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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 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
AEA Atomic Energy Act of 1954  
AEC U.S. Atomic Energy Commission  
AIP Agreement in Principle  
AIRFA American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978  
ALARA as low as reasonably achievable 
AMC activated metal canister  
AMWTP Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project 
ANOI Advanced Notice of Intent 
AQRV air-quality-related value 
ARP Actinide Removal Process 
ATR Advanced Test Reactor (INL) 

bgs below ground surface  
BLM Bureau of Land Management  
BLS Bureau of Labor Statistics 
BNSF Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
BRC Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future  
BSL Biosafety Level 
BWR boiling water reactor  

CAA 	 Clean Air Act 
CAAA 	 Clean Air Act Amendments  
CAP88-PC 	 Clean Air Act Assessment Package 1988-Personal Computer (code)  
CCDF 	 complementary cumulative distribution function 
CEDE 	 committed effective dose equivalent  
CEQ 	 Council on Environmental Quality  
CERCLA 	 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act  
CFA 	 Central Facilities Area (INL)  
CFR 	 Code of Federal Regulations 
CGTO 	 Consolidated Group of Tribes and Organizations 
CH 	contact-handled 
CRMD 	 Cultural Resource Management Office  
CTUIR 	 Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
CWA 	 Clean Water Act  

Categorical Exclusion 

v 	January 2016 

CX 



  
 

 

1 
2 
3 

 4 
5 
6 

 7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

 13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

 19 
 20 

21 
 22 

23 
24 

 25 
  26 

  27 
 28 

 29 
30 

 31 
32 

 33 
 34 

35 
36 
37 

  38 
 39 

40 
41 
42 

 43 
 44 

45 
 46 

47 

Final GTCC EIS 	 Notation

DCF dose conversion factor 
DCG derived concentration guide 
DOE U.S. Department of Energy  
DOE-EM DOE-Office of Environmental Management 
DOE-ID DOE-Idaho Operations Office 
DOE-NV DOE-Nevada Operations Office 
DOE-RL DOE-Richland Operations Office 
DOI U.S. Department of the Interior  
DOT U.S. Department of Transportation 
DRZ disturbed rock zone 
DTRA Defense Threat Reduction Agency 
DWPF Defense Waste Processing Facility 

EAC Early Action Area 
EDE effective dose equivalent 
EDNA Environmental Designation for Noise Abatement 
EIS environmental impact statement  
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
ERDF Environmental Restoration Dispersal Facility 
ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973 
ESRP Eastern Snake River Plain (INL)  

FFTF Fast Flux Test Facility (Hanford) 
FGR Federal Guidance Report 
FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact  
FR Federal Register 
FTE full-time equivalent 
FY fiscal year 

GAO U.S. Government Accountability (formerly General Accounting) Office 
GMS/OSRP Office of Global Material Security/Off-Site Source Recovery Project 
GSA General Separations Area (SRS)  
GTCC greater-than-Class C 

HAP 	hazardous air pollutant 
HC 	Hazard Category 
HEPA 	 high-efficiency particulate air 
HEU 	 highly enriched uranium 
HF 	hydrogen fluoride 
HFIR 	 High Flux Isotope Reactor (ORNL) 
HMS 	 Hanford Meteorology Station 
HOSS 	 hardened on-site storage 
h-SAMC 	 half-shielded activated metal canister 
HSW EIS 	 Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program 

Environmental Impact Statement 
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ICRP International Commission on Radiological Protection  
IDA intentional destructive act 
IDAPA Idaho Administrative Procedures Act  
IDEQ Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
IDF Integrated Disposal Facility  
INL Idaho National Laboratory 
INTEC Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INL)  
ISFSI independent spent fuel storage installation 

LANL Los Alamos National Laboratory  
LCF latent cancer fatality  
Ldn day-night sound level 
Leq equivalent-continuous sound level 
LEU low-enriched uranium 
LLRW low-level radioactive waste  
LLRWPAA Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985  
LMP Land Management Plan (WIPP) 
LWA Land Withdrawal Act (WIPP) 
LWB Land Withdrawal Boundary (WIPP) 

MCL maximum contaminant level  
MCU modular caustic side solvent extraction unit 
MDA material disposal area (LANL) 
MOA Memorandum of Agreement  
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
MOX mixed oxides 
MPSSZ Middleton Place-Summerville Seismic Zone 
MSL mean sea level  

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standard(s)  
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990  
NASA National Aeronautics and Space Administration  
NCRP National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements  
NDA NRC-licensed disposal area (West Valley Site) 
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969  
NERP National Environmental Research Park  
NESHAP National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants  
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 
NI PEIS Nuclear Isotope PEIS 
NLVF North Las Vegas Facility 
NMAC New Mexico Administrative Code 
NMED New Mexico Environment Department  
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Services 
NNHP Nevada Natural Heritage Program 
NNSA National Nuclear Security Administration (DOE)  
NNSA/NSO NNSA/Nevada Site Office  
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NNSS Nevada National Security Site (formerly Nevada Test Site or NTS) 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NPS National Park Service  
NRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission  
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NTS SA Nevada Test Site Supplemental Analysis 
NTTR Nevada Test and Training Range 

ORNL Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
ORR Oak Ridge Reservation 

PA programmatic agreement 
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 
PCS primary constituent standard  
PEIS programmatic environmental impact statement 
P.L. Public Law 
PM particulate matter 
PM2.5 particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 m or less 
PM10 particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 m or less 
PPV Peak Particle Velocity 
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration  
PSHA Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Assessment 
PWR pressurized water reactor 

R&D research and development  
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RDD radiological dispersal device 
RH remote-handled 
RH LLW EA Remote-Handled Low-Level Waste Environmental Assessment (INL) 
RLWTF-UP Radioactive Liquid Waste Treatment Facility-Upgrade (LANL) 
ROD Record of Decision 
ROI region of influence 
ROW right-of-way 
RPS Radioisotopic Power Systems  
RSL Remote Sensing Laboratory 
RWMC Radioactive Waste Management Complex (INL)  
RWMS Radioactive Waste Management Site (NNSS)  

SA Supplemental Analysis 
SAAQS State Ambient Air Quality Standards 
SALDS State-Approved Land Disposal Site 
SCDHEC South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
SCE&G South Carolina Electric Gas 
SDA 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-II 
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 

VOC 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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1 UNITS OF MEASURE 
2 

ac acre(s) m3 cubic meter(s) 
ac-ft acre-foot (feet) MCi megacurie(s) 

mg milligram(s) 
°C 
cfs 

degree(s) Celsius 
cubic foot (feet) per second 

mi
mi2

 mile(s) 
 square mile(s) 

Ci curie(s) min minute(s) 
cm centimeter(s) mL milliliter(s) 
cms cubic meter(s) per second mm millimeter(s) 

mph mile(s) per hour  
d day(s) mR milliroentgen(s) 
dB decibel(s) mrem millirem 
dBA A-weighted decibel(s) mSv millisievert(s) 

MW megawatt(s) 
°F degree(s) Fahrenheit MWh megawatt-hour(s) 
ft
ft2 

ft3 

 foot (feet) 
square foot (feet) 
cubic foot (feet) 

nCi nanocurie(s) 

oz ounce(s) 
g gram(s) or acceleration  

of gravity (9.8 m/s/s) pCi picocurie(s) 
gal gallon(s) ppb part(s) per billion 
gpd gallon(s) per day ppm part(s) per million  
gpm gallon(s) per minute 

R roentgen(s) 
h hour(s) rad radiation absorbed dose 
ha hectare(s) rem roentgen equivalent man  
hp horsepower 

s second(s) 
in. inch(es) 

t metric ton(s) 
kg kilogram(s) 
km 
km2

kilometer(s) 
 square kilometer(s) 

VdB vibration velocity decibel(s) 

kph 
kV 

kilometer(s) per hour 
kilovolt(s) 

yd 
yd2

yd3

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

L liter(s) yr year(s) 
lb pound(s) 

μg microgram(s) 
m 
m2

meter(s) 
 square meter(s) 

μm micrometer(s) 

1 
2 
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1 J.3.2 Individuals Who Submitted Comments in Writing via Letter, Email, or Web Portal 

2 or Verbally at One of the Public Meetings
 
3 


13 TABLE J.3-2  Individuals Who Submitted Comments in Writing 

14 via Letter, Email, or Web Portal or Verbally at One of the Public 

15 Meetings for GTCC
 

4 Table J.3-2 tabulates all members of the public who submitted comments, along with the 

5 comment document identifiers assigned to each. Comments identified within each comment 

6 document are shown in brackets on the left side of the page(s), with the corresponding response 

7 shown on the right side of the same page(s). The comment documents and responses are 

8 presented here in Section J.3.2 on pages J-853 through J-1763, as indicated in the table. 

9 Individuals’ names are in alphabetical order. It may be helpful for readers to review Section J.2 


10 for an overview of the 10 Topics of Interest of this CRD. 

11 

12 


Comment Starting  
Last Name, First Name Document ID No. Page No. 

Ackley, Blaine C. L276 J-853 

Adams, Hildegard T76 J-855 

Adams, Hildegard Maria L450 J-860 

Adams, John E. W89 J-861 

Allee, Pamela W601 J-862 

Allen, Marjorie S. L53 J-863 

Aly, Robert L56 J-864 

Amato, Geraldine T77 J-865 

Anderson, Charles C. W234 J-871 

Angelou, Anne Foster W393 J-872 

Asher, Lani E51 J-873 

Asmerom, Yemane T52 J-874 

Atkins, Karla W6 J-878 

Bacon, David T106 J-881 

Bader, Gregory W33 J-886 

Bader, Suzanne W273 J-887 

Bagley, Will W528 J-888 

Baker, Mary-Lane W437 J-889 

Barbuck, Walter T49 J-890 

Bardarson, Karin W531 J-892 

Barger, Stuart T83 J-894 

Barnard, Douglas W208 J-898 

Barrrett, Floy J. L406 J-899 

Barrett, Floyd T59 J-900 

Baruch, Duncan G. W394 J-903 

Bates, Roger W309 J-904 

Baxter, Lisa W34 J-905 

Bay, Scott D. W492 J-906 

Beamer, Kelley W182 J-907 

Beebe, Craig W379 J-908 

Beems, William T66 J-910 

Bice, Sarah W27 J-912 
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TABLE J.3-2  (Cont.) 

Comment Starting  
Last Name, First Name Document ID No. Page No. 

Blackwood, Laurie T78 J-913 

Blailse, Sharlane W284 J-915 

Block, Jonathan W5 J-916 

Bloomgarden, Robin E107 J-918 

Bohammon, Jason L55 J-919 

Bosworth, Carol L310 J-920 

Brasher, Charles and Lavis, Betty W144 J-923 

Brennan, Colm T131 J-924 

Brennan, John W484 J-926 

Brenner, Loretta W534 J-927 

Bronson, Ann W278 J-929 

Brooks, Sarah W457 J-930 

Browning, Linda W466 J-931 

Bruvold, James W71 J-932 

Bryant, Nita S. W463 J-936 

Bryant, Sally W310 J-937 

Buehre, Kim L87 J-938 

Bushman, Gary W602 J-939 

Butz, Andrew L401 J-941 

Bynum, Vann T95 J-942 

Cain, Nikki E69 J-945 

Call, Beth L51 J-947 

Call, Beth W504 J-948 

Call, Tom W505 J-950 

Call, Tom L505 J-952 

Campbell, Patricia W294 J-953 

Campbell, Rebecca T173 J-954 

Carlson, Kevin W554 J-957 

Carver, Heather W467 J-958 

Castle, Janet T137 J-959 

Cellarius, Doris W54 J-962 

Chabot, Kimberly W537 J-963 

Charlo T96 J-964 

Chavez and Putkey T90 J-967 

Chilton, Maria T108 J-970 

Christ, M’Lou W160 J-972 

Christ, Peter W196 J-973 

Cimino, Elaine T63 J-974 

Clark, Barbara L311 J-976 

Clark, Elisabeth W302 J-977 

Clark, Janice L278 J-978 

Clark, Judi W128 J-980 

Cohen, Alicia A. W139 J-981 

Cole, Charles L282 J-982 

Collonge, Chelsea T67 J-983 

Conlan, Mike W20 J-987 
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TABLE J.3-2  (Cont.) 

Comment Starting  
Last Name, First Name Document ID No. Page No. 

