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FederaFederal l RRegegiiss tter er I I VoVo!' l. 6262, , No. No. 38 38 I I WWednesday, ednesday, February February 26, 26, 1997 1997 I I NNoolices lices 8693 8693 

National National Educational Educational Research Research Policy Policy 
and and Priorities Priorities BoardBoard; ; Meeting Meeting 

AGENCYAGENCY: : NNaatiuoonnaal l EdEducaLional ucalional Research Research 
Policy Policy aand nd PriPriorities orities BBoaroardd; ; Education. Education. 
ACTION: ACTION: NoNotice tice of of Meeting. Meeti ng. 

SUMMARY: SUMMARY: This This notioolice ce sets sets forth forth tthhe e 
scschheduledule e aand nd proposed proposed agagenda enda ora of a 
forthforthccoomming ing mmeeteetining g oof f tthhe e National National 
EducatioEducational nal Research Research Policy Policy and and 
PrioritiPriorities es Board. Board. This This nnotioti ce ce aallso so 
describes describes tthhe e funfuncctitions ons of of tthhe e BoBoard. ard . 
NotNotiice ce of of tthihis s mmeeteetining g is is requirrequired ed uundnderer
SecSectitioon n 1O(a)(2) 1O(a)(2) of of ththe e FFederal ederal AAdvisoryd visory 
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CoCommmittmittee ee AcAct. t. ThiThis s documdocumeent m iis s 
intendintendeed d to to notify notify the the public public of of ththeir eir 
opportunity opportunity to to aattttend. end. 
DATE: DATE: March March 22 1. 1, 11997. 997. 
TIME: TIME: 8:30 8:30 a.a. mm. . to to 5 5 pp..mm. . 
LOCATION: LOCATION: Room Room 100.80 100.80 F F St., St., N.W N.W .. .. 
WashingtonWashington, , D.CD.C. . 2020820208-- 7564. 7564. 
FOR FOR FURTHER FURTHER INFORMATION INFORMATION CONCONTACT: TACT: 
Thelma Thelma LeeLeenhouts, nhouts, DDesignated esignated Federal Federal 
OffiOITiciacial, l. NaNatiuoonanal l EEducational ducational RResearchesearch
Policy Policy anand d PriPriororitiities es BoardBoard. , 80 80 F F Se. Sl., 
N.N.W W... , WaWashington. shington, DD.C. .C. 2020820208-- 7564. 7564. 
TTelephone: elephone: (202) (202) 22 1199-- 2065: 2065; fax: rax: (202) (202) 
221919-1- 1528: 528: ee-ma-maiL il : 
ThelmaThelma__ LLeeneenhouthoutss@@ed.gov. ed .gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: INFORMATION : The The 
NationaNational l Educational Educational RResearch esearch Policy Policy 
aand nd PrioritiPriorities es Board Board iis s authorized authorized bby y 
SecSectitioon n 9921 2 1 of of ththe e EdEduucatcatiioonal nal 
RResearchesearch. , DeDevelopment velopmenr , Dissemination.Dissemination
and and ImprImproveovement ment Act Act oof f 11994994. . The The 
BBoard oard woworrks ks cocollllaboraboraatively tively wwitilh h tthhe e 
AssAssiistastanlll t SecSecretretary ary for for the the OffiOITice ce oof f 
EducaEducational tional RResearch esearch and and ImprImproovevemenmen
tto o forge forge a a natnational ional ccoonnsesennsus sus wwith ith 
rresesppect ect to to a a longlong--term term agenda agenda ffor or 
ededuucatcatiioonnaal l research, research. ddevelopment. eve lopment. andand
didissemination. ssemination , aand nd to to provide provide adviadvice ce 
and and aassistance ssistance tto o ththe e AssAss iissttant ant SecSecretarretar
in in admiad mininisstteerinring g tthhe e duties duties of of the the OfficeOffice

The The ageagenda nda for for March March 221 1 wwill i II cover cover 
ththe e aadoption doption of of proposed proposed bbyy--llaws aws and and aa
prproposed oposed worworkplkpl aann: ; eellecection tion of of officersofficers
for for 19971997-- 9999: ; the the approval approval of of ststaandandarrdds s 
for ror tthhe e cocondunducct t and and evaevalluuation ation of or 
rreseaesearcrchh. , and and for for assessing assessing ppeerrformformanancece
on on ccoontracts. ntracts, ggrrantants. s, and and coocoopperaeratiti ve ve 
agreemeagreementnts, s. as as wewell ll aas s ssttaannddardards s for for 
rrevev iiewewining g aannd d ddesiges ignnating ati ng exemexemplplary ary 
aand nd promising promis ing proprograms. grams. A A finafinal l agenage ndd
wwill ill bbe e avaavailablil able e from from ththe e BoardBoard ''s s officeoffice
on on MarcMarch h 1144. . 

RRecords ecords arare e kkeeppt t of of aall ll Board Board 
procproceedings eedings aand nd aare re avaavailil able able for for publipublicc
inspection inspection aat t the the offioffice ce of of the the NaNatiti oonnaal l 
Educational Educational RResearch esearch PoliPolicy cy anand d 
PrioritiPriorities es BoardBoard. , 555 555 New New JJeerrsey sey Ave Ave .. .. 
N.N.W W .. .. WaWasshinhinggtonton . , DD.C.C. . 20208-7564. 20208-7564. 

DatDated: ed: FebrFebruary uary 2200. , 1997. 1997. 
Eve Eve M. M. BiBither. ther. 
ExecExecufutiive ve DirecrorDireclor. . 

IFR IFR DocDoc. . 97-4765 97-4765 FilFiled ed 2-25-97: 2-25-97: 8:45 8:45 amamI I 
BILLING BILLING CODE COCE 4000-04000-01-M 1-M 

DEPARTMENT DEPARTMENT DF OF ENERGY ENERGY 

Record Record of of Decision Decision for for the the Tank Tank Waste Waste 
Remediation Remediation SystemSystem, , Hanford Hanford Site, Site, 
RichlandRichland, , WA WA 

AGENCYAGENCY: : DDepartment epartment of of Energy. Energy. 
ACTION: ACTION: ReRecord cord of of decidec issiioon. n . 

SUMMARY: SUMMARY: ThiThis s RRecord ecord oof f DDecision ecision 
aaddresses ddresses actactions ions bby y ththe e U.S. U.S. 
DepartmDepartment ent of of EEnergy nergy (DOE) (DOE) lO to manamanage ge 
and and didispose spose of of rradioactive, adioactive, hhaazzarardoudouss, , 
and and mimixexed d waswastte e wwithin ithin ththe e TaTank nk Waste Waste 
Remediation Remediation SysSystteem m (TWRS) (TWRS) proproggram ram at at 
the the HHaanford nford SSitite e in in soutsouthheastern eastern 
WashiWashington ngton SSttatate. e. DOEDOE, , iin n ccooperation ooperation 
wwiith th the the WasWashington hington SSttaatte e Department Department 
of of Ecology Ecology ((EcoEcolloogy), gy). iissssued ued a a Final Final 
EnvironmentallmpaEnvironmental Impaccl t StateStatemmeent nt ((ElS) EIS) 
eenntitltitleed d ""Tank Tank WaWaste ste RRemeemediatidiatioon n 
SysteSystemm, , Hanford Hanford SSitite, e, RiRicchlandhland. , 
WaWashington, shington, FFinal inal Environmental Environmental 
ImpaImpacct t StatemeStatementnt" " (TWRS (TWRS EEIS) IS) (DOE(DOEI I 
EEIIS5-- 01890 189, , AAuugguusst t 1199996)6). . TThe he Final Final EEIIS 5 
evevaalluatuates es aaltlternaernatitives ves for for the the 
manamanagegememenr nt aannd d didisposasposal l of of mixmixeedd , , 
rraaddioaioacctitiveve, , aand nd hahazzarardoudous s waste waste 
ccururrreentlntly y ssttororeed d or or projected projected to to bbe e 
ststored ored in in 1177 77 underground underground ssttorage orage tanks tanks 
and and approximateapproximatelly y 60 60 acactitive ve and and 
ininaacctitive ve mimiscescellllaanneous eous undundergergrrouound nd 
sstorage torage tanktanks s associated associated wiwitth h the the 
Hanford Hanford SiSitte's e's tank tank ffaarrm m oopperaeratitioonns, s, as as 
wewell ll as as the the manamanagemegement nt and and disposal disposal of of 
appapproximateroximatelly y 11,93,930 0 cescesium ium and and 
stst rrontium ontium cacappsusulles es ccururrrently ently sstotored red aat t 
ththe e HanfHanfoord rd SS itit e. e. 

BaBasesed d oo n n the the eennvviriroonmnmeentntaal l impimpact act 
analanalysysiis s oof f ththe e FFininaal l EEIIS S aand nd afaftter er 
evaeva luatinluating g coscosts, ts, regulatory regulatory cocomplianmpliance ce 
requirementsrequirements, , ttechnechniicacal l uncertaintiesuncertaillties, , 
woworrkkeer r and and publipublic c hheaealth lth aand nd sasaffety, ety, 
and and publicpublic, , agencyagency, , NaNatitioonal nal Research Research 
CouCounnciCi l, l. aand nd TrTribibaal l NaNatitioon n cocommmmeentnts, s, 
DOE DOE hhas as decided decided to to iimpmplleemement nt ththe e 
preferred preferred alternative alternati ve ididententifiifi ed ed in in the the 
FFinal inal EEIIS S for for retriretrieval, eval, ttreatmentreatment, , and and 
disposal disposal of of ttank ank waste waste tthehe, , ";·PPhased hased 
ImplImpleemementntaatitioon n alternativealternative·" ' aand nd to to 
ddefeefer r the the ddecisecis iioon n on on didisposposs ition ition oof f 
cescesium ium anand d ststrorontium nti um capscapsulul es. es. 

The The PhasPhased ed ImplImpleemementatintati oon n 
aaltlteernarnative tive wwas as sese llecectteed d becabecause use it it 
provides provides a a bbaallanance ce among among sshorthort--aand nd 
lonlong-terg-term m envenvironmironmentaenta l l impaimpactscts, , mmeets eets 
all all rregeguulalatory tory requirrequirements, ements, addraddresses esses 
ththe e ttecechnihnicacal l uncertainties uncertainties assocassociaiatted ed 
wiwith th reremmeediationdiation, , and and proprovides vides ththe e 
nnexexiibiU1bil ilY Y nnecessaecessary ry to to accommodate accommodate 
future future cchanhanges ges in in ththe e rreemediation mediation pplans lans 
in in rresponse esponse to to new new information information and and 
ttechnoechnollogy ogy dedevelopmenvelopmenl. t. 

WhilWhile e carrycarryining g out out this this decideciss ionion , , DOE DOE 
wwill ill coconntintinuuaalllly y evaeva luluaate te nnew ew 
information information relative relative tto o tthhe e tatank nk waste waste 
rreemmedediaiatiotion n program. program. DOE DOE wwiill ll aallsso o 
cocondunducct t pperiodic eriod ic indindeependependent nt scsc iieenntifitific c 
and and ttecechnihnicacal l expert expert rrevev iiews, ews, wwhihicch h 

DOE DOE bbelieves elieves aarre e essentessential ial to to ththe e ssuuccess ccess 
of of ththe e TWTWRRS S program. program. FurthFurtherer. , DOE DOE 
iinntendtends s to to cocondunducct t forformal mal evaeva luluatia ti oonns s of of 
new new ininfformatiormatioon n rrelevant elevant lO to the the tank tank 
waste waste remediation remediation prprogogrram am at at ththrree ee kkeey y 
pointpoints s oveover r ththe e nnexext t eeigight ht yeayears rs undundeer r 
itits s NNationaational l EEnnvirovironmnmeental ntal PPoolilicy cy AcAct t 
(NEPA) (N EPA) regulations regulations (10 (10 CFR CFR 1021.314)102 1.3 14), , 
wwith ith aan n apappprropropriiaatte e llevel evel of of publipublic c 
ininvolvement, vo lvement , tto o eensnsurure e that that DOE DOE ss ttaays ys 
on on a a cocorrrrecect t ccourse ourse for for mmaananaggining g and and 
rreemmediating ediating ththe e tank tank wastwaste. e. VaVarious rious 
informinformaal l rreveviews iews aallso so wiwill ll be be coconnduducted cted 
durinduring g tthihis s peperiod. riod. 

DDOE OE hhas as ddecided ecided to to defer defer action action on on 
ththe e cesces ium ium aand nd sstrontium trontium capsucapsulles es to to 
fufurther rther evaevalluuate ate potpotentiaential l bbenefiCial enefiC ial 
uuses ses of of ththe e capscapsulules es and and ststududy y potpotential enti al 
lonlong-term g-term eenvnvironmironmentaental l impaimpacts. c ts. The The 
capsucapsulles es wwill ill concon tinutinue e to to bbe e manamanaged ged in in 
ththe e HHanfanford ord SSitite e WastWaste e EEncapsulation ncapsulation 
aand nd Storage Storage FaFacilitcility. y. DDOE OE wwill ill cocomplmpleette e 
an an evevaalluuaatitioon n for for potentiapotential l futufuture re uuses ses oof f 
ththe e cacappssulules es wwithin ithin two two yeyearars s and and wiwi ll ll 
iissssue ue a a CeCessium ium aand nd SStrontrontium tium 
Management Management Plan Plan ththaat t wwill ill aaddress ddress 
altalternatives ernatives for for bbeenefiCnefiCiiaal l usesuses. . If If no no 
ffuturuture e uuses ses are are found found and and DDOE OE 
detdeteerminrmines es that that ththe e capscapsulules es shoushould ld bbe e 
didisposesposed d of, of, DOE DOE wwiill ll sesellecect t an an 
alternative alternative ffor or dispodisposasal l of of tthhe e capsucapsulles es 
and and ssuupplpp leemement nt thithis s RReecorcord d of of DecisionDecis ion. . 

ADDRESSESADDRESSES: : AAddddrresses esses of of DOE DOE PubliPublic c 
RReading ead ing RoomRooms s and and InformInformaation tion 
RRepositories epos itories wwhheere re ththe e Final Final EEIIS, S, 
Record Record of of DecisionDecision. , and and otother her relevant relevant 
information information are are avaava ilablilable e for for publipublic c 
rreveviiew ew aarre e lilisstted ed aat tlhthe e eend nd of of thithis s 
ReRecord cord oof f DecisDecision. ion. TThhe e FFinal inal EIS EIS and and 
Record Record oof f DecisDecision ion aarre e aallso so availabavailable le for for 
rreveview iew on on tthhe e IntInteernrnet et at at 
www.hanford.govwww. hanford .gov//eeiiss//ttwrseis.htm wrseis.htm and and 
on on the the DOE DOE NENEPPA A Web Web papage ge ((huphttp::ll/ /ttisis­­
nt.eh.doe.govnt.eh.doe.gov//nneepa). pa). 

FOR FOR FURTHER FURTHER INFORMATION: INFORMATION: RReeququesests ts for for 
cocopipies es of of ththe e RReecocord rd of of Decision Decision or or 
furthfurtheer r information information oon n tthhe e Final Final EEIIS S or or 
Record Record oof f DDecision ecision sshhoouuld ld bbe e dirdirecectted ed to to 
CaCarrolyolyn n HHaaaass, ss, DOE DOE Tank Tank WaWastste e 
Remediation Remediation SysSystteem m EIS EIS NNEPA EPA 
Document Document MManageranager, , U.S. U.S. DDepaepartmrtmeent nt of of 
EEnneergyrgy, , RRichlichlaand nd Operations Operations OOffice, ffice, 
PP.O. .G. BoBox x 11224949, . RiRicchlhlaandnd , , WA WA 993599352. 2. 
MsMs. . HaHaass ass mamay y be be coconntatacted cted by by 
tteellepephhoonne e aat t (509(509) ) 372372-- 273273 11. . 
Information Information on on ththe e DOE DOE NENEPPA A pprocerocess ss 
mamay y bbe e requerequesstteed d frfroom m CaCarrool l M. M. 
BorBorgstrom, gstrom, DirDireecctortor. , OffiOffice ce oof f NENEPPA A 
Policy Policy anand d AssAssistaistannce ce ((EEHH-42-42)), , U.S. U.S. 
Department Department oof f EEnneerrgy. gy, 1000 1000 
InIndependence dependence AveAvenunue e S.W S.W... , 
WaWashingtonshington, , D.CD.C. . 220585. 0585. MMs. s. BorgBorgsstrom trom 
mmaay y be be cocontntaactcteed d bby y tteelleepphhoonne e at at (202) (202) 
586586-- 4600, 4600, or or by by lealeavviinng g a a mmessage essage aat t 
(800) (800) 472472-- 2756. 2756. 
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8694 8694 FedFedeeral ral RegiRegisster ter / / VoVol. l. 6262 . . No. No. 38 38 / / WWednednesesdaday. y. FFeebruary bruary 2266. . 1997 1997 / / NoNotiticeces s 

SUPPLEMENTARY SUPPLEMENTARY AGENCY AGENCY INFORMATION: INFORMATION: 

PurpoPurpose se aand nd NeeNeed d ffor or AcAction tion 
This This RRecorecord d of of DDeecciissioion n addraddresses esses 

actaClions ions bby y DOE DOE lO to mmaananagge e and and didisspopose se 
oof f radioradioactive, active. hhazarazardoudous. s. and and mimixxeed d 
wwaSl.aste e wwithin ithin ththe e Tank Tank Waste Waste 
RReemediation mediation SysSystteem m (TWRS) (TWRS) proproggram ram at at 
ththe e HHaanford nford SSiHte e in in ssOouthUlheasteeastern rn 
WaShington WaShington StaStatte. e. TThhe e waste waste includeincludes s 
apapproximatproximateelly y 22112 2 million million lilitters ers (56 (56 
million million ggaallonllo ns) s) of of waste waste ststororeed d or or to to bbe e 
sstortoreed d in in underundergground round sstoratorage ge ttaanknks s at at 
ththe e HHaanford nford SSiteite. . DODOE E also also wwill ill manamanage ge 
ththe e cescesium ium and and strostromium ntium sasa ltlts s 
cocontainnta ined ed in in apapproximateproximatelly y 11.,93930 0 
cacappssulules es ccurrurreentlntly y Sslortored ed aallhl lhe e SSitite e 
and. and, if if Lhthey ey aare re ddeetteerminrmineed d to to bbe e waswaStle, e, 
wwill ill didispose spose of of ththe e cacappssulules. es. ThThe e tank tank 
wawaste ste and and cescesium ium and and sstrontium trontium 
cacappssulules es ccuurrrreentlntly y popose se a a lloow w sshorthort--tteermrm  
ririsk sk to to humhumaan n hheaealth lth and and ththe e 
eenvironmnvironment; ent: hhoweveoweverr. . sstortorage age ccososts ts aarre e 
hihigghh. . and and the the potentiapotential l for for aan n accideaccident nt 
resulting resu lti ng in in llarge arge rreelleeaases ses of of rradadioacioacttiivve e 
aand nd cchheemimicacal l cocontaminants ntaminants wiwi ll ll 
inincrease crease as as ththe e ffacaciilitilities es age. age. 

DODOE E mumusst t implement implement lonlongg--tteerm rm 
actionactions s tto o sasaffeelly y managmanage e and and dispose dispose of of 
the the tank tank waswastte. e. aassociated ssociated 
mimiscescellllaneous aneous undundeergrground round sstoratorage ge 
tanktanks, s. aand nd ththe e cesces ium ium and and ssttroronntium tium 
cacappssulules es (ifth(if the e cesces ium ium and and sstrontium trontium 
are are ddeettererminmined ed to to bbe e waste) waste) tto o 
ppeermrmanentanentlly y rereduce duce potpoteentintiaal l ririssk k to to 
human human hheaea lth lth and and the the eennvvironmironmeent. nt. 
These These actioactionns s aallso so aarre e nneedeeeded d to t.o eennssurure e 
cocomplimpliaannce ce wwiith th aall ll aapplipplicacabblle e Federal Federal 
aand nd WasWashinhinggttoon n State State rreequirquireemmeentnts s 
regarding regarding ththe e manmanageagemmeent nt aand nd disposal disposal 
oof f radiradioaoacctive. tive. hahazzardoardouuss, , and and mimixxeed d 
waste. waste. 

AAltlteernatives matives CCoonnss idideered red in in ththe e FinFinal a l 
EIS EIS 

The The follofolloWwining g ddescescribribes es the the 
aallternatives ternatives coconsidered ns idered in in ththe e Final Final EEIS IS 
aand nd a a didiscscuussssioion n oof f ththeiei r r advantagadvantages es andand  
didisasadvantaged vantages. s. 

In In oordrdeer r to to comcompaparre e ththe e alternatives alternatives 
for for both both tthe he hihigghh-- and and lowlow--aactivity cti vity 
fractions fractions of of ththe e wwasteaste. , vvitrifiitrificacation tion wwas as 
uusesed d aas s a a rreepresepresentantattiive ve technology technology to to 
cocondunduccltht the e EIS EIS anaanallysysis. is. DODOE E ccurrurreentlnt.ly y 
planplans s to to implimplemeement nt partparts s of of ththe e PhaPhasesed d 
ImImplemenplementation tation aalternalternatitive ve throuthrouggh h a a 
privatization priva tization initiinitiatiative ve wwhheerreebby y priprivavatte e 
cocompanimpanies es ww ill ill perform perform certce rtain ain aspecaspects ts 
oof f ththe e rrememeedidiation ation in in an an efforeffort t to to uuse se 
cocompmpetition etition wwithin ithin the the markmarkeetpltplaace ce to to 
brinbring g nnew ew ideas ideas aand nd coconnceceptpts s to to wastwaste e 
rreemedimediation ation and and rreeduduce ce projprojecect t ccosostts. s. 
UUnnddeer r ccurrurreent nt plplaanns, s, ththe e sesellecteected d 
privatprivate e comcompaniepanies s wwill ill hhave ave tthe he 
resresponsibpons ibilitility y to to ttreat reat ththe e hihigghh--lleveevel l 
wwaaste ste uuss ining g vvititrifirification, cation. aand nd will will hhaave ve 
ththe e optoptiioon n tto o immobiliimmobilize ze ththe e loloww­­
acactivity tiv ity waswastte e bby y eeithitheer r vvitrifiitrificatcation ion or or 
ootthher er sis imilar milar immobiliimmobilizazation tion mmeeththods ods 

provided provided ththat at ththe e final final waswastte e form form mmeets eets 
rregegulul atoatorry y rrequirements. equirements. (DOE (DOE hahas s 
iissssuueed d ccoontrantracctts s to to ttwo wo ccoompanimpaniees s to to 
design design tank tank waswastte e ttreareatmtmeennt t fafaccilil ititiieses­­
both both cocompanimpanies es hhaad d proposproposed ed vitrifvitrifyy ining g 
llowow--aactivity ctiv ity waswastte.) e.) 

Tank Tank WWasastte e AAlternatives lternatives CoConnssidideered red 

PhPhaseased d ImplImpleemmeentatintatioon n ((preferred Preferred 
AAltlteernatirnativve) e) 

TThe he PhPhaasesed d IImplmpleemmeentation ntation 
aa ltlteernatirnati ve ve was was identified identified in in ththe e Final Final 
EIS EIS as as ththe e PrPreeffeerrrreed d AAltlteernatirnative. ve. Under Under 
ththe e PhaPhasesed d ImplImplememeentantattion ion alternatialternativeve, , 
ththe e ttaank nk waswastte e wouwould ld cocontinuntinue e to to be be 
sasaffeelly y stostorreed d until until ththe e waste waste iis s rreetritrieeveved d 
from from ththe e tatanks nks for for trtreaeatmtmeent nt aand nd 
didisspoposasal l by by impimplleemmeentinnting g a a 
dede monmonststration ration phphase ase ((PhPhase ase II) ) to to veverifrify y 
that that ththe e trtreeaatment tment procprocesses esses wwill ill 
function function eeffffecectitivevelly y aand nd ththeen n bby y 
implimpleemmeentinnting g a a fullfull -sca-scalle e prodproduucction tion 
phaphase se ((phaPhase se U). ll) . 

DurinDuring g PhaPhases ses I I aand nd IIII . , cocontinuntinueed d 
ooppeerratationions s of of ththe e tank tank farm farm syssystetem m and and 
acactiontions s to to address address safety safety and and rregegulatoulatory ry 
cocomplianmpliance ce iissssuues es wouwould ld bbe e performed performed 
and and wowoululd d includincludee: : 

• • UUppggrraadinding g tank tank farm farm infrinfrasasttruructcturure, e. 
including including waswastte e trantra nsfesfer, r, 
ininststrumentrumentaationtion . . veventilationntilation . , aand nd 
eellectectrriicaca l l systesystemms: s: 

• • Monitoring Monitoring ttankanks s and and eeqquipment uipment to to 
ssuppupport ort waste waste manmanageagemmeennt t and and 
rregegululatoratory y ccoomplianmpliance ce rreqequiruireemmeentnts: s: 

• • CoCommbininbining g cocompatiblmpatible e wwaste aste ttyyppes, es, 
intinteerim rim ststaabilization bilization of of SSininggllee-s-shheell ll tatank nk 
waswastte. e, continuing continuing waswastte e 
cchhararacacttereriizazationtion . , removing removing pumpablpumpable e 
liquid liquid from from ssiinnggllee--sshheell ll tankstanks. . 
trtranansfesferrinrring g nnewly ewly gegenneerrateated d waswaste te from from 
ongOing ongOing SS itite e actiactivities vities to to doubldoublee--sshheell ll 
ttankanks, s, operating operating ththe e 242242-- A A EvaEvaporporator ator 
aand nd ththe e EEffiuent muent TTreatment reatment FaFacilCilitity, y, and and 
perfperforming orming mitimitiggaatitive ve aactions ctio ns to to rresoeso llve ve 
tank tank sasafetfety y iissues; ssues: 

• • UsUs ining g rrail ail or or ttankankeer r trutruck ck syssystetemms s to to 
trtraannssporport t waste waste tto o the the tank tank farmfarms: s: 

• • CoComplmpleetinting g coconnss trutruccttion ion oof f and and 
operating operating the the nnew ew replareplacement cement ccrorossss­­
ss itite e trantransfer sfer syssystteem m to to facilitatfacilitate e 
rregegulul atoatorry y ccoompliant mpli ant wawaste s te transftransfers ers 
from from 2200 00 West West to to 200 200 East East AArrea ea and and 
cocontinuntinue e operating operating ththe e exex iististinng g trtransansfefer r 
pipelinpipeline e syssystteem m ununtil til the the repreplacement lacement 
syssystteem m iis s opoperationaerationall: ; and and 

• • InInsstallintalling g and and operating operating an an initial initial 
tank tank waste waste rerettririevaeva l l syssysttem em tto o imprimprove ove 
ththe e cacapapacicity ty to to coconnsosolidatlidate e doubldoublee--sshheell ll 
tank tank waswastte e and and susupport pport mitimitigatgatiioo n n of of 
sasaffety ety iissssuues. es. 

PhaPhase se I I activities activities (Part (Part A. A, 
development development activities; activities: Part Part B B 
demonstdemonstrationration) ) acactivities ti vities wowould uld llast ast for for 
apapproproxximatimateelly y 10 10 yeayearrs s and and wwouould ld 
inincludclude: e: 

• • CoConnssttructing ructing ddeemonmonsstratitratioonn--scascalle e 
facilfacilitiities es to to produce produce vv itrifiitrifieed d llowow--

aactivitcti vi ty y waswastte e and and Vviitrifitrified ed hihigghh-. lleveevel l 
waswastte e for fo r future future didisspoposasal; l: 

• • InInsstallintalling g and and operating operating tank tank 
retrieval retrieval syssystteemms s to to rreetritrieve eve sese llected ected 
waswastte e (primar(primarilily y liquid liquid waswastte) e) for for 
sesepparationarations s and and immobilization. immobilization . and and 
sesellecectteed d tatank nk waswaste te ffor or hihigghh--lleveevel l waswastte e 
vvitrifiitrificacationtion: : 

• • TTrraannssffeerrrrining g liquid liquid waste waste tto o 
rreceece iivever r tatanknks s aand nd trantransfesferrinrring g sesellecectteed d 
waswastte e for for hihigghh--lleveevel l waste waste proprocesscess ining g 
didirectly rectly tto o ththe e hihigghh--lleveevel l waswaste te fafaccilitil ity: y: 

• • PPeerforforminrming g sepseparaarations tions tto o remove remove 
sesellecected ted radionuclides radionuclides (e.g., (e.g .. cescesiumium) ) 
from from the the loloww--activactivitity y waswastte e ss ttreareamm: ; 

• • SStotorinring g separaseparatted ed hihigghh--llevel evel waswaste te 
aat t ththe e ttrreaeatmtmeent nt facifacilities lities or or in in the the 
CaCaninisstter er StoStorrage age Building Building ppending ending 
future future hihigghh--lleveevel l waste waste treatment: treatment; 

• • RReeturning turning a a portion portion of of ththe e ss ludludgege. , 
sstrontiumtrontium, , and and transuranic transuranic waste waste from from 
seseppaarationrations s proprocesses cesses to to tthhe e doubledouble­­
sshheell ll tanks tanks for for futurfuture e reretrievatrieval l and and 
trtreaeatmtmeent nt durinduring g PhPhase ase 11II : ; 

• • Vitrifying Vitrify ing ththe e loloww--aactivity cti vity waste waste 
aand nd hihigghh--lleveevel l waswaste; te; aannd d 

• • TransportTransportining g ththe e low low aand nd high high 
activity activity wastes wastes to to oonnsis itte e intinteerrim im sstotorrage age 
facilities. facilities. 

PhaPhase se II II ((fullfull --scascale le production) production) 
acactivities tivities wowould uld bbegegin in after after cocomplmpletion etion 
of of PhaPhase se I. I. lalasst t ffor or apprapprOXimately OXimately 30 30 
yeyeaarrs s and and wowould uld includinclude: e: 

• • CoConnssttruructctining g fullfull --scascalle e facilities faci li ties to to 
vviittrifrify y llowow--acactitivv iitty y wawaste ste aand nd vviittrifrify y 
hihigghh--lleveevel l waswaste; te: 

• • InInsstallintalling g and and operating operating ttank ank 
rretrietrieveval al syssystteemms s to to rretetrieve rieve waswastte e from from 
aall ll ss ininggllee--sshheell Jltantanks, ks. doubledouble--sshheell ll 
ttaanknks, s, and and mimiscescellanllaneoeouus s undundeerrgground round 
sstoratoragge e tanktanks; s: 

• • PrPreetrtreaeatinting g ththe e waste waste bby y ssludludge ge 
waswashing hing aand nd eenhannhanced ced ssluluddgge e waswashinhing g 
ffoollollowewed d bby y separaseparationtions s of of the the liquid liquid 
and and sosolidlids; s: 

• • PPerfoerforminrming g sesepaparraationtions s tto o remove remove 
sesellecectteed d radionuclides radionucJides frfroom m ththe e llowow­­
activity activity waste waste ffeed eed streastream m and and 
trantransfersferrinring g ththe e waswastte e tto o tthe he hihigghh--lleveevel l 
waste waste vitrificatvitrificatiion on ffacaciilitlity: y: 

• • VVitrifying itrify ing ththe e hihigghh--lleveevel l waswastte e 
sstrtreaeam m and and ththe e lolow-acw-actiti vity vity waste waste 
sstreamtream: ; 

• • PaPacckakagiginng g the the hihigghh--lleevevel l waswastte e in in 
ccaaninissters ters ffor or oonnssilite e intinteerim rim sstotorrage age and and 
futufuture re sshipmhipmeent nt tto o a a nationnationaal l geologiC geologic 
rreepoposs itoritory: y: and and 

• • PlacinPlaci ng g ththe e immobiliimmobilized zed loloww­­
activity activity waswastte e in in cocontainntaineerrs s and and placing placing 
ththe e coconntaintai ners ers in in oo nnss itite e nneaearr--ssurface urface 
didisspoposasal l facilitifacilities. es. 

