raise :m__oém_u__m: radiation dose rather than
attempt to evacuate and cleanup

W552-22

Dept of Homeland Security already did this for
‘response to dirty bomb at end of Bush Admin.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-23 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.

WA Voters Said [
Waste to Hanford’s
- USDQE bloc

* Initiative 297 2004 “Clean
up contamination before
adding more” .

Forced USDOE to Stop vz 28
Dumpingin Unlined =
Trenches, despite federal
courts deciding 1-297 pre-
empted. Courts did say
State could adopt standard
of “Cleanup First” in state
hazardous waste law or
permit... Waiting to see if
State permit will include

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
[ ]
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

What Are the Risks of Cancer and
Impacts to Water from Burying

Extremely Radioactive GTCC Wastes at

Hanford?

~ with USDOE to remove and cleanup?

The groundwater flows into the Columbia River |

People will be using the groundwater

How can USDOE justify adding nearly as much
radioactivity as in all of Hanford’s High-Level
Nuclear Waste tanks, which we are fighting

W552-23

(Cont.)
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W552-24 Comment noted.

TCWMEIS

En

* TCWMEIS w
2004 Hanfo
relyontou

 “Preferred:
mixed radic
vitrification
— But, USDC
including
analysis r

* “Closure” o
prefers lea\

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Key Decisions USDOE Proposesto |
“Issue Using TCWMEIS:

* Where to bury offsite waste at Hanford:

— Fails to include an alternative of not using Hanford as a
national radioactive and mixed radioactive hazardous
waste dump!

— Whether to use landfills in both 200 East and 200 West
areas, or just 200 East

— USDOE proposes to add approximately 3 million cubic feet
of waste to Hanford’s contamination and compliance
problems... approximately 17,500 truckloads of waste

— USDOE improperly left out of EIS a disclosure that it is also
considering sending highly radioactive GTCC waste to be

buried in Hanford landfill(s). Includes Plutonium.

W552-24
(Cont.)

J-232
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

USDOE proposes to bury GTCC
wastes at Hanford adjacent to the
leaky unlined commerecial
radioactive waste dump and to the
lined landfill USDOE wants to use
as national radioactive waste dump
for 3 million cubic feet of other
offsite waste, just South of East
Area High-Level Waste Tank Farms
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Uranium 238 i

| without addin
| plumes from 1
| years under U

trenches and

Figure 6-85. Altermative

ation is m
5. New
1sands of
arge
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Cumulative Impacts Without Adding More
Waste or Considering Tank Wastes

Maximum Peak Year Conta | Max Max, . yDW
. . : concentra | concentra ‘| Standard
| Concentrations of minant .., tion River | or
the COPCs from Central shore benchmar
Non-TC & WM EIS | aleall 3 fgear) i

W Inner
Sources at the Core

Zone Boundary and
the Columbia River .

(year)
Pu_ [2,660 |4,250 |15
(inc239, | (19 84g) |(2083) |PCi/L

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

‘Nearshore - 240) .
e TableU-2 | 129 [509 [9.1 |1.
TCWMEIS S (4043) - |(4540) | pCi/L
Plutonium 283 x  |chro |2540 |16,100 |100

standard at River mium |(2216) | (1978)
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W552-25 See response to W552-11.

In the Draft TCWMEIS, USDOE Only

- Considers Using
- Hanford landfill(s) as national radioactive |
waste dump - adding 3 million cubic feet of |

radioactive and radioactive toxic waste
Mostly from new nuclear weapons production

|
What’s missing from this choice? |

W552-25

Alternative 2: | - | Alternative 3: a |
' Landfills in 200 East and IDF landfill in 200 East |
200 West used as used as national waste
national waste dump - dump |

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Using Hanford as a :mzo:m_ radioactive
waste dump for 3 million cubic Hnmmﬁ of
radioactive waste

* Increases cancer risk to future generations using the
groundwater, from the one landfill, tenfold to 100
times WA State’s cancer risk standard _

— Will include highly radioactive (Remote Handled) wastes | | o)
and Transuranic wastes (e.g., E:S:EBV in concentrations
just below the legal limit requiring deep geologic disposal

— Appears to have left these wastes out of modeling impacts

' USDOE illegally left out of the EIS its separate |

pending plan to import and bury highly

radioactive “GTCC” wastes — as :o,ﬁ as High-

Level Nuclear Waste.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Impacts of USD(
Radioz

lodine in
Groundwater in Year
3890

Tank residues and
leaks are not
cleaned up (landfill
closure); 200 East
IDF landfill only

Darkest red is >50x
DWS _

Table 6-45
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W552-26 Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves (e.g., effects on children vs. adults). The same methodology is
used in the evaluation of all alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology would not
affect the comparisons among alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative.
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W552-27 See response to W552-11.

The Significance of the TCWMEIS groundwater
contamination maps and projected _omm_A
concentrations:

* The impacts from existing waste sources plus
the IDF landfill to groundwater are shown in
these maps and table from the TCWMEIS.
USDOE fails to meet NEPA’s requirements to
disclose cumulative impacts and impacts of
related proposals in the GTCC EIS.

W552-27

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

J-242 January 2016
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W552-28

W552-29

The RESRAD-OFFSITE code, like all codes, has limitations. This code was selected for the
GTCC EIS analysis because of its manageable number of input parameters, its comprehensive
transport analysis for radionuclides in the unsaturated zones and saturated zone, and its
flexibility in accepting radionuclide release rates calculated outside the RESRAD-OFFSITE
framework. Furthermore, the RESRAD-OFFSITE code has been benchmarked with other
computer codes. The results obtained from the code are considered to be technically sound
estimates.

DOE believes that the analyses presented in the EIS are sufficient to compare the potential
cumulative impacts of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal for the sites that were
evaluated. In particular, existing concentrations of various radionuclides in contaminated soil
and groundwater at the candidate sites were taken into consideration in the selection of the
preferred alternative. Additional cumulative impact analyses would be conducted in site-
specific NEPA reviews, if needed, for the alternative selected in a ROD. Such follow-on
analyses would be based on additional site-specific information.

The summary tables presented in Section 2.7 tabulate the potential impacts for up to

10,000 years (potential impacts for peak years are given in Appendix E); the 660 mrem/year
value stated in the comment is not a value that is presented in the EIS. The primary objective of
the EIS is to compare the impacts between alternatives. Comparison of impacts against
appropriate standards would be considered during the actual design and implementation of a
disposal facility.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter 1D No. W552 (cont’d) W552-30 The modeling with the RESRAD-OFFSITE code utilized a specific feature of the code. That is,
the leach rates of radionuclides were calculated separately and entered as input values to the
code for subsequent transport modeling through the unsaturated zones and the groundwater
aquifer. In the process of calculating leach rates to input into the RESRAD-OFFSITE code, the
influence of the waste forms was considered. For activated metals, a constant release fraction
was assumed, reflecting that the imbedded radionuclides in the metal would not dissolve in
water until the metal was corroded. For Other Wastes, the release rates were calculated by
considering the retardation provided by grouting; therefore, measured Kd values of
radionuclides in cementitious materials as available in published literature were used for the
release calculations. For sealed sources, because the waste forms can vary greatly, the release
rates were calculated by assuming the waste forms would behave like soils and would not
provide extra protection against leaching. The consideration for releases from activated metals
was similar to a dissolution mechanism. The consideration for releases from sealed sources
was similar to a surface rinse mechanism. The consideration for releases from Other Waste was
similar to a surface rinse mechanism, but with non-zero Kds for the waste form.

|

w

The integrity of waste packages, waste containers, and barrier materials over time was not
specifically modeled in the RESRAD-OFFSITE code. Their performance over time depends on
the engineering designs of the disposal facility. Compared with the analysis time frame that
extends to 10,000 (or possibly up to 100,000) years into the future, the integrity periods of the
waste packages, waste containers, and barrier materials are relatively short. Therefore, in the
GTCC EIS, the integrity periods are evaluated as one single parameter, which is assumed to be
500 years in the analysis. To study the influence of this assumption, a sensitivity analysis was
conducted. This approach provides a perspective on performance for the long term.

The RESRAD-OFFSITE computer code was used to model the migration of radionuclides
from the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes placed into the conceptual disposal facility
designs for the three land disposal methods. Site-specific information provided by technical
staff from various sites that were evaluated was used in these modeling analyses to the extent it
was available, and conservative assumptions were used to fill any remaining data gaps. While
the computer model was largely developed to support environmental restoration activities, it
has a number of features that make it a good choice for use in this EIS. The analysis presented
in the EIS is adequate for the comparison of the disposal alternatives evaluated. Fate and
transport parameters utilized in the estimations were based on site-specific (e.g., specific to the
reference location to the extent available) information and, as such, are considered reasonable
for the purpose of the comparison made in the EIS. However, DOE recognizes that additional
project- and site-specific information, such as the actual depth to groundwater over the entire
disposal area, could be used to inform the implementation of a disposal facility at a given
location. This additional information is expected to reduce the uncertainty associated with
these types of evaluations to the extent possible. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be
conducted as needed based on a ROD for this EIS.
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The RESRAD-OFFSITE code, like all codes, has limitations. This code was selected for the
GTCC EIS analysis because of its manageable number of input parameters, its comprehensive
B = P =S T transport analysis for radionuclides in the unsaturated zones and saturated zone, and its
flexibility in accepting radionuclide release rates calculated outside the RESRAD-OFFSITE
framework. Furthermore, the RESRAD-OFFSITE code has been benchmarked with other
computer codes. The results obtained from the code are considered to be technically sound
estimates.
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W552-31 DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of

GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves. The same methodology is used in the evaluation of all
alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology (e.qg., with a basis from BEIR VII
and/or attempting to use risk factors for children) would not affect the comparisons among
alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative.
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W552-32 The modeling with the RESRAD-OFFSITE code utilized a specific feature of the code. That is,

the leach rates of radionuclides were calculated separately and entered as input values to the
code for subsequent transport modeling through the unsaturated zones and the groundwater
aquifer. In the process of calculating leach rates to input into the RESRAD-OFFSITE code, the
influence of the waste forms was considered. For activated metals, a constant release fraction
was assumed, reflecting that the imbedded radionuclides in the metal would not dissolve in
water until the metal was corroded. For Other Wastes, the release rates were calculated by
considering the retardation provided by grouting; therefore, measured Kd values of
radionuclides in cementitious materials as available in published literature were used for the
release calculations. For sealed sources, because the waste forms can vary greatly, the release
rates were calculated by assuming the waste forms would behave like soils and would not
provide extra protection against leaching. The consideration for releases from activated metals
was similar to a dissolution mechanism. The consideration for releases from sealed sources
was similar to a surface rinse mechanism. The consideration for releases from Other Waste was
similar to a surface rinse mechanism, but with non-zero Kds for the waste form.

The integrity of waste packages, waste containers, and barrier materials over time was not
specifically modeled in the RESRAD-OFFSITE code. Their performance over time depends on
the engineering designs of the disposal facility. Compared with the analysis time frame that
extends to 10,000 (or possibly up to 100,000) years into the future, the integrity periods of the
waste packages, waste containers, and barrier materials are relatively short. Therefore, in the
GTCC EIS, the integrity periods are evaluated as one single parameter, which is assumed to be
500 years in the analysis. To study the influence of this assumption, a sensitivity analysis was
conducted. This approach provides a perspective on performance for the long term.

The RESRAD-OFFSITE code, like all codes, has limitations. This code was selected for the
GTCC EIS analysis because of its manageable number of input parameters, its comprehensive
transport analysis for radionuclides in the unsaturated zones and saturated zone, and its
flexibility in accepting radionuclide release rates calculated outside the RESRAD-OFFSITE
framework. Furthermore, the RESRAD-OFFSITE code has been benchmarked with other
computer codes.

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.
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Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

W552-33 See response to W552-11.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

What Happens if USDOE also buries GTCC
wastes at Hanford?

USDOE misrepresents cancer risks -

48 millirem dose just from GTCC waste to the
people who will use mSC\_:QEmﬁmﬂ

PLUS the 22 millirem dose from the state’s unlined
leaking commercial radioactive waste dump just to
the West of where USDOE proposes to put both
GTCC and 3 million cubic feet of other offsite
radioactive and hazardous chemical (mixed)
radioactive wastes. | |

PLUS the dose if USDOE leaves tank leaks in soil and

_if USDOE dumps the other waste next door

W552-33

J-247

January 2016
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W552-34  All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS.
These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts
on all environmental resources consistent with NEPA requirements. For the human health
assessment, the focus was on the groundwater pathway, since this is the most likely manner in
which someone could be exposed to the radioactive contaminants in the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes in the distant future. Locations closer than the 100 m (330 ft.) evaluated
would result in higher dose and cancer risk estimates. The 100 m (30 ft.) distance was used to
be consistent with the minimum buffer zone distance surrounding a DOE LLRW disposal site
identified in DOE Manual 435.1-1. As discussed in Section 2.7.4.2, the hypothetical resident
farmer scenario was only used to provide estimates for comparing the various sites evaluated;
however, this scenario may not be consistent with the reasonably foreseeable future scenario at
some of the sites evaluated. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed. This
information could include sensitive subpopulations and specific pathways of exposure for
American Indians. In a similar fashion, additional cumulative impacts analyses would be
conducted by using additional site-specific information when the location selected fora GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste disposal facility was determined.