Cooke, Harriet W35 J-988 

Cooley, Mary W60 J-989 

Corcoran, Jill W536 J-990 

Costa, Demelza W140 J-991 

Couche, Stephen W500 J-992 

Craig, Edward W190 J-993 

Crimi, Richard W407 J-994 

Crocker, Terece E90 J-995 

Cummings, George W222 J-996 

Cunningham, Lynda W264 J-997 

Daggett, Fran W399 J-998 

Dale, Dorothy W25 J-999 

Dancer, Daniel W464 J-1000 

D’Arrigo, Diane L313 J-1001 

Davidson, Jennifer W533 J-1002 

Davis, Jason L417 J-1003 

Deaton, Douglas W515 J-1005 

Delanty, Hugh T138 J-1006 

Derry, Anita T139 J-1009 

DeVries, Peg W470 J-1012 

DiPietro, Laura W199 J-1013 

DiVincent, L.M. W476 J-1014 

Dlugonski, Melba T140 J-1015 

Dobson, Bruce W10 J-1018 

Dolan, Christopher W404 J-1019 

Donnelly, Dennis E27 J-1020 

Donnelly, Dennis T21 J-1021 

Donoghue, Colin E15 J-1025 

Doran, Doug T94 J-1026 

DuBois, Marchette W342 J-1030 

Dukes, Aaron W408 J-1031 

Dunning, David E23 J-1032 

Dunning, Dirk T141 J-1033 

Duran, Clarissa T104 J-1037 


W482 J-1043 
Easterly, E.M. 
Edwards, Karen W337 J-1044 

Eldred, Mary W78 J-1045 

Ellis, Joell W204 J-1046 

Elmshauser, Erik C. W495 J-1047 

Enfield, Norm R. W253 J-1048 

Epstein, Joe T26 J-1049 

Evans, Bill W52 J-1052 

Evans, Jay Lee T75 J-1053 

Evans, Peter T4 J-1059 

Evans, Rosamund T58 J-1062 

Faris, Larry and Janice W430 J-1066 
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TABLE J.3-2  (Cont.) 

Comment Starting  
Last Name, First Name Document ID No. Page No. 

Fasnacht, Sharon W55 J-1067 

Feldman, Laura L411 J-1068 

Felton, John L413 J-1069 

Fentin, Karyn W16 J-1070 

Fenwick, Steve W57 J-1071 

Field, Diane W188 J-1072 

Field, Michael W388 J-1073 

Finney, Dee L402 J-1074 

Finney, Dee T80 J-1075 

Fisher, Kristina E50 J-1078 

Flores, Esmeralda T142 J-1079 

Flugge, Claudia L287 J-1081
 
Ford, Lynn L414 J-1082 

Frech, Lisa Jo W111 J-1083 

Fredrickson, Catherine W471 J-1084 

Freeborn, Katja T143 J-1085 

Friedman, Paula W483 J-1088 

Fryberger, Jeremy L314 J-1089 

Gaines, Brenda W38 J-1090 

Gallegos, Robert L403 J-1091 

Gallegos, Tom T99 J-1093 

Ganus, Carolyn W223 J-1097 

Garcia, David T110 J-1098 

Gargas, Don W121 J-1102 

Gauthier, Jerome W367 J-1103 

Gearhart, Franklin W64 J-1104 

Geddes, Stephen V. L408 J-1106 

Geddes, Steve T3 J-1107 

Geiser, Katie W340 J-1109 

George, Betina W32 J-1110 

Gerdes, Cynthia W117 J-1111 

Gerould, Stephen W122 J-1112 

Gibbons, Anne L207 J-1113 

Giese, Mark E59 J-1116 

Giese, Mark W14 J-1117 

Gleichman, Ted W523 J-1118 

Goeckermann, John W154 J-1119 

Gohl, Larry W82 J-1120 

Gold, Rick W350 J-1121 

Goldberg, Marshall C. W486 J-1122 

Goldberg, Marshall C. W293 J-1123 

Goldberg, Marshall F. W62 J-1124 

Gordon, Jan W315 J-1125 

Green, Jeanne T92 J-1127 

Green, Mary T103 J-1132 

Greene, Linda L209 J-1136 
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Comment Starting  
Last Name, First Name Document ID No. Page No. 

Greeves, John T11 J-1137 

Griffith, Lorie W370 J-1146 

Grimaldi, Richard W468 J-1147 

Guerrero, Jiovani T133 J-1148 

Haber, Richard W451 J-1149 

Hagen, Jon W390 J-1150 

Hahn, John W288 J-1151 

Hall, Camille W189 J-1152 

Hannah, Frances W106 J-1153 

Hansen, Clifford T48 J-1154 

Hartford, Susan W290 J-1156 

Hatcher, Lynn W433 J-1157 

Hawkins, William W550 J-1158 

Hayden, Mary W322 J-1160 

Hayes, Rose T5 J-1161 

Heartsun, Hafiz W319 J-1165 

Heaton, John T24 J-1166 

Hebert, Susan W214 J-1170 

Hedin, Bev W124 J-1171 

Heggen, Richard W511 J-1172 

Heins, Erika W119 J-1175 

Henkels, Diane W542 J-1176 

Henry, Marilee W328 J-1177 

Herbert, Emily W13 J-1178 

Herbert, John W70 J-1179 

Herring, Melissa W490 J-1180 

Hess, Jurgen W405 J-1181 

Hiltner, Carol W41 J-1184 

Hodge, Kenneth T159 J-1185 

Hodge, Wallace T144 J-1187 

Hoff, Marilyn L79 J-1189 

Hoff, Marilyn T91 J-1191 

Holenstein, Cherie T145 J-1195 

Homan, Ken T68 J-1199 

Hortsch, Donna W129 J-1201 

Hosking, Chuck L291 J-1202 

Howard, Chris W509 J-1203 

Hoyle, Lester and Judy W446 J-1204 

Hummasti, John E47 J-1205 

Hurtado, Dolores L83 J-1206 

Hyde, Don E29 J-1207 

Ihrig, Sandra W305 J-1208 

Ireland, Karen W258 J-1210 

Jackson, Kathy L315 J-1211 

Jamieson, Suzanne W56 J-1212 

J’neva, Capra W522 J-1213 
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Comment Starting  
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Johnson, Janet T16 J-1214 

Johnson, Marjorie W270 J-1218 

Johnson, Michael W96 J-1219 

Jolly-Holt, Teresa L98 J-1221 

Jones Jr., William W198 J-1223 

Jones Jr., William L97 J-1224 

Kapuler, Alan W173 J-1226 

Karuna, Amara W508 J-1227 

Keddem, Aliza W36 J-1228 

Kelly, Mike T44 J-1229 

Kerchun, Chris L415 J-1234 

Kidd, Judith T65 J-1235 

Kimmich, Rob W67 J-1238 

Knight, Paige T146 J-1239
 
Kohnstamm, Molly W478 J-1243 

Koponen, Mary M. L84 J-1244 

Koponen, Emmy E34 J-1245 

Koponen, Emmy E35 J-1246 

Korn, Meryle W159 J-1247 

Kraft, Mary Lou E60 J-1248 

Kronen, Eva W335 J-1249 

Kronin, Eva T147 J-1250
 
Kuerschner, Erich T62 J-1253 

Kuerschner, Erich T97 J-1259 

Lacy, Chris M. W496 J-1266 

Lamb, Dorothy T148 J-1267 

Lamm, Wayne W23 J-1269 

LaMorticella, Barbara T149 J-1270 

Lane, Priscilla W43 J-1273 

Langford, James W48 J-1274 

Larsen, Kim W521 J-1275 

Lassiter, Eileen W145 J-1276 

Laville, Madeleine W506 J-1277 

Laville, Madeleine L50 J-1279 

Lavis, Betty and Brasher, Charles W400 J-1280 

Lawson, John P. W444 J-1281 

Leatham, Ellen T150 J-1282
 
Litt, Mike W164 J-1284 

Lloyd, Darryl W485 J-1285 

Lloyd, Darvel W166 J-1286 

Logan, Christopher W51 J-1287 

Lovejoy, Glenda W296 J-1289 

Lu, Lan W488 J-1290 

Mance, Lisa T151 J-1291 

Maranze, Harriette W514 J-1294 

Marquez, Noel T34 J-1295 
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Comment Starting  
Last Name, First Name Document ID No. Page No. 

Marsello, Pat L409 J-1297 

Marti, Tralee W30 J-1298 

Martiszus, Ed T136 J-1299 

Matela, Nancy E68 J-1303 

McCagh, Mike W150 J-1304 

McClary, Jackie T153 J-1305 

McCulloch, Robert W559 J-1307 

McFarland, Angela W502 J-1308 

McKinney, Maria L316 J-1309 

McNaughton, Jim T155 J-1310 

Meyerhoff, Joan W183 J-1311 

Michaels, Brenda W61 J-1312 

Midson, Kathryn W142 J-1313 

Mierow, Luanne W317 J-1314 

Mijal, Martin W417 J-1315 

Miller, Virginia E84 J-1316 

Millhauser, Susan W456 J-1317 

Milner, Glen W348 J-1319 

Mink, Ron W378 J-1323 

Misserville, Henry T72 J-1324 
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Ackley, Blaine C., Commenter ID No. L276 

Ackley, Blaine C. – L276 
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 J-854 
January 2016 

L276-3 

L276-2 

L276-1 

L276-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Ackley, Blaine C., Commenter ID No. L276 (cont’d) 

L276-2	 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 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 waste 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 transportation impacts evaluation conducted for 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 truck shipments would be required 
to transport all of the GTCC 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. The GTCC EIS 
estimates one fatality directly related to an accident might occur (see Section 6.2.9.1).  

L276-3	 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 waste inventory. As discussed in Section 1.4.2, each 
concept has been used to some degree in the United States or other countries to dispose of 
radioactive waste similar to the three waste types analyzed in the GTCC EIS. 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. 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Adams, Hildegard, Commenter ID No. T76 
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T76-1 	 DOE respectfully disagrees and cleanup efforts are ongoing. In this GTCC EIS, DOE analyzed 
a range of disposal methods and locations consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in 
Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508). 
DOE evaluated federally owned sites including LANL, WIPP and the WIPP Vicinity, and 
generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was reasonable to analyze the federally 
owned sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except 
for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic repository. 

Adams, Hildegard, Commenter ID No. T76 (cont’d) 

J-856 
January 2016 

T76-1 
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T76-2 	 DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently allowed by law 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. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to 
proposing and evaluating alternatives that are currently allowed by law. 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.” 

Adams, Hildegard, Commenter ID No. T76 (cont’d) 

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. 

J-858 
January 2016 

T76-2 
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Adams, Hildegard, Commenter ID No. T76 (cont’d) 

T76-2 
(Cont.) 
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L405-1	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Adams, Hildegard Maria, Commenter ID No. L450 
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L450-1 

Adams, Hildegard Maria – L450 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

W89-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Adams, John E., Commenter ID No. W89 

W89-2 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

W89-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

J-861 
January 2016 

W89-3 

W89-2 

W89-1 
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W601-1 	 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 truck 
shipments over 60 years 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 (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

Allee, Pamela, Commenter ID No. W601 

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. 

J-862 
January 2016 
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L53-1 

L53-1 	 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). DOE evaluated federally owned sites including 
LANL, WIPP and the WIPP Vicinity, and generic commercial disposal locations. DOE 
determined that it was reasonable to analyze the federally owned sites because they currently 
have operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is 
near an operating geologic repository. 

Allen, Marjorie S., Commenter ID No. L53 

Regarding the disposal of weapons related waste, 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. In addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use 
of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific 
NEPA review, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and 
heat loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal. 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.” 
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L56-1 	 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). DOE determined that it was reasonable to analyze the 
federal sites, including LANL, WIPP, and WIPP Vicinity, because they currently have 
operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an 
operating geologic repository. 

Aly, Robert, Commenter ID No. L56 

L56-2 	 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. 

J-864 
January 2016 

L56-2 

L56-1 
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T77-1 	 DOE is committed to effective public participation in the NEPA process in accordance with 
CEQ and DOE implementing procedures and policies. In preparing the Final GTCC EIS, DOE 
gave consideration to all public comments received during the public hearings and received in 
writing. See Section 1.5. 

Amato, Geraldine, Commenter ID No.T77 
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Amato, Geraldine, Commenter ID No.T77 (cont’d) 
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T77-1 
(Cont.) 

T77-1 
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J-870 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

  
 
 

W234-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Anderson, Charles C., Commenter ID No. W234 

In accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation regulations, shipments of Highway 
Route Controlled Quantities of Radioactive Materials (DOT) would be shipped using preferred 
routes that reduce time in transit [49 CFR 397.101(b)]. A preferred route is an interstate system 
highway, including beltways and bypasses, or an alternative route selected by a state or tribal 
routing agency in accordance with 49 CFR 397.103 using Guidelines for Selecting Preferred 
Highway Routes for Highway Route Controlled Quantity Shipments of Radioactive Materials 
or an equivalent routing analysis that adequately considers overall risk to the public. Factors 
for analysis by the state or tribal routing agency can include accident rates, traffic counts, 
distance, vehicle speeds, population density, land use, timeliness, and availability of 
emergency response capabilities. Substantive consultation with affected jurisdictions is 
required prior to designating an alternative route to ensure consideration of all impacts and 
continuity of designated route. 
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W393-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Angelou, Anne Foster, Commenter ID No. W393 
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E51-1 	 The evaluation of potential impacts to water quality from the proposed action at WIPP and 
LANL are discussed in Sections 4.3.3 and 8.2.3, respectively. 

Asher, Lani, Commenter ID No. E51 

J-873 
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T52-1 	 The preferred alternative does represent a consolidation of the waste inventory at suitable and 
protective disposal facilities. 