DODOE E aallso so wowould uld concontinutinue e to to 
cchharacaractteeririze ze ththe e ttank ank waste waste and and ppeerfrfoorm rm 
ttecechnolohnology gy development deve lopment actactivities ivities to to 
rrededuuce ce ununcecerrtata intiinties es associated associated wwith ith 
remediatremediatiioo nn, , evaevaluluaate te eemmergergining g 
ttecechnolohnologgiies, es, and and rresoesollve ve reregulatogulatory ry 
ccoomplianmpliance ce iissssuuees. s . 

The The prprininccipipaal l advantages ad vantages of of the the 
PhPhaasesed d ImplImpleemmeentatintatioo n n alternatialternative ve aarre e 
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that it provides for retrieval of the 
waste, separation of the high- and low­
activity waste constituents and 
immobilization of the waste . 
Separations processes would reduce the 
volume of high-level waste and 
eliminate the bulk of the contaminants 
in the low-acti vity waste stream. This 
allernative would permanently isolate 
the wastes from humans and the 
environment to the greatest extent 
practicable and provide for protection of 
public hea lth and the env ironment by 
disposing of the bulk orthe 
rad ionuc1ides offsite in a national 
geologic repos itory and isolating the 
low-activity waste through 
immobili zation and disposal in onsiLe 
facilities. By using a phased approach, 
DOE w ill obta in additional information 
concerning the uncertainties associated 
w ith waste characteristi cs and the 
effectiveness of the retrieval, 
separations. and treatment technologies 
prior to constructing and operating full ­
sca le facilities. Lessons learned from the 
demonstration phase. ongoing waste 
characterization. and technology 
d evelopment act ivit ies wou ld be 
applied to Phase II . which may 
substantially improve the operating 
effici ency of the second phase and 
reduce construction and operating costs. 

The principal disadvantage of this 
alternative is that it would involve 
s lightly higher short-term impacts than 
the in s itu and combination alternatives. 
though lower than the continued 
management alternatives. Short-term 
impacts include potential hea lth 
impacts during Phases I and II from 
occupational, operational. and 
transportation accidents and radiation 
ex posures to workers during normal 
operations. In add ition, this alternative 
wou ld di sturb shrub-steppe habitat and 
may cause a short-term strain on public 
services during construction activities. 
This alternative would also cost more 
than the in situ alternatives. 

Other Tank Waste Alternatives 
Considered 

The Final EIS analyzed nine other 
alternatives for the tank waste. All of the 
alternatives considered include 
continuing the current tank farm 
operations to maintain the tanks and 
associated facilities until they are no 
longer needed for waste management. 
All of the alternatives (except No 
Action) include upgrading tank farm 
systems as identifi ed for the Phased 
Implementation alternative. The 
follow ing are the other alternatives 
addressed. 

1. No Action 

Perform minimum act iviti es required 
for safe and secure management of the 
Hanford Site's tank waste with the 
current tank farm configuration during a 
IOO-year peri od . This alternative would 
provide for continued storage and 
monitoring of tank waste. No 
construction or remediation activities 
would be performed under the No 
Action alternative. 

The principal advantage of this 
alternative is that the short-term 
environmental impacts wou ld be lower 
than other alternatives analyzed (except 
operational accidents wh ich would be 
high due to the assumed lOO-year 
operating period). The cost estimated for 
this alternative would be lower than 
most other a lternatives. The degree of 
technical uncertainty associated w ith 
this alternative is low because it is a 
continuation of ongoing activities. 
Selection of this alternative would also 
allow time to deve lop new waste 
remediation techno logies. 

The principal disad vantage of this 
alternative is that it would result in the 
highest long-term environmental 
impacts. Because no action would be 
taken to immobilize or isolate the waste. 
the contaminants in the waste would 
migrate to the groundwater in a 
relatively short period of time, resu lting 
in contamination of the groundwater far 
above accepted safe leve ls and drinking 
water standards. Persons consuming 
this contaminated groundwater would 
have a significant risk of contracting 
cancer. In addition. this alternative 
wou ld not meet waste disposa l laws. 
regulations, and policies. This 
alternative eventually would result in 
continued deterioration of the structural 
integrity of the tanks and an increased 
risk that an earthquake would cause a 
catastrophic release of tank contents to 
the environment and the potential for a 
large number offatalities. Because all of 
the waste would remain in the tanks in 
an unstab ili zed form. there would be a 
Significant human health risk to 
inadvertent intruders into the waste 
after any loss of administrative control 
of the S ite. 

2. Long-Term Management 

Perform minimum activities required 
for safe and secure management of the 
Hanford Site's tank waste during the 
IOO-year administ rative control per iod . 
This alternative is s imilar to the No 
Action alternative, except that the waste 
transfer system would be upgraded and 
the double-shell tanks would be 
replaced twice during the assumed 100-
yea r administrative control period to 
prevent the potent ial leakage of large 

volumes of liquid to the environment 
from the double-shell tanks. No waste 
remediation would be performed under 
this alternative. 

The prinCipa l advantage of this 
alternative is the same as for the No 
Action alternative except that leaching 
of contaminants into the groundwater 
from the double-shell tanks would be 
de layed by 100 years due to the tank 
replacement program. 

The prinCi pal disadvantages of this 
alternati ve are the same as for the No 
Actio n alternative except that the long­
term impacts to the groundwater would 
be s lightly lower than the No Acti on 
alternative. 

3. In Situ Fill and Cap 

Retrieve and evaporate liquid waste 
from the double-shell tanks, fill si ngle­
and double-shell tanks w ith grave l, fill 
misce ll aneous tanks and anci ll ary 
equipment w ith grout. and cover the 
tank farms w ith a low permeabi li ty 
earthen surface barrier. disposing of all 
tank waste ons ite. 

The principal advantages of this 
alternative are that the short-term 
env ironmental impacts (accident 
fatalities, radiation exposures, and 
shrub-steppe habitat di sturbance) would 
be low and the estimated cost would be 
lower than for all other alternati ves. The 
degree of technical uncertainty 
associated w ith this alternative is low 
because it involves applying common 
technology, which has a high 
probability of achiev ing its projected 
level of effectiveness for most tanks. 

The principal disadvantages of this 
alternative are that it would have 
relatively high long-term environmental 
impacts due to contaminants leaching 
into the groundwater w here they could 
expose persons who might consume the 
ground water, and it would not meet 
waste di sposa l laws, regulations, or 
policies. Because the actions taken for 
this alternative involve iso lation but not 
immobilization of the waste, the 
contaminants would migra te to the 
grou ndwater over a long period of time 
and result in Signifi cant long-term 
impacts on public hea lth and the 
env ironment. In addition, this 
alternative may not be feasible for those 
tanks that generate high leve ls of 
flammabl e gases because of the potential 
for sparks caus ing a fire in the tanks 
while filling w ith gravel. Other types of 
fill material may be necessary for these 
tanks. Because all of the waste except 
the liquid waste in the double-shell 
tanks would remain in the tanks in an 
unstabilized form. there would be a 
sign ificant human health risk to 
inadvertent intruders into the waste 
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after any loss of administrative comrol 
of the Site. 

4. In Situ Vitrification 

Retrieve and evaporate liquid was te 
from the double-shell tanks, fill the 
tanks with sand. vitrify (melt to form 
glass) all of the tanks in place , and cover 
all of the tank fa rms with an earthen 
surface barrier to dispose of all tank 
waste onsile. This alternative would 
involve constructing tank farm 
confinement facilities (0 contain and 
collect the off-gasses generated during 
the vitrification process. The waste. 
tanks, and soil surrounding the tanks 
(including miscellaneous underground 
storage tanks) would be vitrified by 
using electricity to melt the soil and 
waste. which would solidify into a glass 
when cooled. 

The principal advantages of this 
alternati ve are that the short- and long­
term impacts would be relative ly low. 
The short-term impacts such as 
occupational. operat ional. and 
transportation accidents would be lower 
because fewer personnel would be 
required to construct and operate the in 
Silu vitrification systems. The long-term 
impacts would be low because the 
contaminants would be immobilized in 
glass. which would limit the leaching of 
contaminants to the groundwater. 

The principal disadvantages of this 
alternative are that there is a high degree 
of technical uncertainty that the 
alternative would function as intended, 
and that, even if technically successful , 
would not produce a final waste fo rm 
that would meet waste disposal laws. 
regulations, or policies . In situ 
vitrification has been performed on 
contaminated soil, but has not been 
used on the tank waste or at the sca le 
needed to viLrify the large tanks . 

5. Ex Situ No Separations 

Retrieve waste from the Single-shell , 
double-shell , and miscell aneous 
underground s torage tanks, either viLrify 
or calcine (heat to temperatures below 
the melting point) the waste, and 
package the treated waste for interim 
ons iLe storage and eventual offs iLe 
disposal at a national geologic 
repository. 

The prinCipal advantages of this 
alternati ve are that the vitrification 
option would meet all regulatory 
requirements and both the vitrification 
and calcination options would result in 
disposal of all retrieved waste off s ite at 
a national geologic repository. Because 
this alternative does not involve 
separations, the technical uncerta inties 
are fewer than those associated with 
other ex situ alternatives that involve 
intermediate or extensive separations. 

The principal disadvalllages of this 
alternative are that the waste form 
(e ither soda-lime glass for vitrification 
or compacted powder for calcinat ion) 
may not meet the current waste 
acceptance criteria at a national geologic 
repository and the volume of waste to be 
disposed of at a national geologic 
repository would be very large and 
would likely exceed the capacity of the 
fi rst repos itory. The costs associated 
with dispos ing of all the waste at a 
national geologiC repository make this 
the most expensive a lternative. 

6. Ex Situ Intermediate Separations 
Retrieve waste from the Single-shell, 

double-shell , and miscellaneous 
underground storage tanks and separate 
the waste into high-leve l and low­
activity waste streams using sludge 
washing. enhanced sludge washing, and 
ion eXChange, then vitrify the waste 
streams in separate facilities. Dispose of 
the low-acti vity waste onsite and the 
high-level waste offsite at a national 
geologic repository. 

The principal advantages of this 
alternative are that it would meet all 
regulatory requirements and result in 
relatively low long-term impacts 
because the high-level waste would be 
disposed of offs ite in a national geologic 
repos itory and the low-activity waste 
ons ile would be immobilized and 
isolated in ons ite disposal faci lities 
covered with an earthen barrier. 

The principal disadvalllage of this 
alternative is that it involves a moderate 
level of technical uncertainty because 
the alternative would involve 
construction and operation of treatment 
facilities where some of the proposed 
technologies are fi rst-of-a-kind or have 
not been demonstrated on Hanford Site 
tank waste. This alternative would 
involve a potential for higher short-term 
impacts than the in situ alternati ves 
because of the nature and extent of the 
activities required for construction and 
operation of the fu ll-scale waste 
treatment facilities. These impacts 
would include potential health impacts 
from occupational, operational. and 
transportation accidents and radiation 
exposures during normal operations. 

7. Ex Situ ExtenSive Separations 
Retrieve waste from the single-shell , 

double-shell . and miscellaneous 
underground storage tank waste and use 
a large number of complex chemica l 
separations processes to separate the 
high-level waste components from the 
recovered tank waste. Vitrify the waste 
streams in separate faci.lities and 
dispose of the low-activity waste onsite 
and the high-level waste offs ite at a 
national geologic repository. 

The principal advantages of this 
alternative are that it would meet all 
regulatory requirements and , due to the 
extensive separat ions processes. would 
result in the smallest volume of high­
level waste for off s ite disposal. Due to 
the extent of the separations processes, 
the low-activity waste that would 
remain onsite would have lower 
radioactive contaminant concentrations 
than the other ex s itu alternatives. 

The principal disadvantages of this 
alternative are that it involves the 
highest degree of technical uncertainty 
and highest treatment cost among the ex 
s itu alternati ves because of the 
numerous complex separations 
processes. This alternati ve would 
involve s lightly higher short-term 
impacts than the in situ and 
combination alternatives. though lower 
short-term impacts than the continued 
management alternatives. These impacts 
include potential health impacts from 
occupational, operational, and 
transportat ion accidents and rad iation 
exposures during normal operations. 

8. and 9. Ex Situ/ In Situ Combination I 
(Alternative 8) Ex Situ/ In Situ 
Combination 2 (Alternative 9) 

Retrieve tank waste (approximately 50 
percent of the waste volume for the 
Combination I alternati ve and 30 
percent for the Combination 2 
alternative based on long-term risks the 
contents of the various tanks pose to 
human health and the environment); 
separate the retrieved waste into high­
leve l and low-activity waste streams 
using an intermediate level of 
separations; then Vitrify the waste 
s treams in separate facilities. Dispose of 
the low-activity waste onsite and the 
high-leve l waste at an offsile national 
geologic repository. Waste in tanks not 
selected for retrieval would be 
remedialed identical to the In Situ Fill 
and Cap alternative. 

The principal advantage of these 
alternatives is that they olTer the 
opportunity to lower the remediation 
cost by remediating the waste in 
selected tanks based on waste 
characteristics and contribution to post­
remediation risk. The waste that 
provides the greatest long-term potential 
human health risks would be 
remediated. The Combination 2 
alternative would have lower 
remediation costs than the Combination 
I alternative because a sma ller volume 
of waste would be processed. These 
alternatives would result in short-term 
impacts (occupational , operational, and 
transportation accidents and shrub­
steppe habitat disturbance) that are 
generally lower than those for the ex 
situ alternatives because smaller 
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faciliti es and fewer personnel wou ld be 
required to process a smaller volume of 
waste. 

The principal disad vantages of these 
alternatives are that they would not 
meet waste disposal laws, regulations, 
and policies. The ex s itu portion of 
these alternatives would have the same 
technica l uncertainties as the Ex Situ 
Intermediate Separations alternative. 
The in s itu portion of these alternatives 
would result in higher long-term 
impacts than the ex s itu alternatives 
because the waste disposed of in s itu 
would leach contaminams into the 
groundwater over a long period of time 
and expose persons who might consume 
the groundwa ter. The Combination 2 
alternative would leave morc waste 
disposed of in s itu and result in higher 
long-term impacts than the Combination 
I alternative. 

Environmentally Preferable 
Alternalive- Tank Waste 

Identify ing environmental preferences 
among alternatives for the tank waste 
remediation program requires 
considera tion of the short-term human 
hea lth and environmental impacts. long­
term human health and environmental 
impacts. and the associated 
uncertainties in the impact assessment 
process. including technology 
performance. There are alternatives that 
wou ld result in low short -term impacts 
but relatively high long-term impacts. 
and identifying the environmentally 
preferable alternative(s) requires 
judgment concerning these impacts. 
Comparing short-term human health 
impacts with long-term human health 
impacts is complicated by the fact that 
short -term impacts can be est imated 
w ith a greater degree of certainty than 
long-term human health risks. 

In making these comparisons. DOE 
considered that most estimated short­
term impacts involve risks to workers 
during remediation that are VOluntary 
and can be reduced by app ly ing 
appropriate worker protection measures. 
In contrast. the est imated long-term 
impacts are involuntary in nature 
because they would result from 
inadvertent exposure of future 
populations to contaminant releases. 

The In S itu Vitrification alternative 
wou ld have lower human hea lth and 
environmental impacts than the other 
alternatives. if this technology 
functioned adequately. This alternative 
would result in the lowest potential 
short-term human hea lth impacts. other 
than the In S itu Fil l and Cap alternative. 
and the lowest long-term human hea lth 
and environmental impacts. However. 
in situ vitrification has never been 
performed at the scale necessary to 

remediate the Hanford tank waste and 
there is a high degree of techn ical 
uncertainty associated with this 
alternative. Even w ith extens ive 
technology research and testing. it may 
not be feas ible to deve lop this 
technology to the extent that it would 
function adequately. If this alternative 
did nO( function as designed . the long­
term impacts on groundwater and future 
users of the groundwater would be 
higher. While the In Situ Fill and Cap 
alternative would result in the lowest 
short-term impacts. it also would have 
significant long-tenn impacts on the 
groundwater and future users of the 
ground water. 

On balance. the ex situ alternatives 
are environmentaIly preferable to in s itu 
alternat ives because they prov ide for the 
permanent isolation of contaminants 
from the human environment. Among 
the ex s itu alternat ives. Phased 
Implementation is environmentally 
preferable because it offers the best 
potential to reduce technology risks and 
uncertainties relevanlto both short-term 
and long-term impacts, while also 
providing for treatment and disposal of 
tank wastes to the greatest extent 
techn ically and economically 
practicable. 

Cesium and Strontium Capsules 
Alternati ves Considered 

For the purposes of analyzing impacts 
in the TWRS EIS. it was assumed that 
the cesium and s trontium capsules will 
remain in the Waste Encapsu lation and 
Storage Facility at the Hanford Site until 
ready for final disposition. The Waste 
Encapsulat ion and Storage Facility is 
being isolated from B Plant. wh ich 
previously provided waste handling and 
utility support. B Plant is scheduled for 
deacti vation. 

No Action 

No Action was identified in the Final 
EIS as the preferred alternative and 
includes the continued storage of the 
capsules in the Hanford Site Waste 
Encapsulat ion and Storage Facili ty for 
10 years. The cesium and strontium 
capsules are currently classified as 
byproduct material and are therefore 
ava ilable for beneficial uses. If 
beneficial uses cannot be found . the 
capsules may be subject to management 
and disposa l actions as high-level waste. 

The prinCipal advantage of the No 
Action alternative is that it allows DOE 
to evaluate potenti al commercial and 
medica l uses for the ces ium and 
strontium capsules rather than 
foreclosing these options by 
implementing a disposa l al ternati ve. 
This alternative also provides an 
opportunity for further study of long-

term environmental impacts. DOE 
would reevaluate the preferred 
alternative after a determination is made 
on the potential for future use of ces ium 
and s tromium capsules. 

The principal disadvantage of this 
alternative is that it would not result in 
the near-term disposa l of the capsules. 
The high costs of storing the capsules 
would continue. The cost and impacts 
of disposal would be delayed until some 
time in the future. if appropriate uses 
for the capsules are not developed. 

Onsite Disposa l 

Overpack the ces ium and strontium 
capsules in canisters and dispose of 
them onsite in a newly constructed 
shallow drywell d isposal faci lity. 

The principal advantage of this 
alternative is that it is the on ly 
alternative that would allow near-term 
disposal of the capsules because it 
would not rely o n the cons truction of a 
national geologic high-level waste 
repos itory. which may not be available 
until after the year 2015. 

The principal disadvantage of th is 
alternative is that it would not meet the 
requirements of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act for 
hazardous waste or DOE policy for 
di sposal of readily retrievable high-level 
waste. The capsules would be disposed 
of in a near-surface facility where they 
would be more accessible to inadvertent 
human intrus ion until the ces ium and 
st rontium decayed to non-radioact ive 
elements. 

Overpack and Ship 

Overpack the ces ium and strontium 
capsules into canisters. p lace the 
canisters into Hanford MUlti -Purpose 
Canisters for interim storage. and s tore 
the packaged capsules onsite pending 
offs ite disposal at a national geo logic 
repOS itory. 

The principal advantage of this 
alternative is that it would provide for 
off site disposa l of the capsules in 
compliance with all regulatory 
requirements. 

The principal disadvantage of this 
alternat ive is that the capsules may not 
meet waste acceptance criteria at a 
national geologic repository. 

Vitrify With Tank Waste 

Remove capsule contents. Vi trify with 
the high-leve l tank waste. and dispose 
of off s ite at a national geologic 
repos itory. 

The principal adva ntages of this 
alternative are that it would meet all 
regulatory requirements and the 
currently planned waste acceptance 
requirements for a national geologic 
repos itory. This alternative is dependent 
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on selecting one of the tank waste 
alternatives tha t includes a high-level 
waste vitrification facility, which would 
be used to vitrify the cesium and 
strontium. 

Environmentally Preferable 
Altemat.ive- Cesium and Strontium 
Capsules 

All of the alternatives for remediation 
of the cesium and stro ntium capsules 
are estimated to resu lt in low 
environmental impacts. There would be 
no occupational fatalit ies or increased 
incidences of cancer or fatal chemica l 
exposures associated with normal 
operations. There would be no or low 
adverse impacts on surface waters or 
groundwa ter, so ils. air quality . 
transportation networks, noise leve ls. 
visual resources, socioeconomic 
conditions. resource availability. or land 
use. The No Action , Overpack and Ship . 
and Vitrify with Tank Waste alternatives 
would have slightly lower impacts on 
shrub-steppe habitats than the Onsite 
Disposal alternative and a s lightly lower 
risk of a fata l accident. Assuming that 
the capsules wou ld meet waste 
acceptance criteria at a national geologic 
repository the Overpack and Ship 
alternative would result in slightly 
lower impacts than the other 
alternatives and is therefore the 
environmentally preferable alternative. 

Decision 

Tank Waste 

Description of Alternative Selected 

DOE has decided to implement the 
Phased Implementation alternative for 
the tank waste. The Phased 
Implementation alternative strikes an 
appropriate ba lance among potential 
short- and long-term environmental 
impacts, stakeholder interests. 
regulatory requirements and 
agreemen ts, costs, managing techn ical 
uncertainti es, and the recommendations 
rece ived from other interested parties. 

While carryi ng out this dec ision, DOE 
will continually evaluate new 
information relative to the tank waste 
remediation program. DOE also intends 
to conduct formal evaluations of new 
informati on relative to the tank waste 
remediation program at three key points 
over the next eight years under its NEPA 
regulations (10 CFR 1021 .3 14), with an 
appropriate leve l of public involvement. 
10 ensure Ihat DOE stays on a correct 
course for managing and remediating 
the waste. 

As remediat ion proceeds in the 
coming years. DOE will learn more 
about management and remediation of 
the tank waSle and ways to protect 
public and worker health and the 

envi ro nment. Within this time frame, 
DOE will obtain additional information 
on the effectiveness of retrieval 
technologies. characteristics of the tank 
wastes, effectiveness of waste separation 
and immobilization techn iques. and 
more definitive dala on the costs of 
retri eva l, sepa rations, and 
immobili zation of the waste. Formal 
reeva luations will incorporate the latest 
information on these topics. DOE will 
conduct these formal eva luations of the 
entire TWRS program at the following 
stages: (I) before proceeding into 
Privatization Phase I Part B (schedu led 
for May 1998) : (2) prior to the start of 
hot operations of Privatization Phase I 
Part B (schedu led for December 20021 
December 2003): and (3) before dec id ing 
to proceed with Privatization Phase II 
(scheduled for December 2005) . In 
conducting these rev iews. DOE will 
seek the advice of independent experts 
from the Scientific and financia l 
community. such as the National 
Academy of Sciences which will focus 
on the expected performance and the 
costs of waste treatment. DOE has 
established a TWRS Privati zation 
Review Board consisting of Senior DOE 
representatives to provide on-go ing 
assistance and interactive oversight of 
the review of Part A deliverables and 
discussions with the contractors. 

Informal eva luations also will be 
conducted as the information warrants. 
These formal and informal eva luations 
will help DOE to determine whether 
previous decis ions need to be changed . 

The Phased Implementation approach 
allows DOE to sta rt remediating waste 
earlier than previous ly planned . With 
this approach, retrieval and process ing 
of waste will begin on a small scale so 
that systems can be improved as 
knowledge is ga ined. This approach also 
permits DOE to continue research and 
deve lopment in critica l areas, such as 
improved roboti c retrieva l systems, that 
may result in improved methods to 
reduce tank leaks during retri eva l. and 
methods to remove residua l waste that 
is difficult to retrieve. 

The components of the demonstration 
phase (Phase I) will include: (I) 
continuing to safe ly manage the tank 
waste; (2) constructing and operating 
demonstration faci lities: (3) coll ecting 
additional information through tank 
waste and vadose zone characteri za ti on; 
and (4) performing demonstrations of 
technologies that have the potentia l to 
reduce uncertainties associated with the 
TWRS program. 

Continuing to safely manage the tank 
farms includes rep lacement of certain 
waste transfer pip ing and routine 
maintenance activities for lank farm 
instrumentation. venti lation. and 

electrica l systems. Ongoing activities 
will include conducting environmental 
and safety related monitoring. removing 
pumpable liquids from the Single-shell 
tanks. mitigating nammable gas safety 
hazards, and transferring currently 
stored waste and newly generated waste 
us ing the replacement cross-s ite transfer 
system, rail cars, and tanker trucks. DOE 
also plans to upgrade certain 
instrumentation . tank ventilation , and 
electrica l system to upgrade the 
regu latory compliance status of the 
current facilities. The environmental 
impacts of these act ions were not 
assessed in the TWRS EIS because the 
activities to be performed had not been 
suffiCiently defined . DOE will evaluate 
the impacts of these actions in future 
NEPA analyses. 

The demonstration phase, which will 
last approximately 10 years, includes 
the retrieval and treatment ofa portion 
of the wasle from the double-shell and 
s ingle-shell tanks. The waSle will be 
separated into low-activity waste and 
high-leve l waste through physical and 
chemical processes and then treated in 
demonstration-scale fac ilit ies. Vitrified 
high-leve l waste will be placed in 
interim storage at the Canister Storage 
Building pending future disposa l at a 
national geo logic repository. 
Immobilized low-activity waste will be 
prepared for future onsite disposa l in 
existing grout vaults and similarly 
designed di sposa l facilities. 

During the demonstration phase, DOE 
w ill conduct many activ ities to reduce 
the uncertainties associated with certain 
aspects of the project. For example, DOE 
w ill obtain extens ive operational and 
cost data on a variety of issues by 
retriev ing waste for treatment and 
constructing and operating the 
demonstration-scale facilities. DOE also 
will obtain more detailed information 
on the characteristics of the tank waste 
and potentia l impacts on groundwater 
by continuing to collect data through 
the existing tank waste and vadose zone 
characteri zation programs. Further. DOE 
will conduct a project known as the 
Hanford Tanks Initiative that wi ll 
provide data on single-shell tank 
res idual characteri stics. s ingle-shell 
tank retrieval technologies. tank 
reSidual removal technologies, and tank 
closure technologies. In addition, DOE 
w ill further investigate technologies that 
have the potential to reduce the 
uncertainties of the TWRS project, 
including eva luating alternative tank fill 
materi al for use during closure, 
demonstrating the effecti veness and 
efficiency of waste retrieval with 
s luicing technology. and eva luating a 
variety of other technologies through 
DOE's complex-wide technology 
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development programs. DOE also will 
prepare appropriate further NEPA 
documentation before making decisions 
on closu re of the tank farms. Th is 
documentation w ill add ress the fina l 
disposition of the tanks. associated 
equipment, so ils. and groundwater, and 
w ill integrate tank farm closure with 
tank waste remediati on and other 
remedial action activities. 

Phase II of the Phased Im plementation
alternative will begin after Phase I and 
w ill last approximately 30 years. Phase 
11 w ill consist of continuing to safely 
manage the ta nk waste and constructing 
and operating full -scale facilities lO treat 
the remainder of the tank waste. The 
tank waste will be retrieved and 
separated inlO low-activity waste and 
high-leve l waste. The low-activity waste 
w ill be immobilized and disposed of 
onsile in near-surface disposal facilities. 
The high-level waste will be vitrified. 
temporarily stored onsite. and 
transported oITsile for disposa l in a 
national geologic repos itory. DOE w ill 
use the lessons learned from the 
demonstration phase and the 
information obtained from further 
characterization and technology 
development activities to optimize 
operating efficiencies during Phase II 
and reduce construction and operating 
costs. DOE wi ll continue to evaluate the 
path forward for the tank waste 
remediation program as additional data 
and technology development act ivities 
provide information relative to key 
technical and regulatory issues . 

DOE currently plans to implement 
parts of this alternative through a 
privatization initiative whereby private 
compan ies w ill perform certain aspects 
of the remediation in an elTon to use 
competition with in the marketplace to 
bring new ideas and concepts to waste 
remediation and reduce project costs. 
The goal of privatization is to streamline
the TWRS miss ion , transfer a share of 
the responSibility , accoun tability, and 
liability for successful performance to 
industry. improve performance. and 
reduce costs without sacrificing worker 
and public safety or envi ronmental 
protection. On September 25. 1996, DOE
issued contracts to two companies to 
initiate the des ign process for Phase I, 
Part A. Any of the contractors 
authorized to proceed to start Part B is 
anticipated to follow the same general 
approach described in the EIS for Phase 
I, Part B of the Phased Implementation 
alternative , including separating the 
waste into low-activity waste and high ­
level waste streams, vitrifying the high­
level waste . and using high -temperature 
processes to immobil ize low-activity 
waste. Both contractors' current plans 
include vitrify ing low-activity waste 

upon approval to proceed w ith Phase I, 
Part B. 

Before issuing these contracts DOE 
independently evaluated the 
envi ronmental data and analyses 
submi tted by the contractors and 
prepared a confidential env ironmental 
critique of the potential envi ronmental 
impacts in accordance w ith DOE NEPA 
regulation 10 CFR 1021.216. After 

 issuing the contracts , DOE prepared a 
publicly availab le environmental 
synopsis , based on the critique, to 
document the consideration given to 
envi ronmental factors and to record that 
the relevant env ironmenta l 
consequences of reasonab le alternatives 
have been evaluated in the selection 
process. This evaluation showed that 
the two proposals wou ld have similar 
overall environmental impacts and that 
the impacts would be less than or 
ap prox imately the same as the impacts 
described for Phase I of the Phased 
Implementation alternative. The 
environmental synopSiS has been filed 
w ith the Environmental Protection 
Agency and is available at the DOE 
Public Reading Rooms and Information 
Repos ilories listed a t the end of this 
Record of Decis ion. DOE will require 
the selected contractors to submit 
further environmental information and 
analys is and w ill use the addit ional 
information. as appropriate, to ass ist in 
the NEPA compliance process. 
including a determination under 10 CFR 
102 1.3 14 of the potential need for future 
NEPA analys is. 