On the basis of the depth of waste disposal, DOE believes that the only reasonable potential for
intrusion is from a future drilling event, such as drilling for a well. The likelihood of
inadvertent intrusion from a drilling event would be very low for a GTCC waste trench
disposal facility because of (1) the narrow width of the trench, (2) the use of intruder barriers,
(3) the remoteness of the sites, (4) DOE’s commitment to long-term institutional control,

(5) site conditions such as the general lack of easily accessible resources and the great depth to
groundwater, and (6) waste form stability. On the basis of these considerations, DOE did not
include a quantitative analysis of inadvertent human intruder in the EIS. Site-specific NEPA
reviews would be conducted as needed.
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Final GTCC EIS

Appendix J: Comment Response Document

W552-35 See response to W552-34.

W552-36 See response to W552-11.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Cancer Risk continued...

USDOE B_mﬂqummm:.ﬁm risk in GTCC EIS saying ﬁ:mqm E___
be only .00003 latent nm:nmlmﬁm_;_mm Fine print: per
year.

Fails to consider high number of people who will use
water and risk of intrusion into Qmsnrmm?m ults which

will spread wastes.. - - SRR L
— reasonably foreseeable exposure scenarios include over 1,000 Tribal

members per year exposed, heavy agricultural use or development with
1,000 households drawing groundwater:(groundwater withdrawals for
small subdivisions are unregulated and require no state permits -thus,
institutional controls will not prevent use). Battelle / PNNL report forecast
agricultural usage downgradient — relying on irigation- after federal
control ends .

Fails to consider cumulative impacts; e.g., from adjacent IDF and

commercial radioactive waste landfills - Uoﬁs add contamination

to the same groundwater.

W552-35

W552-36

J-249

January 2016
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W552-37

W552-38

The GTCC EIS is not a CERCLA document. As in other DOE EISs concerning radiological
impacts, collective population risks are presented as the number of potential latent cancer
fatalities for the population that is exposed. The potential risks are developed in order for DOE
to compare between alternatives in order to make an informed decision on disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste. Comparison of impacts against appropriate standards would be
considered during the actual design and implementation of a disposal facility.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts at these sites will continue.
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Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

W552-39 See response to W552-26.

Cancer x_m_A continued

* USDOE fails to present cancer risks to
CHILDREN in the GTCC EIS, ‘repeating the same
misrepresentation of _.__m_A as in prior CmD_Om
ElSes. See S-66: “The EIS presents a
comparative analysis of the potential radiation
doses and LCF risks to members of the general | s
public (as represented by an adult receptor)”

* Unless children are not members of the
general public, this statement is misleading
and a failure to meet Zmppw ﬁmgc_ﬂmBm:ﬁm to
disclose risks to health.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

~ Cancer Risk continued
* The presentation of risks in summary
documents and tables (e.g., Table S-3), which
will be used by both decision makers and
public, fail to note that the Latent Cancer
Fatalities (LCF) presented are solely for adult
males from projected exposures. ez

(Cont.)

* The estimates are not made conservative by
use of 2L/day drinking water — which is not a
conservative level. Children are 3-10x more

~susceptible to cancer from same dose as an

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

d Q U _._” « See http://epa.gov/ncea/raffcancer2003.html “Draft Final Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk
Assessment”].
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W552-40 See response to W552-3.

What About USDOF’s “ promise” of a émmﬁm
import moratorium? |

'+ USDOE says it promises not to _3303 m:a UCE émmﬁm at _._mEnoa
until Vitrification Plant is operational, around 2020 to 2022

* This is an unenforceable promise which USDOE will be free to
ignore at any time

'+ Waiting a few years is designed to eliminate public concern now,
but does NOTHING to eliminate all the harmful impacts

'+ USDOE’s credibility is undermined by refusing to withdraw the

| existing decision to use Hanford as a national radioactive waste
dump from 2004; and, refusal to say it would do a new
environmental impact statement with hearings before
attempting to import waste. Why would USDOE include Hanford
NOW, if going to do new EIS and fresh.analysis in 20227

W552-40

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Final GTCC EIS Appendix J: Comment Response Document

USDOE’s suggestion it might limit the Technetium and
lodine sent to Hanford in GTCC Waste, to avoid making
cumulative impacts worse, is meaningless

* As TCWMEIS data shows, impacts from numerous other radionuclides and |
chemicals released to Hanford groundwater are projected to exceed |
Drinking Water and CERCLA / MTCA cleanup standards for thousands of |
years. GTCC and GTCC Like wastes include Plutonium, which is already
projected to exceed the DWS at the.Central Plateau Core Zone Boundary by _
177 times and at the Rivershore by over 300 times. Chromium is projected
to exceed DWS in the Core Zone by 16 x. The GTCC and GTCC like wastes
include Plutonium mixed wastes — with chemicals that make the wastes m
more mobile. Removal of Tc99 and lodine from GTCC wastes will not
prevent unacceptable impacts to groundwater and health from GTCC
disposal. Uranium alone is u«o_moﬁ_.m.n to reach levels resulting in doses of
over 600 mrem/year from GTCC waste releases.

* USDOE presents no plan for how it would remove Tc99 and lodine, where
such treatment would occur and fails to discuss if treatment exists for the
waste streams which would allow removal and disposal at a location other
H:ms_._mioﬁ. . .

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-41

W552-42

W552-43

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts at this site will continue. DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913, dated December 13, 2013,
stated that DOE has deferred a decision on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited
exceptions, as described in the Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington
Department of Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

See response to W552-5.

The action alternatives evaluated in the GTCC EIS did not include interim storage of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes until a geologic repository, in granite or otherwise, for spent
nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste becomes available because such interim storage
is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS. The purpose of the GTCC EIS is to evaluate the range
of reasonable alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository, such as in the granite shield,
exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that
such an alternative is not reasonable due to the time and cost associated with siting a deep
geologic repository and the relatively small volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP
geologic repository alternative are indicative of the high degree of waste isolation that would
be provided by disposal in a geologic repository. DOE has included analysis of generic
commercial facilities in the event that a facility could become available in the future. In that
case, before making a decision to use a commercial facility, DOE would conduct further NEPA
reviews, as appropriate.
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W552-44

W552-45

The primary radiological transportation risk to the public for any alternative is from the low
level of radiation emanating from the transport vehicle. As discussed in Section 5.3.9.1, the
collective population risk is a measure of the total risk posed to society as a whole. A
comparison of the collective population risk provides a meaningful evaluation of the relative
risks between disposal locations, as provided in Tables 2.7 5 and 2.7 6. The magnitude of the
collective population risk is primarily determined by the number of routes, the length of each
route, the number of shipments along each route, the external dose rate of each shipment, and
the population density along a given route. The primary differences between alternatives from
the standpoint of transportation are the lengths of the routes as determined by the location of
the disposal sites (destination of the shipments). Thus, higher collective population risks are
associated with alternatives that require transportation over longer distances. All alternatives
involve routes that have similar characteristics, with no significant differences for comparison
among alternatives, requiring transportation through a range of rural and urban areas. In
addition, the routes used in the analysis are considered representative routes (as discussed in
Appendix C, Section C.9.4.1.1, because the actual routes used would be determined in the
future. For each disposal site, the routes most affected would be the interstate highways that are
in closest proximity to the site.

The EIS evaluated the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. The EIS
addressed the collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents, the
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and the
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. About 12,600 shipments
would be required to transport all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to the Hanford
Site for disposal. This would result in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of highway travel,
with no significant addition to the cumulative risks (no expected LCFs and one fatality directly
related to an accident might occur for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste transport) (see
Section 6.2.9.1).
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W552-46 See response to W552-11.

W552-47 DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal

of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental
impacts that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these
waste streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

A preferred alternative is not required to be included in a Draft EIS. The Council on
Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(e) specify that the section on
alternatives in an EIS shall identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or
more exists, in the Draft EIS and identify such alternative(s) in the Final EIS unless another
law prohibits the expression of such a preference; that is, a preferred alternative shall be
identified in the Draft EIS if one exists. If no preferred alternative has been identified at the
Draft EIS stage, a preferred alternative need not be included. By the time the Final EIS is filed,
40 CFR 1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a preferred alternative and requires its
identification in the Final EIS unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference.

DOE did not have a preferred alternative at the time of issuance of the Draft EIS because of the
complex nature of the proposed action and the potential implications for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. To seek public input on how to identify a preferred alternative
for inclusion in the Final EIS, the Draft EIS presented considerations for developing a
preferred alternative in the Summary (in Section S.6) and in Section 2.9. As required by

40 CFR 1502.14(e), the Final EIS contains a preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes (see Section 2.10). In developing the preferred alternative, DOE
took into consideration public comments on the Draft EIS, public EIS scoping comments, and
other factors identified in Sections S.6 and 2.9 of the EIS.

The publication by the EPA of a NOA of the Final EIS in the Federal Register initiated a 30-
day public availability or “waiting” period. While the availability period is not a formal public
comment period, the public can comment on the Final EIS, including the preferred alternative,
prior to final agency action. Comments received will be addressed by DOE in a ROD. As
required by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, DOE must submit a Report to Congress that
includes the alternatives considered in the EIS and await Congressional action before making a
final decision regarding which alternative(s) to implement. The Report to Congress will be
made available to the public on the GTCC EIS website (http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/).
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W552-48 See response to W552-11.

Key Comments continued:

8. USDOE fails to properly disclose groundwater
impacts and health risks:

USDOE needs to include the groundwater
contamination from the leaking adjacent
commercial radioactive waste dump — which
the State’s EIS says will add 22 millirem dose sz
to groundwater users from Uranium on top of
USDOE’s 48 millirem dose from GTCC waste.
USDOE must also add in the contamination
risks from projected releases from the
adjoining IDF landfill.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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W552-49 See response to W552-30.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Key Comments continued:

]

'8. Continued re groundwater and dose

The GTCC EIS fails to utilize the more realistic modeling -
for Hanford groundwater.contamination spread

EIS greatly underestimates contamination, the rate of
‘spread of contamination, and the human health

impacts. E.g., The GTCC EIS projects maximum Uranium levels after 10,000

years. More appropriate models show the releases would peak much sooner, .
increasing the maximum dose and cancer risks during the next ten thousand

| years. The GTCC EIS fails to report the cancer risk from the peak Uranium

_ levels, because they are projected in the GTCC EIS after 10,000 years. The use
| of a simpler model that fails to take into account specific subsurface features
at Hanford — and, which has been shown to fail to reflect reality — violates

| commitments made by USDOE that the newer, more detailed model would be
_ used in all upcoming environmental impact statements and other USDOE
Ldocuments requiring modeling.

developed for the TCWMEIS. The result is that the GTCC |
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W552-50 In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality NEPA implementing regulations,

Federal agencies are required to address the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
the range of reasonable alternatives, to identify any adverse environmental effects which
cannot be avoided, the relationship between short-term uses of man’s environment and
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources. The proposed action and alternatives evaluated in this GTCC EIS
are specifically focused on determining a suitable location for siting a safe, secure disposal
facility or facilities for the disposal of GTCC and GTCC-like waste. DOE has identified
relevant laws that may have a bearing on the evaluations contained in the GTCC EIS (see
Chapter 13, Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Other Requirements). In addition, Federal
agencies are also required, and DOE has addressed, potential impacts of reasonably foreseeable
actions, whether they be potentially adverse or beneficial. Accordingly, readers are referred to
the cumulative impacts discussion found in Section 5.3.12 of the Evaluation Elements
Common to Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 Chapter, and Section 6.4.2 of the Hanford Chapter.
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W552-51 See response to W552-26.

Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

Key Comments continued:

P a— —_—

9. 70 millirem dose projected from the
cumulative dose from releases from trench
'disposal of GTCC plus the nearby commercial
'radioactive waste dump = approximately 2% risk
‘of fatal cancers in children using the
‘groundwater.* This is a genocidal decision for
'the Tribes with Treaty rights to live on site and
use the water.