Asmerom, Yemane, Commenter ID No. T52 

T52-2 	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), DOE analyzed the range of reasonable 
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, 
WIPP, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined 
that it was reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating 
radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating 
geologic repository. 
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Asmerom, Yemane, Commenter ID No. T52 (cont’d) 

T52-2 
(Cont.) 
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T52-3 	 See response to T52-2. In addition to the above, in the selection of the preferred alternative, 
DOE considered a variety of factors including seismic, cultural resources, environmental and 
human health impacts (see Section 2.9). 

Asmerom, Yemane, Commenter ID No. T52 (cont’d) 
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W6-1	 Human health impacts to workers is one of several factors that were considered in the 
development of the preferred alternative (see Section 2.9 of the EIS). 

Atkins, Karla, Commenter ID No. W6 (cont’d) 

W6-2	 The site-specific environmental factors identified by commenters such as surface and ground 
water contamination, cultural resources, and accidents (e.g., fire) were evaluated in the EIS. 
The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration in identifying the preferred 
alternative presented in the Final EIS. 

W6-3	 The site-specific environmental factors including socioeconomics were evaluated in the EIS as 
appropriate. See Section 8.2.6. The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration in 
identifying the preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS. 
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W6-4	 The site-specific environmental factors identified by commenters including cultural and 
archaeological sites, threatened and endangered species, and other factors 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. 

Atkins, Karla, Commenter ID No. W6 (cont’d) 

W6-5 Comment noted. 
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Bacon, David, Commenter ID No. T106 

Bacon, David – T106 
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T106-1	 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. 

Bacon, David, Commenter ID No. T106 (cont’d) 
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T106-2	 The concern about added cost to kilowatt hour because of nuclear power plant 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. 

Bacon, David, Commenter ID No. T106 (cont’d) 
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T106-3	 The benefits of alternative energy 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. Information on DOE’s solar program 
can be found on the Internet at www.eere.energy.gov/topics/solar.html. 

Bacon, David, Commenter ID No. T106 (cont’d) 
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T106-4	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Bacon, David, Commenter ID No. T106 (cont’d) 
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W33-1 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Bader, Gregory, Commenter ID No. W33 
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W273-1 	 The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that 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. About 
12,600 truck shipments over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see 
Section 6.2.9.1). 

Bader, Suzanne, Commenter ID No. W273 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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W528-1 	 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Bagley, Will, Commenter ID No. W528 
(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, in most case, 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. 

W528-2 	 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. 
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W437-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Baker, Mary-Lane, Commenter ID No. W437 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

J-889 
January 2016 

W437-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Baker, Mary-Lane – W437 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

T49-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Barbuck, Walter, Commenter ID No. T49 
(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. 

J-890 
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T49-2 	 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. 

Barbuck, Walter, Commenter ID No. T49 (cont’d) 

T49-2 
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W531-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Bardarson, Karin, Commenter ID No. W531 

W531-2 See response to W531-1. 
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J-893 
January 2016 

W531-3 

W531-3 	 The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that 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. About 
12,600 truck shipments over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see 
Section 6.2.9.1). 

Bardarson, Karin, Commenter ID No. W531 (cont’d) 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

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 (see Section 6.2.9.1). 
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T83-1 	 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. 

Barger, Stuart, Commenter ID No. T83 
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J-895 
January 2016 

T83-3 

T83-2 

T83-1 
(Cont.) 

T83-2 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, INL, LANL, 
NNSS, and SRS. The ongoing cleanup efforts at these sites will continue as planned. 

Barger, Stuart, Commenter ID No. T83 (cont’d) 

T83-3 	 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, in most case, 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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T83-4 	 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Barger, Stuart, Commenter ID No. T83 (cont’d) 
(P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. 

T83-5 	 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 technologies and 
alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range of alternatives for 
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or programs suggested for 
DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do not meet the purpose 
and need for agency action stated for this EIS. 

T83-6 	Comment noted. 
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Barger, Stuart, Commenter ID No. T83 (cont’d) 

T83-6 
(Cont.) 
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W208-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Barnard, Douglas, Commenter ID No. W208 
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Barnard, Douglas – W208 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

  

 
 

   

  
 

 
  

 
 

 

 
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  

 
 

 

 

 

J-899 
January 2016 

L406-1 

L406-2 

L406-3 

L406-1	 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. 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., 

Barrrett, Floy J., Commenter ID No. L406 

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

L406-2	 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. 

L406-3	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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T59-3 

T59-2 

T59-1 

T59-1 	 DOE acknowledges that only defense-generated TRU waste is currently allowed by law 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. However, NEPA does not limit an EIS to 
proposing and evaluating alternatives that are currently allowed by law. 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.” 

Barrett, Floyd, Commenter ID No. T59 (cont’d) 

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

T59-2 	 Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No 
Action alternative. 

T59-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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T59-4 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Barrett, Floyd, Commenter ID No. T59 (cont’d) 
(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, in most case, 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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W394-1 	 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. 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) as well as generic commercial 
locations. 

Baruch, Duncan G., Commenter ID No. W394 

J-903 
January 2016 

W394-1 
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W309-1 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and the ongoing 
cleanup efforts will continue. As stated in the Hanford TC&WM EIS, the receipt of offsite 
waste streams (including GTCC LLRW) that contain specific amounts of certain isotopes, 
specifically iodine-129 and technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact 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. These factors were considered in developing DOE’s 
preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as discussed in 
Chapter 2 of the EIS. 

Bates, Roger, Commenter ID No. W309 

W309-2 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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W34-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Baxter, Lisa, Commenter ID No. W34 

J-905 
January 2016 

W34-1 
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W492-1 	 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. 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, WIPP and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial 
locations. 

Bay, Scott D., Commenter ID No. W492 

J-906 
January 2016 
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W182-1 	 The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that 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. About 
12,600 truck shipments over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see 
Section 6.2.9.1). Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility 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). 

Beamer, Kelley, Commenter ID No. W182 

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 (see Section 6.2.9.1). J-907 

January 2016 
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W379-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Beebe, Craig, Commenter ID No. W379 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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W379-1 
(Cont.) 
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T66-1 	 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. 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.” 

Beems, William, Commenter ID No. T66 

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

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 include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement. 

J-910 
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Beems, William, Commenter ID No. T66 (cont’d) 
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W27-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Bice, Sarah, Commenter ID No. W27 

W27-2 	 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 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 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.  

W27-3 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site and has made 
considerable progress in reducing the risk the site poses to the health and safety of workers, the 
public, and the environment. 
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T78-1 Comment noted. Blackwood, Laurie, Commenter ID No. T78 

J-913 
January 2016 
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Blackwood, Laurie, Commenter ID No. T78 (cont’d) 

T78-1 
(Cont.) 
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W284-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Blailse, Sharlane, Commenter ID No. W284 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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J-916 
J Block, Jonathan – W5 anuary 2016 

W5-4 

W5-3 

W5-2 

W5-1 

W5-1	 The GTCC EIS was prepared in accordance with CEQ and DOE policy and regulations. Block, Jonathan, Commenter ID No. W5 

W5-2	 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 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 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. 

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 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. 

W5-3	 The analysis of air quality in the EIS addresses relevant air quality issues including GHG 
emissions (see Sections 4.3.1 and 8.2.1 for discussion on WIPP and LANL, respectively). 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. 

W5-4	 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. The EIS impact analyses for all alternatives took into 
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W5-5	 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, 

Block, Jonathan, Commenter ID No. W5 (cont’d) 

J-917 
January 2016 

W5-5 
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. Costs involved in either 
building a rail spur to a site or the additional cost of intermodal operations would need to be 
considered if that option was considered further. 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. 

Once an alternative is selected in a ROD for this EIS for implementation, a follow-on site-
specific NEPA review, including an assessment of specific routing and an accident analysis, 
including dedicated trains and the potential for multiple railcar accidents if applicable, will be 
conducted. This process will include planning that involves transportation stakeholders. 
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E107-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Bloomgarden, Robin, Commenter ID No. E107 

E107-2	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that 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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L55-1 	 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. 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, WIPP, and WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial 
locations. 

Bohammon, Jason, Commenter ID No. L55 

L55-2 	 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 
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L310-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Bosworth, Carol, Commenter ID No. L310 

L310-2	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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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L310-6 

L310-5 

L310-4 

L310-3 

L310-2 
(Cont.) 

L310-3	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Bosworth, Carol, Commenter ID No. L310 (cont’d) 

L310-4	 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. 

L310-5	 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. 

L310-6	 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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W144-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Brasher, Charles and Lavis, Betty, Commenter ID No. W144 

W144-2 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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Brennan, Colm, Commenter ID No. T131 

Brennan, Colm – T131 

J-924 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 

 

T131-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Brennan, Colm, Commenter ID No. T131 (cont’d) 
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W484-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Brennan, John, Commenter ID No. W484 
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W534-4 

W534-3 

W534-2 

W534-1 

W534-1 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and the ongoing 
cleanup efforts will continue. 

Brenner, Loretta, Commenter ID No. W534 

W534-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W534-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W534-4 	 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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Brenner, Loretta, Commenter ID No. W534 (cont’d) 
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(Cont.) 
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W278-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Bronson, Ann, Commenter ID No. W278 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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W457-4 

W457-3 

W457-2 

W457-1 

W457-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Brooks, Sarah, Commenter ID No. W457 

W457-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W457-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W457-4 	 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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W466-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Browning, Linda, Commenter ID No. W466 

W466-2 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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Bruvold, James, Commenter ID No. W71 
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W71-1 	 The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range 
of alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or 
programs suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do 
not meet the purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS. 

Bruvold, James, Commenter ID No. W71 (cont’d) 
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Bruvold, James, Commenter ID No. W71 (cont’d) 

W71-1 
(Cont.)
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Bruvold, James, Commenter ID No. W71 (cont’d) 
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W463-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Bryant, Nita S., Commenter ID No. W463 

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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W310-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Bryant, Sally, Commenter ID No. W310 
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L87-1 	 The Chemical and Metallurgical Research Replacement Facility is outside the scope of the 
GTCC EIS. Additionally, stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative 
energy sources 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. 

Buehre, Kim, Commenter ID No. L87 
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W602-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Bushman, Gary, Commenter ID No.W602 

W602-2 	 The GTCC EIS does consider risks involved in transporting these waste materials to Hanford 
and through the Columbia River Gorge (Chapter 6.2.9., Transportation), as well as risks due to 
an earthquake (Chapter 6.2.4.1, Facility Accidents) or an intentional attack (Chapter 5.3.4.4, 
Intentional Destructive Acts). Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste to a disposal 
facility 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 EIS evaluation indicates that 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 wastes at multiple locations, and can be conducted in a safe 
manner based on compliance with regulatory requirements and past experiences. About 
12,600 truck shipments over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (LCFs). 

The 800 LCF value for transportation risk referenced in the comment is not applicable to the 
GTCC EIS. DOE believes that the value is from the results provided in the Draft Global 
Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (GNEP PEIS) 
regarding transportation of SNF and HLW that was canceled by DOE on June 29, 2009 
(74 FR 31017). The same types of transportation 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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Bushman, Gary, Commenter ID No.W602 (cont’d) 
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L401-1	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), 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, WIPP, and the 
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste 
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 
repository.  

Butz, Andrew, Commenter ID No. L401 

L401-2	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

L401-3	 See response to L401-1 
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T95-1 	 Implementation of DOE’s preferred alternative would provide a disposal capability for GTCC 
LLRW, including medical sealed sources and GTCC LLRW from the production of 
molybdenum-99 for medical applications. 

Bynum, Vann, Commenter ID No. T95 
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Bynum, Vann, Commenter ID No. T95 (cont’d) 

T95-1 
(Cont.) 
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E69-1 	 Comments regarding the Chemical and Metallurgical Research Replacement Facility 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 disposal methods and sites evaluated in the EIS represent the range of 
reasonable alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Hanford Site, 
INL, LANL, NNSS, SRS, WIPP and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial 
locations. DOE determined that it was reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they 
currently have operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, 
which is near an operating geologic repository. See Section 8.1.2.1.4 for discussion on 
seismicity at LANL. 

Cain, Nikki, Commenter ID No. E69 

E69-2 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at LANL and ongoing cleanup efforts 
will continue as planned. Potential impacts to water resource and other resource areas from the 
proposed action were evaluated in the GTCC EIS (Chapter 8). The results of the evaluation 
were taken into consideration in identifying the preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS. 

E69-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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E69-4 Comment noted. Cain, Nikki, Commenter ID No. E69 (cont’d) 
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E69-4 

E69-3 
(Cont.) 
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January 2016 

L51-5 

L51-4 

L51-3 

L51-2 

L51-1 

L51-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Call, Beth, Commenter ID No. L51 

L51-2 	 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 truck 
shipments over 60 years 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. The GTCC EIS estimates 
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. 

L51-3 	 See response to L51-2. 

L51-4 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

L51-5 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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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Call, Beth, Commenter ID No. W504 

Call, Beth – W504 
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W504-1 See response to L51-1. 

W504-2 See response to L51-2. 

W504-3 See response to L51-2. 

W504-4 See response to L51-4. 