Basis for Selection 

DOE has determined that through the 
many years of research and 
development throughout the DOE 
complex and specific studies on 
Hanford Site tank waste remediation. 
the technical uncertainties have been 

 red uced to a manageable level. DOE has 
determined that the risks associated 
with proceeding with remediation are 
less than the risks of future releases of 
contaminants to the groundwater and of 
accidents in unremediated tanks that are 
deteriorating structurally . The cost of 

 continuing to manage the unremediated 
tank waste fac ilities is high. 

DOE has detennined that it is 
necessary to retrieve the waste from the 
tanks to meet regulatory requirements. 
avoid future long-term releases to the 
groundwater that would threaten human
health and the environment, and reduce 
health impacts to potential inadvertent 
intruders into the waste if 
admin istrative contro l of the Site were 
lost. An intermediate level of separating 
the waste into low-activity waste and 
high-level waste was se lected because of
the high disposal costs of alternatives 

 

 

with low levels of separation and the 
high degree of technical uncertai nty 
associated w ith alternatives with 
extensive levels of separations. To 
address the remaining technical 
uncertainties that exist with the tank 
waste remediation program, the phased 
implementation approach was selected 
to provide the fleXibility necessary to 
make midcourse adjustments to the 
remediation plans based on future 
characterization data, technology 
development, and technical and cost 
data deve loped during Phase I. 

The Phased Implementation 
alternat ive provides fo r the permanent 
isolation of the waste from humans and 
the environment to the greatest extent 
practicable and protection of public 
health and the environment. A high 
percentage of the radionuclides wiJl be 
disposed of oITs ite in a national geologic 
repository . which provides a high 
degree of permanent isolation of the 
most hazardous waste. Releases of 
contaminants to the groundwater at the 
Hanford Site will be reduced to the 
greatest extent practicable. The waste 
disposed of onsite w ill be iso lated from 
humans and the environment by 
immobilizing the low-activity waste and 
placing it in near-surface disposal 
fac il ities covered with an earthen 
surface barrier. 

The Phased Implementation 
alternative provides a balance among 
key factors that infl uenced the 
evaluation of the alternatives: short-term 
impacts to human health and the 
environment. long-term impacts to 
human health and the environment. 
managing the uncerta inties assoc iated 
w ith the waste characteristics and 
treatment technologies . costs. and 
compliance with regulatory 
requirements . It also provides a balance 
between the need to proceed w ith 
remediation and the potential 
advantages of delaying remediation to 
incorporate future technology 
developments. This alternative allows 
DOE to meet all regulatory requi rements 
and reflects the values and concerns of 
many stakeholders. 

Mitigation Measures 

This decision adopts all practicable 
measures to avoid or minimize adverse 
env ironmental impacts that may result 
from the Phased Implementation 
alternative. These measures many of 
which are routine, include the 
fo llOWing . 

• All DOE nuclear faci lities will be 
designed. constructed. and operated in 
compliance with the comprehensive set 
of DOE or commercial requirements that 
have been established to protect public 
health and the environment. These 
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requ irements encompass a wide va riety 
of areas. including radiation protection, 
facility des ign cr iteria , fire protection, 
emergency preparedness and response, 
and operational safety requirements: 

• Measures wi ll be taken to protect 
construction and operations personnel 
from occupational hazards and 
minimize occupational exposures to 
radioactive and chemical hazards: 

• Emergency response plans w ill be 
deve loped to allow rapid response to 
potential ly dangerous unplan ned 
events; 

• Waler and other surface sprays wi ll 
be used to control dust emiss ions, 
especially at borrow s ites. gravel or dirt 
haul roads, and during construction 
earthwork; 

• Areas for new facilities will be 
selected to minimize envi ronmental 
impacts to the extent practicable: 

• Pollution control or treatment will 
be used to reduce or eliminate releases 
of contaminants to the environmen t and 
meet regulatory s tandards; 

• Extens ive environmental 
monitoring systems will be 
implemented to continually monitor 
potential re leases to the envi ronment; 

• All newly disturbed areas will be 
recontoured (0 conform w ith the 
surrounding terrain and revegetated 
with loca lly derived native plant species 
consistent with S itewide biological 
mitigation p lans: 

• Historic, prehi storic, and cultural 
resource surveys will be performed for 
any undisturbed areas to be impacted; 

• Potential impacts to shrub-steppe 
habitat and cultura l resources will be 
among the factors considered in a NEPA 
analys is to support the s ite se lection 
process for facilities and earthen borrow 
sites; and 

• Consu ltation with Tribal Nations 
and government agencies w ill be 
performed throughout the planning 
process to address potential impacts to 
shrub-steppe habitat, religious s ites, 
natural resources, and medicinal plants. 

Mitigation measures will be refined 
and presented in the Tank Waste 
Remediation Mitigation Action Plan. 
Tribal Nations and agencies wi ll be 
consulled , as appropriate. during 
preparation of the Mitigation Action 
Plan. 

Cesium and Strontium Capsules 

DOE has decided to defer the decis ion 
on the disposition of the cesium and 
strontium capsules for up to two years. 
In effect. DOE wi ll implement the No 
Action alternative until a final 
disposition decis ion is made and 
implemented. The encapsulated ces ium 
and strontium have potentia l va lue as 
commercial and medical irradiation or 

heat sources, and implementing 
di sposal alternatives would foreclose 
options for these applications. DOE is 
eva luating the potential for commercial 
and medica l uses. In addition, DOE is 
considering mixing the ces ium with 
su rplus plutonium; the cesium would 
serve as a radiation barrier and be 
immobilized wi th the plutonium. 
Mixing the cesium with the plutonium 
would enhance nuclear materials 
security by making future use of the 
plutonium by unauthorized persons 
very hazardous and difficult. DOE will 
reevaluate the decis ion on the 
dispos ition of the capsu les after 
determinations are made on the 
potential for future use of cesium and 
strontium. DOE is preparing a Ces ium 
and Strontium Management Plan that 
will address allernatives for benefi cial 
uses of the capsules prior to final 
dispos ition. If DOE decides not to use 
the cesium and strontium for any of 
these pu rposes, one of the alternatives 
for permanent disposal of the capsu les 
will be selected and DOE will 
supp lement this Record of Decis ion. 
Before mak ing such a decision, DOE 
intends to fu rther study disposal 
alternatives to resolve uncertainties and 
better understand long-term impacts, as 
recommended by the Na ti onal Research 
CounCil (see Appendix). 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Agency 
Responses 

DOE and Eco logy rece ived comments 
on the Draft EIS from 102 individua ls. 
organizations. agencies, or Tribal 
Nations including the Washington State 
Department of Wildlife, Oregon State 
Department of Energy, Nez Perce Tribe, 
Yakama Indian Nation , and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatill a 
Indian Reservation . All comments 
received were addressed in the Final 
EIS, Volume Six, Appendi x L, and 
rev isions to the Final EIS were made, as 
appropriate, to address ap plicable 
comments. A complete copy of all 
comments received on the Draft EIS is 
availab le in each of the DOE Public 
Reading Rooms and Information 
Repositories at the locat ions listed at the 
end of this Record of DeciSion. 

Comments Rece ived After Publication 
of the Final EIS and DOE Responses 

DOE received comments from the 
Washington State Department of Fish 
and Wildlife on the Final EIS and 
comments from the Nati onal Research 
Council on the Draft EIS after 
publication of the Final EIS. A summary 
of these comments and DOE's responses 
is attached as an appendix to this 
Record of Decision. These comments 

were considered in the preparation of 
this Record of Dec is ion. 

DOE Public Reading Rooms a nd 
Information Repositories 

• Un iversity of Washington. Suzza llo 
Library, Government Publications 
Room. Seattle. WA 98t85. (206) 685-
9855, Monday-Thursday, 9 a.m. Lo 8 
p .m.; Friday and Saturday, 9 a. m. to 5 
p.m. 

• Gonzaga Univers ity, Fo ley Center, 
E. 502 Boone, Spokane, WA 99258. 
(509) 328- 4220 ext. 3829. Monday­
Thursday, 8 a.m. to midnight. Friday, 8 
a.m. to 9 p.m.; Saturday, 9 a. m. to 9 
p .m.; Sunday, 11 a. m. to midnight. 

• U.s . Department of Energy Reading 
Room. WaShington State Univers ity, Tri­
Cities Campus, 100 Sprout Road , Room 
l30W. Richland. WA 99352. (509) 376-
8583, Monday- Friday, 10 a. m. to 4 p .m. 

• Portland State University, Bradford 
Price Millar Library, Sc ience and 
Engineering Floor, SW Harrison and 
Park. Portland . OR 97207. (503) 725-
3690, Monday- Friday. 8 a. m. to 10 p.m.; 
Saturday. 10 a.m. to 10 p.m.: Sunday, II 
a. m. to 10 p.m. 

• U.S. Department of Energy, 
Headquarters, Freedom of Information 
Public Reading Room, 1 E- 190 Forresta l 
Building. 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW .. Washington. DC 20585. (202) 586-
6020, Monday- Friday, 9 a. m. to 4 p.m. 

A copy of the Record of Decis ion is 
also available via the Internet at 
www. hanford.gov/eis/twrse is.htm and 
http://tis-nt.eh.doe.gov/nepa. 

Issued in Washington. DC, this day, 
February 20. 1997. 
Alvin Aim. 
Assistant Secretary (or Environmental 
Managemem. 

Appe nd ix- Conunents Rece ived After 
Publication of the Final EIS 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
rece ived comments and 
recommendations from the National 
Research Council and the Washingto n 
State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
after publicat ion of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
The fo llowing is a summary of these 
comments and DOE's responses. 

National Research Council Comments 

On March 4. 1996, DOE requested that 
the National Research Council 
(Council) . Committee on Remediation of 
Buried and Tank Waste , review the 
Tank Waste Remediation System 
(TWRS) Draft EIS. DOE received the 
Council 's comments and 
recommendations regarding the Draft 
EIS on September 6, 1996 (after the 
Final EIS had been published) in a 
report entitled "The Hanford Tanks: 
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Environmental Impacts and Policy 
Choices", Allhough this report was 
issued 100 late to be considered in the 
Final EIS. DOE did consider the 
Council' s comments in the preparation 
of this Record of Decision. 

DOE generally agrees with the 
comments and recommendations made 
by the Counci l. Because several other 
com mentors on the Draft EIS identified 
similar concerns, many orthe Council 's 
comments and recommendations were 
incorporated in the Final EIS prior to 
receipt of the Council 's report. DOE 
believes the Record of Decision renecLS 
stakeholder va lues regarding the need 
for action. provides a balance among 
short- and long-term environmental 
impacts. meets regu latory requirements 
and agreements. and addresses technica l 
uncertainties. whi le al so 
accommodating, to the extent poss ible, 
the underlying concern of the Council 
regarding the need for phased decision 
making. 

The following is a summary of the 
National Research Council's comments 
and DOE's responses. 

Comment I: Uncertainti es. both stated 
and unstated. concerni ng the Hanford 
wastes. the environment. and the 
remediation processes are found 
throughout the DEtS. Significant 
uncertainties ex ist in the areas of 
technology. costs, performance. 
regulatory environment, future land use, 
and hea lth and environmental risks, 
Among the issues that remain uncertain 
are: 

• Effectiveness in practi ce of 
technologies to remove and treat waste 
from tanks. 

• Costs of operations and ofTsite 
waste disposal, 

• Future policy and regulatory 
environment. 

• Characteri zation of tank wastes, 
• Relation between tank waste 

remova l, remed iation of the surrounding 
environment , and ultimate land use at 
the site, and 

• Long-term risks associated w ith 
var ious alternatives for treating and 
processing the tank wastes, both in 
relation to reSidues left on site and risks 
transferred ofTsite when processed 
wastes are moved to a national geo logic 
repository. 

The preferred Phased Implementation 
alternative presented in the DEtS does 
not adequately address all of the 
uncertainties that make it difTicuit to 
decide how to complete remediation of 
the tanks. During Phase I, cesium and 
technetium, the most troublesome 
elements in a vitrifier, are to be removed 
from the high-leve l waste that is sent to 
the pilot vitrifi cation plant. potentially 
limiting the value of information 

obtained from the pilot plant operations. 
This may also delay a decision on the 
final waste form for these e lements. 

Plans for building a pilot plant should 
proceed , but in the context of a phased 
dec ision strategy that does not preclude 
process ing of wastes other than the 
double-shell tank supernatant or 
producing waste forms other than the 
glass current ly plan ned . 

Response 1: DOE agrees with the 
Council that there are substantial 
uncertainties assoc iated with the tank 
waste remed iation program. In response 
to similar comments, DOE rev ised the 
EIS to enhance the discuss ion of 
uncertainti es, including the relevance of 
the uncertainties in the eva luation of 
alternatives . The Final EIS provides an 
extensive discuss ion on uncertainties in 
Appendix K. which includes DOE's 
detailed eva luation of the uncertainties 
and impacts associa ted with the tank 
waste remediation program alternatives. 
In light of the uncertainties related to 
the remediation of tank waste, DOE has 
committed to reevaluate the program as 
DOE continues to learn from these 
act ivities to ensure that DOE will stay 
on a correct course for managi ng the 
tank wastes. 

The Council placed particular 
emphasis on recommending the use of 
a " phased decision stra tegy" because of 
the technical uncertainties in tank waste 
management. DOE has decided to 
implement the Phased Implementation 
alternative, which DOE believes will 
ach ieve many of the goa ls of the phased 
decision strategy recommended by the 
Council. DOE believes that the many 
years of technology evaluations 
throughout the DOE Complex have 
reduced the uncerta inties to a 
manageab le level. and the risks of 
proceeding with remediat ion are less 
than the risks of further releases of 
contaminants from the tanks and the 
potential for aCCidents in unremediated 
tanks. In addition, the cost of continuing 
to manage the tank waste in faci lities 
that have exceeded their design life are 
high, DOE be li eves the Phased 
Implementation alternative provides 
adequate fl eXibility to accommodate 
changes in the tank waste remediation 
program as additiona l information is 
deve loped. Responses to the CounCil' s 
other comments. be low, provide 
addit ional detail on how DOE intends to 
reduce the technica l uncertainties whi le 
proceeding with the Phased 
Implementation alternative. 

Phase I of the Phased Implementation 
alternative includes both low-activity 
and high-level waste treatment and 
immobilization. Any radionuclides 
separated from the low-activity waste 
feed stream, including cesium and 

technetium, will be vitrified in the high­
leve l waste faCility. This will provide 
important informat ion on the 
performance of the separa tions process 
and of vitrifi cation of troublesome 
elements like ces ium and technet ium. 

By perform ing Phase I of the Phased 
Implementation alternative and 
proceeding with other techno logy 
development projects and tank waste 
characterization, the uncertainties 
associated with the tank waste program 
will be reduced further. Initiatives that 
DOE is pursuing to reduce uncertainties 
in support of the TWRS program 
include: 

• The Hanford Tanks Initiative , 
which wi ll provide data on 
characterization of tank res idua ls. 
technologies for waste retrieval. 
technologies for removing tank 
res idua ls, and criteria for closing tanks: 

• Completion of the tank waste 
characterization program, which wi ll 
provide data relative to tank waste 
safety issues and the contents of the 
tanks: 

• Determination of the level of 
contamination in the vadose zone; 

• Deve lopment of a comprehensive 
plan to integrate tank waste remediation 
with tank farm closure and other 
remediation activities re lated with the 
TWRS program: 

• Integration of TWRS program 
implementation with the plans for 
developing a national geo logiC 
repository for high-leve l waste; 

• Demonstrations of the efficiency 
and effectiveness of retrieva l slui cing 
technology to support the tank waste 
remediation activities; and 

• Demonstrations of var ious tank 
waste separations and treatment 
processes. 

Comment 2: The DE IS surveyed a 
wide range of remediation options. 
including strategies in which tanks with 
vary ing contents are treated difTerently. 
However. the commiltee believes that 
additiona l alternatives for management 
of the tank wastes need to be explored 
in parallel, using a phased deciSion 
stra tegy like the one outlined in this 
report. Such a strategy would provide 
flexibility in the event that specific, 
preferred technologies 01' management 
approaches do not perform as 
anti cipated or that innovative waste 
management and remediation 
technologies emerge. Among additional 
options that shou ld be analyzed are (I) 
in-tank waste stabil ization methods that 
are intermediate between in situ 
vitrification and filling of the tanks with 
gravel. (2) subsurface barriers that could 
conta in leakage from tanks. and (3) 
selective partial remova l of wastes from 
tanks, with subsequent stabilization of 
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res idues, us ing the same range of 
treatment technologies as in the 
al ternatives involving complete remova l 
of wastes. 

When funding is constrained, it is 
more difficult to devote resources to the 
continued development of backup 
options. However, consider ing the 
uncertainty in the cost and 
performances of the technologies 
required for the preferred alternative. a 
lime period during which fu nd ing is 
constrained is precisely the wrong lime 
to drop work on alternatives that might 
achieve satisfactory resulls at a 
Significantly lower cost. Having such 
alternatives ava ilable could allow 
remediation to proceed expeditiously, 
even if funding constra ints prevent 
timely implementation of the currently 
preferred alternative. 

Response 2: As di scussed in the 
response to comment t . DOE agrees that 
Significant uncerta inties ex ist in the 
tank waste remediation program and 
that the strategy selected needs to be 
fl exible to respond to new information 
and the resu lts of research and 
development efforts. AddiLional 
alternatives and refinements of 
alternatives need to be developed and 
eva luated. 

The Council's report recommends a 
" phased decis ion s trategy," while DOE's 
preferred alternat ive is the "Phased 
Implementation alternati ve." There are 
important Similarities and differences 
between these two approaches. Under 
the Council' s phased decision strategy. 
the first phase would identify and 
develop a lternati ve approaches to 
remediate the tank waste. Decis ions on 
alternatives for subsequent phases 
wou ld be deferred until in formation 
from the fi rst phase is eva luated . This 
approach has the advantage of not 
prematurely foreclos ing options 
enabling DOE to further study and 
deve lop technologies and that might 
reduce cost and/or risk. It has the 
disadvantage of leav ing the tota l cost, 
schedule. and final outcome highly 
uncertain. Under DOE's Phased 
Implementation alternati ve. the 
complete path forward for tank waste 
remediation has been determined. while 
recognizing that the path can be 
modified as new information becomes 
ava ilable. However, DOE has committed 
to conduct formal and informal reviews 
with the intent to mitigate the concern 
of making long-term dec isions in the 
near-term. 

The DOE Phased Implementation 
dec ision add resses current regu latory 
requirements and cleanup commitments 
while maint.ai ning the flex ibility 
necessary to modify the TWRS program 
if emerging information (e.g .. new 

characteriza tion data. technology 
breakthroughs. etc.) indicates there is a 
need to change the direction of the 
program. At the same time, technology 
development activities. such as the 
Hanford Tanks Initiative, wi ll continue. 
in order to provide alternative paths if 
preferred technologies do not perform as 
anticipated . In addition to current 
programs. the Conference Report for the 
Energy and Water Development 
Ap propriations Act. 1997 recommends 
up to $ 15 million in technology 
development activ ities to support the 
tank waste program. 

Other activities. which are critica l to 
the overall TWRS program, will be 
conducted by DOE throughout Phase I. 
These activi ties include Single-shell 
lank waste retrieva l. developing 
methods for quantifying and 
characterizing the waste residuals left in 
the tanks fo ll OWing retrieva l. and 
studying the leakage rate of tank wastes 
during the retrieva l process. Contractors 
w ill have access to technologies being 
developed by other DOE programs and 
will be ab le to use these technologies if 
appropriate. 

The Final EIS eva luated possible 
alternatives for remediating the tank 
waSle. There are. as the Council noted . 
a great number of variations or 
combinations of alternatives: DOE could 
not evaluate all such combinations in 
the EIS. Rather, DOE evaluated a 
complete range of reasonable tank waste 
management options, and thereby 
obtained adequate information for the 
s trategic choice of direction made in 
this ROD. The use of alternate fill 
material for tank closure was not 
evaluated directly. but such alternatives 
are qualitatively within the range of 
alt ernatives analyzed in detail, and DOE 
was adequately informed about them for 
the purposes of this EIS. These 
a lternatives w ill be addressed more 
directly in fu ture NEPA analysis on tank 
closure. In this EIS, DOE considered the 
use of subsurface barriers as a potential 
mitigation measure during tank waste 
retrieva l. Subsurface barri ers were also 
evaluated in a Feas ibi lity Study 
completed in 1995. Additional 
deve lopment work is being performed 
by DOE, and if promiSing new 
developments occur, DOE will 
reconsider the app lica tion of subsurface 
barriers for the tanks. Two altel'llatives 
for partia l retri eva l of the wastes that 
were Similar to the selective partial 
retrieva l alternative that the Council 
recommended be analyzed were 
included in the alternatives analyzed. 
DOE will continue to reeva luate these 
and other a lternatives as more 
information becomes available. 

In situ di sposa l of single-shell tank 
wastes and in-tank stabiliza tion of tanks 
with residuals (not removed by 
retrieval) have been the subject of 
prev ious studies and were eva luated as 
part of the Systems Engineering Study 
for the Closure of Single-Shell Tanks. 
Alternatives for closing tanks with 
residual waste were evaluated in the 
Engineering Study of Tank Fi ll 
Alterna ti ves for Closure of Single-Shell 
Tanks released in September 1996. 
Additional studies supporting 
stabili zation of tanks with residual 
waste remai ning fo llowing completion 
of retri eva l operations are planned 
during Fisca l Year 1997 and Fiscal Year 
1998 as part of the Hanford Tanks 
Initiat ive. 

In addi tion to the two ex situ/ in situ 
tank waste disposal alternatives that 
were evaluated in the TWRS EIS. 
selective part ial removal of wastes from 
ta nks. using a risk-based approach. was 
eva luated in the study entitled 
" Remediation and Cleanout Levels for 
Hanford Site Single-Shell Tanks" 
(Westinghouse Hanford Company, 1995, 
WHC- SD- WM- TI- 71 1). 

This Record of Decis ion adopts a 
long-term strategy that will focus efforts 
on achieving the ultimate TWRS 
remediation goa ls wh ile continuing to 
characterize lank wastes, evaluate new 
techno logies and improve ri sk 
assessments . DOE believes that its past 
stud ies have reduced the uncertainties 
enough to enable DOE to make a 
deciSion on a long-term tank waste 
remediation strategy. Although this 
ap proach differs from the phased 
decision strategy recommended by the 
Council . DOE intends to implement its 
decision in a manner that is nexible 
enough to accommodate appropri ate 
mid-course corrections in the tank waste 
remediat ion strategy, based on lessons 
learned in the pilot studies or from 
other new information. 

Comment 3: The scope of the DEIS 
also has Significant limitations. Because 
the DElS does not address remediation 
of the tanks themselves and assoc iated 
environmental contamination, the 
alternati ves it considers for tank waste 
remedia tion are not defi ned we ll 
enough. In addition , the connections 
between tank remediation alternatives 
and other cleanup act iviLi es at the 
Hanford Site are not taken into account. 
Because tank waste remediation 
alternatives are analyzed and eva luated 
in iso lation from other geographically­
related contaminat ion at the Hanford 
Site. in formation about r isks and costs 
in the DEIS is diffi cult to place in a 
proper perspective. 

Response 3: DOE agrees w ith the 
Council' s observation that there is a 



Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the  

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

 

Federal Register I Vol. 62 . No. 38 I Wednesday. February 26. 1997 I Notices 8703 

A–12 

need to integrate remediation of the tank 
waste with future lank closure decis ions 
and other geographica lly related 
remedial actions at the Hanford Sileo 
The Fina l EIS addresses tank farm 
closure and other geographically related 
contamination and remediation 
activities to the extent poss ible w ith 
current information and to the extent 
necessary for DOE to make decis ions 
concerning lank waste remediation . The 
EIS presents ( I) information relative to 
closure to provide the public and 
decis ion makers w ith information on 
how decisions made now may affect 
future dec is ions on closure; (2) 
information on which ahernatives 
would preclude the fu ture selection of 
clean closure for the tank farms: and (3) 
information on cumulative impacts, 
including the effects of other s ite 
activities. This information provides a 
context for understanding the strategic 
dec is ions, now ripe, that are the focus 
of this EIS. To support the analysis, 
DOE used closure of a landfill as a 
representative closure scenario for each 
alternative, thus providing for a 
meaningfu l comparison of the 
alternatives. DOE intends to prepare a 
comprehensive plan to integrate tank 
waste remediation w ith tank farm 
closure activities and other Hanford S ite 
remediation programs. 

Comment 4: Decis ions regard ing tank 
remediation must consider risk, cost, 
and technica l feaSibility. Where risks 
are invo lved . care should be taken to 
present a range of potential risks, 
including expected or most likely 
estimates as well as the upper-bound 
estimates presented in the DEIS. While 
upper-bound estimates may give 
confide nce that actual impacts will not 
exceed those presented in the DEIS from 
a worst-case perspective. the inherent 
uncertai nties in risk assessments can 
distort the comparison of alternatives. 
Th is is of particular concern when the 
upper-bound estimates are derived from 
a cascade of parameters, much of which 
was also derived on an upper-bound 
basis. 

While the committee recognizes the 
utility of quantitative risk assessment in 
the compar ison of remedial alternatives. 
the limitations of analysis must be 
underscored . Given the complexity of 
the Hanford tank farms, many of the 
potentia l uncenainties cannot be 
measured . quantified , or expressed 
through statistical ly derived estimates. 
According to the 1996 National 
Research Council report Understanding 
Risk, the 1996 U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency report Proposed 
Guidelines for CarCi nogen Risk 
Assessment, and a recent draft report by 
the Commission on Risk Assessment 

and Risk Management , characterization 
of risk should be both qualitative and 
quantitative, In this case, qualitative 
information should include a range of 
informed views on the risks and the 
evidence that supports them. the risk 
like lihood, and the magnitude of 
uncerta inty. Such eva luations of risk 
shou ld be based on deliberative 
Scientific processes that clarify the 
concerns of interested and affected 
parties to prevent avoidable errors. 
provide a balanced understanding of the 
state of knowledge, and ensure broad 
participation in the dec is ion-making 
process. 

Response 4: DOE agrees w ith these 
comments and has modified the EIS 
accordingly in response to s imilar 
comments on the Draft EIS rece ived 
during the public comment period. For 
example, DOE be lieves that 
characterization of the r isk should be 
quantitative when possible and 
qualitative when parameters are 
uncertain by more than an order of 
magnitude. The Final EIS presents the 
"expected", or " nominal" ranges ofrisk 
and upper-bound estimates. and 
includes (in Appendix E) detailed 
analysis of uncertainties. 

Comment 5: It should be expected 
that the environmenta l regulations 
governing the tank wastes. and the 
Hanford Site in general. w ill change 
over the time during which waste 
management and envi ronmental 
remediation occur. DOE shou ld work 
with the appropriate entities to ensure 
that future regulatory changes and the 
future selection of tank remed iation 
approaches are on convergent paths. 
The development, testing. and analys is 
of alternatives during the firs t phase 
should continue unconstrai ned by 
current regulatory requirements and 
shou ld examine current ly untested 
technologies. 

Response 5: DOE agrees that ongOing 
dialogue with the regu lators is necessary 
to making sound tank waste 
management decis ions. DOE continues 
to work w ith the Federal and State 
regulatory authorit ies and w ith the 
stakeholders to share evolving 
information regarding impacts and 
technologies. Toward that end . DOE 
developed the reasonable alternatives to 
be analyzed in the EIS on a scientific 
and engi neering bas is. then eva luated 
the a lternati ves for compliance with 
regulations. On ly four of the ten 
alternatives addressed in the EIS cou ld 
be implemented consistent with ex isting 
Federal and State regulations. The 
Record of Decis ion. however, se lects a 
compliant approach. 

Comment 6: Concerning the 
management and disposal of the cesium 

and strontium capsules and of the 
miscellaneous underground s torage 
tanks, the committee found that the 
DEIS lacks enough substantive 
information for an eva luation of the 
proposed remediation strategies. Over 
99 percent of the tank wastes is in the 
Single-shell and double-shell tanks . and 
that is where the greatest potential for 
hea lth and environmenta l risk ex ists. 
However. the extremely h igh 
concentration of radioactivity and the 
nature of the materials in the capsules 
necessitate a more thorough discuss ion 
of their trea tment. disposa l. and 
environmenta l impact. There are serious 
defi ciencies in the attention given to the 
long-term changes in the chemical and 
isotop ic composition of the ces ium and 
s trontium capsules. The large number 
and wide distribut ion of the 
miscellaneous underground s torage 
tanks make a more complete discuss ion 
of their management necessary. 

Response 6: DOE agrees with the 
Council that there is not enough 
substantive information regarding the 
cesium and strontium capsules to make 
a long-term decis ion on the ir final 
disposition. DOE also wants to evaluate 
potentia l benefi Cial uses of the capsules 
and has decided to defer any disposition 
of the capsules. In the meanwhile, a 
Cesium and Strontium Management 
Plan is currently being prepared by DOE 
that wil l address alternatives for 
benefi Cial uses of the capsu les prior to 
final dispos ition. As part of the p lan, 
DOE will continue to collect and 
analyze information regard ing the 
capsules to reduce uncertainties and 
better understand long-term impacts, 
and to ensure that the long-term 
decis ion is appropriate. 

With regard to the miscell aneous 
underground storage tanks, DOE 
believes, based on currently ava ilable 
information . that the waste conta ined in 
the misce llaneous underground storage 
tanks is s imilar to the waste contained 
in the s ingle-shell tanks. Because the 
miscellaneous underground s torage 
tanks represent a smaIl percentage (0.5 
percent) of the overall waste volume, 
the potential long-term impacts posed 
by the misce llaneous underground 
s torage tanks are within the range of 
impacts ca lculated for the s ingle-she ll 
tanks and double-shell tanks. The short­
term and long-term impacts associated 
with the misce llaneous underground 
s torage tanks for activities such as waste 
retrieval and transfer were analyzed in 
the EIS. 

Comment 7: The proper approach to 
deciSion making for tank farm cleanup 
is to use a phased decis ion strategy in 
which some cleanup acti vities would 
proceed in the fi rst phase whi le 
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important information gaps are fill ed 
concurrently to define identified 
remediation alternatives more clearly, 
and possibly to identify new and better 
ones. As part of this strategy. periodic 
independent SCientifi c and technica l 
expert rev iews should be conducted so 
that defici encies Illay be recognized and 
midcourse corrections be made in the 
operational program. 