*Based on BEIR VII (Biological Effects of lonizing Radiation Report VII, 2005; National Research
Council, National Academies of Science). USDOE should be utilizing BEIR VIl as the basis for all
reporting of potential cancers from projected doses, and reporting the projected cancer incidence
per ten thousand exposed children and-women, rather than using adult male based dose effect
figures. 70 millirem dose does not include releases from adjacent IDF landfill, which USDOE
proposes to Use as a national radioactive waste dump for 3 million cubic feet of offsite LLW and
MW. Those cumulative impacts need to be included inthe GTCC EIS and vice a versa.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

W552-52 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)
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Heart of America Northwest, Commenter ID No. W552 (cont’d)

J-264

January 2016



G9¢-r

9102 Arenuer

Higher Ground Farm, Commenter ID No. W354

W354-1

W354-2

W354-3

W354-1

W354-2

W354-3

DOE has considered cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste at the Hanford Site could result in environmental impacts
that may warrant mitigation for Tc-99 and 1-129 through limiting receipt of these waste
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS).

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Disposition of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes will be handled in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment and in compliance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Doses to workers and the public will be minimized to the extent
practical. The methodology used to estimate the radiological human health impacts in the EIS
is based on standard practices that are subject to revision as our understanding of the effects of
radiation on humans evolves. The same methodology is used in the evaluation of all
alternatives; thus, any modification of this methodology (e.g. taking an even more conservative
approach for assessment of the area children) would not affect the comparisons among
alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing
cleanup efforts will continue.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
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Higher Ground Farm, Commenter ID No. W354 (cont’d)

| wasa-

W354-5

W354-4

W354-5

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

The GTCC EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required
to dispose of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the Hanford Site
and all the other sites being evaluated.

The GTCC EIS evaluates collective population risks during routine conditions and accidents,
radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions, and
consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents, including
the release of radioactive or hazardous chemical materials. For the truck option, it is estimated
that about 12,600 shipments resulting in about 50 million km (30 million mi) of travel would
be required. This transport of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would not result in any
LCFs, although one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).

In addition, Chapter 6 of the TC&WM EIS also has evaluated cumulative impacts addressing
disposal of potential future wastes (including GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste) at the
Hanford site.
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HOME, Commenter ID No. T45

T45-1

T45-2

| T45-3

T45-1

T45-2

T45-3

The scope of this EIS is adequate to inform decision-making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is available to support the current decision-
making process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the limited
amount of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the EIS.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about

6,700 m® [240,000 ft*] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m?
[420,000 ft%]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m® (71,000 ft°) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given
the length of time necessary to develop a GTCC waste disposal facility.

The Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) on America’s Nuclear Future, in its final report to DOE
on January 26, 2012, provided recommendations, which included the development of one or
more permanent deep geologic facilities for the safe disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-
level radioactive waste and the development of one or more consolidated interim storage
facilities as part of an integrated, comprehensive plan for managing the back end of the nuclear
fuel cycle. In its Strategy for the Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste (DOE 2013), developed in response to the BRC Report, the
Administration agreed “that the development of geologic disposal capacity is currently the
most cost-effective way of permanently disposing of used nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste while minimizing the burden on future generations” and proposed to “engage
in a consent-based siting process and begin to conduct preliminary site investigations for a
geologic repository.” The Administration’s goal is to have a repository constructed and its
operations started by 2048. The Administration will work with Congress using the strategy as
an actionable framework for building a national program for the management and disposal of
the nation’s used nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste (DOE 2013).

The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) assigns DOE responsibility for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
generated by NRC and Agreement State licensees. The LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) specifies that
GTCC LLRW, designated a federal responsibility under section 3(b)(1)(D) that results from
activities licensed by the NRC, is to be disposed of in an NRC-licensed facility that has been
determined to be adequate to protect public health and safety. However, unless specifically
provided by law, the NRC does not have authority to license and regulate facilities operated by
or on behalf of DOE. Further, the LLRWPAA does not limit DOE to using only non-DOE
facilities or sites for GTCC LLRW disposal. Accordingly, if DOE selects a facility operated by
or on behalf of DOE for disposal of GTCC LLRW for which it is responsible under section
3(b)(1)(D), clarification from Congress would be needed to determine NRC’s role in licensing
such a facility and related issues. In addition clarification from Congress may be needed on
NRC’s role if DOE selects a commercial GTCC LLRW disposal facility licensed by an
Agreement State rather than by NRC.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and under this alternative,
current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would continue. These
practices are described in Sections 3.2 (GTCC LLRW) and 3.3 (GTCC-like wastes) in the
Final EIS. It was necessary to make a number of simplifying assumptions to address the long-
term impacts of this alternative, and these are described in Section 3.5. As part of this
assessment, it was assumed that these wastes would remain in long-term storage indefinitely,
including wastes from the West Valley Site as discussed in Section 3.5.3, and that no
maintenance of either the storage facility or waste packages would occur after 100 years. These
results indicate that very high radiation doses and cancer risks could occur under this
alternative in the long term.
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HOME, Commenter ID No. T45 (cont’d)

LLLLLLLLLLLL FroMu eairesy v kT W
dual purpose, of course. It could handle spent nuclear
fuel, which we need to deal with which, as a reminder,

it is also in jeopardy now because it's very

dangerously stored at many radicactive -- excuse me --
at many nuclear sites across the country, packed very
densely. So we do need to find a better way to do the
on-site storage, periocd.

And the reenforced what they call "HOSS" is
one good way to do that. It certainly could handle the

Greater-than-Class C waste at the same time. And, also,

these facilities would be NRC sites, licensed sites.

T45-3
(Cont.)

T45-4

T45-4

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail in the EIS as required by NEPA.
Comparatively high potential radiation doses and cancer risks could occur should this
alternative be selected. While a more detailed analysis could reduce the uncertainties
associated with estimating these doses and risks, the conclusion of comparatively high impacts
would not change for this alternative.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in the EIS to provide a baseline for comparison with
the action alternatives. This evaluation confirmed the risks posed by these wastes and the need
to develop appropriate disposal capability. The potential radiation doses for the No Action
Alternative covered a time period of 10,000 years in a manner comparable to that done for the
action alternatives. Relatively high impacts could occur shortly after the 100-year institutional
control period under this alternative.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.
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HOME, Commenter ID No. T45 (cont’d)

T45-4
(Cont.)

T45-5

T45-6

T45-5

T45-6

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

DOE initiated consultation and communication with the 14 participating American Indian
tribes that have cultural or historical ties to the DOE sites analyzed in the EIS. These
interactions are summarized in Section 1.8 of the EIS, and they included several meetings,
workshops, and the development of tribal narratives that were included in the EIS. In addition
to including tribal narratives related to the four sites in the EIS, DOE inquired about tribal
interests with regard to the WIPP/WIPP Vicinity and SRS. No tribes came forward in response
to the inquiries regarding these two locations. It was not necessary to consult with American
Indian tribes with regard to the generic regional locations, since the specific locations of the
potential disposal facilities (and the affected tribes) were not known.

In terms of DOE tribal consultation with the Western Shoshone in 1991, the DOE/NNSA
Nevada Site Office initiated an American Indian program based on an extensive literature
review previously conducted to identify tribal groups with cultural affiliation to the NNSS.
Since the inception of this program, NNSA has maintained government-to-government
relations by working with each tribal government or designated representatives as a means of
addressing areas of interest and providing project updates accordingly.

DOE would continue to consult with the site-affiliated American Indian tribes, as appropriate,
during implementation of the selected alternative.
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HOME, Commenter ID No. T45 (cont’d)

ANOTNRer POiNt, anotner POINT TAAT'S alsSo Deen
raised is the transportation issues, specifically with
the National -- the Nevada Nuclear Security Site.

Also, the section which discussed potential
contamination from disturbing the soil in constructing
the site didn't -- there wasn't -- I didn't see very
much data on the radioactive inventory of the soil. I
think there should be. At least that should be
discussed. That should be in the document so that
people know whether it's there or not.

A number of years ago, there was supposed to

be a large explosion test called "Divine Strake" in

T45-6
(Cont.)

T45-7

T45-8

T45-7

T45-8

In 2006, NNSA prepared an environmental assessment and determined that radioactively
contaminated soils are not present within the vicinity of the proposed DIVINE STRAKE
detonation, DOE 2006 Large-Scale, Open-Air Explosive Detonation, DIVINE STRAKE, at the
Nevada Test Site.

The NNSS SWEIS under Section 5.1.6.2.1.2 presents data on groundwater monitoring.
Groundwater monitoring at the Area 5 RWMC indicates that no contamination of groundwater
resources has occurred as a result of waste management activities. Annual modeling concludes
that no groundwater pathway exists for this disposal facility. Given the depth to groundwater at
the waste disposal facilities and the stringent operating controls and monitoring programs,
LLW and MLLW disposal operations are not expected to adversely affect groundwater
resources.

SI3 0219 leuld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



T.¢-C

9102 Arenuer

HOME, Commenter ID No. T45 (cont’d)

T45-8
(Cont.)

T45-9

T45-9

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Honor our Pueblo Existence (HOPE), Commenter ID No. T87

20

21

e

Pajarito Plateau or the Haemus Mountains, a place that
has sustained our life ways since time immemorial, the
place where DOE, NNSA, LANL now claims landlordship.
Because of time restraints for this hearing
and for the record, I would like to state the HOPE will

be sending in depth written comments. These comments
866.488.DETO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

| T87-1

T87-1

The site-specific environmental factors identified by commenters such as seismic issues were
evaluated in the EIS as appropriate. The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration
in identifying the preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at LANL. The ongoing cleanup efforts
will continue.

DOE acknowledges that many of the adjacent lands surrounding the LANL site are sacred to
the Pueblo people.
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Honor our Pueblo Existence (HOPE), Commenter ID No. T87 (cont’d)

T87-1
(Cont.)
T87-2

17 a practice in this country since day one of the nuclear

18 age, and it's old school. It's time actually to be T87-3

19 frank. This situation, as United States citizen, is

20 quite embarrassing. If you have no place for it, then

21 why make it?

22 If a state chooses nuclear power, then that 1 1874

866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T87-2

T87-3

T87-4

Even though it is beyond the scope of this GTCC EIS, the comment is noted. This GTCC EIS
addresses the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed development,
operation, and long-term management of a disposal facility or facilities for GTCC low-level
radioactive waste (LLRW) and DOE GTCC-like waste.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.
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(Cont.)
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INL Site Environmental Management, Commenter ID No. L3 (cont’d)

L3-1

L3-2

L3-1

L3-2

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at INL. The ongoing cleanup efforts
will continue.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.
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International Source Suppliers and Producers Association (ISSPA),

Commenter ID No. L100

L100-1

L100-1

Comment noted. The alternatives presented in the GTCC EIS address the disposal of sealed
sources.
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ISSUE, Commenter ID No. T115

T115-1

T115-2

| T115-3

| T115-4

T115-1

T115-2

T115-3

T115-4

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and under these alternative,
current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would continue. These
practices are described in Sections 3.2 (GTCC LLRW) and 3.3 (GTCC-like wastes) in the
Final EIS. It was necessary to make a number of simplifying assumptions to address the long-
term impacts of this alternative, and these are described in Section 3.5. As part of this
assessment, it was assumed that these wastes would remain in long-term storage indefinitely,
including wastes from the West Valley Site as discussed in Section 3.5.3, and that no
maintenance of either the storage facility or waste packages would occur after 100 years. These
results indicate that very high radiation doses and cancer risks could occur under this
alternative in the long term.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail in the EIS as required by NEPA.
Comparatively high potential radiation doses and cancer risks could occur should this
alternative be selected. While a more detailed analysis could reduce the uncertainties
associated with estimating these doses and risks, the conclusion of comparatively high impacts
would not change for this alternative.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in the EIS to provide a baseline for comparison with
the action alternatives. This evaluation confirmed the risks posed by these wastes and the need
to develop appropriate disposal capability. The potential radiation doses for the No Action
Alternative covered a time period of 10,000 years in a manner comparable to that done for the
action alternatives. Relatively high impacts could occur shortly after the 100-year institutional
control period under this alternative.
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League of Women Voters, South Carolina, Commenter ID No. T1

T1-1

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, INL, LANL,
NNSS, and SRS. The ongoing cleanup efforts at these sites will continue.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.
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League of Women Voters, South Carolina, Commenter ID No. T1 (cont’d)

i iNgenious STIategy TNat was CaKel Lo exXpealie wasLe
20 management by taking advantage of funds from the