W504-5 See response to L51-5. 

Call, Beth, Commenter ID No. W504 (cont’d) 
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W504-5 

W504-4 

W504-3 

W504-2 

W504-1 
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Call, Tom, Commenter ID No. W505 

Call, Tom – W505 
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W505-5 
W505-4 

W505-3 

W505-2 

W505-1 

W505-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Call, Tom, Commenter ID No. W505 (cont’d) 

W505-2 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility 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 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 truck 
shipments over 60 years 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. The GTCC EIS estimates 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. 

W505-3 	 See response to W505-2. 

W505-4 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W505-5 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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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L505-1 See response to W505-1. 

L505-2 See response to W505-2. 

L505-3 See response to W505-3. 

L505-4 See response to W505-4. 

L505-5 See response to W505-5. 

Call, Tom, Commenter ID No. L505 

J-952 
January 2016 

L505-5 
L505-4 

L505-3 

L505-2 

L505-1 
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W294-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Campbell, Patricia Commenter ID No. W294 
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W294-1 

Campbell, Patricia – W294 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

T173-1	 The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range 
of alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or 
programs suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do 
not meet the purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS. 

Campbell, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T173 
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Campbell, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T173 (cont’d) 

T173-1 
(Cont.) 
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Campbell, Rebecca, Commenter ID No. T173 (cont’d) 
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W554-1 	 DOE plans to keep its commitments regarding sending offsite waste to Hanford. The 
limitations and exemptions defined in DOE‘s January 6, 2006, Settlement Agreement with the 
State of Washington (as amended on June 5, 2008) regarding State of Washington v. Bodman 
(Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM), signed by DOE, the State of Washington Department of 
Ecology, the Washington State Attorney General‘s Office, and the U.S. Department of Justice, 
will remain in place. 

Carlson, Kevin, Commenter ID No. W554 

W554-2 	 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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W467-1 	 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. The limitations and exemptions defined in DOE‘s 
January 6, 2006, Settlement Agreement with the State of Washington (as amended on June 5, 
2008) regarding State of Washington v. Bodman (Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM), signed by 
DOE, the State of Washington Department of Ecology, the Washington State Attorney 
General‘s Office, and the U.S. Department of Justice, will remain in place. For information on 
DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Carver, Heather, Commenter ID No. W467 
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Carver, Heather – W467 
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Castle, Janet, Commenter ID No. T137 

Castle, Janet – T137 
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T137-1	 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. 

Castle, Janet, Commenter ID No. T137 (cont’d) 

T137-2	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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T137-2 

T137-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

  

 
 
 

J-961 
January 2016 

T137-5 

T137-4 

T137-3 

T137-2 
(Cont.) 

T137-3	 DOE agrees that development of a deep geologic repository in the granite shield would be 
would be a safe and protective method for disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW 
and GTCC-like wastes; however, DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository 
exclusively for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because 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. The GTCC EIS also evaluated a trench, borehole, and vault disposal method in the WIPP 
Vicinity, and the evaluation concluded that these disposal methods may be appropriate for 

Castle, Janet, Commenter ID No. T137 (cont’d) 

GTCC waste. 

T137-4	 See response to T137-3. Onsite entombment of reactors is outside the scope of the GTCC EIS. 
The NRC and its Agreement States regulate the decontamination and decommissioning of 
nuclear facilities. 

T137-5	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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W54-5 

W54-4 

W54-2 

W54-3 

W54-1 

W54-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Cellarius, Doris, Commenter ID No. W54 

W54-2 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W54-3 	 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. 

W54-4 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W54-5 	 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. 
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Cellarius, Doris – W54 
Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like 
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements. 



 

 

 

 

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

W537-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Chabot, Kimberly, Commenter ID No. W537 

J-963 
January 2016 

W537-1 
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Chabot, Kimberly – W537 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

T96-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Charlo, Commenter ID No. T96 
(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, in most case, not be the same would, in most case, 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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Charlo, Commenter ID No. T96 (cont’d) 

T96-1 
(Cont.) 

J-965 
January 2016 
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Charlo, Commenter ID No. T96 (cont’d) 

J-966 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 

T90-1 	 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 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 
addition, to advertising in the traditional media, notices and meeting information were made 
available electronically on DOE websites, as well using established mailing lists. DOE values 
effective stakeholder participation and methods to enhance is outreach efforts. See Section 1.5. 

Chavez and Putkey, Commenter ID No. T90 

J-967 
January 2016 

T90-1 
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Chavez and Putkey – T90 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

   

 

 
 
 
 

T90-2 	 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) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive 
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 
repository.  

Chavez and Putkey, Commenter ID No. T90 (cont’d) 

Final siting of a disposal facility for GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would involve 
further NEPA review as needed and in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and 
would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement. 
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Chavez and Putkey, Commenter ID No. T90 (cont’d) 

T90-2 
(Cont.) 

J-969 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

  

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T108-1	 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, 
WIPP, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that 
it was reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating 
radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating 
geologic repository. 

Chilton, Maria, Commenter ID No. T108 
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W160-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Christ, M’Lou, Commenter ID No. W160 
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W196-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Christ, Peter, Commenter ID No. W196 

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. 
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T63-2 

T63-1 

T63-1 	 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Cimino, Elaine, Commenter ID No. T63 (cont’d) 
(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, in most case, 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. 

T63-2 	 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, 
WIPP, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined 
that it was reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating 
radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating 
geologic repository. 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
 
 

 

 

 

L311-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Clark, Barbara, Commenter ID No. L311 

L311-2 See response to L311-1. 

L311-3 See response to L311-1. 
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W302-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Clark, Elisabeth, Commenter ID No. W302 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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L278-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Clark, Janice, Commenter ID No. L278 

L278-2	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 
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L278-3 See response to L278-1. Clark, Janice, Commenter ID No. L278 (cont’d) 

L278-4	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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W128-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 
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W139-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Cohen, Alicia A., Commenter ID No. W139 
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L282-2 

L282-1 

L282-1	 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. 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.” 

Cole, Charles, Commenter ID No. L282 

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

L282-2	 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. 
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T67-1 

T67-1 	 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. 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.” 

Collonge, Chelsea, Commenter ID No. T67 (cont’d) 

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. In 
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC 
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA review, 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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T67-2 See response to T67-1  Collonge, Chelsea, Commenter ID No. T67 (cont’d) 

T67-3 	 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. 

J-985 
January 2016 

T67-3 

T67-2 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Collonge, Chelsea, Commenter ID No. T67 (cont’d) 

J-986 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

W20-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Conlan, Mike, Commenter ID No. W20 

W20-2 	 See response to W20-1. 

W20-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W20-4 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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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W35-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Cooke, Harriet, Commenter ID No. W35 
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W60-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Cooley, Mary, Commenter ID No. W60 

W60-2 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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W536-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Corcoran, Jill, Commenter ID No. W536 
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W140-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the 
Columbia River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for 
GTCC LLRW. The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from 
local medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement 
State licensees. 

Costa, Demelza, Commenter ID No. W140 
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W500-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the 
Columbia River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for 
GTCC LLRW. The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from 
local medical institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement 
State licensees. 

Couche, Stephen, Commenter ID No. W500 
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W190-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Craig, Edward, Commenter ID No. W190 

W190-2 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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W407-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Crimi, Richard, Commenter ID No. W407 

W407-2 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

W407-3 	 See response to W407-1 
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E90-1 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

Crocker, Terece, Commenter ID No. E90 

E90-2 	 Based on the analysis found in Chapter 12 for generic commercial locations, many of the areas 
where the waste is generated are not suitable for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like 
waste. The GTCC EIS evaluates a range of reasonable disposal alternatives for the disposal of 
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. 

Regarding the designation of Hanford to be included in the Manhattan Project National Park, 
legislation was passed under the National Defense Authorization Act of 2015 and signed into 
law by President Obama on December 19, 2014. 
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W222-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Cummings, George, Commenter ID No. W222 
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Cummings, George – W222 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

W264-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Cunningham, Lynda, Commenter ID No. W264 
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W264-1 

Cunningham, Lynda – W264 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

W399-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Daggett, Fran, Commenter ID No. W399 
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W399-1 

Daggett, Fran – W399 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

W25-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Dale, Dorothy, Commenter ID No. W25 

W25-2 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

J-999 
January 2016 
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J-1000 
January 2016 

W464-1 

W464-3 

W464-4 

W464-5 

W464-2 

W464-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Dancer, Daniel, Commenter ID No. W464 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

W464-2 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

W464-3 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W464-4 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W464-5 	 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 I-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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L313-1	 DOE provided a 120-day public comment period, as compared to the required 45-day public 
comment period. The public review and comment period on a DOE draft EIS shall be no less 
than 45 days (40 CFR 1506.10 (c)). The public comment period begins when EPA publishes a 
NOA of the document in the Federal Register. 

D’Arrigo, Diane, Commenter ID No. L313 

L313-1 

D’Arrigo, Diane – L313 

J-1001	 
January 2016 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

W533-1 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

Davidson, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. W533 

The limitations and exemptions defined in DOE’s January 6, 2006, Settlement Agreement with 
the State of Washington (as amended on June 5, 2008) regarding State of Washington v. 
Bodman (Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM), signed by DOE, the State of Washington 
Department of Ecology, the Washington State Attorney General’s Office, and the 
U.S. Department of Justice, will remain in place. For information on DOE’s preferred 
alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

J-1002 
January 2016 

W533-1 
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J-1003	 
January 2016 

L417-1	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), DOE analyzed the range of reasonable 
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, 
WIPP, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that 
it was reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive 
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 
repository. 

Davis, Jason, Commenter ID No. L417 

L417-1 

Davis, Jason – L417 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

L417-2	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, INL, LANL, 
NNSS, and SRS. The ongoing cleanup efforts at these sites will continue. DOE does not 
anticipate that GTCC LLRW or GTCC-like waste disposal would affect ongoing cleanup 
activities at these sites. 

Davis, Jason, Commenter ID No. L417 (cont’d) 
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L417-2 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

J-1005 
January 2016 

W515-1 

  W515-2 

W515-3 

W515-4 

W515-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Deaton, Douglas, Commenter ID No. W515 

W515-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W515-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W515-4 	 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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T138-1 Comment noted. Delanty, Hugh, Commenter ID No. T138 

J-1006 
January 2016 

T138-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Delanty, Hugh – T138 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

T138-2 Comment noted. Delanty, Hugh, Commenter ID No. T138 (cont’d) 

J-1007 
January 2016 

T138-2 
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T138-3	 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act 
(LLRWPAA, P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. Under the LLRWPAA 

Delanty, Hugh, Commenter ID No. T138 (cont’d) 

(P.L. 99-240), DOE is to identify options to Congress for ensuring the beneficiaries of the 
activities resulting in the generation of GTCC LLRW bear all reasonable costs of 
dispositioning of such waste. 

T138-4	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

T138-4 

T138-3 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

T139-1	 Comment noted. 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. See Section 1.5. 

Derry, Anita, Commenter ID No. T139 
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Derry, Anita – T139 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 

 

T139-2	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Derry, Anita, Commenter ID No. T139 (cont’d) 

J-1010 
January 2016 

T139-2 
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January 2016 

T139-3 

T139-3 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Derry, Anita, Commenter ID No. T139 (cont’d) 
(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, in most case, 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. 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

W470-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act DeVries, Peg, Commenter ID No. W470 
(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, in most case, 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’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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

J-1012 
January 2016 
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W199-1 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

DiPietro, Laura, Commenter ID No. W199 

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 (see Section 6.2.9.1). J-1013 

January 2016 
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W476-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

DiVincent, L.M., Commenter ID No. W476 

J-1014 
January 2016 
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DiVincent, L.M. – W476 
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Dlugonski, Melba, Commenter ID No. T140 

Dlugonski, Melba – T140 

J-1015 
January 2016 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 

T140-1	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Dlugonski, Melba, Commenter ID No. T140 (cont’d) 
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T140-1 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Dlugonski, Melba, Commenter ID No. T140 (cont’d) 
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W10-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Dobson, Bruce, Commenter ID No. W10 

J-1018 
January 2016 
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W404-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Dolan, Christopher, Commenter ID No. W404 

W404-1 

Dolan, Christopher – W404 

J-1019	 
January 2016 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

E27-1 	 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. 

Donnelly, Dennis, Commenter ID No. E27 

The GTCC waste disposal facility would be designed to facilitate future decommissioning 
consistent with applicable law, guidance, and policies. The appropriate site-specific NEPA 
review will be conducted in the future as part of the decommissioning plan. 

J-1020 
January 2016 

E27-1 
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Donnelly, Dennis, Commenter ID No. T21 

Donnelly, Dennis – T21 

J-1021 
January 2016 



  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

  
 
 
  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

J-1022 
January 2016 

T21-1 

T21-2 

T21-1 	 The 10,000 year time frame is consistent with the applicable EPA standard 40 CFR 191. 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. Monitoring 
and maintenance of the land disposal units were assumed to be maintained for 100 years, and 
corrective measures could be implemented during this time period to ensure that the engineered 
barriers lasted for at least 500 years. This 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. 