Response 7: DOE agrees w ith the 
Counci l that periodic independent 
scientific and technical expert reviews 
are essential to the success of the TWRS 
program. While carry ing out the current 
decisions. DOE wi ll continually 
eva luate new information relative to the 
tank waste remediation program. DOE 
also intends to conduct formal 
eva luations of new informat ion relative 
to the tank waste remediation program 
at three key points over the next eight 
years under its NEPA regulations (10 
CFR 1021.314) , with an appropriate 
level of public involvement , to ensure 
that DOE will stay on a correct course 
for managing and remediating the waste . 
As remediation proceeds in the coming 
years, DOE will learn more about 
management and remediation of the 
tank waste and ways to protect public 
and worker hea lth and the environment. 
Within this time frame, DOE w ill obtain 
add itional information on the 
efTective ness of retrieval technolog ies, 
characteristics of the tank wastes, 
efTectiveness of waste separation and 
immobilization techniques, and more 
definitive data on the costs of retrieval. 
separations, and immobilization of the 
waste. These formal reevaluations will 
incorporate the latest information on 
these topicS. DOE will conduct these 
formal evaluations of the entire TWRS 
program at the following stages: (I) 
before proceeding into Privatization 
Phase I Part B (scheduled for May 1998); 
(2) prior to the start of hot operations of 
Privati zation Phase I Part B (scheduled 
for December 2002lDecember 2003): and 
(3) before decid ing to proceed w ith 
Privatization Phase II (scheduled for 
December 2005). In conducting these 
reviews. DOE will seek the advice of 
independent experts from the scientifi c 
and financial community, such as the 
National Academy of Sciences which 
will focus on performance criteria and 
the costs of waste treatment. DOE has 
established a TWRS Privatization 
Review Board consisting of Senior DOE 
representatives to provide on-goi ng 
assistance and interactive overSight of 
the review of Pa rt A deliverables and 
discussions with the contractors. 

Informal evaluations also will be 
conducted as the information warrants. 
These forma l and informal eva luations 

will help DOE to determine whether 
previous decis ions need to be changed . 

WaslJington Stale Deparlment of Fish 
and Wildlife Comment 

Comment: The Washington State 
Department of Fish and Wild life 
recommends that the follOWing language
be included in the Record of Decision: 

"The site se lection of the precise 
location of remediation facilities for the 
selected alternative shall be subject to 
future supplemental NEPA analysis. 
This supplemental NEPA analysis shall 
commit to a supplemental Mitigation 
Action Plan. The Mitiga ti on Action Plan
and supplemental Mitigation Act ion 
Plan will be prepared in consul tat ion 
with the Wash ington State Department 
of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Fish 
and Wi ldlife Service, with input from 
the Hanford S ite's Natural Resource 
Trustee Council. " 

"Impacts to State priority shrub­
steppe habitat would be one of the 
evaluation criteria used in s ite selection .

 

 
The s ite se lection process wou ld 
include the follOWing hierarchy of 
measures: 

• Avo id priority shrub-steppe habitat 
to the extent feasible by locating or 
configuring project elements in pre­
existing disturbed areas. 

• Min imize project impacts to the 
extent feasible by modifying facility 
layouts and/or altering construction 
t iming." 

"Compensatory mitigation measures 
for the loss of shrub-steppe habitat shall 
be identified and implemented in the 
supplemental NEPA ana lysis and 
Mitigation Action Plan." 

Response: DOE believes that the 
follOWing approach sa tisfies the 
substance of these comments. 

The EIS (Section 5.20) describes both 
mitigation measures that are integra l 
parts of all of the alternatives (Section 
5.20.1) and further mitigation measures 
that could be implemented when 
indicated or appropriate (Section 
5.20.2). In selecting the preferred 
alternat ive DOE has committed to all of 
the mitigation measures in Section 
5,20. 1. which include measures to 
restore newly disturbed areas. As the 
State requested. the Record of Decis ion 
commits to conducting NEPA analysis 
for s ite se lection of facilities. 

DOE intends to implement those 
further measures described in Section 
5.20.2 as may be necessary to mitigate 
potential impacts on priority shrub­
steppe habitat. and wi ll consider the 
potential for such impacts as a factor in 
the site selection process for TWRS 
faciliti es. The site se lection process will 
include the following hierarchy of 
measures: (1) avo id undisturbed shrub-

steppe areas to the extent feasible; (2) 
minimize impacts to the extent feasible: 
(3) restore temporarily disturbed areas: 
(4) compensate for unavoidable impacts 
by replacing habitat; and (5) manage 
critica l habitat on a S itewide basis. 

DOE beli eves that mitigation of 
 impacts to habitats of spec ial 

importance to the eco logica l hea lth of 
the region is most effective when 
planned and implemen ted on a s itewide 
basis. Recognizing this, DOE is 
preparing a s itewide biologica l 
managemen t plan to protect these 
resources. Under this sitewide 
approach. the potential impacts of all 
projects would be evaluated and 
appropriate mitigation would be 
developed based o n the cumulati ve 
impacts to the ecosystem, Mitigation to 
reduce the eco logical impacts from 
TWRS remediation wou ld be performed 
in compliance with the s itewide 
biologica l management plan. Mitigation 
would focus on disturbance of 
contiguous. mature sagebrush­
dominated shrub-steppe habitat. 
Compensation (habitat rep lacement) 
would occur where DOE deems 
appropriate. Specific mitigation ratios, 
s ites, and planting s trategies (e.g., p lant 
size, number. and density) for TWRS 
faciliti es and operations wou ld be 
defined in the TWRS Mitigation Action 
Plan. which would be revised for each 
specifi c TWRS faci lity s iting decision. 
The Mitigation Action Plan would be 
prepared in consultation with the 
Washington State Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and Tribal Nations, with input 
from the Hanford Site's Natural 
Resources Trustees Council. DOE will 
make the Mitigation Action Plan 
publicly available before taking action 
that is the subject of a mitigation 
commitment. 

jFR Doc, 97-4696 Fil ed 2- 25- 97; 8:45 ami 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 

Energy Information Administration 

Agency Information Collection 
Activities: Proposed Collection; 
Comment Request 

SUMMARY: The Energy Information 
Admini stration (EIA) is soliciting 
comments concern ing the proposed 
three yea r clearance w ith no changes to 
the forms EIA- 800- 804, 807, 810- 814, 
816,817, 819M, and 820 of EIA's 
Petroleum Supply Reporting System. 
DATES: Written comments must be 
submitted on or before April 28. 1991. 
If you anticipate that you will be 
submitting comments, but find it 
diffi cult to do so within the period of  
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Electronic Access to This Document 
You may view this document, as well 

as all other Department of Education 
documents published in the Federal 
Register, in text or Adobe Portable 
Document Format (PDF) on the Internet 
at the following site: http://www.ed.gov/ 
legislation/FedRegister. 

To use PDF you must have Adobe 
Acrobat Reader, which is available free 
at this site. If you have questions about 
using PDF, call the U.S. Government 
Printing Office (GPO), toll free, at 1-
888-293-6498; or in the Washington, 
DC, area at (202) 512-1530. 

Note: The official version of this document 
is published in the Federal Register. Free 
Internet access to the official edition of the 
Federal Register and the Code of Federal 
Regulations is available on GPO Access at: 
http:/hvwvv.access.gpo.govlnara/index.html. 

Dated: January 6, 2003. 
Rod Paige, 
Secretary of Education. 
[FR Doc. 03-386 Filed 1-7-03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Notice of Intent To Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of Single. 
Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, 
Richland, WA 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) intends to prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) 
on the proposed retrieval, treatment, 
and disposal of the waste being 
managed in the high-level waste (HLW) 
tank farms at the Hanford Site near 
Richland, Washington, and closure of 
the 149 single-shell tanks (SSTs) and 
associated facilities in the HL W tank 
farms. The HLW tanks contain both 
hazardous and radioactive waste (mixed 
waste). 

This EIS will be prepared in 
accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) and 
its implementing regulations (40 CFR 
parts 1500-1508 and 10 CFR part 1021). 
DOE's proposed action is to remove 
waste from the tanks to the extent that 
retrieval is technically and 
economically feasible, treat the waste 
through vitrification in the planned 
Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) and/or 
one of several other treatment processes 
such as bulk vitrification, grout, steam 
reforming and sulfate removal, 
depending on waste type and waste 

characteristics. DOE proposes to 
package the waste for offsite shipment 
and disposal or onsite disposal. The 
tanks would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 

The 149 underground SSTs and 28 
underground double-shell tanks (DSTs) 
are grouped in 18 tank farms that are 
regulated under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
(RCRA) as treatment, storage, and 
disposal units that, for closure purposes
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include tanks, associated ancillary 
equipment, and contaminated soils. 
DOE proposes to close the tanks in 
accordance with the Hanford Federal 
Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(also known as the Tri-Party Agreemen
or TP A). DOE invites public comments
on the proposed scope of this EIS. 
DATES: The public scoping period begin
with the publication of this Notice and
concludes March 10, 2003. DOE invites
Federal agencies, Native American 
tribes, State and local governments, an
members of the public to comment on 
the scope of this EIS. DOE will conside
fully all comments received by the clos
of the scoping period and will consider
comments received after that date to th
extent practicable. 

Public meetings will be held during 
the scoping period. Meetings will be 
held in Seattle and Richland, 
Washington and in Portland and Hood 
River, Oregon on the following dates. 

Richland: February 5, 2003. 
Hood River: February 18, 2003. 
Portland: February 19, 2003. 
Seattle: February 20, 2003. 
At least 15 days prior to the meetings

DOE will notify the public of the 
meeting locations and times and will 
provide additional information about 
each meeting through press releases, 
advertisements, mailings and other 
methods of encouraging public 
participation in the NEPA process. At 
these scoping meetings, DOE will 
provide information about the tank 
waste program and alternatives for 
retrieving, treating, and disposing of th
waste, along with alternatives for 
closing the SSTs. The meetings will 
provide opportunities to comment 
orally or in writing on the EIS scope, 
including the alternatives and issues 
that DOE should consider in the EIS. 
ADDRESSES: DOE invites public 
comment on the proposed scope of this 
EIS. Comments may be submitted by 
mail, electronic mail, fax, or voice mail 
and addressed as follows: Mary Beth 
Burandt, Document Manager, DOE 
Office of River Protection, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Post Office Box 

450, Mail Stop H6-60, Richland, 
Washington, 99352, Attention: Tank 
Retrieval and Closure EIS, Electronic 
mail: Mary_E_Burandt@rl.gov, Fax: 
(509) 376-2002, Telephone and voice 
mail: (509) 373-9160. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: To 
request information about this EIS and 
the public scoping workshops or to be 
placed on the EIS distribution list, use 
any of the methods identified in 
ADDRESSES above. For general 
information about the DOE NEP A 
process, contact: Carol M. Borgstrom, 
Director, Office of NEP A Policy and 
Compliance (EH-42), U.S. Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW, Washington, DC, 20585-0119, Fax: 
(202) 586-7031, Telephone: (202) 586-
4600, Voice mail: (800) 472-2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

Background 

The Hanford Site defense activities 
related to nuclear weapons production 
created a wide variety of waste. Over 50 
million gallons of waste are presently 
stored in the HLW tank farms, which are 
located in the 200 Area of the Site. The 
waste is stored in 149 underground 
SSTs (ranging in capacity from 
approximately 55,000 to 1 million 
gallons) and 28 underground DSTs 
(ranging in capacity from approximately 
one to 1.16 million gallons) grouped in 
18 tank farms, and approximately 60 
smaller miscellaneous underground 
storage tanks. This waste has been 
processed and transferred between 
tanks, and as a result, the chemical, 
physical (i.e., liquid, solid and sludge) 
and radiological characteristics of the 
waste vary greatly among and within 
individual tanks. In addition, the tank 
waste contains chemicals or has 
characteristics classified as hazardous 
waste under RCRA regulations (40 CFR 
Parts 260-268 and Parts 270-272) and 
as dangerous waste under the 
Washington Administrative Code 
"Dangerous Waste Regulations" (WAC 
173-303). 

In 1996, DOE issued the Tank Waste 
Remediation System (TWRS) EIS (DOE/ 
EIS-0189), which included analyses of 
alternatives for retrieving and treating 
(e.g., immobilizing) the waste stored in 
the tank farms. Because sufficient data 
were not available to evaluate a range of 
closure actions, tank system closure 
alternatives were not evaluated in the 
TWRS EIS. Among the uncertainties 
were data regarding past leak losses 
from the SSTs and how retrieval 
technology would perform to meet 
retrieval objectives. 

In 1997, DOE issued its Record of 
Decision (ROD, 62 FR 8693, February 
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26) in which DOE decided that it would 
proceed with tank waste retrieval and 
treatment. In the ROD and subsequent 
supplemental analyses, DOE 
acknowledged that there were 
substantial technical uncertainties that 
required resolution. Nevertheless, to 
make progress while resolving the 
technical uncertainties, DOE decided to 
implement waste treatment using a 
phased approach as identified in the 
TWRS ROD. During the initial phase 
(Phase I), DOE planned to design, 
construct and operate demonstration­
scale waste treatment facilities. 
Following the demonstration phase, 
DOE would construct full-scale facilities
to treat the remaining tank waste (Phase 
11). 

DOE's decision in the TWRS ROD was
consistent with modifications to the Tri­
Party Agreement contained in the M-62,
"Complete Pretreatment, Processing and
Vitrification of Hanford High-level 
(HLW) and Low-activity (LAW) Tank 
Wastes" series of milestones. 
Accordingly, DOE proceeded with plans
to design, construct, and operate 
facilities that would separate waste into 
high-level and low-activity waste 
streams, vitrify the high-level waste 
stream and vitrify or similarly 
immobilize the LAW stream. These 
facilities are now under construction 
and are collectively referred to as the 
"Waste Treatment Plant" or WTP. 

DOE's strategy for retrieving, treating 
and disposing of the tank waste and 
closing the tank farms has continued to 
evolve, based on information becoming 
available since the TWRS ROD was 
issued. New information and proposed 
changes to DOE's strategy include the 
following: 

• Design of and preliminary 
performance projections for the WTP 
support DOE's proposal to extend 
operations beyond the original plan to 
operate the WTP for a ten-year period 
and to enhance throughput compared to 
facilities planned for in the 1997 ROD. 

• New information indicates that 
deployment of large-scale treatment 
facilities in approximately 2012 to 
immobilize waste not processed by the 
WTP currently under construction, as 
identified in the TWRS ROD, may be 
prohibitively expensive (DOE/EIS-
0189-SA-3). 

• Under DOE Order 435.1 
(Radioactive Waste Management), as 
applicable, DOE may determine that 
some tank wastes should be managed as 
low-level waste (LLW) and transuranic 
(TRU) waste, which may result in 
changes in how DOE may treat and 
dispose of portions of the SST and DST 
wastes from the HLW tank farms. 

• DOE wants to consider non­
vitrification treatment technologies for 
LAW and LLW, if these wastes could be 
immobilized and disposed of onsite or 
offsite, while providing protection to the 
human environment comparable to 
LAW and LL W immobilized by 
vitrification. 

In developing its Performance 
Management Plan for the Accelerated 
Cleanup of the Hanford Site (PMP, DOE/ 
RL-2000-47, August 2002), DOE stated 
its intent to meet its commitments 
under the Tri-Party Agreement, and 
identified its plan to complete tank 
waste retrieval, treatment and disposal 

 by 2028, and to close all of the tanks 
and associated facilities, including the 
WTP, by 2033. DOE's current plans call 
for closing all of the SSTs by 2028.  

DOE stated in the PMP that to achieve 
these objectives, increased capacity will  
be needed for the WTP, along with  
additional treatment capacity provided 
by other waste immobilization 
technologies, referred to herein as 
"supplemental" technologies (bulk  
vitrification, containerized grout, steam 
reforming, or sulfate removal are 
examples). Also in the PMP and in the 
Supplement Analysis for the Tank 
Waste Remediation System (DOE/EIS-
0189-SA3, 2001), DOE concluded that 
its evolving strategy for treating and 
disposing of the tank wastes by 2028 
and closing the SSTs by 2028 requires 
NEP A analysis of proposed tank waste 
retrieval, treatment and disposal, and 
proposed tank closure actions. 

Further, under the TPA Milestone M-
45, "Complete Closure of All Single­
Shell Tank (SST) Farms," DOE and the 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) have identified a 
process to start discussing how SST 
closure would occur. An important part 
of the process DOE and Ecology have 
defined for closing tank systems is 
compliance with Washington State 
Dangerous Waste regulations that 
require approval of a closure plan and 
moditlcation of the Hanford Site 
Dangerous Waste Permit. Before Ecology 
can approve either a closure plan or 
modification of DOE's permit, the State 
of Washington must fulfill its State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEP A) 
requirements. As SEP A is very similar 
to NEP A, Ecology can adopt a NEP A 
document if it determines that the 
document is sufficient to meet SEP A 
requirements. Ecology has agreed to be 
a cooperating agency in preparing this 
EIS. 

Need for Action 

To meet its commitments under the 
Tri-Party Agreement and implement its 
plans to close the tank systems and 

associated facilities in a timely manner 
to reduce existing and potential future 
risk to the public, site workers, and the 
environment, DOE needs to complete 
waste retrieval, treatment and disposal 
of the waste from the SST and DST 
systems by 2028 and close all SST 
systems by 2028. 

Although DOE is addressing safety 
and environmental issues posed by tank 
wastes to minimize current potential 
risks to human health and the 
environment, DOE must also implement 
long-term actions to safely manage and 
dispose of waste from the tank waste 
systems, including waste associated 
with inactive miscellaneous 
underground storage tanks, and close 
the SST systems to reduce permanently 
the potential risk to human health and 
the environment. These long-term 
actions also are needed to ensure 
compliance with applicable Federal 
requirements regulating the 
management and disposal of radioactive 
waste, as well as Federal and 
Washington State requirements 
regulating hazardous and mixed waste. 

Proposed Action 

DOE proposes to retrieve waste from 
the 149 SST and 28 DST systems and 
close the SST tank farms in a manner 
that complies with Federal and 
Washington State requirements and 
protects the human environment. 
(Closure of the DSTs and closure of the 
WTP are not part of the proposed action 
because they are active facilities needed 
to complete waste treatment. Closure of 
the DSTs and WTP would be addressed 
at a later date, after appropriate NEPA 
analysis.) DOE proposes to immobilize 
the retrieved waste in the WTP and 
through supplemental treatment 
technologies such as bulk vitrification, 
grout, steam reforming and sulfate 
removal, and to package the 
immobilized waste for offsite shipment 
and disposal in licensed and/or 
permitted facilities or disposal onsite. 
DOE proposes to close the SST farms 
(including tanks, ancillary equipment 
and soils) within the tank farm area by 
2028. The tanks would be filled with 
materials to immobilize the residual 
waste and prevent long-term 
degradation of the tanks and discourage 
intruder access. Associated support 
buildings, structures, laboratories, and 
the treatment facilities would be 
decontaminated and decommissioned in 
a cost-effective, legally compliant, and 
environmentally sound manner. Under 
the proposed action, DOE would use 
existing, modified, or, if required, new 
systems to assure capability to store and 
manage waste during retrieval and 
treatment. 



 

Appendix A ▪ Federal Register and Other Public Notices 

 

A–17 

1054 Federal Register/Vol. 68, No. 5/Wednesday, January 8, 2003/Notices 

Background on Development of 
Alternatives 

The proposed action could result in 
changes to DOE's tank waste 
management program with respect to 
waste storage, waste retrieval, waste 
treatment, waste disposal, and tank farm 
closure at the Hanford Site. These key 
variables were evaluated to develop the 
range of reasonable alternatives 
identified below. In terms of waste 
storage, the EIS would analyze the use 
of the existing waste storage systems 
and evaluate the need for new storage 
systems. With regard to waste retrieval, 
DOE would evaluate a range of timing 
of retrieval and the technologies used, 
from past-practice sluicing as analyzed 
in the TWRS EIS to dry retrieval. 
Treatment and disposal alternatives for 
portions of the SST and DST waste 
would be evaluated based on some 
volume of the waste being classified as 
LLW or TRU waste pursuant to DOE 
Order 435.1. The waste identified as 
LLW could be treated and packaged for 
onsite or offsite disposal. The waste 
identified as TRU waste could be treated 
and packaged for transport and disposal 
at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) 
near Carlsbad, New Mexico. 

Unless a specific alternative identifies 
a waste type as LLW and/or TRU waste, 
the waste would be analyzed as HLW or 
LAW for the purposes of treatment and 
disposal. The alternatives for waste 
treatment include: 1) Treating all wastes 
via an enhanced WTP as vitrified waste; 
2) treating HLW via the WTP and LAW 
via WTP or supplemental treatments; or 
3) treating the waste as stated in #2 and/ 
or supplemental treatment for LLW and 
TRU waste in the tank farms, in which 
case some waste would not be processed 
through the WTP. The options for waste 
disposal include disposing of the waste 
onsite using existing or new facilities, 
disposing of the waste at offsite 
government facilities (e.g., a geological 
repository, WIPP, DOE's Nevada Test 
Site) or using onsite and offsite 
commercial facilities (such as 
Envirocare in Utah) for disposal of 
Hanford waste. Alternatives for tank 
closure would be evaluated based on 
broad closure strategies including clean 
closure (removal of the tanks, ancillary 
facilities, and contaminated soils) and 
landfill closure (residual waste left in 
place and post closure care). 

Proposed Alternatives 

Each of the six alternatives contains a 
waste storage, retrieval, treatment and 
disposal component. Alternatives 3 
through 6 also include a tank closure 
component. The main differences 
among the alternatives include the 

extent of waste retrieval, the waste 
treatment and disposal approach, the 
tank closure approach, and timing to 
complete the necessary activities. 

1. No Action 

The Council on Environmental 
Quality NEPA Regulations (40 CFR parts 
1500-1508), and the DOE NEPA 
Regulations (10 CFR part 1021) require 
analysis of a No Action alternative. 

Storage: DOE would continue current 
waste management operations using 
existing storage facilities. Immobilized 
(j.e., vitrified) High-level Waste (IHLW) 
would be stored onsite pending disposal 
at a geologic repository. Once WTP 
operations are completed, all tank waste 
system storage (SSTs and DSTs), 
treatment, and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be placed in a 
stand-by operational condition. 

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to 
the extent required to provide waste 
feed to the WTP using currently 
available liquid-based retrieval and leak 
detection technologies (approximately 
25-50% of the total waste volume 
would be retrieved). 

Treatment: No new vitrification or 
treatment capacity beyond that 
anticipated in the WTP would be 
deployed. However, the WTP would be 
modified within parameters provided 
for in the TWRS ROD to increase 
throughput. The WTP would continue 
to operate until its design life ends in 
2046. 

Disposal: The residual waste in tanks 
and the waste remaining in tanks that 
had not been retrieved (approximately 
50 to 75% of the total waste volume) 
would remain in the tank farm 
indefinitely. Immobilized Low Activity 
Waste (ILA W) (by vitrification) would 
be disposed of onsite. IHLW would be 
stored onsite pending disposal at a 
geological repository. For purposes of 
analysis, administrative control of the 
tank farms would end following a 100-
year period. 

Closure: Tank closure would not be 
addressed; under this alternative, some 
waste would be left in the tanks 
indefinitely. 

2. Implement the 1997 Record of 
Decision (With Modifications) 

This alternative would continue 
implementation of decisions made in 
the TWRS ROD and as considered in 
three supplement analyses completed 
through 2001. (See "RELATED NEPA 
DECISIONS AND DOCUMENTS" below 
for references.) Under these supplement 
analyses, DOE concluded that changes 
in the design and operation of the WTP, 
as defined in its contracts and program 
plans, were within the bounds of 

analysis of environmental impacts in 
the TWRS EIS. Among the key 
modifications that would occur under 
this alternative are: (1) Implementing 
the initial phase of waste treatment with 
one ILAW facility rather than two, (2) 
expanding the design capacity of the 
ILA W facility from 20 metric tons of 
glass per day to 30 metric tons of glass 
per day, and (3) extending the design 
life of the Phase I facilities from 10 vears 
to 40 years. Under this alternative, no 
new actions would be taken beyond 
those previously described in the TWRS 
ROD and supplement analyses regarding 
the tank waste. 

Storage: DOE would continue current 
waste management operations using 
existing storage facilities as described 
under No Action. 

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to 
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (i.e., 
residual waste would not exceed 360 
cubic feet for 100 series tanks or 36 
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which 
would correspond to 99% retrieval) 
using currently available liquid-based 
retrieval and leak detection systems. 

Treatment: The existing WTP would 
be modified to enhance throughput and 
supplemented with additional 
vitrification capacity, as needed, to 
complete waste treatment by 2028. 
Under this alternative, all waste 
retrieved from tanks (approximately 
99%) would be vitrified. 

Disposal: Retrieved and treated waste 
would be disposed of onsite (ILA W) or 
stored onsite pending disposal at a 
geologic repository (IHLW). Once 
operations are completed, all tank waste 
system waste storage, treatment, and 
disposal facilities at the Hanford Site 
would be placed in a stand-by 
operational condition. The residual 
waste would remain in the tank farm 
indefinitely. For purposes of analysis, 
DOE assumes under this alternative that 
it would cease to maintain 
administrative control after a 100-year 
period. 

Closure: Tank closure would not be 
addressed under this alternative. Some 
waste would be left in the tanks 
indefinitely. 

3.0 Landfill Closure of Tank Farms/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal 

Storage: DOE would continue current 
waste management operations using 
existing storage facilities. 

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to 
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (j.e., 
residual waste would not exceed 360 
cubic feet for 100 series tanks or 36 
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which 
would correspond to 99% retrieval) 
using currently available liquid-based 
retrieval and leak detection systems. 
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Treatment: Retrieved waste would be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and!or modified performance 
of operating systems (e.g., modifications 
to melters to increase throughput). WTP 
capacity would be supplemented with 
additional waste treatment capacity to 
immobilize LAW using a non­
vitrification technology. New non­
vitrification supplemental treatment 
capacity would be developed external to 
the WTP to immobilize a portion of the 
tank waste that would be designated as 
LLW pursuant to DOE Order 435.1 and! 
or prepare a portion of the tank waste 
that would be designated as TRU waste 
for disposal. Waste treatment under tbis 
alternative would be completed in 2028 
and all SST tank systems would be 
closed by 2028. 

Disposal: ILAW immobilized via the 
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at 
offsite commercial (e.g., U.S. Ecology of 
Washington or Envirocare of Utah) or 
DOE facilities (Nevada Test Site). IHLW 
would be stored onsite pending disposal 
at a national geologic repository. LLW 
immobilized external to the WTP would 
be disposed of onsite or at offsite 
commercial or DOE facilities. TRU 
waste would be packaged and stored 
onsite in an existing or new facility 
pending disposal at the Waste Isolation 
Pilot Plant (WIPP). 

Closure: As operations are completed, 
SST waste system, waste storage, 
treatment and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed as a RCRA 
landfill unit under Dangerous Waste 
Regulations under WAC 173-303 and 
DOE Order 435.1, as applicable, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
facilities under DOE Order 430.1A). The 
tanks would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tanks, ancillary equipment, and 
contaminated soils would be remediated 
and remain in place and the closed tank 
systems would be covered with an 
engineered barrier that exceeds RCRA 
landfill requirements and is the more 
protective of the landfill options being 
evaluated (i.e., Hanford harrier). 

The main differences between this 
alternative and other alternatives 
involve: 1) Using a more robust barrier 
for closure of tank systems that would 
provide longer term protection from 
contaminant releases from closed tank 
systems and limit intrusion into the 
closed system compared to the barrier 
evaluated under Alternatives 5 and 6 
(tanks would not be closed under 
Alternatives 1 and 2, thus no barriers 
would be used); and 2) Treatment and 
disposal of treated waste would be the 
same for Alternatives 3 through 5 

allowing for a comparison of the 
impacts associated with deployment of 
systems to treat and dispose of 
transuranic waste (Alternatives 3 
through 5) to treatment of waste via the 
WTP and subsequent management as 
ILAW and IHLW (Alternatives 2 and 6). 

4.0 Clean Closure of Tank Farms/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal 

Storage: DOE would continue current 
waste management operations using 
existing storage facilities that would be 
modified. as needed, to support 
minimizing liquid losses from SSTs and 
accelerating SST waste retrieval into 
safer storage pending retrieval for 
treatment. 

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved 
using multiple waste retrieval 
campaigns using various retrieval 
technologies (e.g., confined sluicing, 
crawlers), to the extent needed to 
support clean closure requirements (i.e., 
0.1 % residual in the tanks or 99.9% 
waste retrieved from tanks) using liquid 
and non-liquid retrieval and enhanced 
in-tank and!or ex-tank leak detection 
systems. 

Treatment: Retrieved waste would be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and! or modified performance 
of operating systems (see Alternative 3). 
New alternative treatment capacity to 
immobilize LLW (e.g., bulk vitrification, 
containerized grout, steam reforming, 
sulfate removal) and!or prepare TRU 
waste for disposition would be 
developed external to the WTP. Waste 
treatment under this alternative would 
be completed in 2028 and all SST tank 
systems would be closed by 2028. 

Disposal: LAW immobilized via the 
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at 
offsite commercial or DOE facilities (see 
Alternative 3). IHLW would be stored 
onsite pending disposal at a national 
geologic repository. LLW immobilized 
external to the WTP would be disposed 
of onsite or at offsite commercial or DOE 
facilities (See Alternative 3). TRU waste 
would be retrieved from tanks, packaged 
in a new facility, and stored onsite in 
existing or new storage facilities 
pending shipment to and disposal at the 
WIPP. 

Closure: Clean closure reflects 
minimal residual waste in tanks and 
ancillary equipment, and contaminated 
soils remediated in place and!or 
removed from the tank system to be 
treated and disposed of in accordance 
with RCRA requirements. As operations 
are completed, all SST system storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed. Waste 
storage and disposal facilities would be 
closed in a manner that supported 

future use on an unrestricted basis and 
that did not require post-closure care. 

The main differences between this 
alternative and the other alternatives 
are: 1) The greatest amount of waste is 
retrieved from tanks based on multiple 
technology deployments; and 2) tank 
systems would be closed to meet clean 
closure standards. Treatment and 
disposal of treated waste would be the 
same for Alternatives 3 through 5, 
allowing a comparison of the impacts 
associated with deployment of systems 
to treat and dispose of TRU waste 
(Alternatives 3 through 5) to treatment 
of TRU waste via the waste treatment 
plant (Alternatives 2 and 6). 

5.0 Accelerated Landfill Closure/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal 

Storage: DOE would continue current 
waste management operations using 
existing storage facilities that would be 
modified or supplemented with new 
waste storage facilities, to support 
actions regarding near-term acceleration 
of tank waste retrieval and treatment. 
Under this alternative, some SSTs 
would be retrieved and closed by 2006, 
exceeding the existing TP A M-45 
commitments. 

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to 
the Tri-Party Agreement goal to the 
extent feasible using currently available 
liquid-based retrieval and leak detection 
systems (residual waste would 
correspond to 90-99% retrieval). 

Treatment: Waste treatment would be 
completed no later than 2024 and SST 
systems would be closed by 2028. 
Retrieved waste would be treated with 
the WTP capacity based on enhanced 
and! or modified performance of 
operating systems, as described under 
Alternative 2. WTP capacity would be 
supplemented with new treatment 
capacity to immobilize LLW. New 
treatment capacity to immobilize LLW 
and!or prepare TRU waste for 
disposition would be developed 
external to the WTP. 

Disposal: LAW immobilized via the 
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at 
offsite commercial or DOE facilities. 
IHL W would be stored onsite pending 
disposal at the proposed national 
geologic repository. LLW immobilized 
external to the WTP would be disposed 
of onsite or at offsite commercial or DOE 
facilities. Transuranic waste would be 
packaged and stored onsite pending 
disposal at the WIPP. 