21 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, the stimulus
22 monies. Using those monies SRS trained local workers,
23 some previously unemployed, to repack the transuranic
24 waste among other activities. Much of this TRU waste
25 has been or will be shipped to the only permanent

26 nuclear waste geologic storage site in the world. I
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League of Women Voters, South Carolina, Commenter ID No. T1 (cont’d)

20

21

22

23

24

26

Qeserves SOme Serious Consiaerdaclon. DHCAUSE dluiuouygin
not part of the original plan the current practice of
default nuclear waste storage at existing defense and
commercial sites has been our goal for the most part.
Professionals at these sites are knowledgeable and
respectful of their responsibilities. Transporting
waste generates more wastes. It creates citizen

concern and it’s expensive. Unless there is a site

T1-2

T1-3

T1-2

T1-3

Same response as for T1-1

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and under this alternative,
current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would continue. These
practices are described in Sections 3.2 (GTCC LLRW) and 3.3 (GTCC-like wastes) in the
Final EIS. It was necessary to make a number of simplifying assumptions to address the long-
term impacts of this alternative, and these are described in Section 3.5. As part of this
assessment, it was assumed that these wastes would remain in long-term storage indefinitely,
including wastes from the West Valley Site as discussed in Section 3.5.3, and that no
maintenance of either the storage facility or waste packages would occur after 100 years. These
results indicate that very high radiation doses and cancer risks could occur under this
alternative in the long term.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail in the EIS as required by NEPA.
Comparatively high potential radiation doses and cancer risks could occur should this
alternative be selected. While a more detailed analysis could reduce the uncertainties
associated with estimating these doses and risks, the conclusion of comparatively high impacts
would not change for this alternative.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in the EIS to provide a baseline for comparison with
the action alternatives. This evaluation confirmed the risks posed by these wastes and the need
to develop appropriate disposal capability. The potential radiation doses for the No Action
Alternative covered a time period of 10,000 years in a manner comparable to that done for the
action alternatives. Relatively high impacts could occur shortly after the 100-year institutional
control period under this alternative.
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Legions of Living Light, Commenter ID No. L294

L294-1

L294-1

DOE recognizes that some of the waste considered contains radionuclides that pose potential
human health risks for extended periods of time and that modeling potential releases of these
radionuclides from the conceptual disposal sites far into the future approximates what might
actually occur. In performing these evaluations, a number of engineering measures were
included in the conceptual facility designs to minimize the likelihood of contaminant migration
from the disposal units. No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the
facility would not occur over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. Sufficient detail was
included in the proposed conceptual land disposal facility designs for use in the EIS analyses,
consistent with the current stage of this process. Some of the waste form and site characteristic
input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as from
increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in lower
impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

DOE believes that 500 years is not an unrealistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, the assumption of a 20% natural background infiltration rate after
500 years was based on a study at SRS (Phifer et al. 2007) that indicated that after

10,000 years, the closure cap at the F-area would still shed about 80% of the cumulative
precipitation falling on it, with an effectiveness that would be greater before 10,000 years, then
decrease very slowly after 10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is more conservative
than indicated by this study. DOE believes that the assumptions made to support the long-term
modeling calculations for the groundwater pathway are reasonable and enable a comparative
evaluation of the impacts between alternatives. The results of the evaluation presented in the
EIS are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal. Follow-on project-
specific and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.

SI3 0219 leuld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



q8¢-r

9102 Arenuer

Legions of Living Light, Commenter ID No. L294 (cont’d)

L294-2

L294-2

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for disposal of the inventory of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified for inclusion in these analyses. Treatment options,
such as trying to “neutralize” the elements, was considered to be outside the scope of the EIS
because the purpose of the EIS is to show the disposal alternatives of GTCC versus treatment
of GTCC.

DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual disposal
sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur. Sufficient detail was included
in these designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process.
Some of the input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as
from increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in
lower impacts (due to decreased precipitation).
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Loretto Community, Commenter ID No. E76

E76-1

E76-2

E76-3

E76-4

E76-1

E76-2

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

The WIPP has been certified by the EPA as an acceptable facility for the disposal of defense-
generated TRU waste. The physical and chemical characteristics of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes proposed for disposal in the WIPP repository are comparable to the TRU
wastes currently being disposed of in the repository.

Dissolution has occurred outside of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Boundary, as shown by karst
features in the Nash Draw area. The EPA has noted that it is possible that dissolution occurred
at the WIPP site sometime in the distant past (i.e., millions of years ago for strata-bound
features) but was associated with a geologic setting other than that currently present at WIPP.
However, dissolution in the underlying geology is not an ongoing process at the WIPP site.
The EPA, as part of its compliance certification process, concurred with the modeling
performed by DOE (which assumed that there was no karst within the WIPP site boundary)
and indicated that this was consistent with existing borehole data and other geologic
information.
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Loretto Community, Commenter ID No. E76 (cont’d)

E76-4
(Cont.)

E76-5

E76-6

E76-7

E76-8

E76-9

E76-10

E76-11

E76-3

WIPP is located in a salt formation, and moisture (brine) is naturally present. The brine makes
up about 1% of the rock volume. The brine comes in two forms: interstitial and included.
Interstitial brine is trapped between crystal facies (between fracture boundaries at the
microscopic scale). Included brine is inside small cavities called inclusions trapped within the
crystals themselves. Samples of brine collected from locations just inches apart from one
another show different chemical and isotopic compositions, indicating that the brine did not
move more than a few inches from where it was trapped when an ancient tidal flat dried up
250 million years ago. This indicates the extremely slow movement of water in this salt
formation. In addition, the current design for operating WIPP involves sealing the shafts to
ensure that no fresh water can enter and affect the disposed-of wastes.

WIPP is surrounded by various natural resources — including potash, oil, and natural gas — as
identified in Section 4.2.2.2 of this EIS. Resource considerations were included in the site
selection process for WIPP and are documented in the Final Environmental Impact Statement,
(Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, in Section 7.3.7). Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes at WIPP would not invalidate the WIPP site selection decision

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The EIS evaluates the transportation impacts from the shipments that would be required to
dispose of all of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at each of the reference locations
evaluated. The EIS addresses the collective population risks during routine conditions and
accidents, the radiological risks to the highest exposed individuals during routine conditions,
and the consequences to individuals and populations as a result of transportation accidents,
including those that could release radioactive or hazardous chemical contaminants. The EIS
also evaluated the impact of intentional destructive acts that could occur during waste
handling, transportation, and disposal (see Section 2.7.4.3 of the EIS). The potential risk of
such destructive acts is estimated to be low. DOE sites considered in the EIS are secure, and
the packaging for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be robust. Because GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes are not readily dispersible, the potential physical impacts from
an intentional destructive act (e.g., an explosive blast) would be no greater than those from the
release of any radioactivity from a severe accident during waste handling, transportation, and
disposal.

DOE’s requirements for transportation of radioactive waste are developed and continually
revised to ensure maximum protection of public health and the environment, thereby
minimizing the risk of a traffic accident. DOE has established a comprehensive emergency
management program that provides detailed, hazard specific planning and preparedness
measures to minimize the health impacts of accidents involving loss of control over radioactive
material or toxic chemicals. DOE’s transportation emergency preparedness program was
established to ensure that DOE and its contractors, state, tribal, and local emergency
responders are prepared to respond promptly, efficiently, and effectively to accidents involving
DOE shipments of radioactive materials. Should an accident occur that involves a release of
radioactive material to the environment, it would be promptly remediated in accordance with
these procedures. These measures would help DOE to minimize and mitigate any impacts on
the environment.
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Sincerely,

Penelope McMullen, SL

Regional Justice and Peace Coordinator
Loretto Community

113 Camino Santiago

Santa Fe, NM 87501

505-983-1251
pmsk@cybermesa.com

cc: President Obama
Senator Tom Udall
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Congressman Ben Ray Lujan

E76-11
(Cont.)

E76-4

E76-5

E76-6

E76-7

Detailed exploration and sampling of the subsurface area surrounding the WIPP repository
prior to and subsequent to construction, in conjunction with detailed modeling, provide
evidence that WIPP will continue to ‘work’ for many generations. Dissolution has occurred
outside of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Boundary, as shown by karst features in the Nash Draw
area. The EPA has noted that it is possible that dissolution occurred at the WIPP site sometime
in the distant past (i.e., millions of years ago for strata-bound features) but was associated with
a geologic setting other than that currently present at WIPP.

However, dissolution in the underlying geology is not an ongoing process at the WIPP site.
The EPA, as part of its compliance certification process, concurred with the modeling
performed by DOE (which assumed that there was no karst within the WIPP site boundary)
and indicated that this was consistent with existing borehole data and other geologic
information.

Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating facilities to a GTCC
LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process that would be
identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal site(s) or
location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the EIS. DOE
believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to managing the
wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on compliance with
comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

Comments on the Draft GTCC EIS could be made by letter, e-mail, or in person at the public
meetings held near the potential disposal sites. Any person fearing reprisal based on their
opinions could have requested that their name be withheld from identification when submitting
comments by letter or e-mail.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

Site-specific environmental factors, such as seismic or other natural features, as identified by
commenters for all of the DOE sites, were taken into account and evaluated in the EIS as
appropriate. The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration in identifying the
preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS.

DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the LANL. The ongoing cleanup
efforts will continue.

Site-specific environmental factors, including wildfires, were taken into account and evaluated
in the EIS as appropriate. The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration in
identifying the preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS.
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E76-8

E76-9

E76-10

E76-11

All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses presented in the EIS.
These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios and estimated the potential impacts
on all environmental resources, including environmental justice, consistent with NEPA
requirements. Environmental justice impacts to residents of New Mexico were addressed in
Sections 4.2.7, 8.2.7, and 11.2.7 in the EIS.

DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act

(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate
alternatives for the safe and secure disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No
Action alternative. Transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes from generating
facilities to a GTCC LLRW disposal facility is a required component of the disposal process
that would be identified for the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because the disposal
site(s) or location(s) would not be the same as the generator sites for reasons provided in the
EIS. DOE believes that the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more
centralized disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks compared to
managing the wastes at multiple locations and can be conducted in a safe manner based on
compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past experiences.

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste, ensuring the safety of nuclear power plants, and
promoting alternative energy sources are outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in
compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Loretto Community, Commenter ID No. T100

opening of WIPP for weapons related waste on the
condition that waste from commercial power plants would
never be allowed in the waste isolation pilot plant.
Allowing greater-than-Class-C waste in WIPP would open
the door for commercial waste, and the promise DOE made

will be broken.
866.488.DEPO
www.CapitalReportingCompany.com

T100-1

T100-1

Disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP or the WIPP Vicinity site is
included in the range of reasonable alternatives and is evaluated in this EIS. DOE
acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently authorized for disposal at
the WIPP geologic repository under the WIPP LWA as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by
P.L. 104-201) and that legislation would be required to allow disposal of waste other than TRU
waste generated by atomic energy defense activities at WIPP and/or for siting a new facility
within the land withdrawal area. It would also be necessary to revise the Agreement for
Consultation and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit. In addition, site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted
as needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads) as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to proposing and evaluating alternatives that are
currently authorized. Furthermore, the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation between
Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
recognizes that the mission of WIPP may change and provides provisions to modify the
agreement. For example, the Agreement states: “The parties to this Agreement recognize that
future developments including changes to applicable laws (e.g., Public Law [P.L.] 96-164) may
make it desirable or necessary for one or both parties to seek to modify this Agreement. Either
party to this Agreement may request a review of the terms and conditions.”

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.

SI13 0219 [euld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



16¢-C

9102 Arenuer

Loretto Community, Commenter ID No. T100 (cont’d)

T100-1
(Cont.)

T100-2

T100-3

T100-4

T100-2

T100-3

T100-4

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

The WIPP has been certified by the EPA as an acceptable facility for the disposal of defense-
generated TRU waste. The physical and chemical characteristics of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes proposed for disposal in the WIPP repository are comparable to the TRU
wastes currently being disposed of in the repository.

Dissolution has occurred outside of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Boundary, as shown by karst
features in the Nash Draw area. The EPA has noted that it is possible that dissolution occurred
at the WIPP site sometime in the distant past (i.e., millions of years ago for strata-bound
features) but was associated with a geologic setting other than that currently present at WIPP.
However, dissolution in the underlying geology is not an ongoing process at the WIPP site.
The EPA, as part of its compliance certification process, concurred with the modeling
performed by DOE (which assumed that there was no karst within the WIPP site boundary)
and indicated that this was consistent with existing borehole data and other geologic
information.