Donnelly, Dennis, Commenter ID No. T21 (cont’d) 

It was assumed that after 500 years, the barriers would gradually fail. To account for these 
measures 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 assessment time period (10,000 years). A water infiltration 
rate of 20% of the natural rate for the area was only used for the waste disposal area; the 
natural background infiltration rate was used at and beyond the perimeter of the waste disposal 
units. 

Additional assumptions were used for a number of parameters, including the distance to a 
nearby hypothetical receptor (100 m or 330 ft from the edge of the disposal facility). The 
analyses in the EIS indicate that a near-surface trench facility at NNSS and the WIPP Vicinity 
can be safely used (e.g., estimates indicated no dose to a hypothetical nearby receptor at 
10,000 years). 

T21-2 	 A description of how the EIS considered volcanic activity at the Nevada site is provided in EIS 
Section 9.1.2.1.5. All relevant potential exposure pathways were considered in the analyses 
presented in the EIS, including surface runoff and airborne emissions. These analyses 
addressed the potential impacts on all environmental resources consistent with NEPA 
requirements. 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 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. Site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed. This information 
could include sensitive subpopulations and specific pathways of exposures 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 waste 
disposal facility was determined. 
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T21-3 	 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. 
The GTCC EIS also evaluated a trench, borehole, and vault disposal method in the WIPP 
Vicinity, and the evaluation concluded that these disposal methods may be appropriate for 
GTCC waste. 

Donnelly, Dennis, Commenter ID No. T21 (cont’d) 
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T21-4 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Donnelly, Dennis, Commenter ID No. T21 (cont’d) 
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E15-1 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Donoghue, Colin, Commenter ID No. E15 
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T94-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Doran, Doug, Commenter ID No. T94 
(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, in most case, 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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T94-3 

T94-2 

T94-2 	 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. 

Doran, Doug, Commenter ID No. T94 (cont’d) 

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. 

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. 

There have been no worker fatalities due to radiation exposure from waste disposal activities at 
WIPP. In 1982, there was a single construction-related fatality in which a miner fell during the 
first exploratory shaft construction. 

T94-3 	 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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T94-4 

T94-3 
(Cont.) 

T94-4 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Doran, Doug, Commenter ID No. T94 (cont’d) 
(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, in most case, 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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W342-1 	 DOE is responsible under the LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240) for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. In 
addition, under the LLRWPAA (P.L. 99-240), DOE is to identify options to Congress for 
ensuring the beneficiaries of the activities resulting in the generation of GTCC LLRW bear all 
reasonable costs of dispositioning of such waste. 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, in most case, 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. 

DuBois, Marchette, Commenter ID No. W342 
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W408-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Dukes, Aaron, Commenter ID No. W408 
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E23-1 	 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) (DOE 2008b) 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). 

Dunning, David, Commenter ID No. E23 

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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). 
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Dunning, Dirk, Commenter ID No. T141 

Dunning, Dirk – T141 
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Dunning, Dirk, Commenter ID No. T141 (cont’d) 

T141-1 

T141-1 
(Cont.) 

T141-1	 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 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. 
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T141-2	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Dunning, Dirk, Commenter ID No. T141 (cont’d) 

T141-2 
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T141-3	 The results of the evaluation presented in the EIS are consistent with current regulatory 
guidance (e.g., performance of the disposal technologies were evaluated for 1,000 years) and 
sufficient to inform the selection of sites and methods for disposal. 

Dunning, Dirk, Commenter ID No. T141 (cont’d) 
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Duran, Clarissa – T104 
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T104-1	 Other concerns or programs not related to the disposal of GTCC waste suggested for DOE 
consideration are outside the scope of the EIS and do not meet the purpose and need for agency 
action stated for this EIS. 

Duran, Clarissa, Commenter ID No. T104 (cont’d) 
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T104-5 

T104-4 

T104-3 

T104-2 

T104-1 
(Cont.) 

T104-2	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at LANL and ongoing cleanup efforts 
will continue.

Duran, Clarissa, Commenter ID No. T104 (cont’d) 

T104-3	 Other concerns or programs not related to the disposal of GTCC waste suggested for DOE 
consideration are outside the scope of the EIS and do not meet the purpose and need for agency 
action stated for this EIS. 

T104-4	 See response to T104-3. 

T104-5 See response to T104-3. 
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T104-6 See response to T104-3. 

T104-7 See response to T104-3. 

Duran, Clarissa, Commenter ID No. T104 (cont’d) 
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Duran, Clarissa, Commenter ID No. T104 (cont’d) 
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J-1042 
January 2016 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  
  

  
 

 
 
 
 

 

W482-1 	 DOE disagrees that it has demonstrated “beaurocratic disregard” for the citizens of Washington 
and Oregon.  On the contrary, DOE has carefully considered all public comments on this EIS, 
as well as the analytic results contained herein. DOE is required under NEPA to consider the 
full range of reasonable alternatives to a proposed action.  Accordingly, Hanford has the 
climate, infrastructure, personnel expertise, and many other features that favor its inclusion for 
analysis.  Nevertheless, DOE intends to honor its commitment to defer a decision regarding the 
disposal of offsite waste at Hanford at least until the WTP is operational (78 FR 75913). 

. 

Easterly, E.M., Commenter ID No. W482 
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W337-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Edwards, Karen, Commenter ID No. W337 
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Edwards, Karen – W337 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

  
 
 
 

W78-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Eldred, Mary, Commenter ID No. W78 

W78-2 	 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. 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. 
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W204-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Ellis, Joell, Commenter ID No. W204 
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W495-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Elmshauser, Erik C., Commenter ID No. W495 

W495-2 	 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. 

W495-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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.
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W253-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Enfield, Norm R., Commenter ID No. W253 
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T26-1 	 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. 

Epstein, Joe, Commenter ID No. T26 
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T26-2 See response to T26-1. 

T26-3 See response to T26-1. 

Epstein, Joe, Commenter ID No. T26 (cont’d) 
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T26-3 

T26-2 

T26-1 
(Cont.) 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

T26-4 See response to T26-1. 

T26-5 See response to T26-1. 

Epstein, Joe, Commenter ID No. T26 (cont’d) 
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T26-3 
(Cont.) 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

W52-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Evans, Bill, Commenter ID No. W52 

W52-2 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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Evans, Jay Lee, Commenter ID No. T75 

Evans, Jay Lee – T75 

J-1053 
January 2016 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

  

 
 

   

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

  
  

 
 
 
 
 

J-1054 
January 2016 

T75-1 

T75-1 	 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. 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.” 

Evans, Jay Lee, Commenter ID No. T75 (cont’d) 

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. In 
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC 
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, 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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T75-2 	 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. 

Evans, Jay Lee, Commenter ID No. T75 (cont’d) 
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T75-3 	 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. 

Evans, Jay Lee, Commenter ID No. T75 (cont’d) 

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 the assumptions made to support the long-term modeling calculations 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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Evans, Jay Lee, Commenter ID No. T75 (cont’d) 

T75-3 
(Cont.) 
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Evans, Peter, Commenter ID No. T4 

Evans, Peter – T4 

J-1059 
January 2016 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

T4-1 	 SRS is analyzed as a candidate location for a new GTCC waste disposal facility as it currently 
disposes of similar radioactive wastes. DOE is performing environmental restoration activities 
at the SRS and ongoing cleanup efforts will continue. 

Evans, Peter, Commenter ID No. T4 (cont’d) 
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Evans, Peter, Commenter ID No. T4 (cont’d) 

T4-1 
(Cont.) 
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Evans, Rosamund, Commenter ID No. T58 

Evans, Rosamund – T58 
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T58--3 

T58-2 

T58-1 

T58-1 	 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 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. 

Evans, Rosamund, Commenter ID No. T58 (cont’d) 

T58-2 	 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 WIPP and all the 
other sites being evaluated. No transportation LCFs are expected. 

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. 

T58-3 	 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.
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T58-4 	 See response toSpent nuclear fuel rods are not part of the GTCC inventory and are not 
considered in the GTCC EIS. 

Evans, Rosamund, Commenter ID No. T58 (cont’d) 
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T58-5 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Evans, Rosamund, Commenter ID No. T58 (cont’d) 
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Faris, Larry and Janice – W430 

W430-1 	 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 
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 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. 

Faris, Larry and Janice, Commenter ID No. W430 

DOE is committed to completing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, 
including construction and operation of the Waste Treatment & Immobilization Plant Project. 

W430-2 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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.

W430-1 

  W430-2 



  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

W55-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Fasnacht, Sharon, Commenter ID No. W55 

W55-2 	 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, in most case, 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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  W55-2 

W55-1 
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L411-1	 The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range 
of alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or 
programs suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do 
not meet the purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS. 

Feldman, Laura, Commenter ID No. L411 
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L411-1 

Feldman, Laura – L411 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 

 

L413-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Felton, John, Commenter ID No. L413 
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Felton, John – L413 



  

  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

W16-1 	 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, in most case, 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. 

Fentin, Karyn, Commenter ID No. W16 
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W57-1 	 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 truck 
shipments over 60 years 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 (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

Fenwick, Steve, Commenter ID No. W57 

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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W188-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Field, Diane, Commenter ID No. W188 
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W388-1 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Field, Michael, Commenter ID No. W388 
(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, in most case, 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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L402-1	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), 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, WIPP, and the 
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste 
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 
repository. 

Finney, Dee, Commenter ID No. L402 
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L402-1 

_______________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________ 

__________________ __________________ __________ 
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T80-1 	 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, 
WIPP, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined 
that it was reasonable to analyze these federal 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 include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.. 

Finney, Dee, Commenter ID No. T80 
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T80-2 See response to T80-1. Finney, Dee, Commenter ID No. T80 (cont’d) 

J-1076 
January 2016 

T80-2 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

T80-3 See response to T80-1. Finney, Dee, Commenter ID No. T80 (cont’d) 
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E50-1 	 The GTCC EIS evaluated potential impacts to water resources and other resource areas (see 
Sections 8.2 and 4.3) from disposal of GTCC waste at LANL and at WIPP. 

Fisher, Kristina, Commenter ID No. E50 

Information on these limitations is provided in this EIS (see Section 4.1.1). In addition to 
legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC LLRW 
and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further 
characterization of the waste. 

E50-2 	 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. 
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T142-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Flores, Esmeralda, Commenter ID No. T142 
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Flores, Esmeralda – T142 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Flores, Esmeralda, Commenter ID No. T142 (cont’d) 
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L287-1	 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. 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. In addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the 
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, 
including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as 
well as the proposed packaging for disposal. 

Flugge, Claudia, Commenter ID No. L287 

Continued storage of GTCC LLRW at the generating facilities was evaluated as part of the No 
Action alternative. The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates 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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L414-1	 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 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. See 
Section 1.5. 

Ford, Lynn, Commenter ID No. L414 

L414-2	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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W111-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Frech, Lisa Jo, Commenter ID No. W111 
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W471-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Fredrickson, Catherine, Commenter ID No. W471 

J-1084 
January 2016 
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Freeborn, Katja, Commenter ID No. T143 

Freeborn, Katja – T143 
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T143-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Freeborn, Katja, Commenter ID No. T143 (cont’d) 

J-1086 
January 2016 
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 T143-4 

T143-3 

T143-2	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), 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, WIPP, and the 
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze these federal 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 appropriate and be in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations and would include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement. 

Freeborn, Katja, Commenter ID No. T143 (cont’d) 

T143-2 T143-3	 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. 

T143-4	 See response to T143-1.
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W483-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Friedman, Paula, Commenter ID No. W483 
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L314-1	 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. 

Fryberger, Jeremy, Commenter ID No. L314 

J-1089 
January 2016 
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W38-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Gaines, Brenda, Commenter ID No. W38 

W38-2 	 See response to W38-1. 

W38-3 	 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 
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 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. 

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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.J-1090 

January 2016 

W38-3 
(Cont.) 

W38-2 

W38-1 

W38-3 
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L403-1	 Consistent with NEPA requirements, the EIS does consider and evaluate the irreversible and 
irretrievable commitment of resources for each action alternative. The resources that would be 
irreversibly and irretrievably committed for the disposal of GTCC waste at WIPP would 
include the underground space, energy, raw materials, and other natural and human-made 
resources used to construct the additional rooms needed (see Section 4.6). The resources that 
would be irreversibly or irretrievably committed during the disposal of GTCC waste by using 
the land disposal methods would include the land encompassed by the facility footprint, water, 
energy, raw materials, and other natural and human-made resources for construction of the 
disposal facility (see Section 5.4). 

Gallegos, Robert, Commenter ID No. L403 

Estimated costs for implementing the various alternatives are given in this EIS to the extent 
that this information was available. A detailed cost evaluation is not required to be included in 
an EIS under NEPA. Detailed cost information could be provided in a future site-specific 
NEPA review, as appropriate. 
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L403-2	 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 

Gallegos, Robert, Commenter ID No. L403 (cont’d) 
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L403-1 
(Cont.) 

L403-2 

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. 



  

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

T99-1 	 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, 
WIPP, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined 
that it was reasonable to analyze these federal 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 include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement.. 