Closure: As operations are completed, 
SST tank waste system waste storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities would 
be closed as a RCRA landfill unit under 
Dangerous Waste Regulations under 
WAC 173-303 and DOE Order 435.1, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
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facilities under DOE Order 430.1A). 
Waste storage and disposal facilities 
would be closed as RCRA landfill units 
under applicable state Dangerous Waste 
Regulations (WAC 173-303). The tanks 
would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tank systems (tanks, ancillary 
equipment, and soils) would be closed 
in place and would be covered with a 
modified RCRA barrier (i.e., a barrier 
with performance characteristics that 
exceed RCRA requirements for disposal 
of hazardous waste). 

The main difference between this 
alternative and the other alternatives are

e 
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(1) completion of some SST closure 
actions by 2006, completion of all wast
treatment by 2024, and closure of all 
SST systems by 2028 in contrast to 
Alternatives 2, 3 and 6, which would 
complete waste treatment in 2028 and 
SST tank systems closure in 2028 and; 
(2) no remediation of ancillary 
equipment and contaminated soil, 
allowing a comparison with the more 
extensive remediation analyzed under 
Alternative 3. Another main difference 
between this alternative and Alternativ
3 is the use of a modified RCRA barrier.
Treatment and disposal of treated waste
would be the same for Alternatives 3 
through 5, allowing for a comparison of
the impacts associated with deploymen
of systems to treat and dispose of 
transuranic waste (Alternatives 3 
through 5) to treatment of transuranic 
waste via the WTP (Alternatives 2 and 
6). 

6.0 Landfill Closure/Onsite and Offsit
Waste Disposal 

Storage: DOE would continue curren
waste management operations using 
existing storage facilities that would be
modified, as needed, to support SST 
waste retrieval and treatment. 

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved t
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (i.e., 
residual waste would not exceed 360 
cubic feet for 100 series tanks or 36 
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which 
corresponds to retrieval of 99%) using 
liquid and non-liquid based retrieval 
and enhanced leak detection systems. 

Treatment: Retrieved waste would be
treated with the WTP capacity based on
enhanced and/or modified performance
of operating systems. Supplemental 
treatment technologies would be used to
immobilize LLW. New non-vitrification 

 

treatment capacity to immobilize LLW 
for disposition would be developed 
external to the WTP. Waste treatment 
under this alternative would be 
completed in 2028, and all SST systems 
would be closed by 2028. 

Disposal: ILAW immobilized via the 
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at 
offsite commercial or DOE facilities. 
IHL W would be stored onsite pending 
disposal at a national geologic 
repository. LLW immobilized external 
to the WTP would be disposed of onsite 
or at offsite commercial or DOE 
facilities. 

Closure: As operations are completed, 
all tank waste system waste storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed (tank farm 
systems) or decommissioned (waste 
treatment facilities). The tanks would be 
filled with materials to immobilize the 
residual waste and prevent long-term 
degradation of the tanks and discourage 
intruder access. Waste storage and 
disposal facilities would be closed as 
RCRA landfill units under applicable 
state Dangerous Waste Regulations 
(WAC 173-303). Residual waste in 
tanks, ancillary equipment, and 
contaminated soils would be remediated 
in place as needed in accordance with 
RCRA requirements, and the closed tank 
systems would be covered with a 
modified RCRA barrier. 

The main difference between this 
alternative and the other alternatives is 
that under this alternative there would 
not be a separate TRU waste stream 
(Alternatives 3 through 5). As with 
Alternative 2, waste would be treated in 
the WTP and subsequently managed as 
either ILAW or IHLW. 

Preliminary Identification of EIS 
Issues: The following issues have been 
tentatively identified for analysis in the 
EIS. The list is presented to facilitate 
comment on the scope of the EIS; it is 
not intended to be all-inclusive or to 
predetermine the potential impacts of 
any of the alternatives. 

• Effects on the public and onsite 
workers from releases of radiological 
and nonradiological materials during 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents. 

• Long-term risks to human 
populations resulting from waste 
disposal and residual tank system 
wastes. 

• Effects on air and water quality 
from normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents, including long­
term impacts on groundwater. 

• Cumulative effects, including 
impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions at the 
Hanford Site. 

• Effects on endangered species, 
archaeological! cultural!historical sites, 
floodplains and wetlands, and priority 
habitat. 

• Effects from onsite and offsite 
transportation and from reasonably 
foreseeable transportation accidents. 

• Socioeconomic impacts on 
surrounding communities. 

• Disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on low-income and 
minority populations (Environmental 
Justice). 

• Unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects. 

• Short-term uses of the environment 
versus long-term productivity. 

• Potential irretrievable and 
irreversible commitment of resources. 

• The consumption of natural 
resources and energy, including water, 
natural gas, and electricity. 

• Pollution prevention, waste 
minimization, and potential mitigative 
measures. 

Related NEPA Decisions and 
Documents: The following lists DOE 
other NEP A documents that are related 
to this proposed Hanford Site Tank 
Retrieval and Closure EIS. 
45 FR 46155, 1980, "Double-Shell Tanks 

for Defense High-Level Radioactive 
Waste Storage, Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington; Record of 
Decision," Federal Register. 

53 FR 12449, 1988, "Disposal of 
Hanford Defense High-Level 
Transuranic, and Tank Wastes, 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington; 
Record of Decision," Federal Register. 

60 FR 28680, 1995, "Programmatic 
Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and 
Idaho National Engineering 
Laboratory Environmental Restoration 
and Waste Management Program, Part 
III; Record of Decision," Federal 
Register. 

60 FR 54221, 1995, "Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Safe Interim Storage of Hanford 
Tank Wastes at the Hanford Site, 
Richland, WA; Record of Decision," 
Federal Register. 

60 FR 61687,1995, "Record of Decision 
Safe Interim Storage of Hanford Tank 
Wastes, Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington," Federal Register. 

61 FR 3922, 1996, "Availability ofthe 
Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for Management of Spent 
Nuclear Fuel from the K Basins at the 
Hanford Site, Richland, WA; Notice of 
Availability of Final Environmental 
Impact Statement," Federal Register. 

61 FR 10736, 1996, "Management of 
Spent Nuclear Fuel from the K Basins 
at the Hanford Site, Richland, WA. 
ACTION: Notice of Record of 
Decision," Federal Register. 

62 FR 8693,1997, "Record of Decision 
for the Tank Waste Remediation 
System, Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington," Federal Register. 

DOE/EA-0479, 1990, Collecting Crust 
Samples from Level Detectors in Tank 
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SY-101 at the Hanford Site, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Richland, 
Washington. 

DOE/EA-0495, 1991, Preparation of 
Crust Sampling of Tank 241-SY-101, 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland, 
Washington. 

DOE/EA-0511, 1991, Characterization 
of Tank 241-SY-101, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Richland, 
Washington. 

DOE/EA-0581, 1991, Upgrading of the 
Ventilation System at the 241-SY 
Tank Farm, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EA-0802, 1992, Tank 241-SY-101 
Equipment Installation and Operation 
to Enhance Tank Safety, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Richland, 
Washington. 

DOE/EA-0803, 1992, Proposed Pump 
Mixing Operations to Mitigate 
Episodic Gas Releases in Tank 241-
SY-101, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EA-0881, 1993, Tank 241-C-103 
Organic Vapor and Liquid 
Characterization and Supporting 
Activities, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EA-0933, 1995, Tank 241-C-106 
Past Practice Sluicing Waste Retrieval, 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland, 
Washington. 

DOE/EA-0981, 1995, Solid Waste 
Retrieval Complex, Enhanced 
Radioactive and Mixed Waste Storage 
Facility, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EA-1203, 1997, Trench 33 
Widening in 218-W-5 Low-Level 
Burial Ground, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EA-1276, 1999, Widening Trench 
36 of the 218-E-12B Low-Level Burial 
Ground, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EA-1405, 2002, Transuranic Waste 
Retrieval from the 218-W-4B and 
218-W-4C Low-Level Burial 
Grounds, Finding of No Significant 
Impact, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EIS-0113, 1987, Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 
Disposal of Hanford Defense High­
Level, Transuranic and Tank Wastes 
Hanford Site Richland, Washington, 
U.S. Department of Energy, 
Washington, DC. 

DOE/EIS-0189, 1996, Tank Waste 
Remediation System, Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington, Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. 
Department of Energy and 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology, Washington, DC. 

DOE/EIS-0189-SA1, 1997, Supplement 
Analysis for the Proposed Upgrades to 

the Tank Farm Ventilation, 
Instrumentation, and Electrical 
Systems under Project W-314 in 
Support of Tank Farm Restoration and 
Safe Operations, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office, 
Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EIS-0189-SA2, 1998, Supplement 
Analysis for the Tank Waste 
Remediation System, U.S. Department 
of Energy, Washington, DC. 

DOE/EIS-0189-SA3, 2001, Supplement 
Analysis for the Tank Waste 
Remediation System, U.S. Department 
of Energy, Washington, DC. 

DOE/EIS-0200, 1997, Final Waste 
Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Washington, 
DC. 

DOE/EIS-0212, 1995, Safe Interim 
Storage of Hanford's Tank Waste Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Richland 
Operations Office, Richland, 
Washington. 

DOE/EIS-0222, 1999, Final Hanford 
Remedial Action Environmental 
Impact Statement and Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office, 
Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EIS-0250, 2002, Environmental 
Impact Statement for a Geologic 
Repository for the Disposal of Spent 
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level 
Radioactive Waste at Yucca 
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada, U.S. 
Department of Energy Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management, Washington, DC. 

DOE/EIS-0286D, 2000, Draft Hanford 
Site Solid (Radioactive and 
Hazardous) Waste Program 
Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Richland, 
Washington. 

DOE/EIS-0287, 2002, Idaho High-Level 
Waste and Facilities Disposition 
Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Washington, 
DC. 

Ecology, 2000, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for Commercial 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Disposal Site, Richland, Washington, 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology, Olympia, Washington. 

Ecology, EPA, and DOE, 1989. Hanford 
Federal Facility Agreement and 
Consent Order, as amended, 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and U.S. 
Department of Energy, Olympia, 
Washington. 

Issued in Washington, DC on this 3rd day 
ofJanuary, 2003. 
Beverly A. Cook, 
Assistant Secretary, Environment, Safety and 
Health. 
[FR Doc. 03-318 Filed 1-7-03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. EC03-37-000, et al.l 

Exelon Generation Company, LLC, et 
al. Electric Rate and Corporate Filings 

January 2, 2003. 
Th~ following filings have been made 

with the Commission. The filings are 
listed in ascending order within each 
docket classification. 

1. Exelon Generation Company, LLC 

[Docket No. EC03-37-000l 
Take notice that on December 23, 

2002, Exelon Corporation, Exelon 
Ventures Company, LLC, and Exelon 
Generation Company, LLC, filed an 
application with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (Commission) 
requesting authorization from the 
Commission to implement a plan of 
corporate reorganization. 

Comment Date: January 13, 2003. 

2. Idaho Power Company andIDACORP 
Energy, L.P., 

[Docket No. EC03-38-000l 
Take notice that on December 23, 

2002, Idaho Power Company (Idaho 
Power) and IDACORP Energy, L.P. 
(IELP, collectively, Applicants) filed an 
Application for Commission Approval 
of Disposition of Jurisdictional Facilities 
under Section 203 of the Federal Power 
Act. The jurisdictional facilities that are 
the subject of the Application are a 
wholesale power sales agreement and 
transactions (Truckee Agreement and 
Transactions) between Idaho Power and 
Trnckee-Donner Public Utility District. 
By their Application, Applicants seek 
Commission approval for the 
assignment of the Truckee Agreement 
and Transactions from Idaho Power to 
IELP. 

Comment Date: January 13, 2003. 

3. Calpine Energy Services, L.P. Calpine 
Northbrook Energy Marketing, LLC 

[Docket No. EC03-39-000l 
Take notice that on December 24, 

2002, Calpine Energy Services, L.P. 
(CES) and Calpine Northbrook 
Marketing, LLC (CNEM) tendered for 
filing an application under section 203 
of the Federal Power Act for approval of 
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shipments using Year 2000 census dat
and an updated ve rsion of the 
RADTRAN computer code to calculate
potential risks associated with shippin
This analysis included the route­
specific impacts of transporting the 
West Jefferson TRU waste to Hanford 
and subsequent shipment of this wast
to WIPP. Due to the additional TRU 
waste generated and identifi ed at Wes
Jefferson subsequent to DOE's 
September 6, 2002, decision, DOE's 
currentl y estimated tota l number of 18
sh ipments (3 com pleted RH-TRU was
sh ipments, 14 remaining RH-TRU wa
shipments, and 1 remaining CH-TRU 
waste sh ipment) exceeds DOE's prior 
estimate of total sh ipments by 3. 
However, the currentl y esti mated 
number of shipments is within the 
number of shipments analyzed for the
West Jefferson TRU waste in the HSW
EIS (29 shipments ofRH-TRU waste 
and 1 shipment of CH-TRU waste). 

The HSW EIS also analyzed potenti
onsite impacts at Hanford of storage, 
certification, and processing ofTRU 
waste for shipment to WIPP, including
TRU waste from Hanford and offsite 
generators such as WestJefferson. The
potential health and environmental 
impacts of shipping the West Jefferson
TRU waste to Hanfo rd and managing 
waste there until it can be sh ipped to 
WIPP fo r disposa l are consistent with 
the results presented in the WM PElS 
and WIPP SEIS-II, which supported 
DOE's prior decision regarding the We
Jefferson TRU waste. 

For the reasons stated above and for
the reasons stated in the September 6,
2002 , revision to the WM PElS, DOE i
confi rming its September 6, 2002, 
decision and wi ll tra nsfe r the remaini
TRU waste from West Jefferson to 
Hanford for storage and certification, 
pending shipment to WIPP fo r disposa
once the prelimi nary inju nction issue
by the U.S. District Court for the Easte
District of Washington is lifted. 

Issued in Washington, DC, this 23rd day
June, 2004. 
Jessie Hill Roberson, 
Assistant Secretory for Environmental 
Management. 
IFR Doc. 04-14809 Filed 6- 29--04; 8:45 amI 
BILLING CODE 645o-G1-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Record of Decision for the Solid Waste 
Program, Hanford Site, Richland, WA: 
Storage and Treatment of Low-Level 
Waste and Mixed Low-Level Waste; 
Disposal of Low-Level Waste and 
Mixed Low-Level Waste, and Storage, 
Processing, and Certification of 
Transuranic Waste for Shipment to the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Record of Decision. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) is making decisions 
regarding low-level radioactive waste 
(LLW), mixed low-level waste (MLLW), 
which contains both radioactive and 
chemica lly hazardous components, and 
transuranic (TRU) waste (including 
mixed TRU waste) at the Hanford Site 
in southeastern Washington State. These 
decisions are made pursuant to the 
Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive 
and Hazardous) Waste Program 
Environmental Impact Statement (HSW 
EIS, DOE/EIS-0286, Jan uary 2004). DOE 
prepared the HSW EIS accordi ng to 
requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 
CFR parts 1500- 1508), and DOE NEPA 
implementing procedures (10 CFR part 
1021) to eval uate the potent ia l 
environme ntal im pacts of alternati ves 
for storage, treatment, transportation , 
and disposal of certain radioactive and 
mixed wastes at Hanford. The HSW EIS 
scope includes wastes that are currentl y 
stored or projected to be generated at 
Hanford and offsite locations through 
the end of Hanford 's routine waste 
management operations. Key operations 
evaluated were storage, treatment, and 
di sposal ofLLW and MLLW generated 
at Hanford and other sites; sto rage, 
process ing, and certification ofTRU 
waste generated at Hanford and other 
DOE sites for shipment to the Waste 
Iso lation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New 
Mexico; and disposa l of Hanford 's 
vitrified immobilized low-activity waste 
(ILAW) and melters from the 
vitrification process. 

DOE has decided to implement the 
preferred alternative described in the 
Final HSW EIS, modi fi ed as described 
below. This decision is based on the 
environmental im pact analyses in the 
HSW EIS, including analysis of im pacts 
to worker and public health an d safety; 
costs; ap plicable regulatory 
requirements; and public com ments. 
DOE will limit the volumes of LLW and 
MLLW rece ived at Hanford from other 
sites for disposal to 62,000 m] ofLLW 

and 20,000 m] of MLLW. Also, effective 
immediately, DOE will dispose of LLW 
in lined disposal facilities, a practice 
already used for MLLW.In addition, 
DOE will construct and operate a lined, 
combined-use disposal facility in 
Hanford's 200 East Area for di sposa l of 
LLW and MLLW, and will further limit 
offsite waste receipts un til the fac i lity is 
constructed. LLW and MLLW requiring 
treatment will be treated at either offsite 
faci li ties or existing or modified ons ile 
fac ili ties, as approp riate. Storage, 
processing and certification ofTRU 
waste for subsequent shipment to WIPP 
wi ll occur at existing and mod ified 
on site facilities. DOE expects the 
preferred alternative, as described in 
thi s Record of Decision (ROD), will have 
small environmental impacts, provide a 
balance among short- and long-te rm 
environmental impacts and cost 
effectiveness, be cons istent with 
applicable regulatory requirements, and 
provide DOE with the ca pab ility to 
accommodate projected waste recei pts 
from the Hanford Site and offsite DOE 
faci lities. 
ADDRESSES: For copies of the Final HSW 
EIS and htrther in formation about the 
HSW EIS, contact: Mr. Michael Coll ins, 
Document Manager, U.S. Department of 
Energy Ri chland Operations Office, P.D. 
Box 550, A6-38, Richland, WA 99352, 
telephone: 509-376-6536. 

The Final HSW EIS and related 
information can also be viewed in the 
DOE Public Reading Room, Washington 
State University, Tri-Cities Campus, 100 
Sprout Road, Roo m 130W, Richland, 
WA 99352, telephone: 509-376-8583, 
Monday-Friday, 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 

The Final HSW EIS is also available 
fo r review on the Internet at http:// 
www.lwnford.gov/eis/eis-0286D2and on 
the DOE NEPA Web page (http:// 
www.eh.doe.gov/nepa/eis/eis0286F). 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information concern ing the HSW EIS or 
onsite management operations at 
Hanford contact Mr. Michae l Collins at 
the address or telephone numbe r 
provided above. 

Information on the DOE NEPA 
process may be requested from Carol M. 
Borgstrom, Director, Office ofNEPA 
Policy and Compliance (EH-42), U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Aven ue , SW., 
Washington, DC 20585. 

Ms. Borgstrom may be contacted by 
telephone at (202) 586-4600 or by 
leaving a message at (800) 472-2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Purpose and Need for Action 

DOE needs to provide capabiliti es to 
continue or modify the way it manages 
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existing and anticipated quantities of 
solid LLW, MLLW, and TRU waste at 
the Hanford Site located in southeastern 
Washington in order to: Protect human 
health and the environment; facilitate 
cleanup at Hanford and other DOE 
facilities; take actions consistent with 
DOE's decisions under the Waste 
Mnnagement Progrummutic 
Environmenta l Impact Statement (WM 
PElS, DOE/EIS-0200, May 1997); 
comply with applicable local, State, and 
Federal laws and regulations; and meet 
other obligations such as the Hanford 
Federal Facility Agreement and Consent 
Order (also referred to as the Tri-Party 
Agreement , or TPA). 

Specifically, DOE needs to: 
• Continue to ope rate and modernize 

existing treatment, storage, and disposal 
facilities fo r LLW and MLLW, and 
storage and processing facilities for TRU 
waste; 

• Construct additiona l disposal 
capacity for LLW and MLLW; 

• Develop capabilities to treat MLLW 
for disposal at Hanford; 

• Close onsite disposal faci lities and 
provide for post-closure facili ty 
stewardship at disposal sites; and 

• Develop additional capabilities to 
process and certify TRU waste for 
disposal at WIPP. 

Background 

On October 27,1997, DOE announced 
its intent to prepare the HSW EIS (62 FR 
55615) to support programmatic needs 
and plans, and provide additional 
capabilities and flexibility to continue 
to manage LLW, MLLW, and TRU waste 
at the Hanford Site. The HSW EIS also 
evaluated the potential environmental 
impacts of transporting, storing, 
processing, and certifying TRU waste 
from Hanford and offs ile DOE 
generators. The Draft HSW EIS was 
approved in April 2002, and the U.S. 
Environmenta l Protection Agency (EPA) 
published a Notice of Availability of the 
Draft HSW EIS on May 24, 2002 (67 FR 
36592). Responding to requests from the 
public, DOE extended the initial 45-day 
public comment period for the Draft 
HSW EIS to 90 days. DOE received 
about 3,800 comments on the Draft 
HSW EIS from individuals, 
organizations, agencies, and tribes. 

In response to public comments, DOE 
expanded the scope of the HSW EIS and 
issued a Notice of Revised Scope for the 
HSW EIS on February 12, 2003 (68 FR 
7110). The revised scope included the 
disposal of I.LAW and melters at the 
Hanford Site. DOE also expanded its 
impact analyses for waste disposal and 
transportation. A Revised Draft HSW 
EIS was approved in March 2003, and 
EPA published a Notice of Availability 

on April 11 , 2003 (68 FR 17801 ). In 
response to req uests from the pub li c, 
DOE extended the initial 45-day public 
comment period to 62 days. DOE's 
responses to all comments received 
during the public comment period on 
the Draft HSW EIS (including the 
complete text of written comment 
documents and transcripts of publ ic 
meetings) we re published in the Revised 
Draft HSW EIS, Volume Ill. 

DOE received about 1,600 comments 
on the Revised Draft HSW EIS from 
individuals, organizations, agencies, 
and tribes. In response to public 
comments, DOE provided clar ifying 
information and expanded analyses in 
the Final HSW EIS. The complete text 
of written comment documents and 
transcripts of public meetings , and 
DOE's response to public comments on 
the Revised Draft HSW EIS, were 
published in Volumes III and IV of the 
Final EIS. The Final HSW EIS was 
approved in January 2004, and EPA 
published a Notice of Availability for 
the Final HSW EIS on February 13, 2004 
(59 FR 7215). 

The Final HSW EIS addresses actions 
by DOE to manage LLW, MLLW, ILAW , 
meiters, and TRU waste under 
Hanford's solid waste program. The 
HSW EIS analyzed wastes through the 
end of site operations which, for the 
purpose of the ana lyses, was assumed to 
be 2046. The wastes analyzed included: 

• 283,000 m3 of waste previously 
di sposed of at Hanford in the Low Level 
Buria l Grounds (LLBGs); 

• Up to 348,000 m] of LLW that is in 
storage or is forecast to be received from 
onsite and offsite sources; 

• Up to 198,000 m3 of MLLW that is 
in storage or is forecast 10 be received 
from on site and offsite sources; 

• Up to 350,000 m3 ofILAW forecast 
to be received from the treatment of 
Hanford tank waste; 

• Up to 6,825 m] of melters used in 
the vi tri ficat ion process; and 

• Up to 47,550 m3 ofTRU waste that 
is in storage or is forecast to be received 
from onsile and offsite sources. 

Section 9{a){l){H) of the WIPP Land 
Withdrawal Act exempts mixed TRU 
waste designated for disposal at WIPP 
from certain provisions of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act, 42 U.S.c. 6901 et 
seq.: 

With respect to transuranic mixed 
waste designated by the Secretary for 
disposal at WIPP, such waste is exempt 
from treatment standards promulgated 
pursuant to section 3004(m) of the Solid 
Waste Disposa l Act (42 U.S.c. 6924(m)) 
and shall not be subject to the land 
disposal prohibitions in section 3004(d), 
(e), {O and (g) of the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act. 

(WIPP Land Withdrawal Acl 
Amendments, Pub. L. 104-201, 110 Stat. 
2422 (September 23, 1996) , 3188(a) at 
Stat. 2853.) For a more complete 
discussion of l he Department's 
implementation of this provision see the 
De partment's Revision of the Record of 
Decision fo r the Department of Energy's 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal 
Phase, issued concurrently with this 
ROD. This HSW EIS ROD confirms the 
Department's prior designation of the 
mixed TRU waste ana lyzed in the HSW 
EIS for disposal at WIPP. 

DOE initially designated up to 
175,600 m3 ofTRU waste for di sposal at 
WIPP in the ROD for the Department of 
Energy's Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
Disposal Phase. 63 FR 3624, January 23, 
1998 (WIPP ROD). That decision 
included both contact-hand led (CH) and 
remote-handled (RH) TRU ,,,,'aste in 
storage at the various DOE faci lities 
across the coun try, as well as TRU waste 
projected to be generated over the life of 
the repository. Of that amount 
approximately 57,000 m] ofCH- TRU 
waste and 2,800 Ill] of RH-TRU were 
attributed to the Hanford site. WIPP 
Disposa l Phase Supplemental EIS-II 
(WIPP SEIS II) . page 3-3.' 

Th.is ROD provides for the storage, 
processing, and certification for 
shipment to WIPP of approximat.ely 
40,000 m] ofCH TRU waste and 2,600 
1113 of RH TRU waste at Hanford and 
confirms the WIPP ROD 's prior 
designation of this waste for di sposa l at 
WIPP.2 This inventory ofTRU-waste at 
Hanford is less than previously 
ana lyzed for Hanford in the WIPP SEIS­
n and deSignated for disposal by the 
WIPP ROD. The reduction in inventory 
is in part the resul t of fur ther 
characterization and reassessment of 
waste assumed to be TRU waste and 
TRU waste projected to be generated at 
the Hanford si te at the time the WIPP 
SEIS-II and the accompanying ROD to 
dispose of up to 175,600 m3 ofTRU 
waste at WIPP were issued. 3 

I The volume of RH TRU waste projnctcd in the 
WIPP-SEIS-Il for Hanford was conservatively 
estimated to be higher th,m the 2,800 m} volume 
in the Basic Inventory which was used for 
analytical purposes i;l the ElS. However. only 2,800 
m3 ofRH- TRU waste at Hanford were included in 
the t 75.600 m} ofTRU waste designated for 
disposal at WTPP in tho SEI5-11 RO~. 

2The CH TRU waste volume may increase or 
decrease depending on volume reduction or volume 
pJ{pi1n~ion rlue to the trciJIment or pi1l:kaging for 
shipment to WIPP. The RH-TRU waste volume 
fenects the packaged amount expected to be 
shipped to WlPP. 

3 The volume of RH- TRU waste in the HSW EIS 
is also less than the estimates for Hanford llsed in 
the Department"s application for recertification of 
compliance (CRA) submitted to EPA in March 2004. 
in accordanco with sections 8(d)-(1) of the \vIPP 
Land Withdrawal AI;!. For analytkal pmposes the 
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The Hanford TRU waste volume 
analyzed in the HSW ElS and addressed 
in this ROD does not include potential 
TRU waste from the Hanford tanks. 
These wastes have not been determ ined 
to be TRU wasle and accordingly have 
not been designated for disposal at 
WIPP. 

Action Alternatives Considered in the 
HSW EIS 

The HSW EIS considered the range of 
reasonable alternatives for management 
of solid LLW, MLLW, TRU waste, 
ILAW, and melte rs at the Hanford Site. 
Currently, Hanford's so li d waste 
program acti vities include 
transportation, storage, treatment, and 
disposal ofLLW and MLLW, as well as 
transportation, storage, processing, and 
certi fication ofTRU waste for shipment 
to WIPP. The HSW EIS considered use 
of both existing and proposed \vaste 
management facili ti es in carrying out 
these activities, In response to 
comments on the Revised Draft HSW 
EIS, the transportation analysis was 
updated to account for Year 2000 
Census data, to use a more recent 
version of the RADTRAN computer 
modeling code, and expanded to 
consider specific transportation routes 
between Hanford and sites tbat might 
transfer LLW and MLLW for disposal at 
Hanford, and sites that migh t tra nsfer 
their TRU waste to Hanford for storage, 
processing, and certi fication pending 
shipment to WIPP. 

The followi ng sections describe the 
action alternatives considered in the 
Fina l HSW EIS. 

Storage Alternatives 

The specific storage methods for 
waste awaiting treatmen t and/or 
disposal depend on the chemical and 
physica l characteristics of the waste as 
well as the type and concentration of 
radion uclides in the waste. As described 
in the HSW EIS, in most cases, 
alternatives for storage of LLW, MLL W, 
and TRU waste consisted of using 
existing capacity at the Central Waste 
Complex (CWC), the T Plant Complex, 
the LLBGs, or other on site facilities. 
Add itional storage capacity was not 
expected to he needed to accommodate 
future waste receipts, because as waste 
in storage is treated, processed, or 
certi fied for disposal, space would 
become available for newly received 
waste. Although construction and 
operation of new storage facili ti es is not 
proposed in any of the act ion 
alternatives, the HSW £IS ana lyzed the 

volumes provided in the eRA are reiaUveiy more 
conservative. 

impacts of usi ng existing storage 
capacity for completeness. 

Treatment and Processing Alternatives 

Action alternatives for waste 
treatment examined in the Final HSW 
EIS applied two general approaches in 
developing alternatives for treati ng and 
processing wastes. The first approach 
\-liould maximize the use of offsite 
treatment and develop addi tional onsite 
capaci ty to treat waste that cou ld not be 
accepted at offsite facilities. DOE would 
establish additiona l contracts or 
agreements with a permitted offsile 
facility (or facili ti es) to treat most of 
Hanford's CH-MLLW and non­
conforming LLW that does not meet 
Hanford's waste acceptance criteria for 
disposal. DOE would develop new 
onsite treatment capability by modifying 
the T Plant Complex as necessary for 
treatment of RH-MLLW and MLLW in 
non-standard containers, e.g., oversize 
boxes or large items. (CH wuste 
containers can be safely handled by 
direct contact using appropriate hea lth 
und safety measures. RH waste 
containers require special handling or 
shieldi ng duri.ng waste management 
operations.) DOE wou ld deve lop new 
onsi te processing capabili ty by 
mod.ify ing the T Plant Complex as 
necessary for processing and 
certification ofRH TRU waste and TRU 
waste in non-standard containers for 
shipment to WIPP. 

The second approach for developing 
alternatives for treating and processing 
wastes maximizes the use of onsite 
treatment capabilities. If treatmen t 
capaci ty does not currently exist at 
Hanford. a new \-vaste processing fac ility 
(or facilities) wou ld be constructed to 
treat MLLW and non-conforming LLW 
and to process and certify RH TRU 
waste and TRU waste in non-standard 
containers for shipment to WIPP. 

In both approaches, the Waste 
Receiving and Processing Facility 
(WRAP) and mobile processing units 
(referred to as Accelerated Process 
Li nes, or APLs) would continue to 
process and certify CH TRU waste in 
standard containers for shipment to 
WIPP. 