WIPP is located in a salt formation, and moisture (brine) is naturally present. The brine makes
up about 1% of the rock volume. The brine comes in two forms: interstitial and included.
Interstitial brine is trapped between crystal facies (between fracture boundaries at the
microscopic scale). Included brine is inside small cavities called inclusions trapped within the
crystals themselves. Samples of brine collected from locations just inches apart from one
another show different chemical and isotopic compositions, indicating that the brine did not
move more than a few inches from where it was trapped when an ancient tidal flat dried up
250 million years ago. This indicates the extremely slow movement of water in this salt
formation. In addition, the current design for operating WIPP involves sealing the shafts to
ensure that no fresh water can enter and affect the disposed-of wastes.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste and promoting alternative energy sources are outside
the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable
the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in compliance with the requirements specified in NEPA,
the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE has determined that there are safe and secure
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides
information that supports this determination, and, as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and
Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Mayor’s Office, City of Carlsbad, New Mexico, Commenter ID No. T28

1y Greater-Tnan-uiass-. WASTE Can Sarely pe aisposed
20 of at WIPP using procedures that have been in place for

21 the last 12 years. WIPP has a proven record of the

22 disposal options being considered. WIPP already has an

23 established record of safe operations. WIPP has a

24 transportation system in place responsible for more than

25 11 million loaded miles without a serious accident or

T28-1

T28-1

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that
“the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as
the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition,
the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011,
stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP
as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Mayor’s Office, City of Carlsbad, New Mexico, Commenter ID No. T28 (cont’d)

T28-1
(Cont.)
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Mayor’s Office, City of Carlsbad, New Mexico, Commenter ID No. T35 (cont’d)
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20 pads. And today they're down near 2,100 feet

21 underground. I remember when Rocky Flats was on fire

22 literally on fire 10 miles from downtown Denver. Today
23 it's a wild refuge. You couldn't ask for a cleaner area.
24 I remember when Cecil Andrus, the governor of

25 Idaho closed the border, said, "No more waste."
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backlash in Carlsbad, "See, I tecld you what would happen."
But today, we look at that, and we loock at their
mistakes and what happened, and the two things that come
out of that accident are, you better watch where you put
it. If it's close to earthquakes or tsunamis, well, hell,

you couldn't get further from it than southeastern New
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Mayor’s Office, City of Carlsbad, New Mexico, Commenter ID No. T35 (cont’d)

6 Texas, and he locked at Yucca Mountain, and he looked at
7 Hanford. He came to the WIPP site and he saw that, and he
8 said, "This is the place to put it."

9 We got Governor Carruthers down here. This was
10 '86 or '87, and he went back to Washington, Pete Domenici,
11 and Senator Bingaman had a stroke, got back te Carlsbad
12 and said, "Hey, let's take it one step at a time. Let's

13 get WIPP open, then we can go for the RH."

14 And I think the third step is this

T35-1

T35-1

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that
“the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as
the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition,
the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011,
stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP
as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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Native Community Action Council, Commenter ID No. T47 (cont’d)

T47-1

T47-2

T47-1

T47-2

DOE initiated consultation and communication with the 14 participating American Indian
tribes that have cultural or historical ties to the DOE sites analyzed in the EIS. These
interactions are summarized in Section 1.8 of the EIS, and they included several meetings,
workshops, and the development of tribal narratives that were included in the EIS. In addition
to including tribal narratives related to the four sites in the EIS, DOE inquired about tribal
interests with regard to the WIPP/WIPP Vicinity and SRS. No tribes came forward in response
to the inquiries regarding these two locations. It was not necessary to consult with American
Indian tribes with regard to the generic regional locations, since the specific locations of the
potential disposal facilities (and the affected tribes) were not known.

In 1991, the DOE/NNSA Nevada Site Office initiated an American Indian program based on
an extensive literature review previously conducted to identify tribal groups with cultural
affiliation to the NNSS. Since the inception of this program, NNSA has maintained
government-to-government relations by working with each tribal government or designated
representatives as a means of addressing areas of interest and providing project updates
accordingly.

DOE would continue to consult with the site-affiliated American Indian tribes, as appropriate,
during implementation of the selected alternative.

The responsible officer within the Department of Energy when dealing with Tribal
Governments is the Secretary of Energy. U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 Independence
Avenue, SW Washington, DC 20585
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Native Community Action Council, Commenter ID No. T47 (cont’d)

T47-2

| T47-3

T47-3

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and under this alternative,
current practice for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would continue. These
practices are described in Sections 3.2 (GTCC LLRW) and 3.3 (GTCC-like wastes) in the
Final EIS. It was necessary to make a number of simplifying assumptions to address the long-
term impacts of this alternative, and these are described in Section 3.5. As part of this
assessment, it was assumed that these wastes would remain in long-term storage indefinitely,
including wastes from the West Valley Site as discussed in Section 3.5.3, and that no
maintenance of either the storage facility or waste packages would occur after 100 years. These
results indicate that very high radiation doses and cancer risks could occur under this
alternative in the long term.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail in the EIS as required by NEPA.
Comparatively high potential radiation doses and cancer risks could occur should this
alternative be selected. While a more detailed analysis could reduce the uncertainties
associated with estimating these doses and risks, the conclusion of comparatively high impacts
would not change for this alternative.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in the EIS to provide a baseline for comparison with
the action alternatives. This evaluation confirmed the risks posed by these wastes and the need
to develop appropriate disposal capability. The potential radiation doses for the No Action
Alternative covered a time period of 10,000 years in a manner comparable to that done for the
action alternatives. Relatively high impacts could occur shortly after the 100-year institutional
control period under this alternative.

Prior to making a final decision on disposal of GTCC waste, consultations with affected tribal
governments will take place.
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19 And for those of you who need to see what

20 this means and how or what affect this federal statute
21 has, you should look at the 1883 Nevada Supreme Court
22 case, "State vs, McKinney." That is controlling here,
23 Folks, and it plays out the issue.

24 There is the Treaty of Ruby Valley. What

25 happened was in 1864, when Mevada became a state, the

T47-3
(Cont.)

T47-4

T47-4

See response to T47-1.
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(Cont.)
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Native Community Action Council, Commenter ID No. T47 (cont’d)

T47-5

T47-5

See response to T47-2.
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(Cont.)
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Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Commenter ID No. W556 (cont’d)

W556-1

W556-1

The scope of this EIS is adequate to inform decision-making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is available to support the current decision-
making process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the limited
amount of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the EIS.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about

6,700 m® [240,000 ft*] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m?
[420,000 ft%]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m® (71,000 ft°) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given
the length of time necessary to develop a GTCC waste disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The

purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).

The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE plans a tiered decision-
making process, in which DOE would conduct further site-specific NEPA reviews before
implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS.

DOE explained in the WM PEIS (DOE, 1997, Final Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of
Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, DOE/EIS-0200-F, Office of Environmental Management,
Washington, D.C.) that additional analyses would be prepared to implement DOE’s
programmatic decisions. The GTCC EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts
associated with the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like (DOE) wastes. Since the WM
PEIS relates only to DOE waste, the inclusion of commercial waste in the WM PEIS is
premature until the GTCC EIS is finalized and a ROD is issued. Depending on the outcome of
this ROD, DOE will evaluate whether additional programmatic or site-specific NEPA reviews
or updates to previous decisions are needed, as appropriate. Any additional NEPA reviews or
considerations will be conducted with full opportunity for public input, consistent with Council
on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA requirements.
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W556-1
(Cont.)

W556-2

W556-2

DOE does not agree that a programmatic EIS as described in this comment must be prepared
before this EIS is completed. DOE tailored the scope of this EIS to ensure the analyses will
adequately inform the decisions at issue, including the selection of sites and technologies for
the disposal of GTCC and GTCC- like waste. This EIS presents the environmental information
needed to adequately inform decision makers regarding many of the questions and points
raised in this comment; other questions and points raised remain outside of the scope of this
document. DOE plans a tiered decision making process in which DOE would conduct further
site-specific NEPA reviews before implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis
of this EIS.
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W556-2
(Cont.)

W556-3

W556-3

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for disposal of the inventory of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified for inclusion in these analyses. The Secretary of
Energy determined that a permanent repository for high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel at
Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is not a workable option and will not be developed. Therefore, DOE
concluded that co-disposal at a Yucca Mountain repository is not a reasonable alternative and
has eliminated it from evaluation in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6 of the EIS. DOE did
not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes because DOE determined that such an alternative is not reasonable due to
the time and cost associated with siting a deep geologic repository and the relatively small
volume of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified in the GTCC EIS. DOE believes
that the results presented in this EIS for the WIPP geologic repository alternative are indicative
of the high degree of waste isolation that would be provided by disposal in a geologic
repository. DOE has included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a
facility could become available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a
commercial facility, DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

As part of this EIS process, DOE solicited technical capability statements from commercial
vendors that might be interested in constructing and operating a GTCC waste disposal facility.
Although several commercial vendors expressed interest, no vendors provided specific
information on disposal locations and methods that could have been analyzed in the EIS.
Hence, this option was analyzed generically. The analysis provided in this EIS could be used to
support a decision for disposing of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste in one or more
commercial facilities, if such facilities are identified in the future. Site-specific NEPA reviews
would be conducted as needed.

Long-term storage and a retrievable “disposal” option were considered to be outside the scope
of the EIS because neither would provide a permanent disposal solution. Regarding the use of
mined cavities, DOE does not believe it is reasonable to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC
like waste in a new mined cavity (other than the existing WIPP facility) because of the
potential cost and time it would take to develop such an alternative in comparison to the
relatively small amount of waste. With regard to existing mines, no specific mine has been
identified as having the proper characteristics for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes.
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Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Commenter 1D No. W556 (cont'd)

W556-3
(Cont.)

W556-4

W556-4  The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for disposal of the inventory of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified for inclusion in these analyses. An analysis of
borehole and trench disposal methods is provided in Chapter 5 and Appendix D.
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W556-4
(Cont.)

W556-5

W556-5

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as

Cs-137 irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at
sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution
coefficients, and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land
disposal facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate
radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
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SEe anacnea nie

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at: gtcceiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Greater-
Than-Class-C Low-Level Radioactive Waste EIS Webmaster at (630) 252-5705.
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and Environmental Protection
Office of Federal and State Materials
and Environmental Management Programs

Enclosure: RAI
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[55]

[56]
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Savannah River Site, Aiken, SC, April 2008. ML020120134.

T-CLC-Z-00008, Peregnry, W., Saltstone Vaull Structural Degradation Predﬂc!ron
Savannah River Site, Aiken, SC, Rev. 0, July 10, 2003.

Vanapalli, S.K., Siller, W.S., Fredlund M.D. The Meaning and Rel of Residual
Stale to Unsaturated Soils. 571st Canadian Geotechnical Conference, Ed 1,
Alberta, October 4-7, 1988,

WSRC-RP-91-17; Land and Water Use Characleristics in the Vicinity of the
Savannah River Site, Savannah River Site, Aiken, SC, March 1991, ML102210101.

SI3 0219 leuld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



99¢-r

9102 Arenuer

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Commenter 1D No. W556 (cont'd)

SI3 0219 leuld

JUBWNo0Q asuodsay JuswWwWo) ¢ Xipuaddy



L9¢g-

9102 Arenuer

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

Nevada Desert Experience, Commenter ID No. T40
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deadline.

And locking at this information, which is new
to me, not that the issue is new. But it does strike
me, even though you spoke to why HOSS is not on here,
the Hardened On-Site Storage, seems like to -- the
presentation makes it seem to me like we still need to
consider hardened on-site something, at least for now.

And that the comparisons that show human
risks to be really elevated for that method assumes no
activity for 100 yéars, or whatever. BAnd so I

understand that we can't presume what we will do if we

T40-1

T40-2

T40-1

T40-2

The use of HOSS and other approaches for long-term storage of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes are outside the scope of this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need for
agency action. Consistent with Congressional direction in Section 631 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), DOE plans to complete an EIS and a ROD for a permanent disposal
facility for this waste, not for long-term storage options. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and under this alternative,
current practice for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would continue. These
practices are described in Sections 3.2 (GTCC LLRW) and 3.3 (GTCC-like wastes) in the
Final EIS. It was necessary to make a number of simplifying assumptions to address the long-
term impacts of this alternative, and these are described in Section 3.5. As part of this
assessment, it was assumed that these wastes would remain in long-term storage indefinitely,
including wastes from the West Valley Site as discussed in Section 3.5.3, and that no
maintenance of either the storage facility or waste packages would occur after 100 years. These
results indicate that very high radiation doses and cancer risks could occur under this
alternative in the long term.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail in the EIS as required by NEPA.
Comparatively high potential radiation doses and cancer risks could occur should this
alternative be selected. While a more detailed analysis could reduce the uncertainties
associated with estimating these doses and risks, the conclusion of comparatively high impacts
would not change for this alternative.