Gallegos, Tom, Commenter ID No. T99 
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T99-2 	 As required by NEPA, the EIS evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed action on 
cultural resources at the various DOE sites in sufficient detail to assess the potential impacts of 
the proposed alternatives. DOE recognizes that development of a disposal facility for GTCC 
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require that future land uses be restricted at and near the 
site for the protection of the general public. This action could affect areas that may be 
important to American Indian tribes. 

Gallegos, Tom, Commenter ID No. T99 (cont’d) 

DOE considered the text provided by the participating affiliated American Indian tribes for 
each of DOE sites evaluated in selection of the preferred alternative. Information provided by 
the tribal governments associated with exposure pathways unique to American Indian tribes 
(e.g., greater intakes of fish, game, and plants; use of sweat lodges; use of natural pigment 
paints for traditional ceremonies) would be evaluated in site-specific NEPA reviews for the 
alternative(s) selected in a ROD for this EIS. 

T99-3 	 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. 
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T99-4 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Gallegos, Tom, Commenter ID No. T99 (cont’d) 
(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. 
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W223-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Ganus, Carolyn, Commenter ID No. W223 
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Garcia, David – T110 
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T110-1	 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 (see Section 1.5). All comments received was considered in preparing this Final EIS 
and in the identification of the preferred alternative presented in Section 2.10. 

Garcia, David, Commenter ID No. T110 (cont’d) 
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T110-1 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

 

T110-2 See response to T110-1. Garcia, David, Commenter ID No. T110 (cont’d) 
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W121-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Gargas, Don, Commenter ID No. W121 
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W367-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Gauthier, Jerome, Commenter ID No. W367 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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W64-4 

W64-3 

W64-2 

W64-1 

W64-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Gearhart, Franklin, Commenter ID No. W64 (cont’d) 

W64-2 	 See response to W64-1. 

W64-3 	 See response to W64-1 

W64-4 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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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L408-1	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), 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, WIPP, and the 
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste 
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 
repository. 

Geddes, Stephen V., Commenter ID No. L408 

The proposed locations for the GTCC land disposal methods identified in the GTCC EIS are 
considered reference locations for the purposes of the EIS evaluation. If SRS were selected for 
possible implementation of a land disposal method or methods, a site-specific NEPA review 
and documentation, as appropriate, along with a further optimization by a selection study, 
would be conducted to identify the location or locations within the SRS that would best 
accommodate a land disposal method(s). The selection study would consider other future land 
uses. 
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Geddes, Steve – T3 
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T3-1	 The proposed locations for the GTCC land disposal methods identified in the GTCC EIS are 
considered reference locations for the purposes of the EIS evaluation. If SRS were selected for 
possible implementation of a land disposal method or methods, a site-specific NEPA review 
and documentation, as appropriate, along with a further optimization by a selection study, 
would be conducted to identify the location or locations within the SRS that would best 
accommodate a land disposal method(s). The selection study would consider other future land 
uses. 

Geddes, Steve, Commenter ID No. T3 (cont’d) 

T3-2 See response to T3-1.

 T3-2 

T3-1 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

W340-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Geiser, Katie, Commenter ID No. W340 
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W32-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

George, Betina, Commenter ID No. W32 
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W117-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Gerdes, Cynthia, Commenter ID No. W117 
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W122-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Gerould, Stephen, Commenter ID No. W122 
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L207-1	 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. 

Gibbons, Anne, Commenter ID No. L207 

J-1113 
January 2016 

L207-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Gibbons, Anne – L207 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  
 

 

 
   

 

  

 
 

   

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

  
  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

J-1114 
January 2016 

L207-5 

L207-4 

L207-3 

L207-2 

L207-1 
(Cont.) 

L207-2	 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-

Gibbons, Anne, Commenter ID No. L207 (cont’d) 

198, Review of Existing Guidance Concerning the Extended Storage of Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste, which was issued on August 1, 1994. 

L207-3	 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, 
WIPP, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined 
that it was reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating 
radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating 
geologic repository. 

L207-4	 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. 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. In 
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC 
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, 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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L207-5	 The seismic conditions at LANL (see Section 8.1.2.1.4) were considered in the evaluation 
performed for the EIS. The results of the evaluation were taken into consideration in 
identifying the preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS. 

Gibbons, Anne, Commenter ID No. L207 (cont’d) 
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E59-1 	 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. 

Giese, Mark, Commenter ID No. E59 

J-1116 
January 2016 

E59-1 
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W14-1 	 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. 

Giese, Mark, Commenter ID No. W14 

J-1117 
January 2016 

W14-1 
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W523-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Gleichman, Ted, Commenter ID No. W523 

J-1118 
January 2016 

W523-1 
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W154-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Goeckermann, John, Commenter ID No. W154 

J-1119 
January 2016 

W154-1 
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W82-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Gohl, Larry, Commenter ID No. W82 

J-1120 
January 2016 

W82-1 
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W350-4 

W350-3 

W350-2 

W350-1 

W350-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Gold, Rick, Commenter ID No. W350 

W350-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W350-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W350-4 	 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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W486-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Goldberg, Marshall C., Commenter ID No. W486 

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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

J-1122 
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W293-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Goldberg, Marshall C., Commenter ID No. W293 

J-1123 
January 2016 

W293-1 
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W62-1 	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Goldberg, Marshall F., Commenter ID No. W62 

W62-2 	 DOE agrees that use of a geologic repository would be a protective and safe method for the 
disposal of the entire inventory for the disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and 
GTCC-like wastes. 

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.

J-1124 
January 2016 

  W62-2 

W62-1 
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W315-1 

W315-2 
  W315-3 

    W315-4 
    W315-5 

W315-1 	 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. 

Gordon, Jan, Commenter ID No. W315 

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. 

DOE’s standard operating procedure for transportation of radioactive waste is developed and 
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Gordon, Jan – W315 
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 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Gordon, Jan, Commenter ID No. W315 (cont’d) 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. 

W315-2 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing 
cleanup efforts will continue. 

W315-3 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. 

W315-4 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site. The ongoing 
cleanup efforts will continue. 

W315-5 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. 
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January 2016 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Green, Jeanne, Commenter ID No. T92 

Green, Jeanne – T92 
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January 2016 

T92-2 

T92-1 

T92-1 	 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. DOE also 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, including further characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat 
loads), as well as the proposed packaging for disposal. 

Green, Jeanne, Commenter ID No. T92 (cont’d) 

The WIPP has been certified by the EPA 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. 

T92-2 	 The evaluation of potential impact to water quality at LANL from the GTCC proposed action 
is discussed in Section 8.2.3. 
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T92-3 See response to T92-2. Green, Jeanne, Commenter ID No. T92 (cont’d) 

T92-4 	 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 technologies and 
alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range of alternatives for 
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or programs suggested for 
DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do not meet the purpose 
and need for agency action stated for this EIS. 
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T92-4 

T92-3 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T92-5 	 The affected environment at LANL (including seismic conditions) and at WIPP are analyzed in 
the EIS and were considered in the identification of the preferred alternative discussed in 
Section 2.10. See Section 8.1 and 4.2 for the affected environment discussions on LANL and 
WIPP, respectively. 

Green, Jeanne, Commenter ID No. T92 (cont’d) 
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T92-5 
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Green, Jeanne, Commenter ID No. T92 (cont’d) 
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Green, Mary, Commenter ID No. T103 

Green, Mary – T103 

J-1132 
January 2016 



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

T103-1	 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 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 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. 

Green, Mary, Commenter ID No. T103 (cont’d) 

T103-2	 The affected environment at LANL (including seismic conditions) and at WIPP are analyzed in 
the EIS and were considered in the identification of the preferred alternative discussed in 
Section 2.10. See Section 8.1 and 4.2 for the affected environment discussions on LANL and 
WIPP, respectively. 
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Green, Mary, Commenter ID No. T103 (cont’d) 

T103-2 
(Cont.) 
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Green, Mary, Commenter ID No. T103 (cont’d) 
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L209-1	 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. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see 
GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Greene, Linda, Commenter ID No. L209 

L209-2	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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Greeves, John – T11 
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T11-1 	 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 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. See 
Section 1.5. 

Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d) 

T11-2 	 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. For public comment, 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. 
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Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d) 
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(Cont.) 
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T11-3 	 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. 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. 

Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d) 
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T11-4 	 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. 

Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d) 

The evaluations described above and other factors discussed in Section 2.9 were considered in 
the identification of the preferred alternative described in Section 2.10. 

T11-5 	 Under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), DOE is to 
identify options to Congress for ensuring the beneficiaries of the activities resulting in the 
generation of GTCC LLRW bear all reasonable costs of dispositioning of such waste. 

The Draft EIS included the estimated cost of the GTCC disposal alternatives in the Summary 
(Section S.6.3.4, Chapter 2 (Section 2.9.3.4) and in Appendix D. The Final EIS also includes 
these costs in the assessment of each alternative in the EIS. Cost for implementation based on a 
site- or project specific design would be included as part of site-specific NEPA review, as 
appropriate. 
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T11-5 
(Cont.) 

T11-6 

T11-6 	 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 

Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d) 

Agreement State rather than by NRC. 
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T11-7 	 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. 

Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d) 
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T11-8 	 Standards for disposal of GTCC and GTCC-like waste have yet to be established. However, 
the GTCC EIS analysis provides for the 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. 

Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d) 
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Greeves, John, Commenter ID No. T11 (cont’d) 
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W370-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which could be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Griffith, Lorie, Commenter ID No. W370 
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W468-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Grimaldi, Richard, Commenter ID No. W468 

W468-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

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. This 120-day comment period is longer than the required 45-day 
comment period. All comments received on the Draft EIS were considered in the preparation 
of this EIS and are presented in Section J.3. 
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T133-1	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

Guerrero, Jiovani, Commenter ID No. T133 

T133-1 

Guerrero, Jiovani – T133 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

 
  

 
 
 
 
 

W451-1 	 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. 

Haber, Richard, Commenter ID No. W451 

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 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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W390-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Hagen, Jon, Commenter ID No. W390 
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W288-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 
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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 

Hahn, John, Commenter ID No. W288 

W288-2 See response to W288-1. 
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W189-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Hall, Camille, Commenter ID No. W189 

W189-2 See response to W189-1. 
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W106-1 

W106-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 

Hannah, Frances, Commenter ID No. W106 

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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T48-1 	 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. An intermediate-depth 
borehole is included in the analysis. 

Hansen, Clifford, Commenter ID No. T48 

The effects of climate change are discussed in the EIS to the extent practicable. Site-specific 
NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed and would take another look at potential impacts 
from climate change issues, as appropriate. 
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Hansen, Clifford, Commenter ID No. T48 (cont’d) 
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W290-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Hartford, Susan, Commenter ID No. W290 

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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

W290-2 See response to W290-1. 
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W433-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Hatcher, Lynn, Commenter ID No. W433 
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W550-1 

W550-2 

W550-3 

W550-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Hawkins, William, Commenter ID No. W550 

W550-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W550-3 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 
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W322-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Hayden, Mary, Commenter ID No. W322 

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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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T5-1	 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) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze these federal 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 include local stakeholder and tribal government involvement. 

Hayes, Rose, Commenter ID No. T5 
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T5-2 See response to T5-1. Hayes, Rose, Commenter ID No. T5 (cont’d) 
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T5-3 

T5-4 

T5-3 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Savannah River Site, and the 
ongoing cleanup efforts will continue. A GTCC waste disposal facility, would not affect 
ongoing cleanup activities at the Savannah River Site. 

Hayes, Rose, Commenter ID No. T5 (cont’d) 

T5-4	 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 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. 

The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste 
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. 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. 
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T5-5	 The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range 
of alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or 
programs suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do 
not meet the purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS. 

Hayes, Rose, Commenter ID No. T5 (cont’d) 

T5-6 See response to T5-4. 
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T5-4 
(Cont.) 

T5-5 

T5-6 
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W319-1 

W319-2 

W319-3 

W319-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Heartsun, Hafiz, Commenter ID No. W319 

W319-2 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W319-3 	 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 would not affect the comparisons 
among alternatives and the identification of the preferred alternative. 

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. 
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T24-2 

T24-3 

T24-1 

T24-1 	 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. 

Heaton, John, Commenter ID No. T24 

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. 

T24-2 	 See response to T24-1. 

T24-3 	 See response to T24-1. 
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T24-4 See response to T24-1. Heaton, John, Commenter ID No. T24 (cont’d) 
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T24-4 

T24-3 
(Cont.) 
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T24-5 See response to T24-1. Heaton, John, Commenter ID No. T24 (cont’d) 
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T24-5 
(Cont.) 
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W214-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Hebert, Susan, Commenter ID No. W214 
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W214-1 

Hebert, Susan – W214 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

W124-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 

Hedin, Bev, Commenter ID No. W124 
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W124-1 

Hedin, Bev – W124 
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Heggen, Richard, Commenter ID No. W511 

Heggen, Richard – W511 
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W511-1 

W511-2 

W511-3 

W511-4 

W511-5 

W511-6 

W511-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Heggen, Richard, Commenter ID No. W511 (cont’d) 

W511-2 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W511-3 	 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. 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. In 
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC 
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, including further 
characterization of the waste (e.g., radionuclide inventory and heat loads), as well as the 
proposed packaging for disposal. 