Disposal Alternatives 

The fina l step in the waste 
management process is di sposal. 
Disposul facili ties at Hanford uccept 
waste suitable for near-surface disposal 
in accordance with the J'lanford Site 
solid waste acceptance criteria. The 
HSW EIS eva luated alternatives or 
updated previous plans for disposal of 
LLW, MLLW, ILAW. and mehers at 
Hanford, including expansion, 

reconfiguration, and closure of onsite 
disposal facili ti es. 

Disposa l a lternatives in the HSW EIS 
assumed continued use of existing 
disposal facili ti es at Hanford until new 
d isposal capacity can be developed and 
permitted. All disposal facilities would 
meet app licable state and federal 
requirements. Faci lities for disposa l of 
MLLW would be constructed to 
regulatory standards for new MLLW 
facilit ies with double liners and 
leachate co llection systems. LLW 
disposal in either lined or unlined 
trenches was evaluated in various 
alternatives. At the end of operations, 
all disposal facil ities would be closed by 
applying an engineered barrier (cap) 
(j .e., a cover of soi l and other material 
placed over waste sites) to reduce water 
infi ltration and the potential for 
intrusion. 

Several d ifferent con fi gurations and 
locations were evaluated for new 
disposal facilities needed to manage 
each \\'aste type. Disposal configurations 
included various options for the number 
and size of trenches, including facilities 
dedicated to a single type of waste and 
options for combined disposal of two or 
more waste types in the same facility. 
Alternatives for segregated disposa l of 
LLW or MLLW consisted of multiple 
trenches similar to those currently 
employed for each waste type, multiple 
trenches of a deeper and wider 
configuratio n, or a single expandable 
trench for each waste type. 

Alternatives for combined disposal of 
two or more waste ty pes were also 
eva luated. The HSW EIS considered 
alternatives that included two 
combined-use disposal fac ilities; one for 
combined disposa l of LLW and MLLW, 
and one fo r combined disposal of ILAW 
and melters. In ad dition, d isposal of all 
waste types in a single mod ular 
combined-use facility was evaluated. To 
ensure that wastes placed in the same 
module are suitable for disposal 
together and are com patible with the 
engineered disposal system, disposal in 
combined-use fac ilities would involve 
construction of separate modules for 
wastes with d ifferent characteristics. 

The HSW EIS alternatives considered 
several different d isposal locations for 
new or expanded d isposal facilities, 
including use of LLBGs in the 200 West 
and 200 East Areas. New disposal sites 
in the 200 West Area near the CWC and 
nea r the PUREX fac ili ty located in the 
soutileastern corner of the 200 East Area 
were also evaluated. Some alternatives 
eva luated combined-use disposal 
facili ti es near the existing 
Environmental Restoratio n Disposal 
Facili ty (ERDF). 
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Waste Volumes 

The potential environment<l ] 
consequences of action alternatives in 
the HSW EIS have been evaluated for 
three waste volumes: a Hanford Only, a 
Lower Bound, and an Upper Bound 
waste volume. These alternative \vaste 
volume scenarios encompass the range 
of quantities that might be generated at 
Hanford, and which cou ld be received 
from other sites. The Hanford Only and 
Lower Bound waste volumes wefe 
evaluated in the No Action Alternative. 
The Hanford Only waste volume was 
induded in the HSW EIS in response to 
requests from the public as a base 
volume for considering the impacts of 
managing offsite waste. The three waste 
volumes are as follows: 

• The Hanford Only waste volume 
consists of (1) current ly stored and 
forecast volumes of LLW, MLLW, and 
TRU waste from Hanford Site 
generato rs, (2) forecast vo lumes of 
Hanford's lLAW and melters, and (3) 
waste that has previously been disposed 
of in the LLBGs. 

• The Lower Bound waste volume 
consists of (1) the Hanford On ly waste 
volume, (2) forecast vo lumes of LLW 
and small quantities of MLLW from 
other sites for di sposal at Hanford under 
existing approvals, and (3) small 
quanti ties of TRU waste from other DOE 
sites that wou ld be received at Hanford 
for interim storage, processing, 
certification, and sh ipment to WIPP. 

• The Upper Bound waste volume 
consists of the Lower Bound waste 
volume plus the estimated total 
quantities ofLLW, MLLW, and TRU 
waste that could be rece ived from other 
sites through the end of Hanford site 
waste management operations. All of 
the action alternatives summarized 
below included an anal ysis of the Upper 
Bound vo lume consistent with DOE's 
decisions under the WM PElS (63 FR 
3629, January 23, 1998; 65 FR 10061 , 
February 25, 2000; and 67 FR 56989, 
September 6,2002). 

Grouping of Action Alternatives 

There is a large potential number of 
combinations of the various waste 
streams, potential waste volumes, and 
individual options for their storage, 
treatment, and disposal. To facilitate the 
analysis and presentation of impacts, 
these potentia l combinations were 
grouped into five primary alternatives 
which comprise the range of reasonable 
alternatives fo r managing the waste 
types considered in the HSW EIS. 

Summary of Action Alternatives 

Each action a lternative included the 
Hanford Only, Lower Bound, and Upper 

Bound waste volumes. All of the action 
alternatives assumed contin ued use of 
existing waste management capabi lities 
and facilities, such as opemtion of 
WRAP and the APLs to process and 
certify CH TRU waste, and use of 
existing disposal facilities until new 
ones can be designed, permitted, and 
constructed. All of these alternatives 
assumed all disposal facilities would be 
closed with an engineered barrier (cap) 
designed and installed to meet 
regulatory requirements applicable to 
MLLW disposal facilities. 

AlternatIve Group A-Disposal by 
Waste Type in Deeper, Wider 
Trenches-Onsite and Offsite 
Treatment: New LLW and MLLW 
disposal tre nches would be deeper and 
wide r than those currently in use, and 
facili ties fo r d isposal of MLLW, lLAW, 
and melters would include liners and 
leachate co ll ection systems. Different 
waste types would be disposed of in 
separate facilities. New LLW disposal 
fac ili ti es would be located in the 200 
West Area and ne\-\' MLLW, ILAW, and 
me lter disposa l facilities would be 
located in the 200 East Area. Existing 
facilities would be modified to provide 
processing capabilities for RH TRU 
waste and TRU waste in non-standard 
containers, as well as treatment 
capabilities for RH-MLLW and MLLW 
in non-standard containers. Most CH­
MLLW wou ld be treated in commercial 
treatment facilities. 

Alternative Group B-Disposal by 
Waste Type in Existing Design Disposal 
Trenches-Onsite Treatment: Disposal 
trencbes for LLW and MLLW would be 
of tbe same design as those currently in 
use. Different waste types would be 
disposed of separately. New LLW and 
ILAW disposa l facUities would be 
located in the 200 West Area, and new 
MLLW and melter disposa l facilities 
would be located in the 200 East Area. 
A new facility would be built to provide 
processing capabilities for RH TRU 
waste and TRU waste in non-standard 
containers, as well as treatment 
capabilities for RH-MLLW, most CH­
MLLW, and MLLW in non-standard 
containers. 

Alternative Group C-Disposal by 
Waste Type in Expandable Design 
Facilities-Onsite and Of/site 
Treatment: A single, expandable 
disposal facility (similar to the ERDF) 
would be used for eacb waste type. 
Different waste types would be disposed 
of in separate facil iti es. A new LLW 
disposal facili ty would be located in the 
200 West Area and new MLLW, ILAW, 
and melter disposal facilities would be 
located in the 200 East Area. Treatme nt 
alternatives would be the same as those 
described for Alternative Group A. 

Altemative Group D-Single 
Combined-lise Disposal Facility-Onsite 
and Offsite Treatment: LLW, MLLW, 
ILAW, and melters would be disposed 
of in a single combined-use facility. 
Disposal would occur at one of three 
locations. 

Alternative Group Dl: in the 200 East 
Area near t.he PUREX facility. 

Alternative Group D2: in the 200 East 
Area LLBGs. 

Alternative Croup D3: at the ERDF. 
Treatment alternatives would be the 

same as those described for Alternative 
Group A. Alternative Group 01 was 
identified as the preferred alternative in 
the Final HSW £IS. 

Alternative Group E-Dual 
Combined-use Disposal Facilities­
Onsite and Of/site Treatment: Two 
combined-use disposal faci lities would 
be constructed . One facility would be 
used for disposal of LLW and MLLW, 
and a second would be used for disposal 
of ILA Wand melters. Disposal would 
occur in one of three combinations of 
locations. 

Alternative Group EI : ILAW and 
melters at ERDF, LLW and MLLW 
within the existing 200 East Area 
LLBGs. 

Alternative Croup E1 : ILAW and 
melters at. ERDF, LLW and MLLW in the 
200 East Area near the PUREX facility. 

Alternative Croup E3: ILAW and 
melters in the 200 Area near the PUREX 
facility, LLW and MLLW at ERDF. 

Treatment alternati ves would be the 
same as those described for Alternative 
Group A. 

No Action Alternative 

Analyzing a No Action Alternative is 
required under NEPA regulations and 
provides an environmental baseline 
against whicb the impacts of other 
alternatives can be compared . The HSW 
EIS No Action Alternative would 
continue ongoing waste management 
act.ivities. However, the HSW EIS No 
Action Alternative did not include 
development of new capabilities to 
manage wastes that cannot currently be 
treated, or which are otherwise not 
suitable either for shipment to WIPP or 
for onsite disposa l under the Hanford 
Site solid waste acceptance criteria. 
Under the No Action Alternative, these 
wastes would be stored indefinitely 
with no path forward for ultimate 
disposit ion and DOE would not be able 
to meet all applicable regulatory 
requirements or TPA milestones for 
management of those wastes. 

Hanford's treatment and processing 
capacity under the No Action 
Al ternative wo uld be limited to existing 
onsite capabilities and previously 
established contracts with offsite 
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facilities to treat small quantities of 
MLLW. Disposal ofLLW in the LLBGs 
would continue using trenches of the 
currell t design. The trenches would be 
backfi lled with so il but would not be 
capped. Two existing MLLW trenches 
would be filled to capacity and capped 
in accordance with applicable 
regulations. Processing and certification 
of some CH TRU waste at WRAP and 
the APLs wou ld contin ue, and certified 
wastes would be sh ipped to WIPP. Any 
wastes that could not be treated. 
processed, certified , or disposed of 
would require indefinite storage. The 
ewe would be expanded to store most 
unprocessed or unce rtified TRU waste 
and most untreated LLW and MLLW, as 
well as mehers and other treated MLLW 
exceeding existing disposal capacity. 
Small quantities of waste cou ld a lso be 
stored at other locations, such as T Plant 
or the LLBGs. ILAW would be stored in 
concrete vau lts to be constructed near 
the PUREX facility located in the 
southeastern corner of the Hanford Site 
200 East Area. 

Environmentally Preferable Alternative 

All of the acti on alternative groups 
were estimated to result in low 
environmental impacts, with small 
differences in impacts among the 
a lternative groups. No occupatio na l 
fatalities or increased incidences of 
cancer or fa tal chemical exposures 
ossociated with normal opemtions 
would be expected from any of the 
action alternatives. Although potential 
adverse impacts on soi ls, air quality, 
noise levels, visual resources, 
socioeconomic conditions, resource 
availability, and land use cou ld occur 
wit h any oflhe alternatives, these 
impocts would be low. Potential 
transportation impacts, including 
incidence of cancer ond fatalities from 
accidents, would be very smo li . Because 
transportation impacts are related to the 
number of shi pments, such impacts 
would increase with increasing waste 
volumes being shipped to, from, and 
within the Hanford Site. The maximum 
potentia l transportation impacts 
calculated for all the act ion alternatives 
were associated with the upper bound 
volume and would possibly result in up 
to 75 accidents, up to a total of th ree 
potentia l fatalities resulting from those 
accidents, and up to 10 potential late nt 
cancer fotalities during routine 
transport. A substantial portion of these 
potentia l transportation impacts wou ld 
be from shipments ofTRU waste 
generated at Hanford that DOE had 
previously decided to ship to WIPP for 
disposal. 

No single alternative group could be 
identified as the environmentally 

preferable alternative for all types of 
impacts considered in the HSW EIS. 
Although Alternative Group Dl may 
result in greater potential impocts to the 
shrub-steppe habitat at Hanford than the 
other oiternative groups, it shows 
slightly lower impacts to other resource 
areas. On balance Alternative Group D1 
would be environmentally p referable for 
most types of potential impacts. 

Compared to the other action 
alternotive groups, the preferred 
alternative identified in the Final HSW 
EIS (Alternative Group Dl) wo uld have 
slightly lower long-term impacts on 
water quality and slightly lower long. 
term dose impacts if groundwoter is 
used for dri nking water and other uses, 
but somewhat greater potential for 
disturbance of shrub·steppe hab itat over 
the operational period. Incremental 
doses from radionuclides in 
groundwater at 100 meters from 
disposal facili ti es would not exceed the 
4·millirem·per·year DOE benchmark 
(based on radiation dose conversion 
factors as published in Federal 
Guidance Reports 11 and 12 [EPA-520/ 
1-88-020 and EPA-402-R-93-081, 
respectivelylJ. Due to differences in the 
new disposal facility design, 
construction, operation, location, and 
woste packaging and/or encapsulation 
(which offect the concentration, 
location, and time of any release), 
constituents migrnting from the new 
lined, combined-use disposal facilities, 
when added to impacts remain ing from 
past waste disposal activities, would not 
be expected to result in exceedences of 
maximum contam inant levels 4 in 
ground water at poin ts beyond the 
disposal facili ty boundary. 

Transportation of Waste 

Shipments of LLW, MLLW and TRU 
waste to Hanford and subsequen t 
shipment ofTRU waste from Honford to 
WIPP are the subject of previous 
decisions made under the WM PElS (63 
FR 3629, 65 FR 10061, and 67 FR 56989l 
ond WIPP Disposal Phase Final 
Supplemental EIS SEIS-II (DOEIEIS-
0026-S-2). In response to public 
interest in potential transportotion 
impacts and risks of shipping offsile 
waste to Hanford ond shipments ofTRU 
waste from Hanford to WIPP, the HSW 
EIS includes an updated route·specific 
tra nsportation analysis of potentia l 
LLW, MLLW, and TRU waste shipments 
using Year 2000 census data and an 
updoled version of the RADTRAN 
computer modeling code. The 

4 Contaminant concentration limits for drinking 
water supplied by public water sys tems as set by 
EPA or the Washington State Depanment of Health 
were used as a benchmark in the HSW EIS to 
compare the potential impacts of alternatives. 

transportation ana lyses conducted in 
the HSW EIS confirmed conclusions 
previously reached by the WM PElS. 

Comments on the Final HSW EIS 

Comments on the Final HSW EIS 
were received from the Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatil la Indian 
Reservation, the Confederated Tribes 
and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation, 
members of Congress, EPA, the Stole of 
Washington Department of Ecology, and 
the Oregon Department of Energy. The 
major concerns raised in the comments, 
along with DOE's responses, are as 
follows: 

• Opposition to the importat ion to 
Hanford of waste from other sites, 
primarily LLW and MLLW for disposal, 
in the face of the need to clean up the 
Hanford Site: DOE has decided to 
restrict receipt ofLLW and MLLW fro m 
other sites for disposol at Ha nford. DOE 
is a lso pursuing a strategy whereby 
Hanford's TRU woste, high-level waste, 
and spent nuclear fuel wi ll be shipped 
offsite to federal repositories built to 
provide the high degree of isolation 
from the human environmen t required 
for these wastes. DOE expects that the 
benefits of these actions, coupled with 
other remediation programs at Hanford, 
will contribute significontly to attaining 
sound cleanu p goals for Hanford. 

• Opposition to disposal of LLW in 
unlined trenches and the threat this 
poses to Hanford's groundwater: DOE 
has decided to dispose of LLW in lined 
trenches, effective immediately. DOE 
will use existing lined trenches until the 
new lined, combined· used disposal 
facility is available, which is expected 
in approximately the 2007 time frame. 

• Mitigation necessary to protect 
groundwater and the Columbia River: 
DOE has decided to institu te new 
mitigation measures, including 
installation of secondary leak detection 
capability in the new lined, combined­
use disposal facility , in addition to 
existing mitigation measures 
sum marized in "Mitigation Measures" 
below. 

• Declaration of irretrievable and 
irreversible commitment of groundwater 
as a meallS of abrogating cleanup 
responsibilities: As stated in the HSW 
EIS, DOE believes that already present 
contamination from past practices 
precludes the beneficial use of 
groundwater beneolh portions of the 
Hanford Site for the foreseeable future, 
as a matter of protecting public health. 
DOE wil l continue to use ongoing 
cleanup programs to address 
contaminonts resulting from past 
practices. DOE intends to meet its 
responsibilities for cleanup and site 
remediation and is not changing 
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existing growldwater remediation 
activities or commitments. Groundwater 
protection, monitoring and remediation 
will continue to be performed consistent 
with the TPA, the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) and Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) past-practice 
requirements. 

• Adequacy of groundwater analyses 
in the Final HSW EIS: As stated in the 
HSW EIS, there are uncertainties in the 
data about the geology and groundwater 
at Hanford and in the analytical 
approaches ava ilable to estimate 
potential environmental impacts. DOE 
accounted for uncertainties by using 
conservative assumptions in the 
grou nd water analyses. Accordingly, 
DOE believes that suffici ent information 
current ly exists to enable DOE to make 
informed decisions regarding waste 
management. DOE will continue to 
support ongoing investi gative efforts to 
improve it.s techn ical and analytica l 
capab ilities. 

• Adequacy of the existing 
groundwater monitoring system near 
unlined disposal trenches: Groundwater 
monitoring wells including those near 
W1lined disposa l trenches will be 
installed, operated, and removed from 
service consistent with the TPA and 
applicable regulations. DOE will install 
17 additional well s arowld the LLBGs to 
meet it s commitment under the M-24 
series of TPA milestones. (The M-24 
series ofTPA milestones also has 
mechan isms for determining future 
Hanford Site groundwater monitoring 
needs.) Other monitoring needs for the 
LLBGs will be established through 
ongoing permitting p rocesses with the 
State of Wash ington Department of 
Ecology. The Hanford Site Groundwater 
Strategy (DOE/RL-2002-59, February 
2004) addresses monitoring as part of a 
larger program to protect the 
ground water, monitor the groundwater, 
and continue remediating existing 
contamination. Other TPA milestones 
establish dates for completing 
investigat ions of existing s ites where 
waste was disposed of and deciding 
how these sites will be closed. 

• "Long-term stewardship" is not 
being adequately addressed at Hanford: 
Accelerating cleanup at the Hanford Site 
and dis posing of add itional LLW and 
MLLW from Hanford and other DOE 
sites requires attention to long-term 
stewardsh ip both now and in the fu tu re. 
Hanford Site closure and long-term 
stewardship are being addressed 
consistent with the TPA and app li cable 
CERCLA and DOE requirements, 
including monitoring, periodic 
reassessments of past decisions, and 

institutional controls. These 
requirements address the potential 
app l.ication of new technologies during 
periodic reassessments. DOE will 
continue to refine and implement the 
Hanford Long-Term Stewardship 
Program: Preparation for Environmental 
Management Cleanup Completion 
(DOE/RL-2003-39, August 2003), wh ich 
has been d eve loped with the input of 
regulators and stakeholders over the last 
several years. Because of the need to 
prepare for its post-cleanup miss ion, 
DOE has established the Office of 
Legacy Management to monitor, 
maintain, and reassess sites after they 
are closed. Decisions made in this ROD 
are consistent with existing and 
planning efforts. 

• Lack of information on retrieval and
treatment of tank waste: As stated in the 
HSW EIS, DOE is pre paring the 
"Environ men tal Impact Statement for 
Retrieva l, Treatment, and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closu re of Single-S he ll 
Tanks at the Hanford Site," referred to 
as the Tank Closure Environmental 
Impact Statement (TC EIS). The State of 
Washington Department of Ecology is a 
cooperating agency involved in the 
preparation of the TC EIS. The public 
will have an opportunity to comment on 
the Draft TC EIS. 

• Limited availability of thermal 
treatment capability for some types of 
mixed waste, and DOE's plans for 
managing such wastes are unclear: DOE 
is determining how best to manage 
waste for wh ich no final disposition 
plans currently exist. Though the 
availability of thermal treatment for 
radioactive waste is limited, DOE is 
actively seeking the se rvices necessary 
to treat thermally some Han ford­
generated MLLW in the commercial 
sector. 

• Worker safety: DOE w ill increase 
efforts to protect and enhance worker 
safety and has recently given new 
direction to Hanford contractors 
establi sh ing DOE's expectations of 
measurable safety improvements . DOE's 
Integrated Safety Management System 
principles will continue to be applied to 
ensure extensive worke r involvement in 
planni ng ,v-ork. DOE will conduct 
special emphasis reviews of particular 
issues as app ropriate. 

Decisions 

Storage and Treatment of Low-Level 
Waste and Mixed Low-Level Waste 

DOE has decided to implement the 
actions described in the preferred 
alternative, Alternative Group OJ, for 
storing and treating LLW and MLLW. 
LLW and MLLW will continue to be 
stored in existing faci lities such as the 

 

CWe. Most LLW and MLLW will be 
treated under agreements with offsite 
treatment facilities. Existing onsite 
treatment capabil ities and facilities will 
also continue to be used as appropriate. 
For wastes that cannot be treated at 
existing onsite or offsite faci lities, such 
as RH waste or waste in non-standard 
conta iners, treatment capacity w ill be 
established at Hanford by modifying the 
T Plant Complex as needed. Although 
DOE expects most offsite waste to be 
treated elsewhere before receipt at 
Hanford , small quantities of offsite 
waste (up to 100 m3 of MLLWj w ill be 
received as necessary for onsite 
treatment. 

Disposal of Low-Level Waste and Mixed 
Low-Level Waste 

DOE has decided to implement the 
actions described in the preferred 
alternati ve, A lternative Group D t , for 
disposing of LLW and MLLW at 
Hanford, including the waste resu lting 
from the vitrification process (ILAW and 
mel ters), shou ld they be determined to 
be LLW or MLLW, up to the volumes 
eva luated in the HSW EIS, sub ject to t.he 
limitations on receipt of offsite \Naste 
described below. DOE will constru ct a 
new lined, combined-use facility for 
disposal of this waste nea r the PUREX 
facili ty located in the southeastern 
corner of the Hanford Site 200 East 
Area . The com bi ned-use facility wi ll 
contain separate modules for wastes 
w ith differing characteristics as 
necessary to ensure that wastes placed 
in the same module are suitable for 
disposal together and do not adverse ly 
affect disposal syst.em component s. The 
new facility is projected to be available 
for waste disposal in 2007. 

DOE will continue to dispose of 
MLLW in lined facilities having 
leachate collection systems. In addition, 
effecti ve immediately, DOE will dispose 
of LLW in the existing lined facilities 
and will subsequently dispose of LLW 
in the new lined, combined-use disposal 
facili ty w hen it becomes operational. 
After the end of d isposal operat ions, the 
LLBGs and the new lined, combined-use 
facili ty wi ll be closed by applying an 
engineered barrier (cap) to red uce water 
infiltration and the potential for 
intrusion . 

Also effective immediately, DOE wi ll 
limit the total receipt of add itional 
waste from offsite generators for 
disposal at Hanford to 62,000 m3 of 
LLW and 20,000 m3 of MLLW. Th is is 
less than 25 percent of the Upper Bound 
volume of waste evaluated for offsite 
generators in the HSW EIS. Until the 
new disposa l faci lity is operational, 
DOE will limit receipt of LLW and 
MLLW from offsite generators for 
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disposal at Hanford to no mOfe than 
13,000 m3 , of which no more tha n 5,000 
m3 will be MLLW. 

Storage, Processing, Certification, and 
Shipment of TRU Waste 

DOE has decided to implement the 
actions described in the preferred 
alternative, Alternative Group Dl. to 
process and certify TRU waste for 
shipment to WIPP. WRAP and APLs 
will continue to process and certify 
most CH TRU waste. For TRU waste that 
cannot be processed and certified at 
existing facilities, such as RH or non­
standard containers, DOE will develop 
aosite capability by modifying the T 
Plant Comp lex as necessary to store, 
process, certify, and ship TRU waste to 
WIPP in quantities up to the Upper 
Bound waste volume eva luated in the 
Final HSW EIS (up to 46,000 m3 of 
Hanford TRU waste and up to 1,550 m3 

of offsite TRU waste) . If, through the 
certi fi cation process , any of this waste is 
determined to be LLW, it will be 
disposed of at Hanford in lined trenches 
according to existing procedures, 
Hanford Site solid waste acceptance 
criteria, and consistent with app licable 
regulatory requirements. 

No decision is being made in this 
ROD to transfer TRU waste from other 
sites to Hanford for storage prior to 
disposal at WIPP. Such a decision 
would be made in a separate ROD or 
RODs rev ising, as appropriate, decisions 
preViously made under the WM PEIS.5 
As stated in DOE's decision under the 
WM PElS regarding the treatment and 
storage ofTRU waste, DOE may, in the 
future , decide to ship TRU waste from 
sites that do not have the capability to 
manage th is waste to sites that do have 
this capab il ity, unti l the waste can be 
disposed of at WIPP. The sites that 
could receive such TRU waste are the 
Hanford Site, the Oak Ridge 
Reservation, the Savannah River Si te, 
and the Idaho National Environmental 
and Engineering Laboratory. If DOE 
decides to ship additional offsite TRU 
waste to Hanfo rd for storage, processing, 
or certification p ri or to shipment to 
WIPP, DOE would consider information 
from the WM PElS and the HSW EIS in 
issuing a revised ROD. 

·' Concurrently with the issuance of th is ROD, 
DOE is issuing a revision to tlle WM PElS ROD 
confirming its Septemoor 6. 2002. docision under 
tho WM PElS to transfer a small quantity uf TRU 
waste frum the Battelle West Jefferson North Site in 
Columbus. Ohio. to Hanford. This waste will be 
stored, certified . and processed pending shipment 
to WIPP for disposal. However, these shipments 
will not cummenl:O unless and until the proliminary 
injunction isslLod by the Distric t Court for the 
Eastern District of Washington is lifted. 

Bases for Decisions 

DOE considered potential 
environmental impacts as identified in 
the HSW EIS, cost, applicable regulatory 
requirements, and public comments in 
arriving at it s decisions. Of al l of the 
action alternatives, DOE believes the 
slightly lower long-term impacts on 
water quality in Alternative Group 0 1• 

and the slightly lower long-term dose 
impacts if groundwater is used, offset a 
somewhat greater potential for 
distrnbance of shrub-steppe habitat over 
the operationa l period. Fu ture waste 
disposal operations would be combined 
in a single location in the 200 East Area 
that could provide a un ified regulatory 
pathway to construction , operation, and 
post-closure maintenance of the 
disposal site. The use of lined facilities 
for disposal and signi fi cant limits on the 
recei pt of LLW and MLLW from other 
sites for d isposa l at Hanford is 
responsive to public concerns and 
comments. In addition , the construction 
of a single disposal facility and 
modi fication of the T Plant Complex is 
expected to offer a cost advantage over 
other alternatives. 

Mitigation Measures 

In addi tion to limiting receipt of 
offsite LLW and MLLW and disposing of 
LLW in lined trenches, DOE will adopt 
all practicable measures, which are 
described below, to avoid or minimize 
adverse environmenta l impacts that may 
result from implementing the actions 
described in the Final HSW EIS under 
Alternative Group 0 1• All of these 
measures are eithe r explicitly part of the 
alternatives or are already performed as 
part of routine operations. 

• Storage, treatment, and disposal 
facilities will be designed, constructed, 
and operated in accordance with the 
comprehensive set of DOE requirements 
and app licable regulato ry requirements 
that have been established to protect 
public health and the environment. 
These requirements encompass a wide 
variety of areas, including radiation 
protection, facility design criteria, fire 
protection, emergency preparedness and 
response, and operational safety 
requirements. 

• Waste and other materials will be 
transported in accordance with 
app Ucable U.S. Department of 
Transportation and DOE requirements. 

• RH MLLW and RH TRU waste will 
be transported, sto red, treated, 
processed, and lor certified with 
appropriate shield ing to protect workers 
and tlle public. 

• LLW will be disposed of in facilit ies 
that incorporate dou ble liners and 
leachate collection systems although not 

required by regulation. MLLW wi ll 
continue to be disposed of in such 
facili ties according to applicable 
regulations. 

• Measures will be take n to protect 
construction and operations personnel 
from occupational hazards and the "As­
Low-as-Reasonably-Achievable" 
princip le wi ll be implemented to 
minimize worker exposures to 
radioacti ve and chemical hazards. 

• Emergency response plans will be 
in place to allow rapid response to 
poten ti all y dangerous unplanned 
events. 

• Water and other surface sprays wil l 
be used to control dust emissions, 
especially at borrow sites, gravel or di rt 
haul roads, and during construction 
earthwork. 

• Po ll ution control or treatment will 
be used to reduce or eliminate releases 
of contaminants to the environment and 
meet applicable regulatory standards. 

• Environmental monitoring systems 
wi ll be installed and operated to detect 
potential releases to the environment. 

• Secondary leak detection capabil ity 
wi ll be designed into the new lined, 
combined-use disposal facility. 

• Disturbed areas will be mitigated 
consistent with the Hanford 
Comprehens ive Land-Use Plan 
Environmental Impact Statement Record 
of Decision (64 FR 61615, November 12, 
1999). 

• LLW and MLLW disposal facilities 
wi II be closed with an engineered 
barrier (cap) deSigned and installed to 
meet regulatory requirements applicable 
toMLLW. 

• LLW an d MLLW containing more 
mobile contaminants will continue to be 
disposed of in high-integrity containers 
or by encapsulating the waste in grout. 

• Consideration will be given to 
further protect the environment from 
contaminants of concern (e.g. , iodine-
129, technetium-99) in solid waste from 
the 200 Area Effluent Treatment Faci lity 
and as part of the development of the 
performance assessments and the waste 
acceptance criteria for the new lined , 
combined-use disposal facility. 

• TRU waste stored in the LLBGs wi ll 
continue to be retrieved consistent with 
existing TPA milestones. This waste 
wi ll continue to be shipped from 
Hanford to WIPP fo r disposal. 

Issued in Washington , DC, this 23rd day of 
June 2004. 

Jessie Hill Roberson , 
Assistant Secretory for Environmental 
Management. 
lFR Doc. 04- 14806 Filed 6- 29-{)4; 8:45 am! 

BtLUNG COOE S4S0-01- P 
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Houston Ship Channel (Mile -3) to SH 
146 (Mile 11.4); (2) Deepening and 
widening the channel from Mile 3 to 
Mile 11.4 to match the currently 
maintained channel from the Houston 
Ship Channel to Mile 3 (10 ft deep and 
100 ft wide); (3) Deepening the channel 
to 9 feet from Mile 3 to Mile 11.4; (4) 
Eliminating a series oftight bends 
known as the Devil's Elbow by dredging 
a new channel (Devil's Elbow Cutoff) to 
the north ofthese bends; (5) Creating 
200-ft wide passing lanes in straight 
stretches ofthe channel; and (6) No 
Action. A "no-action" alternative will 
be evaluated and presented fo r 
comparison purposes in evaluating the 
various construction alternatives. 