Impacts from accidents or theft/intrusion were not performed for the No Action Alternative
because of the large number of potential locations, and in many cases (sealed sources), the
current locations of the waste are not known. In general, these impacts would be comparable to
those in the accident consequence analyses conducted for facilities and transportation but
possibly occur at a higher frequency because of a lower overall level of security.

The No Action Alternative is evaluated in the EIS to provide a baseline for comparison with
the action alternatives. This evaluation confirmed the risks posed by these wastes and the need
to develop appropriate disposal capability. The potential radiation doses for the No Action
Alternative covered a time period of 10,000 years in a manner comparable to that done for the
action alternatives. Relatively high impacts could occur shortly after the 100-year institutional
control period under this alternative.
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Nevada Desert Experience, Commenter ID No. T40 (cont’d)

................. S Ul e S
Therefore, we need to stop generating nuclear waste.
We need to stop looking to nuclear power and nuclear

weapons for a whole host of reasons, and we have treaty

obligations and to be decommissioning and dismantling
our nuclear weapons, not finding ways to support
nuclear weapons more.

Now, this is about nuclear power. We need to
not overstate the medical component of the nuclear
waste because that seems clear to be a very small
percentage, and yet I can hear in public discourse that

it's going to be pointed to as, "Oh, we need a place to

T40-2
(Cont.)

T40-3

T40-3

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste, whether from the use of nuclear power or the
generation of nuclear weapons, is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to
evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates the range of
reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes in compliance
with the requirements specified in NEPA, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy
Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), and Section 631 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005

(P.L. 109-58). The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE
has determined that there are safe and secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS provides information that supports this determination, and,
as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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T40-5

T40-5

See response to T40-1.
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3 clearly defined sc that we really know what we're

] talking about.

10 And if it requires a repository and the only
11 one being locked at is WIPP and if WIPP is unavailable
12 because there's currently laws that say that nothing
13 goes in there but the transuranic that is going in

14 there now, then perhaps it can't be done yet. And as
15 Jim was saying, there may be a situation where we're
16 not ready to do this yet.

17 And looking at the dose chart, it really

18 looks as though the deck is stacked toward either NTS

T41-1

T41-1

The scope of this EIS is adequate to inform decision-making for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like waste. Sufficient information is available to support the current decision-
making process to identify (an) appropriate site(s) and method(s) to dispose of the limited
amount of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste identified in the EIS.

DOE believes that this EIS process is not premature and is in compliance with NEPA. On the
basis of an assumed starting date of 2019 for disposal operations, more than half (about

6,700 m® [240,000 ft*] of the total GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory of 12,000 m?
[420,000 ft%]) is projected to be available for disposal between 2019 and 2030. An additional
2,000 m® (71,000 ft®) would become available for disposal between 2031 and 2035. This
information is presented in Figure 3.4.2-1. DOE believes this EIS is timely, especially given
the length of time necessary to develop a GTCC waste disposal facility.

DOE developed this EIS to support a decision on selecting a disposal facility or facilities for
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, to address legislative requirements, to address national
security concerns (especially for sealed sources), and to protect public health and safety. The

purpose and need for the proposed action, as discussed above, is stated in the EIS (Section 1.1).

The scope of the EIS is focused on addressing the need for developing a disposal capability for
the identified inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. DOE plans a tiered decision-
making process, in which DOE would conduct further site-specific NEPA reviews before
implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS. For additional
information, see Section J.2.4.

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between the Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit.
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And you said that you went out to the
commercial industry where a huge majority of this waste
would be made and didn't come.up with any veoluntary
sites or enthusiasm for figuring out what to do with

this waste, and yet they still haven't even produced
the lion's share of it., So it seems to me that there's
a big disconnect there.

And if they don't want the stuff themselves
and they still haven't produced a lot of it, it would
make sense to me that they not go ahead; although I
understand that's not part of your charge here, but I
do think that public opposition or public enthusiasm
for helping with this problem should play a big part in
it. -

There should be a willing host for this
stuff. And if there's not, you haven't made the case
well enough or people don't understand it well enough
or they're just opposing what's going on.

Thank you.

T41-2

T41-3

T41-4

T41-2

T41-3

T41-4

DOE does not consider the lack of interest on the part of the generators for co-locating a
disposal facility at the point of generation to be an indicator of a lack of disposal facility
interest in general. DOE also considers this to be true irrespective of when the waste will be
generated.

As part of this EIS process, DOE solicited technical capability statements from commercial
vendors that might be interested in constructing and operating a GTCC waste disposal facility.
Although several commercial vendors expressed interest, no vendors provided specific
information on disposal locations and methods that could have been analyzed in the EIS.
Hence, this option was analyzed generically.

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of
which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the selection of a safe alternative or
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS evaluates
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed disposal alternatives for GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes. Based on the evaluation, DOE has determined that there are safe and
secure alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
provides information that supports this determination, and, as discussed in Section 1.1, Purpose
and Need for Agency Action, DOE is responsible for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes.

DOE agrees that the willingness of the host community is an important factor when selecting
the preferred alternative. The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators
signed a proclamation made in the 50th Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it
resolved that we, the undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in
southeast New Mexico to adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste,
commercial high-level waste, Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as
well as the interim storage of, spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, David
Martin, Secretary of the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June
27, 2011, stating that “the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity
proposed locations as the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic
repository is the favored alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this
waste type.” In addition, the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven
Chu on September 1, 2011, stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support
the proposed location of WIPP as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW
and GTCC-like wastes.
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L96-1

L96-2

L96-3

L96-4

L96-5

L96-6

L96-1

L96-2

L96-3

L96-4

L96-5

A preferred alternative is not required to be included in a Draft EIS. The Council on
Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(e) specify that the section on
alternatives in an EIS shall identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or
more exists, in the Draft EIS and identify such alternative(s) in the Final EIS unless another
law prohibits the expression of such a preference; that is, a preferred alternative shall be
identified in the Draft EIS if one exists. If no preferred alternative has been identified at the
Draft EIS stage, a preferred alternative need not be included. By the time the Final EIS is filed,
40 CFR 1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a preferred alternative and requires its
identification in the Final EIS unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference.

DOE did not have a preferred alternative at the time of issuance of the Draft EIS because of the
complex nature of the proposed action and the potential implications for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. To seek public input on how to identify a preferred alternative
for inclusion in the Final EIS, the Draft EIS presented considerations for developing a
preferred alternative in the Summary (in Section S.6) and in Section 2.9. As required by

40 CFR 1502.14(e), the Final EIS contains a preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes (see Section 2.10). In developing the preferred alternative, DOE
took into consideration public comments on the Draft EIS, public EIS scoping comments, and
other factors identified in Sections S.6 and 2.9 of the EIS.

The publication by the EPA of a NOA of the Final EIS in the Federal Register initiated a 30-
day public availability or “waiting” period. While the availability period is not a formal public
comment period, the public can comment on the Final EIS, including the preferred alternative,
prior to final agency action. Comments received will be addressed by DOE in a ROD. As
required by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, DOE must submit a Report to Congress that
includes the alternatives considered in the EIS and await Congressional action before making a
final decision regarding which alternative(s) to implement. The Report to Congress will be
made available to the public on the GTCC EIS website (http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/).

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for disposal of the inventory of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes identified for inclusion in these analyses. The Secretary of
Energy determined that a permanent repository for high-level waste and spent nuclear fuel at
Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is not a workable option and will not be developed. Therefore, DOE
concluded that co-disposal at a Yucca Mountain repository is not a reasonable alternative and
has eliminated it from evaluation in this EIS, as described in Section 2.6 of the EIS. DOE has
included analysis of generic commercial facilities in the event that a facility could become
available in the future. In that case, before making a decision to use a commercial facility,
DOE would conduct further NEPA reviews, as appropriate.

The NRC served as a commenting agency on the GTCC EIS and therefore did not actively
participate in the preparation of the GTCC EIS. Issues associated with potential regulatory
changes or NRC licensing would be addressed as necessary to enable implementation.

DOE believes that 500 years is a realistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, the assumption of a 20% natural background infiltration rate after

500 years was based on a study at SRS (Phifer et al. 2007) that indicated that after

10,000 years, the closure cap at the F-area would still shed about 80% of the cumulative
precipitation falling on it, with an effectiveness that would be greater before 10,000 years, then
decrease very slowly after 10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is more conservative
than indicated by this study.

Comment noted. DOE understands that there are differences between the potential licensing
and/or permitting processes.
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| L96-7

L96-8
L96-9

L96-10

L96-11

| L96-12

| L96-13
L96-14

L96-15

L96-6

L96-7

L96-8

L96-9

L96-10

As stated in Section C.9.4.1.1 of the EIS on route selection, many of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes considered in the EIS would meet the definition of a highway route HRCQ
(49 CFR 173.403). However, as noted in the discussion, states and Native American tribes
have the opportunity to designate “preferred routes” to replace or supplement the interstate
highway system. For those wastes not specifically designated as HRCQ, the selection of a
route is left to the carrier, but in the case of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes, additional
consultation with transportation stakeholders would occur.

DOE/NNSA analyzed various radioactive waste shipping routes through and around
metropolitan Las VVegas, Nevada, in the Draft NNSS SWEIS. DOE/NNSA continued
discussions with the State of Nevada on routing options throughout the preparation of the Final
NNSS SWEIS. After taking into consideration the comments and concerns expressed by State,
county, and local government officials and the public in general during the review and
comment period for the Draft NNSS SWEIS, DOE/NNSA decided to maintain the current
highway routing restrictions for shipments of low-level radioactive waste (LLW) and mixed-
low level radioactive waste (MLLW), as described in the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC)
for the site. DOE/NNSA explained this decision in the Final NNSS SWEIS. The unchanged
WAC restrictions are to avoid (1) crossing the Colorado River near Hoover Dam and (2) the
greater metropolitan Las Vegas interstate system. DOE/NNSA is not considering, nor is it
making, changes to the NNSS WAC with regard to routing.

Such decisions are developed in accordance with NNSA'’s standard practices (which include
consultation with the State of Nevada) and, when finalized, become publicly available through
publication on NNSS’s website.

Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS, implementation will include, as needed
and appropriate, NEPA reviews and other analysis (e.g., transportation).

The specific waste forms and packages used to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes would be determined in the future as part of the waste acceptance criteria and packaging
requirements developed. See the discussion in Section B.5 and C.9.4.2 of the EIS for more
information on packaging requirements. All GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would be
packaged and transported in accordance with all applicable federal and state requirements, and
waste disposal activities would be conducted in accordance with appropriate requirements.

On the basis of the depth of waste disposal, DOE believes that the only reasonable potential for
intrusion is from a future drilling event, such as drilling for a well. The likelihood of
inadvertent intrusion from a drilling event would be very low for a GTCC waste trench
disposal facility because of (1) the narrow width of the trench, (2) the use of intruder barriers,
(3) the remoteness of the sites, (4) DOE’s commitment to long-term institutional control,

(5) site conditions such as the general lack of easily accessible resources and the great depth to
groundwater, and (6) waste form stability. On the basis of these considerations, DOE did not
include a quantitative analysis of inadvertent human intruder in the EIS. Further evaluations
would be conducted in site-specific NEPA reviews in the future as needed.

Potential inadvertent human intrusion into WIPP is addressed in the documentation (WIPP
Performance Assessment) supporting its current operations. Inclusion of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes with the wastes already planned for disposal in this repository would not be
expected to change the results associated with this hypothetical intrusion event.

The EIS addresses NNSS ecological resources in Section 9.1.5 and cultural resources in
Section 9.1.10. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.

DOE recognizes the potential challenges associated with the legislative changes that would be
necessary to dispose of GTCC and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP.
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L96-11

The EIS analyses are based on conceptual engineering information and necessitated the use of
a number of simplifying assumptions. This approach is consistent with NEPA, which requires
such analyses to be made early in the decision-making process. The various land disposal
conceptual designs were assumed to be constructed and operated in a comparable manner at
each of the various sites. Information on the conceptual engineering designs for the three
proposed land disposal methods is provided in Section D.3 of Appendix D in the EIS. By using
the same conceptual designs at all of the sites evaluated in the GTCC EIS, except for cases
where a design did not apply (e.g., an intermediate-depth borehole at a site with shallow
groundwater), the potential impacts (e.g., radionuclides reaching the groundwater) at the
different environmental settings could be readily compared.