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. 

W511-4 	 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. 
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Under the No Action Alternative, current practices for storing GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like 
wastes would continue in accordance with current requirements. 

Heggen, Richard, Commenter ID No. W511 (cont’d) 

W511-5 	 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. 

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. 

W511-6 	 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 I-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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
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W119-1 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Heins, Erika, Commenter ID No. W119 
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W119-1 

Heins, Erika – W119 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

W542-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Henkels, Diane, Commenter ID No. W542 
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Henkels, Diane – W542 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
  

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

W328-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Henry, Marilee, Commenter ID No. W328 

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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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W13-1 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Herbert, Emily, Commenter ID No. W13 

W13-2 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes to a more centralized 
disposal facility would result in lower overall human health risks and can be conducted in a 
safe manner based on compliance with comprehensive regulatory requirements and past 
experiences. About 12,600 truck shipments over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities 
(see Section 6.2.9.1). 

W13-3 	 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, in most case, 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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W13-2 
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W70-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Herbert, John, Commenter ID No. W70 
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W490-1 

W490-2 

W490-3 

W490-4 

W490-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Herring, Melissa, Commenter ID No. W490 

W490-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W490-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W490-4 	 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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F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Hess, Jurgen, Commenter ID No. W405 

Hess, Jurgen – W405 
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W405-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Hess, Jurgen, Commenter ID No. W405 (cont’d) 

W405-2 See response to W405-1. 

J-1182 
January 2016 

W405-1 

W405-2 
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Hess, Jurgen, Commenter ID No. W405 (cont’d) 

W405-2 
(Cont.) 
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W41-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Hiltner, Carol, Commenter ID No. W41 
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W41-1 

Hiltner, Carol – W41 



  

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

T159-1	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Hodge, Kenneth, Commenter ID No. T159 

T159-2	 The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste 
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. 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. 
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T159-2 
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Hodge, Kenneth – T159 
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T159-2 
(Cont.) 

T159-3 

T159-3	 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) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive 
waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 

Hodge, Kenneth, Commenter ID No. T159 (cont’d) 

repository. 
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Hodge, Wallace, Commenter ID No. T144 

Hodge, Wallace – T144 
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T144-1	 The EIS considered the range of reasonable alternatives for the disposal of the GTCC waste 
inventory, including disposal in a deep geologic repository. 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. 

Hodge, Wallace, Commenter ID No. T144 (cont’d) 
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T144-1 
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L79-1 

L79-2 

L79-3 

L79-1 	 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. 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.” 

Hoff, Marilyn, Commenter ID No. L79 

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

L79-2 	 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. 

L79-3 	 As discussed in Section 1.4.2, each disposal method analyzed in the GTCC EIS has been used 
to some degree in the United States or other countries to dispose of radioactive waste similar to 
the three waste types analyzed in the GTCC EIS. DOE determined that it was reasonable to 
analyze the federally owned sites identified in the GTCC EIS because they currently have 
operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an 
operating geologic repository. The methodology used to estimate potential impacts (including 
accidents) from the transportation of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste to a disposal facility 
are based on accepted practices, as described in Appendix C of the GTCC EIS. Costs for the 
disposal alternatives are presented in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS. 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. In addition, to advertising in the Hoff, Marilyn – L79 
traditional media, notices and meeting information were made available electronically on DOE 
websites, as well using established mailing lists. A 120-day public comment period was 
provided on the Draft GTCC EIS, as compared to the 30-day minimum public comment period 
required by federal regulations. 
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Hoff, Marilyn, Commenter ID No. L79 (cont’d) 

L79-3 
(Cont.) 
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Hoff, Marilyn, Commenter ID No. T91 

Hoff, Marilyn – T91 
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T91-1 	 DOE has considered all comments received on the Draft EIS as part of the public comment and 
participation process for the EIS.

Hoff, Marilyn, Commenter ID No. T91 (cont’d) 

T91-2 	 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. 

J-1192 
January 2016 

T91-1 

T91-2 
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T91-3 	 All affected environmental resources at LANL and relevant potential exposure pathways were 
considered in the analyses presented in the EIS, including impacts from surface runoff and 
airborne emissions (see Section 8.1). These analyses addressed a range of reasonable scenarios 
and estimated the potential impacts on all environmental resources consistent with NEPA 
requirements. 

Hoff, Marilyn, Commenter ID No. T91 (cont’d) 
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Hoff, Marilyn, Commenter ID No. T91 (cont’d) 
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Holenstein, Cherie, Commenter ID No. T145 

Holenstein, Cherie – T145 
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Holenstein, Cherie, Commenter ID No. T145 (cont’d) 
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Holenstein, Cherie, Commenter ID No. T145 (cont’d) 
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T145-1	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Holenstein, Cherie, Commenter ID No. T145 (cont’d) 
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T145-1 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

T68-1 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Homan, Ken, Commenter ID No. T68 
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T68-1 

Homan, Ken – T68 
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Homan, Ken, Commenter ID No. T68 (cont’d) 

T68-1 
(Cont.) 
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W129-1 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

Hortsch, Donna, Commenter ID No. W129 

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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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Hortsch, Donna – W129 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

   
 

  

 
 

   

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

  
  

 
 
 
 
 

 

L291-1	 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. 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.” 

Hosking, Chuck, Commenter ID No. L291 

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

J-1202 
January 2016 

L291-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 
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W509-1 

W509-3 

W509-2 

W509-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Howard, Chris, Commenter ID No. W509 

W509-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W509-3 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC LLW to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 
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W446-1 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and the ongoing 
cleanup efforts will continue.

Hoyle, Lester and Judy, Commenter ID No. W446 
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E47-1 	 The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range 
of alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or 
programs suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do 
not meet the purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS. 

Hummasti, John, Commenter ID No. E47 
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L83-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Hurtado, Dolores, Commenter ID No. L83 

L83-2 	 DOE agrees that development of a deep geologic repository in the granite shield would be a 
safe and protective method for disposal of the entire inventory of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-
like wastes; however, DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository exclusively for 
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes because 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. The GTCC 
EIS also evaluated a trench, borehole, and vault disposal method in the WIPP Vicinity, and the 
evaluation concluded that these disposal methods may be appropriate for GTCC waste. 

L83-3 	 See response to L83-1. 
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E29-1 	 The GTCC EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like 
waste disposal at WIPP, WIPP Vicinity, LANL, and other disposal locations. Based on the 
GTCC EIS evaluation, disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at WIPP and WIPP 
Vicinity would result in minimal environmental impacts for all resource areas evaluated, 
including human health and transportation. 

Hyde, Don, Commenter ID No. E29 

E29-2 	 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. 
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W305-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Ihrig, Sandra, Commenter ID No. W305 

W305-2 See response to W305-1. 
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Ihrig, Sandra, Commenter ID No. W305 (cont’d) 

W305-2 
(Cont.) 
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W258-1 	 About 12,600 truck shipments over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see 
Section 6.2.9.1). 

Ireland, Karen, Commenter ID No. W258 
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W258-1 

Ireland, Karen – W258 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

L315-1	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

Jackson, Kathy, Commenter ID No. L315 

L315-2	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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W56-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Jamieson, Suzanne, Commenter ID No. W56 

W56-2 See response to W56-1. 
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W56-1 

W56-2 
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W522-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

J’neva, Capra, Commenter ID No. W522 

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID No. T16 

Johnson, Janet – T16 

J-1214 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

T16-1 	 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. 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. 

Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID No. T16 (cont’d) 

T16-2 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID No. T16 (cont’d) 

T16-2 
(Cont.) 
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T16-3 See response to T16-1. Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID No. T16 (cont’d) 
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W270-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Johnson, Marjorie, Commenter ID No. W270 
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W270-1 

Johnson, Marjorie – W270 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

  

 

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 
  

  

 

J-1219 
January 2016 

W96-1 

W96-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 

Johnson, Michael, Commenter ID No. W96 

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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Johnson, Michael, Commenter ID No. W96 (cont’d) 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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Jolly-Holt, Teresa, Commenter ID No. L98 

L98-1 

L98-2 

L98-3 

L98-4 

L98-5 

L98-6 

Jolly-Holt, Teresa – L98 

L98-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

L98-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

L98-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

L98-4 	 DOE did not evaluate developing a geologic repository, including a repository 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. 

L98-5 	 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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L98-6 	 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. 

Jolly-Holt, Teresa, Commenter ID No. L98 (cont’d) 

L98-6 
(Cont.) 
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Jones Jr., William, Commenter ID No. W198 

Jones Jr., William – W198 
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L97-1 	 The transportation analysis as presented in the EIS is conservative in that consideration of the 
TRUPACT III and the SNF casks could reduce 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, but their use at WIPP 
would require further study. 

Jones Jr., William, Commenter ID No. L97 
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L97-1 

Jones Jr., William – L97 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

Jones Jr., William, Commenter ID No. L97 (cont’d) 
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L97-1 
(Cont.) 

L97-1 
(Cont.) 
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W173-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Kapuler, Alan, Commenter ID No. W173 
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W173-1 

Kapuler, Alan – W173 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

W508-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Karuna, Amara, Commenter ID No. W508 
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W508-1 

Karuna, Amara – W508 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

  

  

 
 

 
 

 

W36-1 	 The GTCC EIS evaluates the potential impacts to water resources from the proposed action for 
each alternative. See Sections 4.3.3, 6.2.3, 7.2.3, 8.2.3, 9.2.3, 10.2.3, and 11.2.3 for discussion 
of potential impacts to water resources at WIPP, Hanford, INL, LANL, SRS, NNSS, and WIPP 
Vicinity, respectively. These potential impacts are presented in the GTCC EIS and will be 
considered in the decision-making process for the selection of a disposal alternative or 
alternatives. 

Keddem, Aliza, Commenter ID No. W36 

J-1228 
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Keddem, Aliza – W36 
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Kelly, Mike, Commenter ID No. T44 

Kelly, Mike – T44 
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T44-1 	 Public comments and other factors identified in the GTCC EIS were considered in developing 
DOE’s preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste, as 
discussed in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS. DOE will continue to engage stakeholders on the 
selection and implementation of a GTCC disposal. 

Kelly, Mike, Commenter ID No. T44 (cont’d) 
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T44-1 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

   

 
 
 

T44-2 	 The WIPP has been certified by the EPA 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. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the GTCC EIS, the WIPP disposal area is 
located about 655 meters beneath the ground surface in a massive bedded salt unit. 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 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. 

Kelly, Mike, Commenter ID No. T44 (cont’d) 
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Kelly, Mike, Commenter ID No. T44 (cont’d) 

T44-2 
(Cont.) 

J-1232 
January 2016 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

T44-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Kelly, Mike, Commenter ID No. T44 (cont’d) 
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T44-3 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 

L415-1	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Kerchun, Chris, Commenter ID No. L415 

L415-2	 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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Kerchun, Chris – L415 
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Kidd, Judith, Commenter ID No. T65 

Kidd, Judith – T65 
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January 2016 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

  

 
 

   

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

  
  

 
 
 

T65-1 	 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. 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.” 

Kidd, Judith, Commenter ID No. T65 (cont’d) 

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. In 
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC 
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require site-specific NEPA reviews, 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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Kidd, Judith, Commenter ID No. T65 (cont’d) 
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W67-1 

W67-2 

W67-3 

W67-4 

W67-1 	 The Hanford Site is analyzed as a candidate location for a new GTCC waste disposal facility in 
the GTCC EIS. DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, 
and the ongoing cleanup efforts at the Hanford Site will continue. 

Kimmich, Rob, Commenter ID No. W67 

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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 

W67-2 	 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, in most case, not be the same as the generator sites for reasons 
provided in the EIS. The GTCC EIS indicates 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. 

W67-3 	 The GTCC EIS evaluated potential environmental consequences, from the transportation and 
disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like waste that would be required to dispose of all of the 
GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes at the various disposal sites. As described in Chapter 5 
of the GTCC EIS, DOE also evaluated the consequences of scenarios involving intentional 
destructive acts, such as sabotage or terrorism events, associated with the GTCC waste types 
and disposal methods analyzed in the EIS. The potential environmental consequences were 
considered by DOE in the development of the preferred alternative presented in Chapter 2 of 
the GTCC EIS. 

W67-4 	 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. DOE 
also provided a 120 day public comment period on the Draft GTCC EIS. 
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Knight, Paige, Commenter ID No. T146 

Knight, Paige – T146 
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T146-1	 DOE is responsible under the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act Knight, Paige, Commenter ID No. T146 (cont’d) 
(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, in most case, 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. 

T146-2	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

T146-3	 See response to T146-1. 
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January 2016 

T146-1 

T146-2 

T146-3 
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T146-4	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Knight, Paige, Commenter ID No. T146 (cont’d) 

T146-5	 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. 
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T146-4 

T146-5 
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Knight, Paige, Commenter ID No. T146 (cont’d) 
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W478-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Kohnstamm, Molly, Commenter ID No. W478 
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L84-1 	 The GTCC EIS evaluation indicates that 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. 
Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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). About 12,600 truck 
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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

Koponen, Mary M., Commenter ID No. L84 

L84-2 	 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. 