3. Scoping: The scopin g process will 
involve Federal , State, and Local 
agencies, and other interested persons 
and organizations. Three public scoping 
meetings were held (March 22 , 2000 , 
December 11, 2000 , and March 16, 
2004) to explain the project and solicit 
information about public concerns and 
com ments on the project. Th e 
information provided by the public, 
resource agencies, local indu stry, local 
government, and other interested parties 
was used to help develop planning 
objectives, identify significant resources 
and issues, evalu ate impacts of various 
alternatives, and id entify a plan that 
will be socially and environm entally 
acceptable. Another public meeting will 
be conducted during the public review 
period for the DEIS to update the public 
on the project, collect public comments 
on the DEIS, and discuss various issues 
associated with the channel 
improvements and placement of 
dredge d material. 

4. Coordination: Further coordination 
with environmental agencies will be 
conducted under the National 
Environmental Policy Act, the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, the 
Endangered Species Act, the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, the Clean Water Act, 
the Clean Air Act, the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (Essential Fish Habitat), and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (Texas 
Coastal Management Program). 
Coordination with Federal and State 
regulatory agencies, the Local sponsors, 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
has been initiated and will continue 
throughout the development of the 
DEIS. 

5. DEIS Preparation. It is estimated 
that the DE IS will be available to the 
public for review and comment in 
December 2004. 

Dated: August 10, 2004. 
Carolyn Murphy, 
Chief, Environmental Section. 

IFR Doc. 04- 18516 Filed 8- 12- 04 ; 8:45 ami 

BILLING CODE 37 1G-52-M 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Notice of Proposed Information 
Collection Requests 

AGENCY: Department of Education . 
SUMMARY: The Leader, Regulatory 
Information Management Gro up, Office 
of the Chief Information Officer, invites 
comments on the proposed information 
collection requests as required by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 
DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on October 12, 2004. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Section 
3506 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1995 (44 U.S.c. Chapter 35) requires 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) provide interested 
Federal agencies and the p ublic an early 
opportunity to comment on information 
collection requests . OMB may amend or 
waive the requirement for public 
consultation to the extent that public 
participation in the approval process 
would defeat the purpose of the 
information collection, violate State or 
Federal law, or substantially interfere 
with any agency's ability to perform its 
statutory obligations. The Leader, 
Regulatory Information Management 
Group, Office ofthe Chief Information 
Officer, publishes that notice containing 
proposed information collection 
requests prior to submission ofthese 
requests to OMB. Each proposed 
information coll ection , grouped by 
offi ce, contains the following: (1) Type 
of review requested , e.g. new, revision, 
extension , existing or reinstatement; (2) 
title; (3) summary of the collection; (4) 
description ofthe need for, and 
proposed use of, the information; (5) 
respondents and frequency of 
collection; and (6) reporting andlor 
Recordkeeping burden. OMB invites 
public comment. The Department of 
Education is especially interested in 
public comment addressing the 
fo llowing issues: (1) Is this collection 
necessary to the proper functions of the 
Department; (2) will this info rmation be 
processed and used in a timely manner; 
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate; 
(4) how might the Department enhance 
the quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected: and (5) how 
might the Department minimize the 
burden of this collection on the 
respondents, including through the use 
of information technology. 

Dated: August 10, 2004. 
Angela C. Arrington, 
Leader, Regulatory Information Management 
Group, Office of the Ch ief Information Officer. 

Office of Postsecondary Education 

Type of Review: Reinstatement. 
Title: Student Support Services 

Annual Performance Report. 
Frequency: Ann ually. 
Affected Public: Not-for-profit 

institutions. 
Reporting and Recordkeeping Hour 

Burden: 
Responses: 936. 
Burden Hours: 5,616. 

Abstract: Student Support Services 
Program grantees must submit the report 
annually. The reports are used to 
evaluate grantees' performance, and to 
award prior experience points at the end 
of each project (budget) period. The 
Department also aggregates th e data to 
provid e descriptive information on the 
projects and to analyze the impact ofthe 
Student Support Services Program on 
the aca demic progress of participating 
stu dents . 

Requests for copies ofthe proposed 
information collection request may be 
accessed from http://edicsweb.ed.gov, 
by selecting the "Browse Pending 
Collections" link and by clicking on 
link number 25 99. When you access the 
info rmation collection, click on 
"Download Attachments" to view. 
Written requests fo r info rmation should 
be addressed to U.S. Department of 
Education , 400 Maryland Avenue, SW., 
Potomac Center, 9th Floor, Washington, 
DC 20202-47 00 . Requests may also be 
electronically mailed to the Internet 
address OCIO_RIMG@ed.govorfaxed to 
202-245-6621. Please specify the 
complete title ofthe information 
collection when making yo ur request. 

Comments regarding burden and/or 
the collection activity requirements 
should be directed to Joseph Schubart at 
/oe.Schubart@ed.gov. Individuals who 
use a telecommunications device for the 
deaf (TDD) may call the Federal 
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at 1-
800- 877- 8339. 

IFR Doc. 04-18519 Filed 8-12-04; 8:45 ami 

BILLING CODE 400G-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Notice of Intent To Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Decommissioning of the Fast Flux 
Test Facility at the Hanford Site, 
Richland, WA 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION : Notice of intent. 
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SUMMARY: The u.s. Department of 
Energy (DOE) announces its intent to 
prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) , pursuant to the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA), on proposed 
decommissioning of the Fast Flux Test 
Facility (FFTF) at the Hanford Site , 
Richland, Washington. DOE proposes to 
decommission the FFTF and its support 
buildings on the Hanford Site. 
Altern atives to be analyzed will includ e 
no action, entombment, and removal. 
DATES: DOE invites public comments on 
the proposed scope of this EIS . The 
public scoping period begins with the 
publication ofthis noti ce and concludes 
October 8, 2004. DOE invites Federal 
agencies, Native American Tribal 
Nations, State and local governments , 
and the public to comment on the scope 
ofthis EIS. To ensure consid eration, 
comments must be postmarked by 
Friday, October 8, 2004. Late comments 
will be considered to the extent 
practicable. Two public scoping 
meetings will be held to provide the 
public with an opportunity to ask 
questions on the scope of the EIS, 
discuss concerns with DOE officials, 
and present comments. The locations, 
dates , and times for the meetings are as 
follows: Wednesday, September 22, 
2004, from 7 p.m.-10 p.m., at the Red 
Lion Inn-Hanford House, 802 George 
Washington Way, Ri chl and , Washington 
99352; and on Thursday, September 30 , 
2004, from 7 p.m.-10 p.m., at the Shilo 
Inn, 780 Lindsay Bo ulevard, Idaho Falls, 
Idaho 83402. 
ADDRESSES: Comments or suggestions 
on the scope for the EIS and questions 
concerning the proposed action may be 
submitted to: Mr. Douglas H. Chapin, 
NEPA Document Manager, FFTF 
Decommissioning EIS, U.S. Department 
of Energy, Richland Operations Office, 
Post Office Box 550 , Mail Stop A3-04, 
Richland, Washington, 99352 . You may 
also leave a message at (888) 886- 0821, 
send a fax to (509) 376- 0177, or an e­
mail to: Douglas_H_Chapin@rl.gov. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information about FFTF, to 
request information about this EIS and 
the public scoping meetings, or to be 
placed on the EIS distribution list, 
please contact Mr. Chapin using any of 
the methods identified above. For 
general information about the DOE 
NEPA process, please contact: Ms. Carol 
M. Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA 
Policy and Compliance (EH-42), U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585- 0119, telephone: 
(202) 586-4600 , or leave a message at 
(800) 472-2756. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background: The FFTF is a DOE­

owned, 400-megawatt (thermal) liquid­
metal (sodium) cooled nuclear test 
reactor located on the DOE Hanford 
Site's 400 Area near Richland, 
Washington. FFTF full-scale operations 
were conducted between 1982 and 
1992. DOE operated FFTF as a non­
breeder tes t reactor for the U.S. liquid 
metal fast breeder reactor program 
testing advanced nuclear fuels , 
materials, components , and reactor 
safety designs. DOE also conducted 
ancillary experimental activities 
including cooperative international 
research and irradiation to produce a 
variety of medical and industrial 
isotopes. 

In May 1995, DOE issued the 
Environmental Assessment: Shutdown 
ofthe Fast Flux Test Facility, Hanford 
Site, Richland, Washington (DOE/EA-
0993, May 1995) and Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI , May 1995). 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) 
evaluated the potential impacts 
associated with actions necessary to 
place the FFTF in a radiologically-safe 
and industrially-safe permanent 
shutdown and deactivation condition 
(Phase !), suitable for a long-term 
surveillance and maintenance (Phase II) 
prior to decommissioning (Phase III). 
The EA did not evaluate Phase III. DOE 
determined that an EIS was not required 
for the permanent shutdown and 
deactivation of the FFTF, and issued a 
Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONS!). 

Based on the Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian 
Nuclear Energy Research and 
Development and Isotope Production 
Missions in the United States, Including 
the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility 
(NI-PEIS)(DOE/EIS-0310 , December 
2000) , DOE decided in the Record of 
Decision (ROD) (66 FR 7877, January 26, 
2001), that the permanent closure of 
FFTF was to be resumed, with no new 
missions. Th e NI PElS reviewe d the 
environmental impacts associated with 
enhancing the existing DOE nuclear 
facility infrastructure to provide for the 
fo ll owing missions: (1) Production of 
isotopes for medical , research, and 
industrial uses; (2) production of 
plutonium-238 for use in advanced 
radioactive isotope power systems for 
future National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA) space 
exploration missions, and (3) to support 
the nation's civilian nuclear energy 
research and development needs. In the 
NI PElS, FFTF was evaluated as an 
alternative irradiation services facility 
for the aforementioned missions. 

DOE is currently engaged in the 
permanent deactivation ofthe FFTF 
consistent with the May 1995 FFTF 
Shutdown EA and FONSI and the 
January 26, 2001 , ROD. Major 
deactivation activities underway at this 
time include: washing the FFTF fuel to 
remove sodium, placing the fuel into 
dry cask storage, draining sodium 
systems , and deactivating auxiliary 
plant systems. The FFTF fuel, which 
includes so dium-bond ed fu el, is bein g 
managed and dis positioned consistent 
with previous applicable DOE NEP A 
decisions (see "Related NEPA 
Reviews"). 

Proposed Action: NEP A requires the 
preparation of an EIS for major federal 
actions that significantly affect the 
quality ofthe human environment. DOE 
is preparing an EIS (DOE/EIS-0364) for 
proposed FFTF decommissioning 
activities. 

DOE's purpose and need is to reduce 
long-term risks associated with the 
deactivated FFTF and its ancillary 
support facilities, and to reduce 
surveillance and maintenance costs . In 
order to meet this purpose and need, 
DOE proposes to decommi ssion the 
deactivated FFTF and its support 
fac ilities by September 2012, consistent 
with the ongoing Request for Proposal 
No. DE-RP06- 04RL14600 for the FFTF 
Closure Project. Alternatives for 
accomplishing this proposed action 
described below. 

Preliminary Alternatives: Consistent 
with NEPA implementation 
requirements, the EIS will assess the 
range of reasonable alternatives 
regarding DOE's need for 
decommissioning the FFTF, and a No 
Action alternative. The EIS will provide 
a means for soliciting public in put on 
the alternatives to be analyzed as part of 
DOE's decisionmaking process. DOE's 
current proposed alternatives include 
entombment and removal. 

Other reasonable alternatives that may 
arise during public scoping and 
preparation of the draft EIS would also 
be considered. Because DOE has made 
a programmatic decision to permanently 
shutdown and deactivate FFTF, and is 
currently performing deactivation 
activities consistent with this decision, 
restart ofthe FFTF is not considered a 
reasonable decommissioning 
alternative. The preferred alternative for 
decommissioning would be identified in 
the EIS and DOE's decision would be 
announced in a ROD. Consistent with 
this ROD, DOE would also prepare any 
regulatory documents that might be 
required as a result of permitting, 
closure, or documentation requirements 
under the Atomic Energy Act; the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
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Act, and the Washington State 
Hazardous Waste Management Act of 
1976; or the Comprehensive 
Environmental, Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act. In 
meeting any State (of Washington) 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
requirements related to state permitting
or other regulatory actions, the State of
Washington Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) can adopt a NEPA document 
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if it determines that it is sufficient to 
meet SEPA requirements. DOE intends 
to coordinate with Ecology to ensure 
these needs are addressed. 

The EIS will analyze reasonable 
alternatives for the management and 
disposition of FFTF waste, and 
reasonable onsite (Hanford Site) and 
offsite (Idaho) altem atives for the 
management and dispositi on of the 
Hanford Site radioactive sodium 
inventory. 

The proposed alternatives to be 
considered in the EIS include: 

• No Action Alternati ve . The Counci
on Environmental Quality NEP A 
Regulation s (40 CFR parts 1500-1508) , 
and the DOE NEPA Regulations (10 CF
part 1021) require analysis of a No 
Action alternative. Under this 
alternative, deactivation would be 
completed consistent with previous 
NEPA decisions, such that the FFTF a
support buildings could be maintained
in a long-term surveillance and 
maintenance condition for the 
foreseeable future; no decommissionin
would occur. The facility would be 
monitored and periodic s urveillance 
and maintenance performed to ensure 
th at no environmental releases or safety
issues develop. Th e impacts from this 
No Action alternative will be used as 
the basis for comparing the impacts of 
the action alternatives. 

• Entombment Alternative . Under 
this alternative, DOE would 
decontaminate, dismantl e, and remove
th e FFTF Reactor Containment Buildin
dome (and structures within) above 
grade level (i.e. , 550 feet above mean se
level). The FFTF Reactor Vessel, 
contained within the Reactor 
Containment Building, along with 
radioactive and contaminated 
equipm ent, components, piping, and 
materials, including any asbestos, 
depleted uranium shielding, and lead 
shielding, would remain in place. The 
Reactor Containment Building below 
grade level would be fill ed with grout o
other suitable fill materia l to immobiliz
remaining radioactive and chemi cally­
hazardous materials to the maximum 
extent practicabl e, and to minimize 
subsidence. The Reactor Containment 
Building fill material may include 
hazardous, and/or radioactive and 

contaminated materials, as allowed by 
regulations. A regulatory-compliant, 
engineered barrier would be used to 
cover the filled area. The barrier, 
together with the lower Reactor 
Containment Buildin g structure and 
internal structures, and the 
immobilization and/or subsidence 
matrix would comprise the entombment 
structure (i.e., the entombed area). 

The FFTF su pport buildings outside 
the entombed area, would be 
decontaminated and demolished to 
below grade level, backfilled , and 
remediated, as appropriate. Below-grade 
portions would be backfilled and 
covered to minimize free (void) spaces. 
Appropriate institutional controls 
would also be implemented (e.g., deed 
restrictions, etc.). 

• Remo val Alternati ve. Under this 
alternative , DOE wo uld decontaminate, 
dismantle, and remove the Reactor 
Containment Buildin g dome (and 
structures within) above grade level. 
The Reactor Vessel, contained within 
the Reactor Containment Building 
below grade level, along with 
radioactive and contaminated 
equipment, components, piping, and 
materials, including any asbestos, 
depleted uranium shi elding, and lea d 
shielding, would al so be removed. The 
removed radioactive and contaminated 
equipment, components, piping, and 
materials would include intermediate 
heat exchangers, primary pumps, 
primary isolation valves, primary 
overflow tanks, Interim Examination 
and Maintenance Cell equipment, test 
assembly hardware, and th e Interim 
Decay Storage tank. Additional 
radioactive and contaminated 
equipment from the Reactor 
Containment Building and the FFTF 
Heat Transport System would also be 
removed , as necessary. The remove d 
radioactive and contaminated 
equipment, components, piping, and 
materials would be disposed of in 
appropriate Hanford Site 200 Area 
disposal units such as, but not 
necessaril y limited to, the existing 
Environmental Restoration and Disposal 
Facility or the Integra ted Disposal 
Facility, w hich is p ropose d for 
construction . The Reactor Containm ent 
Building (and structures within) at 
grade and below grade , and the FFTF 
support buildings outside the Reactor 
Containment Building area, would be 
decontaminated and demolished to 
below grade, backfille d and covered to 
minimi ze free (void) spaces), and 
remediated, as appropriate. Appropriate 
institutional controls would also be 
implemented (e.g. , deed restrictions, 
etc.). 

EIS Schedule: This EIS will be 
prepared pursuant to NEP A, the Council 
on Environmental Quality Regulations 
for Implementing the Proce dural 
Provisions ofNEPA (40 CFR parts 1500-
1508), and DOE's NEPA Implementing 
Procedures (10 CFR part 1021). 
Following publication of this Notice of 
Intent, DOE will conduct a 45-day 
public scoping period, including public 
scoping meetings; and prepare and 
distribute the draft EIS. A comment 
period on the draft EIS is planned , 
w hi ch will include public hearings to 
receive comments. Availability ofth e 
draft EIS, the dates of the public 
comment period, and information about 
the public hearings will be announced 
in the Federal Register and in local 
news media. The fin al EIS is scheduled 
for issuance by September 200 5. A ROD 
would be issued n o sooner than 30 days 
after publi cation ofthe Environmental 
Protection Agency's (EPA's) Notice of 
Availability ofthe final EIS in the 
Federal Register. 

Preliminary Identification of 
Environmental and Other Issues 

DOE intends to analyze the following 
issues wh en assessing the potential 
environmental impacts ofthe proposed 
action and alternatives in this EIS. DOE 
invites comments on these and any 
other issues that should be addressed in 
this EIS. 

• Potential accident scenarios at 
appropriate on site (Hanford Site) and 
offsite locations associated with the 
decommissioning ofthe FFTF and 
su pport facilities and with the 
management and disposition of 
resulting waste and Hanford Site 
radioactive so dium inventory. 

• Potential effects on the public and 
onsite workers from releases of 
radiological and nonradiological 
materials during decommissioning 
operations and reasonably foreseeable 
accidents. 

• Potential long-term risks resulting 
from the management and disposition of 
the FFTF waste and Hanford Site 
radioactive so dium inventory. 

• Potenti al effects on air quality, and 
water quantity and quality from 
decommissioning operations and 
reasonably foreseeable accidents. 

• Potential cum ulative effects, 
including impacts from other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable 
actions at or in the vicinity of the 
Hanford Site. 

• Potenti al effects on biological 
resources (e.g., rare, threatened, or 
endangered species and their habitat). 

• Potential effects on archaeological! 
cultural/historical sites. 
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• Potential effects from transportati on 
activ ities and from reasonably 
foreseeable transportation accidents . 

• Potential socioeconomic impacts on 
surrounding communities. 

• Potential for disproportionately 
high and adverse effects on low-income 
and minority populations 
(Environmental Justice). 

• Potential, unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects. 

• Potential, short-term uses ofthe 
environment versus long-term 
productivity. 

• Potential irreversible and 
irretrievable commitment of resources. 

• Potential consumption of natural 
resources and energy, including water, 
geologic materials, natural gas , and 
electricity. 

• Potential polluti on preventi on , 
w aste minimization , and mitigative 
measures. 

Related NEPA Reviews: Listed below 
are some ofthe key NEPA documents to 
be considered in relation to the EIS: 

• Environmental Statement, Fast Flux 
Test Facility, Richland, Washington 
(WASH-1510 , May 1972). This 
Environmental Statement (prepared by 
the u.s. Atomic Energy Commission) 
assessed the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the FFTF 
Project. 

• Final Environmental Impact 
Statement: Department of Energy 
Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel 
Management and Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory Environmental 
Restoration and Waste Management 
Programs (DOE/EIS-0203, April 1995) 
and ROD (60 FR 28680, May 1, 1995). 
This EIS analyzed (at a programmatic 
level) the potential environmental 
consequences over the next 40 years of 
alternatives related to the 
transportation, receipt, processing, and 
storage of spent nuclear fuel under the 
responsibility of DOE. For programmatic 
spent nuclear fuel management, this EIS 
analyzed alternatives of no action , 
decentralization, regionalization, 
centrali zation, and th e use ofthe plans 
th at existed in 1992 and 1993 for th e 
management ofth ese materials . 

• Environmental Assessment: 
Shutdown ofthe Fast Flux Test Facility, 
Hanford Site , Richland , Washington and 
FONSI (DOE/EA-0993 , May 1995). This 
EA evaluated the impacts associated 
with deactivation actions necessary to 
place the FFTF in a radiologically- and 
industrially-safe condition (Phase I) , 
suitable for long-term surveillance and 
maintenance (Phase II) prior to 
decommissioning (Phase III). The EA 
did not evaluate Phase III. DOE 
determined that an EIS was not required 
for the permanent sh utdown and 

deactivation ofth e FFTF and issued a 
FONS!. 

• Environmental Assessment: 
Management of Hanford Site Non­
Defense Production Reactor Spent 
Nuclear Fuel, Hanford Site , Richland , 
Washington and FONSI (DOE/EA-1185 , 
March 1997). This EA evaluated the 
environmental impacts associated with 
actions necessary to place the Hanford 
Site's non-defense production reactor 
spent nuclear fuel, which includes 
FFTF's spent nuclear fuel, in a 
radiologically- and industrially-safe, 
and passive, consolidated storage 
condition pending final 
decommissioning. DOE determined that 
the interim management and storage of 
the subject spent nuclear fuel at the 
Hanford Site did not require an EIS and 
issued a FONS!. 

• Environmental Assessment: 
Shutdown of Experimental Breeder 
Reactor-II (EBR-II) at Argonne National 
Laboratory-West and FONSI (DOE/EA-
1199, September 1997). This EA 
addresse d the placement ofEBR-II and 
its supporting facilities in an 
industrially and radiologically safe 
shutdown condition pending ultimate 
decommissioning, including the 
draining ofthe primary and secondary 
sodium and reaction ofthe sodium in 
the Sodium Processing Facility. The EA 
did not evaluate final decontamination 
and decommissioning of EBR-ll or the 
Sodium Processing Facility. DOE 
determined that an EIS was not required 
and issued a FONS!. 

• Final Hanford Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0222, September 
1999) and ROD (64 FR 61615, November 
12, 1999). This EIS focused on 
developing an overall strategy for future 
land use at Hanford and included a 
proposed comprehensive land use plan 
for the Hanford Site for at least the next 
50 years of ownership. DOE decided in 
the ROD that the 400 Area would be 
designated "industrial." This land-use 
designation supports the 1997 EPA 
Brownfields Initiative for contaminated 
areas ("Brown fields Economi c 
Development Initiative, EPA 500-F-97-
158, U .S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Washington, D.C., September 
1997.") 

• Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Treatment and 
Management of Sodium-Bonded Spent 
Nuclear Fuel (DOE/EIS-0306 , July 2000) 
and ROD (65 FR 56565, September 19, 
2000). This EIS evaluated strategies to 
remove or stabilize the reactive sodium 
contained in a portion of DOE's spent 
nuclear fuel inventory to prepare the 
spent nuclear fuel for disposal in a 
geologic repository. The EIS analyzed, 

under the propose d acti on , six 
alternatives that employ one or more of 
the following technology options at 
nucl ear fu el management faciliti es at the 
Savannah River Site or the INEEL: 
electrometallurgical treatment; the 
plutonium-uranium extraction process ; 
packaging in high-integrity cans; and 
the melt and dilute treatment process. 
DOE decided in the ROD to implement 
the preferred alternative of 
electrometallurgically treating the EBR­
II spent nuclear fuel and miscellaneous 
small lots of sodium bonded spent 
nuclear fuel at the ANL-W facility at the 
INEEL. FFTF has a small inventory of 
sodium bonded fuel identified in this 
EIS. 

• Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, Commercial Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Disposal Site, 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, 
State of Washington Department of 
Ecology (May 2004)). This EIS was 
prepared by Ecology to evaluate 
pending actions, including an operating 
license re new al, at the existing 
commercial low-l evel radioactive w aste 
disposal site located on the Hanford Site 
in Ri chland , Washington. 

• Final Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement for Accomplishing 
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy 
Research and Development and Isotope 
Production Missions in the United 
States, Including the Role ofthe Fast 
Flux Test Facility (NI-PEIS, DOE/EIS-
0310 , December 2000) and ROD (66 FR 
7877, January 26, 2001). This nuclear 
infrastructure programmatic ElS 
evaluated the proposed expansion ofthe 
nuclear irradiation capabilities for 
accomplishing civilian nuclear energy 
research and development activities, 
accommodating the projected growth in 
demand for medical and industrial 
isotopes, and production of plutonium-
238 to support future National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
space exploration missions. Also 
include d was an alternative to 
permanently deactivate the FFTF. The 
EIS concluded that "lack of clear 
commitments from likely users 
discouraged the Department from 
planning to build new facilities or to 
restart the FFTF." DOE decided in the 
ROD that the FFTF would be 
permanently deactivated. 

• Final Hanford Site Solid 
(Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste 
Program Environmental Impact 
Statement, Richland , Washington (DOEI 
EIS-0286 , January 2004) and ROD (69 
FR 39449, June 30, 2004). This EIS 
evaluated alternatives to provide 
capabilities to treat , store , andlor 
dispose of existing and anticipated 
quantities of solid low-level waste 
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(LLW) , mixed low-l evel waste (MLLW) , 
Transuranic (TRU) waste, and 
immobilized low activity waste to 
support clean up at Hanford and to 
assist other DOE sites in com pleting 
th eir cleanup programs. DOE decid ed in 
the ROD to (1) limit the volumes ofLLW 
and MLLW received at Hanford from 
other sites for disposal; (2) dispose of 
LLW in lined disposal faciliti es, a 
practice already used for MLLW; (3) 
construct and operate a lined, 
combined-use disposal facility 
(previously referenced in this Notice of 
Intent as the "Integrated Disposal 
Facility") in Hanford's 200 East Area for 
disposal ofLLW and MLLW, and further 
limit offsite waste receipts until the IDF 
is constructed; (4) treat LLW and MLLW 
(requ iring treatment) at either offsite 
facilities or existing or modified 
facilities, as appropriate; and (5) use 
existing and modified ansite facilities to 
store, process, and certify TRU waste for 
subsequent shipment to the DOE Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant. 

• Environmental 1m pact Statement 
for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell 
Tanks at th e Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington (DOE/EIS-0356). This EIS 
will evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts ofthe proposed 
action and range of reasonabl e 
alternatives, including no action, to 
treating and disposing of the subject 
tank waste and the safe management 
and closure of the subject tanks. The 
document is currently in development 
and a draft EIS has not yet been issued. 

Public Reading Rooms 

Documents referenced in this Notice 
of Intent and related information are 
available at the following locations: 
DOE Reading Room, WSU Tri-Cities, 
2710 University Drive, Richland, 
Washington 99352, 509-372-7443; and 
the U.S. Department of Energy 
Headquarters Public Reading Room , 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., Room 
1E-190 (ME-74) FORS, Washington, DC 
20585, 202-586-3142. 

Issued in Washington, DC on August 9, 
2004. 

John Spitaleri Shaw, 

Acting Assistant Secretary, Office of 
Environment, Safety and Health . 
[FR Doc. 04- 18535 Filed 8- 12- 04; 8;45 amI 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Amended Record of Decision for the 
Department of Energy 's Final 
Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Accomplishing 
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy 
Research and Development and 
Isotope Production Missions In the 
United States, Including the Role of the 
Fast Flux Test Facility, DOElEIS-031 0 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Amended record of decision. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 
(DOE), pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.315, its 
implementing regulations under the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP A) , is amending its Record of 
Decision (ROD) (66 FR 7877, January 26, 
2001) for its Final Programmatic 
Environm ental Impact Statement for 
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian 
Nuclear Energy Research and 
Development and Isotope Prod uction 
Missions in the United States, Including 
the Role ofthe Fast Flux Test Facility 
(Nuclear Infrastructure (NI) PElS). DOE 

 had decided to transport neptunium-237 
(Np-2 37), after conversion to neptunium 
oxide (Np02), from DOE's Savannah 
River Site (SRS) to the Radiochemical 
Engineering Development Center 
(REDC) at the Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory (ORNL) for use in 
production ofplutonium-238 in the 
future. Np-237 is categorized as special 
nuclear material (SNM) . After the 
September 11, 2001 , terrorist attack, 
storage of all SNM requires additional 
security and safeguards. Since REDC 
does not meet security requirements for 
storage of SNM, it would require costly 
security upgrades to qualify for safe 
storage of Np02. DOE 's Argonne 
National Laboratory-West (ANL-W) site, 
located in Idabo , meets the security 
requirements for storage of SNM, 
currently stores such materials, and has 
the storage space available for storage of 
Np02. 

DOE prepared a Supplement Analysis 
(SA) for the NI PElS for the change of 
storage location of Np02 from REDC to 
ANL-W (DOE/EIS-0310-SA-01) to 
determine whether further NEPA review 
is required. DOE has determined that no 
additional NEPA review is necessary 
because the relocation and change in 
storage location does not constitute a 
substantial change in the original 
proposed action, and th e impacts 
analyzed in the NI PElS bound the 
impacts oftransfer to and storage at the 
new proposed storage location. 
Th erefore, DOE has decided to change 
its decision on the storage location for 
Np02 from REDC to ANL-W. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT; For 
further information on this project or to 
receive copies of the SA, initial ROD, or 
this Amended ROD contact; Dr. 
Rajendra Sharma, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Office of Nuclear Energy, 
Science and Technology, 19901 
Germantown Road, Germantown, 
Maryland 20874, telephone (301) 903-
2899 , fax (301) 903-5005 , e-mail: 
Rajendra.Sharma@nuclear.energy.gov. 
For general information on the DOE 
NEPA process, contact Ms. Carol M. 
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEP A 
Policy and Compliance, EH-421 
Forrestal Building, U.S. Department of 
Energy, 1000 Ind ependence Avenue, 
SW. , Washington, DC 20585-0119 , 
telephone (202) 586-4600 or leave a 
message at (800) 472-2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION; 

Background 

The SRS has the remaining domestic 
inventory of recovered Np-237 which is 
no longer useable at that site because 
production of Pu-2 38 is no longer 
possible since the reacto rs have been 
shutdown. To support the future 
production of Pu-238 for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) and national security missions, 
DOE must convert this material to 
neptunium oxide (Np02), a stable form, 
that can be safely stored and used later 
to produce Pu-238. The Np02 also needs 
to be relocated and stored at a site that 
meets the security requirements for 
storage of SNM (Np-2 37 is categorized 
as SNM) and is readily available for 
production ofPu-238. After analyzing 
various alternatives, DOE originally 
selected REDC, located at ORNL, for 
storage of Np02. However, REDC no 
longer meets the security requirements 
for storage of SNM and would have to 
incur costly upgrades to comply with 
such requirements. ANL-W site in 
Idaho already stores SNM and meets the 
enhanced security requirements for 
storage of SNM. 