In performing these evaluations, a number of engineering measures were included in the
conceptual facility designs to minimize the likelihood of contaminant migration from the
disposal units. No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the facility
would not occur over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. It was assumed that these
measures would perform similarly for all conceptual designs, remaining intact for 500 years
after the disposal facility closed. After 500 years, the barriers would gradually fail. To account
for these engineered features in the modeling calculations, it was assumed that the water
infiltration to the top of the waste disposal area would be zero for the first 500 years and then
20% of the natural rate for the area for the remainder of the time period (through 10,000 years).
A water infiltration rate of 20% of the natural rate for the area was only used for the disposal
area; the natural background infiltration rate was used at the perimeter of the waste disposal
units. Again, this approach enables a comparative evaluation of the influence that site-specific
environmental factors would have on the potential migration of radionuclides from the disposal
facilities and the potential impacts on human health. It should be emphasized that project- and
site-specific engineering factors would be incorporated into the actual facility designs of the
site or sites selected in a ROD to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual disposal
sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur. Sufficient detail was included
in these designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process.
Some of the input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as
from increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in
lower impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

DOE believes that 500 years is a realistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, the assumption of a 20% natural background infiltration rate after
500 years was based on a study at SRS that indicated that after 10,000 years, the closure cap at
the F-area would still shed about 80% of the cumulative precipitation falling on it, with an
effectiveness that would be greater before 10,000 years, then decrease very slowly after
10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is more conservative than indicated by this study.

Estimated radiation doses and LCFs were calculated for each site and disposal concept for
10,000 years, and if the peak impact did not occur during this time frame, the analysis was
extended out to 100,000 years. DOE believes that the assumptions made to support the long-
term modeling calculations for the groundwater pathway are reasonable and enable a
comparative evaluation of the impacts between alternatives. The results of the evaluation
presented in the EIS are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal.
Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.
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L96-12

L96-13

L96-14

L96-15

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near-
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.

Past operational experience with these types of disposal facilities at DOE sites has shown that
when properly implemented, they can provide isolation of radioactive waste from the
environment for extended time periods. Past problems that have arisen with each option
provide additional information to improve the design and performance of future land disposal
facilities. Issues related to performance over time would be analyzed in a project-specific
analysis to address technical and long-term concerns.

The text was corrected. “increase” was changed to “decrease.”

There is no argument that a reduction in dose would occur with distance because of additional
dilution of radionuclide concentrations in groundwater. It is merely a statement that dilution is
going to occur down-gradient from where the contamination reaches the groundwater. The
only exposure the hypothetical farmer is expected to receive would be from contaminated
groundwater pumped to the surface for use, therefore, further dilution of the contamination
once it reaches the groundwater is extremely relevant.

The three land disposal facility conceptual designs (above-grade vault, enhanced near-surface
trench, and intermediate-depth borehole) were selected as being representative of a range of
land disposal configurations (varying degrees of waste consolidation and geometry) that could
be employed for the disposal of the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory. As
discussed in Section 1.4.2, each concept has been used to some degree in the United States or
other countries. The same vault, borehole, and trench characteristics were considered for the
disposal sites evaluated in order to compare the performance of each site’s natural
hydrological, geological, and meteorological properties relative to contaminant fate and
transport once any engineered barriers would begin to fail.

The conceptual nature of these configurations takes into account the characteristics of all of the
disposal sites for which they were considered, but their designs (e.g., width, depth, cover depth,
reinforced containment) could be altered or enhanced, as necessary, to provide an optimal
solution at a specific location. As an example, the cover depth could be adjusted to ensure that
roots from vegetation would not compromise the top of the engineered barrier. In addition, the
dimensions of the generic land disposal units (e.g., trench - width and depth, borehole —
diameter and depth, vault — width, depth, and height) were selected based on similar existing
facilities, existing equipment and methods for construction, and optimized (maximized waste
volume disposed of for a given disposal unit volume; simple waste handling procedures to
minimize exposure) for the types of waste packages considered. All designs could also
accommodate different disposal packages (existing and proposed) with minor variations in
their dimensions, but the EIS analyses would remain relevant for each option considered.

For example, if borehole disposal at NNSS became a preferred alternative, any capacity in the
existing boreholes would have been considered in follow-up studies. Past operational
experience with these types of disposal facilities at DOE sites has shown that when properly
implemented, they can provide isolation of radioactive waste from the environment for
extended time periods. Past problems that have arisen with each option provide additional
information to improve the design and performance of future land disposal facilities. Issues
related to performance over time would be analyzed in a project-specific analysis to address
technical and long-term concerns.
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Readiness Program (eventual use for nuclear weapons testing). These boreholes
should be considered for disposal of GTCC wastes.
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L295-1

L295-1

The mixed radioactive and hazardous waste in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste
inventory is estimated to be about 170 m* (6,000 ft%) for Group 1 of the GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like waste inventory. An estimate for Group 2 is not available at this time. Available
information about the mixed waste in the GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory
indicates that most of it is characteristic hazardous waste as regulated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); therefore, for the land disposal methods evaluated in
this EIS, it is assumed that the generators will treat the waste to render it nonhazardous under
federal and state laws and requirements. Based on DOE’s current understanding, GTCC waste
that is characteristic can be rendered non-hazardous. If the waste is cannot be rendered non-
hazardous, DOE agrees with NMED that a RCRA permit would be required. WIPP, however,
can accept defense-generated TRU mixed waste as provided in the WIPP LWA as amended
(P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201).

DOE acknowledges the TRU waste disposal limitations for WIPP specified in the WIPP LWA
as amended (P.L. 102-579 as amended by P.L. 104-201) and in the Agreement for Consultation
and Cooperation between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1)
and was considered in developing the preferred alternative. Based on the GTCC EIS
evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP would result in minimal
environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, including human health and
transportation. Both the annual dose and the latent cancer fatality (LCF) risk would be zero
because there would be no releases to the accessible environment and therefore no radiation
doses and LCFs during the first 10,000 years following closure of the WIPP repository. DOE
recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes
would require legislative changes and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as
needed, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal.
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L295-1
(Cont.)

L295-2

L295-2

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit.
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T31-1

T31-1

Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation and WIPP’s operating record, DOE believes that the WIPP
repository would be a safe location for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes,
some of which include long-lived radionuclides. DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require modification to existing law.
In addition, it would be necessary to revise the Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation
between Department of Energy and the State of New Mexico for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant, the WIPP compliance certification with EPA, and the WIPP Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit. For additional information, see Section J.2.2.

The State of New Mexico has indicated a willingness to accept GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like
wastes for disposal at WIPP. Twenty-eight New Mexico State Senators signed a proclamation
made in the Fiftieth Legislature, First Session, 2011, stating: “Be it resolved that we, the
undersigned, support the opportunity for other potential missions in southeast New Mexico to
adequately address the disposal of defense high-level waste, commercial high-level waste,
Greater Than Class C LLRW and surplus plutonium waste, as well as the interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel.” In response to the Draft GTCC EIS, Secretary David Martin, Secretary of
the New Mexico Environment Department, sent a letter to DOE on June 27, 2011, stating that
“the Department encourages DOE to support the WIPP or WIPP Vicinity proposed locations as
the preferred alternatives addressed in the Draft EIS. The geologic repository is the favored
alternative being more effective for the enduring time frames for this waste type.” In addition,
the Governor of New Mexico, in a letter to DOE Secretary Steven Chu on September 1, 2011,
stated that the State of New Mexico encourages DOE to support the proposed location of WIPP
as the preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.
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L301-1

L.301-2

L301-3

L301-4

L301-5

L301-6

L301-1

L301-2

L301-3

L301-4

L301-5

L301-6

The estimated inventory of 12,000 m® includes waste from the West Valley NDA/SDA.
Though not identified in the inventory table, waste from West Valley NDA/SDA is reflected in
the inventories listed under Group 2 activated metals, sealed sources, and other waste-remote-
handled/contact-handled. Of the 740 m® under activated metals, 210m? is from the NDA and
525m? is from the SDA; 23 m® of sealed sources is from the SDA; 1,600 m® other waste-
contact-handled is from the SDA; and 1,950 m® other waste-remote-handled included, 1,943
m? from the NDA and 7.34m® from the SDA.

Footnotes will be added in the EIS to Table S-1 and Table B-1 identifying wastes from the
NDA/SDA.

DOE solicited input from various sources to identify American Indian tribes that would be
interested in engaging in tribal consultation with DOE on the proposed action discussed in the
GTCC EIS. This engagement began in 2007 at the October State and Tribal Government
Working Group meeting in Snowbird, Utah. As a follow-up to that meeting, DOE, in 2008,
sent out letters to tribal government officials communicating DOE’s interest in consulting with
tribal nations on the GTCC EIS. However, no tribal group came forward, and DOE was not
able to identify any interested tribal group affiliated with WIPP or the Savannah River Site.
The approach used to engage American Indian tribes is further described in the EIS under
Section 1.8 on tribal consultation for the GTCC EIS.

See response to L301-1.

The WVDP EIS did not estimate the amount of Group 2 GTCC waste that could be mixed
waste, only those wastes that would be considered mixed waste without any further break out.

See response to L301-1.

DOE believes that 500 years is a realistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, as discussed in Section E.2.2 of the EIS, the assumption of a 20%
natural background infiltration rate after 500 years was based on a study at SRS (Phifer et al.
2007) that indicated that after 10,000 years, the closure cap at the F-area would still shed about
80% of the cumulative precipitation falling on it, with an effectiveness that would be greater
before 10,000 years, then decrease very slowly after 10,000 years. The approach used in the
EIS is more conservative than indicated by this study.
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L301-7

L.301-8

L301-7

L301-8

Section 2.83 of the GTCC EIS addresses climate change. Although the global climate change
impacts are modeled only to the year 2100, these initial indications can be used to provide a
perspective on what impacts global climate change might have on the proposed borehole,
trench, and vault waste disposal facilities at the various reference locations or regions
evaluated in this EIS. On the basis of Karl et al. (2009), it can be said that the maximum
increase or decrease in precipitation under a higher emission scenario would be plus or minus
10%. Under a lower emission scenario, these percentages would be lower, and thus climate
changes would probably not have any significant impacts on GTCC waste disposal operations.
This is because essentially no precipitation changes are expected in humid sites such as SRS.
For sites located in drier areas, such as Hanford, INL, LANL, NNSS, and WIPP/WIPP
Vicinity, small changes would be expected. However, because the post-closure human health
estimates presented in this EIS are for 10,000 years or more, and because current global
climate change model projections extend only to the year 2100, it is uncertain whether the
indications discussed here would continue for the 10,000-year post-closure period analyzed in
this EIS.

Although construction and operational experiences for the trench alternative appears to be very
specific, the EIS provides a similar level of detail for the other proposed disposal methods
(intermediate depth borehole and above grade vault). The conceptual designs take into account
the issue of inadvertent human intrusion.

The conceptual design for a trench facility is deeper and narrower than it is for conventional
near-surface LLRW disposal facilities in order to minimize the potential for inadvertent human
intrusion during the post-closure period. The waste packages would be placed into the trench
about 5 to 10 m (15 to 30 ft.) bags, and a fine-grained cohesion less fill (sand) would be used to
backfill around the waste containers to fill voids. After the trench was filled with the waste
containers and backfilled, a reinforced concrete layer would be placed over the waste packages
to help mitigate any future inadvertent intrusion. Borehole disposal would entail the
emplacement of waste in boreholes at depths below 30 m (100 ft.) but above 300 m (1,000 ft.).
Boreholes can vary widely in diameter (from 0.3 to 3.7 m [1 to 12 ft.]), and the proximity of
one borehole to another can vary depending on the design of the facility. The spacing of the
boreholes would minimize the potential for intrusion during the post closure period. As with
the trench a reinforced concrete layer would be placed over the waste packages to help mitigate
any future inadvertent intrusion. For the vault, an engineered cover would be used to aid in the
isolation of the waste from the environment over the long term. In addition to the protection
afforded by the vault and its internal backfill, the thickness of the cover would help deter
intrusion by humans.
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L1-1

L1-2

L1-2

DOE initiated government-to-government consultations with potentially affected American
Indian tribes in a timely manner consistent with DOE Order 144.1 and DOE’s NEPA
implementing guidelines. These consultations were done at a time that DOE had compiled and
developed sufficient information for the Draft EIS (including identification of the GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like waste inventory) to allow for an informed consultation with potentially
affected American Indian tribes. These consultations resulted in some of the tribes providing
narrative text for inclusion in the EIS.

DOE considered the input provided by American Indian tribes (as reflected in the tribal
narratives in the EIS) in identifying a preferred alternative. Tribal narratives identified several
tribal issues related to NNSS, Hanford, INL, and LANL; however, no affiliated tribes were
identified for the purpose of developing tribal narratives associated with WIPP and SRS.