L84-3 	 See response to L84-1. 

L84-4 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

J-1244 
January 2016 

L84-1 

L84-2 

L84-3 

L84-4 

W173-1 
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E34-1 	 In accordance with the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240), 
the federal government (DOE) is responsible for the disposal of GTCC LLRW. The GTCC EIS 
evaluates the range of reasonable disposal alternatives and, as also required under NEPA, a No 
Action Alternative. 

Koponen, Emmy, Commenter ID No. E34 

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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E35-1 	 The ongoing cleanup efforts at LANL is a high priority and 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. The GTCC EIS also evaluated the No 
Action alternative. The potential environmental consequences for each alternative were 
considered in the development of the preferred alternative presented in Chapter 2. 

Koponen, Emmy, Commenter ID No. E35 
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W159-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Korn, Meryle, Commenter ID No. W159 
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W159-1 

Korn, Meryle – W159 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

E60-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Kraft, Mary Lou, Commenter ID No. E60 
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W335-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Kronen, Eva, Commenter ID No. W335 
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W335-1 

Kronen, Eva – W335 
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Kronin, Eva, Commenter ID No. T147 

Kronin, Eva – T147 
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T147-1	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Kronin, Eva, Commenter ID No. T147 (cont’d) 

T147-2 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources is outside the 
scope of the GTCC EIS, the scope of which is to evaluate disposal alternatives to enable the 

T147-1 selection of a safe alternative or alternatives for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like 
wastes. 

T147-2 
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Kronin, Eva, Commenter ID No. T147 (cont’d) 
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 

Kuerschner, Erich – T62 
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T62-1 	 The GTCC EIS was developed in accordance with CEQ and DOE NEPA implementing 
procedures and policies. To help inform the public, the GTCC EIS includes a summary of the 
major issues and results presented in the GTCC EIS, including the purpose and need for 
agency action, the proposed action, the range of reasonable alternatives, and other key 
information. 

Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d) 

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. 

J-1254 
January 2016 

T62-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d) 

T62-1 
(Cont.) 
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T62-2 	 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. 

Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d) 

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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T62-3 

T62-4 

T62-3 	 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, WIPP, 
SRS, and the WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE has determined 
that it was reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently have operating 
radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating 
geologic repository. 

Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d) 

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. Although DOE solicited technical capability statements, no vendors provided specific 
information on disposal locations and methods that could have been analyzed in the EIS. 
Hence, the commercial option was analyzed generically. 

T62-4 	 WIPP and the other DOE sites were evaluated in the GTCC EIS because they currently have 
operating radioactive waste disposal facilities. 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. 
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T62 (cont’d) 
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 

Kuerschner, Erich – T97 
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T97-1 	 The GTCC EIS was prepared in accordance with CEQ and DOE NEPA implementing 
regulations and policies. The GTCCEIS supports an informed 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. 

Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d) 
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T97-2 	 DOE has determined that it was reasonable to analyze these federal sites because they currently 
have operating radioactive waste disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is 
near an operating geologic repository. Approximately 75 percent of the waste inventory 
evaluated in the GTCC EIS has been or is projected to be generated by commercial licensees, 
and the remainder is from DOE activities. In its Report to Congress required by Section 631 of 
the Energy Policy Act (P.L. 109-58), 2005, DOE will identify options for ensuring the 
beneficiaries of the activities resulting in the generation of GTCC LLRW bear all reasonable 
costs of disposing of such waste. 

Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d) 

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 site-specific NEPA reviews would be conducted as needed 
before implementing an alternative ultimately selected on the basis of this EIS. 
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T97-3 	 The GTCC EIS includes an evaluation of potential socioeconomic impacts for each alternative. 
The GTCC EIS (Appendix I) includes a list of preparers, and includes a subject matter expert 
with more than 26 years of experience in economic impact analysis. 

Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d) 

CEQ regulation 40 CFR 1502.14 (c) states that agencies shall include reasonable alternatives 
not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. DOE does not interpret this to mean, as the 
comment suggests, that the alternatives must always include one alternative outside the 
jurisdiction of the lead agency. To the contrary, as in many cases, no reasonable alternative 
outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency may exist. 

J-1262 
January 2016 

T97-2 
(Cont.) 

T97-3 
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d) 
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T97-4 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d) 
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Kuerschner, Erich, Commenter ID No. T97 (cont’d) 
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W496-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Lacy, Chris M., Commenter ID No. W496 
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W496-1 

Lacy, Chris M. – W496 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 

T148-1	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Lamb, Dorothy, Commenter ID No. T148 
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Lamb, Dorothy, Commenter ID No. T148 (cont’d) 

T148-1 
(Cont.) 
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W23-1 

W23-2 

W23-3 

W23-1 	 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. 

Lamm, Wayne, Commenter ID No. W23 

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 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. 

W23-2 	 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. 

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. 

W23-3 	 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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T149-1	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

LaMorticella, Barbara, Commenter ID No. T149 (cont’d) 
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T149-1 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 

T149-2 See response to T149-1. LaMorticella, Barbara, Commenter ID No. T149 (cont’d) 
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T149-2 
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W43-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Lane, Priscilla, Commenter ID No. W43 
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W43-1 

Lane, Priscilla – W43 



 

 

 

  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

W48-1 Comment noted. Langford, James, Commenter ID No. W48 
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W48-1 
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W521-1 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

Larsen, Kim, Commenter ID No. W521 
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W521-1 

Larsen, Kim – W521 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

W145-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

. 

Lassiter, Eileen, Commenter ID No. W145 

J-1276 
January 2016 

W145-1 
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Laville, Madeleine, Commenter ID No. W506 

Laville, Madeleine – W506 
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W506-1 

W506-2 

W506-3 

W506-4 

W506-5 

W506-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Laville, Madeleine, Commenter ID No. W506 (cont’d) 

W506-2 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

W506-3 	 Transportation risks were analyzed and provided in Sections 5.3.9, 6.2.9, 7.2.9, 8.2.9, 9.2.9, 
10.2.9, and 11.2.9 of the EIS. 

W506-4 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W506-5 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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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L50-1 

L50-2 

L50-3 

L50-4 

L50-5 

L50-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Laville, Madeleine, Commenter ID No. L50 

L50-2 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

L50-3 	Comment noted. 

L50-4 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

L50-5 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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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W400-1 	 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 I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste 
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS). 

Lavis, Betty and Brasher, Charles, Commenter ID No. W400 

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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 

W400-2 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 
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W400-1 

W400-2 
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W444-1 	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and the ongoing 
cleanup efforts at the Hanford Site will continue. 

Lawson, John P., Commenter ID No. W444 

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 I-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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 

W444-1 

Lawson, John P. – W444 
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T150-1	 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. 

Leatham, Ellen, Commenter ID No. T150 (cont’d) 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

T150-1 
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W164-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Litt, Mike, Commenter ID No. W164 
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Litt, Mike – W164 
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W485-1 

W485-2 

W485-1 	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), 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, WIPP, and the 
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste 
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 
repository. 

Lloyd, Darryl, Commenter ID No. W485 

Final siting of a 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 and tribal government involvement. 

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. 

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. 

W485-2 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 
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W166-1 	 There is a relatively small amount of waste which would be transported through the Columbia 
River Gorge regardless of the final decision as to the disposal site selected for GTCC LLRW. 
The waste would include actinide sealed sources and Cs-137 irradiators from local medical 
institutions, research facilities, universities, and other NRC and Agreement State licensees. 

Lloyd, Darvel, Commenter ID No. W166 

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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

J-1286 
January 2016 

W166-1 

F
inal G

T
C

C
 E

IS 	
A

ppendix J: C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent 

Lloyd, Darvel – W166 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

W51-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Logan, Christopher, Commenter ID No. W51 

W51-2 	 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 I-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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 

W51-3 	 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 I-129 through limiting receipt of these waste 
streams (see Table 6.2.4.2 and Figure 6.2.4.1 in this EIS). 

The analysis in the GTCC EIS also 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 
(see Table 6.2.4 2 and Figure 6.2.4 1 in this EIS). 

Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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.
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W51-5 

W51-4 

W51-4 	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), 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, WIPP, and the 
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste 
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 
repository. 

Logan, Christopher, Commenter ID No. W51 (cont’d) 

Final siting of a 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 and tribal government involvement. 

W51-5 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

The analysis in the GTCC EIS also 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 
(see Table 6.2.4 2 and Figure 6.2.4 1 in this EIS). 
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W296-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Lovejoy, Glenda, Commenter ID No. W296 
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W488-1 	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Lu, Lan, Commenter ID No. W488 

W488-2 	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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. 

W488-3 	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 

W488-4 	 DOE has analyzed cumulative impacts at the Hanford Site in this GTCC EIS. The GTCC EIS 
also 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 (see Table 6.2.4 2 and Figure 6.2.4 1 in this 
EIS). 
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T151-1	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Mance, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T151 

T151-2	 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. 

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., trench, 
borehole, and 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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T151-1 

T151-2 
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Mance, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T151 (cont’d) 

T151-2 
(Cont.) 
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T151-3	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is 
operational. For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Mance, Lisa, Commenter ID No. T151 (cont’d) 
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W514-1  	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Maranze, Harriette, Commenter ID No. W514 

W514-2 	 See response to W514-1. 

W514-3 	 Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste LLW to a disposal facility 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 
EIS evaluation indicates that 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. About 12,600 
truck 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 
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T34-1 	 DOE evaluated WIPP (a geologic repository) and LANL (land disposal facilities) in this EIS. 
The 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 as the evaluation presented in this 
EIS shows. 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. 
Therefore, land disposal facilities were also evaluated including at LANL. The evaluation in 
the EIS has shown that sites with suitable characteristics, such as low precipitation rates, high 
soil distribution coefficients, sufficient depths to groundwater, and in arid climates could 
isolate radionuclides for a sufficient period of time to allow for significant radioactive decay to 
occur. 

Marquez, Noel, Commenter ID No. T34 
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T34-2 See response to T34-1. Marquez, Noel, Commenter ID No. T34 (cont’d) 
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L409-1 

L409-1	 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. 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.” 

Marsello, Pat, Commenter ID No. L409 

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. In 
addition to legislative changes, DOE recognizes that the use of WIPP for the disposal of GTCC 
LLRW and GTCC-like wastes would require and site-specific NEPA reviews, 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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W30-1 	 Consistent with NEPA implementing regulations in Parts 1500–1508 of Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), 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, WIPP, and the 
WIPP Vicinity) as well as generic commercial locations. DOE determined that it was 
reasonable to analyze the federal sites because they currently have operating radioactive waste 
disposal facilities, except for the WIPP Vicinity, which is near an operating geologic 
repository. 

Marti, Tralee, Commenter ID No. W30 

Final siting of a 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 and tribal government involvement. 

Shipments of GTCC LLRW and GTCC like waste to a disposal facility 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 EIS evaluation 
indicates that 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. About 12,600 truck shipments 
over 60 years 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 latent cancer fatalities (see Section 6.2.9.1). 

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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 
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T136-1	 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 Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. 
For information on DOE’s preferred alternative see GTCC EIS Chapter 2. 

Martiszus, Ed, Commenter ID No. T136 (cont’d) 

T136-2	 The technologies and alternatives suggested for evaluation are not within the reasonable range 
of alternatives for disposal of GTCC LLRW and GTCC-like wastes. Other concerns or 
programs suggested for DOE consideration are considered outside the scope of the EIS and do 
not meet the purpose and need for agency action stated for this EIS. 

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act (P.L. 99-240) assigns DOE 
responsibility for the disposal of GTCC LLRW generated by NRC and Agreement States. 
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T136-2 
(Cont.) 

T136-3 

T136-4 

T136-3	 DOE is performing environmental restoration activities at the Hanford Site, and the ongoing 
cleanup efforts will continue. As stated in the Hanford TC&WM EIS, the receipt of offsite 
waste streams (including GTCC LLRW) that contain specific amounts of certain isotopes, 
specifically iodine-129 and technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact on the environment. 
When the impacts of technetium-99 from past leaks and cribs are combined, DOE believes it 
may not be prudent to add significant additional technetium-99 to the existing environment. 
Therefore, one means of mitigating the impact would be for DOE to limit disposal of off-site 
waste streams containing iodine-129 or technetium-99 at Hanford. DOE’s ROD 78 FR 75913 
dated December 13, 2013, stated that DOE has deferred a decision on importing waste from 

Martiszus, Ed, Commenter ID No. T136 (cont’d) 

other DOE sites (with limited exceptions as described in the Settlement Agreement with 
Ecology) for disposal at Hanford at least until WTP is operational. These factors were 
considered in developing DOE’s preferred alternative for the disposal of GTCC LLRW and 
GTCC-like waste, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the GTCC EIS. 

T136-4	 Stopping the generation of nuclear waste or promoting alternative energy sources 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. 
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