DOE will formally consult with any potentially affected tribal government prior to making any
final decision on the selection of (an) alternative(s) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and
GTCC-like wastes. For additional information, see Section J.2.5.

Regarding tribal treaty rights allowing unrestricted access at Hanford, DOE respectfully
disagrees. This EIS presents relevant and essential information important to the evaluation of
potential environmental impacts, consistent with NEPA’s primary goal of full disclosure to the
public as well as agency decision-makers. This includes discussion of the history of the
settlement of Hanford and the treaties entered into between tribal nations and the U.S.
Government. There is substantial documentation indicating that the tribes understood at the
time these treaties were signed that the lands were no longer “unclaimed” when they were
claimed for the purposes of the white settlers’ activities. DOE is not aware of any judicially
recognized mechanisms that would allow these lands to revert to “unclaimed” status merely
through the process of being acquired by the federal government. The portion of Hanford that
remained in the public domain in 1943, as well as all the acquired lands, were closed to all
access, initially under authority of the War Powers Act and then under authority of the Atomic
Energy Act. It is therefore DOE’s position that the Hanford lands are neither “open” nor
“unclaimed.” In addition, DOE does not anticipate that the tank farms will be an appropriate
location for American Indian access for use of cultural resources or cultural activities, but it
continues to allow access to the parts of Hanford that are appropriate. DOE has taken, and is
continuing to take, substantial actions to reduce DOE’s “footprint” on Hanford. Those efforts
are consistent with the Nez Perce Tribe’s goals for restoration and access.
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L1-3

L1-4

L1-3

L1-4

See Response L1-2.

DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the
disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. The GTCC EIS
evaluation for the WIPP geologic repository alternative supports this statement. However, the
degree of waste isolation provided by a geologic repository may not be necessary for all of the
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes evaluated in the GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS evaluation
indicates that certain wastes (e.g., those containing short-lived radionuclides such as Cs-137
irradiators) could be safely disposed of in properly designed land disposal facilities at sites
with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high soil distribution coefficients,
and sufficient depths to groundwater. Based on the GTCC EIS evaluation, land disposal
facilities located in arid climates (e.g., NNSS and WIPP Vicinity) would isolate radionuclides
for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to occur.

While 10 CFR Part 61 identifies one NRC-approved method for GTCC LLRW disposal
(disposal in a geologic repository), these regulations also indicate that other disposal methods
could be approved. The GTCC EIS evaluates three land disposal methods (i.e., enhanced near
surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and above-grade vault). The GTCC EIS
evaluation indicates that land disposal methods employed at sites with suitable characteristics
would be viable and safe alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW.
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L1-10

L1-11

L1-5

L1-6
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A preferred alternative is not required to be included in a Draft EIS. The Council on
Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(e) specify that the section on
alternatives in an EIS shall identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or
more exists, in the Draft EIS and identify such alternative(s) in the Final EIS unless another
law prohibits the expression of such a preference; that is, a preferred alternative shall be
identified in the Draft EIS if one exists. If no preferred alternative has been identified at the
Draft EIS stage, a preferred alternative need not be included. By the time the Final EIS is filed,
40 CFR 1502.14(e) presumes the existence of a preferred alternative and requires its
identification in the Final EIS unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference.

DOE did not have a preferred alternative at the time of issuance of the Draft EIS because of the
complex nature of the proposed action and the potential implications for disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. To seek public input on how to identify a preferred alternative
for inclusion in the Final EIS, the Draft EIS presented considerations for developing a
preferred alternative in the Summary (in Section S.6) and in Section 2.9. As required by

40 CFR 1502.14(e), the Final EIS contains a preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes (see Section 2.10). In developing the preferred alternative, DOE
took into consideration public comments on the Draft EIS, public EIS scoping comments, and
other factors identified in Sections S.6 and 2.9 of the EIS.

The publication by the EPA of a NOA of the Final EIS in the Federal Register initiated a 30-
day public availability or “waiting” period. While the availability period is not a formal public
comment period, the public can comment on the Final EIS, including the preferred alternative,
prior to final agency action. Comments received will be addressed by DOE in a ROD. As
required by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, DOE must submit a Report to Congress that
includes the alternatives considered in the EIS and await Congressional action before making a
final decision regarding which alternative(s) to implement. The Report to Congress will be
made available to the public on the GTCC EIS website (http://www.gtcceis.anl.gov/). For
additional information, see Section J.2.4.

The disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of reasonable
alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. This range is consistent
with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500-1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed a range of disposal
methods (i.e., geologic repository, near-surface trench, intermediate-depth borehole, and
above-grade vault) and federally owned sites (i.e., Hanford Site, INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, and
the WIPP Vicinity, for which two reference locations — one within and one outside the WIPP
Land Withdrawal Boundary — were considered). DOE has determined that it was reasonable to
analyze these six sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal
facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository.

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve
further NEPA review as needed and be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and
would involve local stakeholder involvement and consent.

DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision
on importing waste from other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the
Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington Department of Ecology) for disposal at
Hanford at least until WTP is operational.

Figure 1.10-1 provides an overview of the GTCC EIS Organization. The organization of the
document does provide a description and discussion of the various methods analyzed and then
a discussion of the Federal Sites evaluated for implementation of the various methods. An
overview of the waste inventory is provided in Section 1.4.1. The disposal concepts are
summarized in Section 1.4.2, and the disposal sites are summarized in Section 1.4.3.
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L1-11
(Cont.)

L1-12

L1-13

L1-14

The EIS analyses are based on conceptual engineering information and necessitated the use of
a number of simplifying assumptions. This approach is consistent with NEPA, which requires
such analyses to be made early in the decision-making process. The various land disposal
conceptual designs were assumed to be constructed and operated in a comparable manner at
each of the various sites. Information on the conceptual engineering designs for the three
proposed land disposal methods is provided in Section D.3 of Appendix D in the EIS. By using
the same conceptual designs at all of the sites evaluated in the GTCC EIS, except for cases
where a design did not apply (e.g., an intermediate-depth borehole at a site with shallow
groundwater), the potential impacts (e.g., radionuclides reaching the groundwater) at the
different environmental settings could be readily compared.

In performing these evaluations, a number of engineering measures were included in the
conceptual facility designs to minimize the likelihood of contaminant migration from the
disposal units. No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the facility
would not occur over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. It was assumed that these
measures would perform similarly for all conceptual designs, remaining intact for 500 years
after the disposal facility closed. After 500 years, the barriers would gradually fail. To account
for these engineered features in the modeling calculations, it was assumed that the water
infiltration to the top of the waste disposal area would be zero for the first 500 years and then

20% of the natural rate for the area for the remainder of the time period (through 10,000 years).

A water infiltration rate of 20% of the natural rate for the area was only used for the disposal
area; the natural background infiltration rate was used at the perimeter of the waste disposal
units. Again, this approach enables a comparative evaluation of the influence that site-specific
environmental factors would have on the potential migration of radionuclides from the disposal
facilities and the potential impacts on human health. It should be emphasized that project- and
site-specific engineering factors would be incorporated into the actual facility designs of the
site or sites selected in a ROD to dispose of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes.

DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual disposal
sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur. Sufficient detail was included
in these designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process.
Some of the input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as
from increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in
lower impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

DOE believes that 500 years is a realistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, as discussed in Section E.2.2, the assumption of a 20% natural
background infiltration rate after 500 years was based on a study at SRS (Phifer et al. 2007)
that indicated that after 10,000 years, the closure cap at the F-area would still shed about 80%
of the cumulative precipitation falling on it, with an effectiveness that would be greater before
10,000 years, then decrease very slowly after 10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is
more conservative than indicated by this study.

Estimated radiation doses and LCFs were calculated for each site and disposal concept for
10,000 years, and if the peak impact did not occur during this time frame, the analysis was
extended out to 100,000 years. DOE believes that the assumptions made to support the long-
term modeling calculations for the groundwater pathway are reasonable and enable a
comparative evaluation of the impacts between alternatives. The results of the evaluation
presented in the EIS are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal.
Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.
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Pg 6-34 Comment: The Tribal narrative should be moved to the “land use” discussion. One of the
primary land use designations is the Monument and its mission.

Pg 6-55 Comment: The tribal narrative under the “Employment” section needs to be moved fo the
*Ecology” section.
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(Cont.)

L1-15

L1-16

L1-17

L1-9

L1-10

L1-11

L1-12

Costs for institutional controls out to a 10,000 year time frame were not evaluated because the
institutional control period was assumed to be for the first 100 years after facility closure. Site-
specific NEPA reviews would take a closer look the implementation and costs of institutional
controls.

Text prepared by potentially affected American Indian tribes is included in this EIS. DOE
considered this text for Hanford, INL, LANL, and NNSS; however, DOE also needed to ensure
consistency in the EIS analyses between the various sites, so that an even comparison could be
made between alternatives as required by NEPA. Because of this, it was not possible to fully
utilize all of the information provided by the tribal governments in order to perform specific
analyses associated with exposure events unique to a given American Indian tribe (such as
greater intakes of fish, game, and plants; the use of sweat lodges; and the use of natural
pigment paints for traditional ceremonies). Once a decision is made on a specific site location
and method, appropriate site-specific NEPA review would be conducted, including appropriate
analysis of exposure events unique to the impacted local American Indian tribes.

However, the information provided in these narratives was considered in the identification of
the preferred alternative presented in this EIS. The information provided in the narratives for
Hanford, INL, LANL, and NNSS was very useful, and DOE appreciates the time and effort
expended by the various tribes in supporting this EIS process.

DOE recognizes that modeling potential releases of radionuclides from the conceptual disposal
sites far into the future approximates what might actually occur. Sufficient detail was included
in these designs for use in the EIS analyses, consistent with the current stage of this process.
Some of the input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as
from increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in
lower impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

As discussed in Section 6.1.7 of the EIS, there are no minority or low-income populations in
the Hanford vicinity as defined in the CEQ guidelines. Thus, no environmental justice issues at
Hanford are expected.

DOE recognizes that some of the waste considered contains radionuclides that pose potential
human health risks for extended periods of time and that modeling potential releases of these
radionuclides from the conceptual disposal sites far into the future approximates what might
actually occur. In performing these evaluations, a number of engineering measures were
included in the conceptual facility designs to minimize the likelihood of contaminant migration
from the disposal units. No facility design can guarantee that radionuclide migration from the
facility would not occur over and beyond a 10,000-year time period. Sufficient detail was
included in the proposed conceptual land disposal facility designs for use in the EIS analyses,
consistent with the current stage of this process. Some of the waste form and site characteristic
input values may change in the future and could result in higher impacts (such as from
increased precipitation at some sites due to climate change), while others could result in lower
impacts (due to decreased precipitation).

DOE believes that 500 years is a realistic time period for the longevity of the types of
engineering barriers assumed in the analyses. DOE believes the approach and the assumptions
used in the EIS are reasonable for performing the comparative analysis of alternatives required
by NEPA. For example, the assumption of a 20% natural background infiltration rate after
500 years was based on a study at SRS (Phifer et al. 2007) that indicated that after

10,000 years, the closure cap at the F-area would still shed about 80% of the cumulative
precipitation falling on it, with an effectiveness that would be greater before 10,000 years, then
decrease very slowly after 10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is more conservative
than indicated by this study. DOE believes that the assumptions made to support the long-term
modeling calculations for the groundwater pathway are reasonable and enable a comparative
evaluation of the impacts between alternatives. The results of the evaluation presented in the
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L1-14

L1-15

L1-16
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EIS are sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal. Follow-on project-
specific and site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed.

The assumption of a 20% natural background infiltration rate after 500 years was based on a
study at SRS (Phifer et al. 2007) that indicated that after 10,000 years, the closure cap at the
F-area would still shed about 80% of the cumulative precipitation falling on it, with an
effectiveness that would be greater before 10,000 years, then decrease very slowly after
10,000 years. The approach used in the EIS is more conservative than indicated by this study.
A limited sensitivity analysis was conducted to obtain an idea of the uncertainties involved in
the long-term post-closure human health estimates as described in Appendix E, Section E.6.
The sensitivity analysis did include an analysis of the infiltration rate.

Additional information concerning air monitoring and air releases in the 200 west area were
added to Section 6.1.1.2.

The Tribal narrative about the Monument designation was moved to the Land Use section in
the Final EIS.

Additional text was added to Section 6.1.3.2.3 with a more detailed description of the
groundwater flow.

Figures illustrating the groundwater contamination have been added to the discussion as
suggested. The Tribal narrative on the Monument has been moved to the “land use” section,
and the Tribal narrative under the “Employment” section has been moved to the “Ecology”
section.
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