The proposed plan calls for the 
shipment of approximately 70 drums 
containing small cans of Np02 to ANL­
W beginning in FY 2004 and ending in 
FY 2006. For shipment from SRS, one 
to three (depending on mass of 
neptunium, no more than 6 kg) crimp­
sealed cants) of Np02 will be placed 
insid e a 35-gallon shipping drum. Th e 
drums will be transported to ANL-W 
where the material will be stored until 
nee ded for Pu-238 production. 

Basis for Decision 

DOE has prepared a SA (DOE/EIS-
0310- SA- 01) in accordance with the 
Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) and DOE regulations 
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addressed as follows : Office of 
Electricity Delivery & Energy Reliability 
(Mail Code OE-20) , u.s. Department of 
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20585-0350 (FAX 
202- 586- 5860). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ellen Russell (Program Office) 202-586-
9624 or Michael Skinker (Program 
Attorney) 202-586-2793. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Exports of 
electricity from the United States to a 
foreign country are regulated and 
require au thorization under section 
202(e) ofthe Federal Power Act (FP A) 
(16 U.S.c. 824a(e)) . 

On December 14, 2005, the 
Department of Energy (DOE) received an 
appli cation from MAG E.S. to transmit 
electric energy from the United States to 
Canada. MAG E.S. is a Canadian 
corporation with its princi pal place of 
business in Montreal, Qu ebec. MAG E.S. 
has requested an electricity export 
authorization with a 5-year term. MAG 
E.S. does not own or control any 
transmission or distribution assets, nor 
does it have a franchised service area. 
The electric energy which MAG E.S. 
proposes to export to Canada would be 
purchased from electric utilities and 
Federal power marketing agencies 
within the U.S. 

MAG E.S. will arrange for the delivery 
of exports to Canada over the 
international transmission facilities 
owned by Basin Electric Power 
Cooperative , Booneville Power 
Administration, Eastern Maine Electric 
Cooperative, International Transmission 
Co., Joint Owners of the Highgate 
Project, Long Sault , Inc., Maine Electric 
Power Company, Maine Public Service 
Company, Minnesota Power, Inc., 
Minnkota Power Cooperative, Inc. , New 
York Power Authority, Niagara Mohawk 
Power Corp. , Northern States Power 
Company and Vermont Electric 
Transmission Co . 

The construction , operation, 
maintenance, and connection of each of 
the international transmission facilities 
to be utilized by MAG E.S. has 
previously been authorized by a 
Presidential permit issued pursuant to 
Executive Order 10485, as amended. 

Procedural Matters: Any person 
desiring to become a party to this 
proceeding or to be heard by fi ling 
comments or protests to this application 
shou ld fil e a petition to intervene, 
comment or protest at the address 
provided above in accordance with 
§§ 385.211 or 385.214 of the FERC's 
Rules of Practice and Procedures (1 8 
CFR 385.211 , 385.214) . Fifteen copies of 
each petition and protest should be filed 

with DOE on or before the date listed 
above. 

Comments on the MAG E.S. 
application to export electric energy to 
Canada should be clearly marked with 
Docket EA- 306. Add itional copies are to 
be fil ed directly with Martin Gauthier, 
Director, MAG E.S. Energy Solutions 
Inc., 486 Ste-Catherine W, #402 , 
Montreal, QC, Canada H3B lA6. 

A fin al decision will be made on this 
application after the environmental 
impacts have been evaluated pursuant 
to the National En vironmental Policy 
Act of 1969, and a determination is 
made by the DOE that the proposed 
action will not adversely impact on the 
reliability of the U.S. electric power 
supply system. 

Copies ofthis application will be 
made available , upon request, for public 
inspection and copying at the address 
provided above or by accessing the 
program 's Home Page at http:// 
WWW'.electricity.doe.gov. Upon reaching 
the Home page, select "Divisions, " then 
"Permitting Siting & Analysis ," then 
"Electricity Imports/Exports," and then 
"Pending Proceedings" from the options 
menus. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on January 26 , 
2006. 

Anthony J. Como, 
Director, Permitting and Siting, Office of 
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability. 
[FR Doc. E6-1392 Filed 2-1-06; 8:45 amI 
BILLING CODE 645G-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

NotIce of Intent To Prepare the Tank 
Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Hanford Site, Richland, WA 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) announces its intent to 
prepare a new environmental impact 
statement (EIS) for its Hanford Site 
(Hanford) near Richl and , Washington, 
pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its 
implementing regulations at 40 CFR 
Parts 1500- 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021. 
The new EIS, to be titled the Tank 
Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC 
& WM EIS) , will implement a 
Settlement Agreement announced on 
January 9, 2006, among DOE, the 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) and the State of 
Wash ington Attorney General's office . 
The Agreement serves as settlement of 

NEPA claims in the case State of 
Washington v. Bodman (Civil No. 2:0 3-
cv-05018-AAM) , which addressed the 
Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive 
and Hazardous) Waste Program EIS, 
Richland, Washington (HSW EIS, DOE/ 
EIS-0 286 , January 2004) . 

Ecology will continue its role as a 
Cooperating Agency in the preparation 
ofthe TC & WM EIS. Ecology already 
was acting in that capacity during the 
ongoing preparation ofthe EIS for 
Retrieval, Treatment and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of the Single­
Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington (TC EIS, DOE/ 
EIS-035 6, Notice of Intent [NOIl at 68 
FR 1052, Jan uary 8, 2003) . The TC & 
WM EIS will revise , update and 
reanalyze groundwater impacts 
previously addressed in the HSW EIS. 
That is, the TC & WM EIS will provide 
a single, integrated analysis of 
groundwater at Hanford for all waste 
types addressed in the HSW EIS and the 
TC EIS. As a result, the TC & WM EIS 
will include a reanalysis of onsite 
disposal alternatives for Hanford's low­
level radioactive waste (LLW) and 
mixed low-level radioactive waste 
(MLLW) and LLW and MLLW from 
other DOE sites. The TC & WM EIS will 
revise and update other potential impact 
areas previously addressed in the HSW 
EIS as appropriate . Finally, the TC & 
WM EIS will incorporate existing 
analyses from the HSW EIS that do not 
affect and are not directly affected by 
the waste disposal alternatives after 
review or revision as appropriate. DOE 
will continue its ongoing analysis of 
alternatives for the retrieval, treatment, 
storage, and disposal of underground 
tank wastes and closure of underground 
single-shell tanks (SST). In add ition, 
DOE plans to include the ongoing Fast 
Flux Test Facility Decommissioning EIS 
(FFTF EIS, DOE/EIS-0364, NO! at 69 FR 
50178, August 13, 2004) in the scope of 
the new TC & WM EIS , in order to 
provide an integrated presentation of 
currently foreseeable activities related to 
waste management and cleanup at 
Hanford. 

In accordance with the Settlement 
Agreement, DOE will not ship offsite 
waste to Hanford for storage, processing, 
or disposal until a Record of Decision 
(ROD) is issue d pursuant to the TC & 
WM EIS, except under certain limited 
exemptions as provided in the 
Settlement Agreement. 

DOE is solicitin g comments on the 
proposed scope ofthe new TC & WM 
EIS. Comments previously submitted in 
response to the 2003 NO! for the TC EIS 
and the 2004 NO! for the FFTF EIS are 
being considered and need not be 
resubmitted. 
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DATES: DOE invites Federal agencies, 
American Indi an tribal nations, state 
and local governments , and the public 
to comment on the scope of the planned 
TC & WM EIS. DOE will consider all 
comments received by March 6, 2006 , as 
well as comments received after that 
date to the extent practicable. DOE 
plans to bold public meetings at tbe 
following locations: 

Hood River, Oregon ; February 21 , 
2006. 

Portland , Oregon; February 22 , 2006. 
Seattle, Washington; February 23 , 

2006. 
Richland, Washington, February 28, 

2006 . 
The public meetings will address the 

scope of the planned TC & WM EIS. 
DOE will provide additional notification 
of the meeting times and locations 
through newspaper advertisements and 
other appropriate media. 
ADDRESSES: To submit comments on the 
scope of the TC & WM EIS or to request 
copies of the references listed herein, 
including references listed in Appendix 
A, contact: Mary Beth Burandt, 
Document Manager, Office of River 
Protection, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Posl Office Box 450, Mail Slop H6-60, 
Richland, WA 99352. Eleclronic mail: 
TC&WMEIS@saic.com . Fax: 509-376-
3661. Telephone and voice mail: 509-
373- 9160 . 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
informalion on DOE 's NEPA process, 
contact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, 
Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance 
(EH-421, U.S. Department of Energy, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585. Telephone 202-
586- 4600, or leave a message at 1- 800-
472-2756. 

This NO! will be available on DOE's 
NEPA Web site athttp:// 
www.eh.doe.gov/nepaand the TC & WM 
EIS Web site at http://www.hanford.gov/ 
orp/ (c1i ck on Public Involvement). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Background 

The Han ford Site is located in 
southeastern Washington State along the 
Columbia River, and is approximately 
586 square miles in size . Hanford's 
mission included defense-re lated 
nuclear research , developme nt, and 
weapons production activities from the 
early 1940s to approximately 1989. 
During tbat period, Hanford operated a 
plutonium production complex with 
nine nuclear reactors and associated 
processing facilities. These activities 
created a wide variety of chemical and 
radioactive wastes. Hanford's mission 
now is focused on the cleanup ofthose 
wastes and ultimate closure of Hanford. 

To this end , DOE manages several types 
of radioactive wastes at Hanford: (1) 
High-level radioactive waste (HLW) as 
defin ed under the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act [42 U.S.C . 10101]; (2) transuranic 
(TRU) waste, which is waste containing 
alpba-particle-emitting radionuclides 
with atomic numbers greater than 
uranium (i.e. , 92) and half-lives greater 
than 20 years in concentrations greater 
than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste; 
(3) LLW, which is radioactive waste that 
is neither HLW nor TRU waste; and (4) 
MLLW, which is LLW containing 
hazardous constituents as defined under 
the Resource Conservation an d 
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA, 42 U.S.c. 
6901 et seq.). 

At present, DOE is constructing a 
Wasle Trealmenl Planl (WTP) in lhe 
200-East Area of the site. The WTP will 
separate waste stored in Hanford 's 
underground tanks into HLW and low­
activity waste (LAW) fractions. HLW 
will be treated in the WTP and stored 
at Hanford until it can be shipped to the 
proposed repository at Yucca Mountain , 
Nevada. Immobilized LAW waste would 
be treated in the WTP and disposed of 
at Hanford as decided in the ROD issued 
in 1997 (62 FR 8693) , pursuant to the 
Tank Waste Remediation System. 
Hanford Site. Richland. Washington. 
Final EIS (TWRS EIS , DOE/EIS-0189 , 
August 1996). DOE is processing 
Hanford's contact-bandied TRU waste 
(which does not require special 
protective shielding) for shipment to the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near 
Carlsbad, New Mexico , consistent with 
the 1998 RODs (63 FR 3624 and 63 FR 
3629) for treatment and disposal of TRU 
waste under the Final Waste 
Management Programmatic EIS for 
Managing Treatment. Storage, and 
Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous 
Waste (WM PElS, DOE/EIS-0200) and 
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal 
Phase Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (WIPP 
SEIS-II, DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 
199 7). DOE is disposing of Hanford's 
LLW and MLLW onsite, consistent with 
the ROD for treatment and disposal of 
these wastes under the WM PElS (65 FR 
10061). This ROD also designates 
Hanford as a regional disposal site for 
LLW and MLLW from other DOE sites. 

In January 2003 , DOE issued an NO! 
(68 FR 1052) to prepare the TC EIS 
(DOE/EIS-0356). The proposed scope of 
the TC EIS included closure ofthe 149 
underground SSTs and newly available 
information on supplemental treatment 
fortbe LAW from all 177 tanks, wbicb 
contain a total of approximately 53 
million gallons of waste. 

In March 2003 , Ecology initiated 
litigation on issues related to 

importation, treatment, and disposal of 
radioactive and hazardous waste 
generated offsite as a result of nuclear 
defense and research activities . The 
Court enjoined shipment of offsite TRU 
waste to Hanford for processing and 
storage pending sbipment to WIPP. 

In January 2004, DOE issued the HSW 
EIS and a ROD (69 FR 39449) , which 
addressed ongoing solid waste 
management operations, and announced 
DOE's decision to dispose of Hanford 
and a limited volume of offsite LLW and 
MLLW in a new Integrated Disposal 
Facility in the 200-East Area of Hanford. 
DOE also decided to continue sending 
Hanford 's MLLW offsite for treatment 
and to modify Hanford 's T-Plant for 
processing remole-handled TRU wasle 
and MLLW (which require prolective 
shielding) . 

Ecology amended its March 2003 
complaint in 2004, challenging the 
adequacy of the HSW EIS analysis of 
offsite waste importation. In May 200 5, 
the Court granted a limited discovery 
period , continuing the injunction 
against shipping offsite wastes to 
Hanford , including LLW and MLLW 
(State of Washington v. Bodman [Civil 
No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAMlJ. In July 
2005 , while preparing responses to 
discovery requests from Ecology, 
Battelle Memorial Institute, DOE's 
contractor who assisted in preparing the 
HSW EIS, advised DOE of several 
differences in groundwater analyses 
between the HSW EIS and its 
underlying data. 

DOE promptly notified the Court and 
the State and, in September 2005 , 
convened a team of DOE experts in 
quality assurance and groundwater 
analysis , as well as transportation and 
human health and safety impacts 
analysis, to conduct a quality assurance 
review oflhe HSW EIS. The learn 
completed its Report of the Review of 
the Hanford Solid Waste Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) Data Quality, 
Control and Management Is sues, 
January 2006 (hereafter referred to as the 
Quality Review). 

Because both Ecology and DOE have 
a shared interest in the effective cleanup 
of Hanford, DOE and Ecology 
announced a Settlement Agreement 
ending the NEPA litigation on January 
9, 2006 . The Agreement is intended to 
resolve Ecology's concerns about HSW 
EIS groundwater analyses and to 
address other concerns about the HSW 
EIS, including those identified in the 
Quality Review. 

The Agreement calls for an expansion 
oflhe TC EIS to provide a single, 
integrated set of analyses that will 
inc! ude all waste types analyzed in the 
HSW EIS (LLW, MLLW, and TRU 
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waste). The expanded EIS will be 
renamed the TC & WM EIS. Pendin g 
finalization oftbe TC & WM EIS , tbe 
HSW EIS will remain in effect to 
support ongoing waste management 
activities at Hanford (including 
transportation of TRU waste to WlPP) in 
accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements. The Agreement also 
stipulates that when the TC & WM EIS 
has been completed, it will supersede 
the HSW EIS. Until that time, DOE will 
not rely on HSW EIS groundwater 
analyses for decision-making, and DOE 
will not import offsite waste to Hanford, 
with certain limited exempti ons as 
specified in the Agreement. 

DOE and Ecology have mutual 
responsibilities for aecam plishing 
cleanup of Hanford, as well as 
continuing ongoing waste management 
activities consistent with applicable 
Federal and state laws and regulations. 
The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order (also called the Tri­
Party Agreement [TP AD among the 
state , DOE, and the u.s. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) contains 
various enforceable milestones that 
apply to waste management activities. 
DOE also is required to comply with 
appli cable requirements of RCR A and 
th e state 's Hazardou s Waste 
Management Act of 1976 as amended 
(Chapter 70.105 Revised Code of 
Washington). To carry out proposals for 
future actions and obtain necessary 
permits, each agency must comply with 
the applicable provisions of NEP A and 
the Washington State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA) respectively. The 
agencies have revised their 
Memorandum of Understanding for the 
TC EIS (effective March 25, 2003), 
which identified Ecology as a 
Cooperating Agency in th e preparation 
ofth e TC EIS. The Memorandum of 
Understanding revision is consistent 
with the Settlement Agreement and 
provides for Ecology's continuing 
participation as a Cooperating Agency 
in preparation ofthe TC & WM EIS to 
assist both agencies in meeting their 
respective responsibilities under NEP A 
and SEP A. 

II, Purpose and Need for Action 

Recognizing the potential risks to 
human health and the environment 
from Hanford tank wastes, DOE needs to 
retri eve waste from the 149 SSTs and 28 
doubl e-shell tanks (DST) , treat and 
di spose ofthe waste , and close the SST 
farms in a mann er that complies with 
Federal and Washington State 
requirements. Some waste from tanks 
and LLW and MLLW from Hanford and 
other DOE sites that do not have 
appropriate facilities must be disposed 

ofto facilitate cleanup of Hanford and 
these sites. 

III. Proposed Action 

DOE proposes to retrieve and treat 
waste from 177 underground tanks and 
ancillary equipment and dispose of this 
waste in compliance with applicable 
regulatory requirements. Vitrified HLW 
waste would be stored onsite until it can
be disposed of in the propose d 
repository at Yucca Mountain. DOE 
proposes to provide additional 
treatment capacity for the tank LAW 
that can supplement th e planned WTP 
capacity in fulfillm ent of DOE's 
obligations under the TP A in as timely 
a manner as possible. DOE would 
dispose of Hanford 's immobilized LAW, 
LLW and MLLW, and LLW and MLLW 
from other DOE sites, in lined trenches 
onsite. These trenches would be closed 
in accordance with applicable 
regulatory requirements . 

DOE also proposes to complete the 
fin al decontamination and 
decommissioning of the FFTF. DOE 
decid ed, in January 2001, (ROD at 66 FR 
7877) that the permanent closure of 
FFTF was to be resumed with no new 
missions, base d on the Final 
Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Accomplishing Expanded 
Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and 
Development and Isotope Production 
Missions in the United States, Including 
the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility 
(DOEIEIS-031O. December 2000). 

IV. Proposed Scope of the TC & WM EIS 

In accordance with the Settlement 
Agreement, DOE intends to prepare a 
single, comprehensive EIS addressing 
tank waste retrieval, treatment, storage, 
and disposal; tank closure; and 
management of all waste types analyzed 
in th e HSW EIS as an integrated 
document for public and agency review 
and reference. The TC & WM EIS will 
update , revise , or reanalyze resource 
areas (such as groundwater and 
transportation) from the HSW EIS as 
necessary to make them current and 
refl ect the waste inventories and 
analytical assumptions being used for 
environmental impact assessment in the 
TC & WM EIS. All updated analyses 
wo uld be included in the revised 
quantitative groundwater and other 
cumulative impact analyses in the TC & 
WM EIS. 

Th e propose d scope ofthe TC & WM 
EIS includes alternatives for on site 
disposal ofLLW, MLLW, and LAW; 
transportation of offsite LLW and 
MLLW to Hanford for disposal; and 
current or revised information for 
ongoing operations, such as those 
involving Hanford 's Central Waste 

Compl ex , that were includ ed in the 
HSWEIS. 

DOE proposes to retain all ofthe 
scope identified in the 2003 NO! for the 
TC EIS as modified by public scoping 
comments. Proposed modifications to 
the alternatives identified in the 2003 
NO! are provided in Section VI. That is, 
the new TC & WM EIS would address 

 management oflhe approximately 53 
million gallons of waste stored in 149 
underground SSTs (ranging in capacity 
from approximately 55,000 to 1 million 
gallons) and 28 underground DSTs 
(ranging in capacity from approximately 
1 to 1.16 million gallons) grouped in 18 
tank farms, and approximately 60 
small er miscellaneous underground 
storage tanks, along with ancillary 
equipment. 

DOE proposes to retain all ofthe 
scope identified in its August 2004 NO! 
to eval uate alternatives for the final 
disposition of the FFTF and proposes to 
integrate that scope into the TC & WM 
EIS. The TC & WM EIS will thus 
provide an integrated presentation of 
currently foreseeable activities related to 
waste management and cleanup at 
Hanford. 

V. Potential Decisions To Be Made 
DOE plans to make decisions on the 

following topics. 
• Retrieval of Tank Waste-A 

reasonable waste retrieval range is 
comprised of three levels: 90 percent, 99 
percent, and 99.9 percent. The 99 
percent retrieval is the goal established 
by the TPA (Milestone M-45-00); 90 
percent retrieval evaluates a risk 
analysis ofthe tank farms as defined in 
the M-45-00 , Appendix H, process; and 
99.9 percent retrieval reflects uses of 
multiple retrieval technologies to 
support clean closure ofthe tank farms. 

• Treatment of Tank Waste-WTP 
waste treatment capability can be 
augmented by supplemental treatment 
technologies and constructing new 
treatment facilities that are part of, or 
separate from, the WTP. The two 
primary choices that could fulfill DOE's 
TPA commitments are to treat all waste 
in an expanded WTP or provide 
supplemental treatment to be use d in 
conjunction with, but separate from, the 
WTP. DOE has conducted preliminary 
tests on three supplemental treatment 
technologies- cast stone (a form of 
grout), steam reforming, and bulk 
vitrification-to determine if one or 
more could be used to provide the 
addition al, supplemental waste 
treatment capability nee ded to complete 
waste treatment. 

• Disposal of Treated Tank Waste­
Onsite disposal includes treated tank 
waste such as immobilized LAW and 
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waste generated from closure activities 
that meets ansite disposal criteria; the 
decision to be made involves the an site 
location of disposal facilities. Decisions 
to be made related to offsite disposal 
include the length of time and facilities 
required for storage of immobilize d 
high-level radioactive waste (IHLW) 
prior to disposal at the proposed Yucca 
Mountain repository. 

• Storage of Tank Waste-Depending 
on the altern ative being analyze d, 
storing tank waste for different lengths 
of time may be necessary. This may 
require the construction, operation, and 
deactivation of waste transfer 
infrastru ctures, including waste receiver 
facilities (below-grade lag storage and 
minimal waste treatment facilities), 
waste transfer line upgrades, and new or 
replacement DSTs. Also dependin g on 
th e altern ative, con struction and 
operation of additional immobilized 
HL W storage vaults, me Iter pads, and 
TRU waste storage facilities nee ded to 
store treated tank waste. 

• Closure of SSTs-Decisions to be 
made incl ude closing the SSTs by clean 
closure, selective clean closurellandfill 
closure, and landfill closure with or 
without any soil contamination 
removal. Decisions regarding barriers 
(engineered modified RCRA Subtitle C 
barrier or Hanford barrier) to prevent 
water intrusion will be made. A closure 
configuration for the original 28 DSTs 
will be evaluated in the TC & WM EIS 
for engineering reasons related to barrier 
placement for the SSTs. This evaluation 
also is provided to aid Ecology in 
evaluating the impacts which might 
result in closing DSTs to a debris rule 
standard. However, DOE is deferring a 
decision on closure of DSTs and 
decommissioning of the WTP until a 
later date when the mission for those 
facilities is nearing completion. 

• Disposal of Hanford's and DOE 
Offsite LLW and MLLW-The decision 
to be made concerns the ansite location 
of disposal facilities for Hanford's waste 
and other DOE sites ' LL Wand MLL W. 
DOE committed in the HSW EIS ROD 
that henceforth LLW would be disposed 
of in lined trench es. Thus, th e deci sion 
would concern whether to dispose of 
the waste in the 200-West Area or at the 
Integrated Disposal Facility in the 200-
East Area. 

• Final Decontamination and 
Decommissioning of the FFTF-The 
decision would identify the final end 
state for the above-ground, below­
ground , and ancillary support 
structures. 

VI. Potential Range of Alternatives 

Six alternatives were originally 
proposed for TC EIS and are listed 

below. The initial scope of the TC EIS 
was provided in the January 200 3 NOJ 
and at each public scoping meeting. 

• No Action Alternative, which was 
to implement the 1997 TWRS EIS ROD; 

• Implement the 1997 TWRS EIS 
ROD with Modifications; 

• Landfill Closure of Tank Farms/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal; 

• Clean Closure of Tank Farms/Onsite 
and Offsite Waste Disposal; 

• Accelerated Landfill Closure/Onsite 
and Offsite Waste Disposal; and 

• Landfill Closure/Onsite and Offsite 
Waste Disposal. 

Onsite disposal would includ e 
immobilized LAW, LLW, and MLLW 
resulting from tank retrieval and 
treatment. Offsite disposal of HLW 
would occur at Yucca Mountain. No 
determination has been made as to 
whether any of the tanks contain TRU 
waste. If it is determined that any tank 
waste is TRU waste, offsite disposal at 
WIPP would be appropriate, provided 
the required approvals from EPA and 
the New Mexico Environment 
Department were obtained. 

As a result of the 200 3 scoping for the 
TC EIS , a number of changes are being 
mad e to those id entifi ed in the NO!. Th e 
major changes are: 

• The No Action Alternative was 
modified to address a traditional "no 
action" rather th an the action from the 
TWRS EIS ROD; 

• The alternative addressing 
implementation ofthe 1997 TWRS EIS 
ROD was modified to address both the 
currently pl ann ed vitrifi cation capacity 
and the currently planned capacity 
supplemented with additional 
vitrification capacity as the 
supplemental treatment; 

• A partial tank removal option was 
added, which analyzes leaving some of 
the SSTs in place and exh uming the 
SSTs completely in the SX and BX tank 
farms; 

• The Landfill Closure of Tank 
Farms/Onsite and Offsite Waste 
Disposal Alternative has been modified 
to more clearly evaluate the No 
Separations (of HLW and LAW waste) 
with Onsite Storage and Offsite Disposal 
Alternative; and 

• A suboption has been added to both 
the All Vitrificati on with Separations 
and All Vitrification/No Separations (of 
HLW and LAW waste) Alternatives to 
address closure ofthe cribs and trenches 
proximal to tanks within identified 
waste management areas in pl ace as 
opposed to removing them. 

For Hanford and offsite LLW and 
MLLW analyzed in the HSW EIS, DOE 
proposes to simplify the alternatives. 
Both waste types would be dispose d of 
in lined trenches. DOE plans to update 

the volumes to be disposed of, 
approximating those volumes for offsite 
waste in the 2004 HSW EIS ROD, and 
to update the waste information. DOE 
also intends to update the transportation 
analysis of shipping offsite waste to 
Hanford for disposal. The onsite 
disposal altern atives are: 

• Construction of a new disposal 
facility in the 200-West Area burial 
grounds; and 

• Construction of new LLW and 
MLLW capacity in the Integrated 
Disposal Facility in the 200-East Area. 

For the FFTF, the 2004 NOJ identified 
three alternatives as listed below. 

• No Acti on-actions consistent with 
previous DOE NEPA decisions would be 
completed; final decommissioning 
would not occur. 

• Entombment-above-ground 
structures would be decontaminated 
and dismantled, below-ground 
structures would be grouted and left in 
place. 

• Removal-above-ground structures 
would be decontaminated and 
dismantled, below-ground structures 
would be removed and disposed of at 
Hanford. 

VII. Potential Environmental Issues for 
Analysis 

The following issues have been 
tentatively identified for analysis in the 
TC & WM EIS. This list is presented to 
facilitate comment on the scope ofthe 
TC & WM EIS, but is not intended to be 
all-inclusive or to predetermine 
potential impacts of any alternative . 

• Effects on the public and onsite 
workers of radiological and 
nonradiological material releases during 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeabl e accidents; 

• Long-term risks to human 
populations resulting from waste 
disposal and residual tank system 
wastes; 

• Effects on air and water quality of 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents, including long­
term impacts on gro undwater; 

• Cumul ative effects, including 
impacts of other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions at 
Hanford, including past discharges to 
cribs and trenches, groundwater 
remediation activiti es, activities subject 
to TPA requirements and cleanup 
activities under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 
Compensation , and Liability Act ; 

• Effects on endangered species, 
archaeological/cultural/historical sites, 
floodplains and wetlands, and priority 
habitat; 

• Effects of on- and offsite 
transportation and of reasonably 
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foreseeable transportation accidents; 
and 

• Socioeconomic impacts on 
surrounding communities. 

VIII. Public Scoping 
DOE invites Federal agencies, 

American Indi an tribal nations, state 
and local governments , and the general 
public to comment on the scope of the 
planned TC & WM EIS. Information on 
the seoping comment period is provided 
in the DATES section above. Comments 
previo usly submitted in response to the 
2003 NOJ for the TC EIS and the 2004 
NOJ for the FFTF EIS are being 
considered and need not be 
resubmitted. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on January 3D, 
2006. 

John Spitaleri Shaw, 
Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety 
and Health. 
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Olympia, Washington, and Washington State 
Department of Ecology, Olympia, 
Washington. 

U.S. Department of Energy, 2006, Report of
the Review of the Hanford Solid Waste 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Data 
Quality, Control and Management Issues, 
Washington, DC. 
[FR Doc. E6- 1404 Filed 2- 1- 06; 8:45 ami 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Considerations for Transmission 
Congestion Study and Designation of 
National Interest Electric Transmission 
Corridors 

AGENCY: Office of Electricity Delivery 
and Energy Reliability ("OE"), 
Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of inqu iry requesting 
comment and providing notice of a 
technical conference. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 
(the "Department") seeks comment and 
information from the public concerning 
its plans for an electricity transmission 
congestion study and possible 
designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Corridors ("NIETCs") in a 
report based on the study pursuant to 
section 1221(a) ofthe Energy Policy Act 
of 2005. Through this notice of inquiry, 
the Department invites comment on 
draft criteria for gauging the suitability 
of geographic areas as NIETCs and 
announces a public technical 
conference concerning the criteria for 
evaluation of candidate areas as NIETCs.
DATES: Written comments may be filed 
electronically in MS Word and PDF 
formats bye-mailing to: 
EPACT1221@hq.doe.govno later than 5 
p.m. EDT March 6, 2006 . Also , 
comments can be filed by mail at the 
address listed below. The technical 
conference will be held in Chicago on 
March 29 , 2006 . For further information, 
please visit the Department's Web site at 
http://www.el ectri city. d oe.govl 12 21. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments via mail 
should be submitted to: 

Office of Electricity Delivery and 
Energy Reliability, OE- 20, Attention: 
EP ACT 1221 Comments, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Forestall 
Building, Room 6H-050, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585. 

Note: U.S. Postal Service mail sent to the 
Department continues to be delayed by 
several weeks due to security screening. 

 

 

Electronic submission is therefore 
encouraged . Copies of written conunents 
received and other relevant documents and 
information may be reviewed at http:// 
Wl/VW,e lectricity, doe,gov/ 12 21, 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
Poonum Agrawal, Office of Electricity 
Delivery and Energy Reliability, OE-20 , 
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Wash ington, DC 20585, (202) 586- 1411, 
poonum.agrawal@hq.doe.gov, or Lot 
Cooke , Office of the General Counsel , 
GC-76, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586-
0503 , lot.cooke@hq.doe.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

J. BackgroWld 

A. Overview 

The Nation 's electric system includes 
over 150 ,000 miles of interconnected 
high-voltage transmission lines that link 
generators to load centers. l The electric 
system has been built by electric 
utilities over a period of 100 years, 
primarily to serve local customers and 
support reliability; the system generally 
was not constructed with a primary 
emphasis on moving large amounts of 
power across multi -state regions.2 Due 
to a doubling of electricity demand and 
generation over the past three decades 
and the advent of wholesale electricity 
markets, transfers of large amounts of 
electricity across the grid have in creased 
significantly in recent years. The 
increase in regional electricity transfers 
saves electricity consumers billions of 
dollars ,3 but significantly increases 
transmission facility loading. 

Investment in new transmission 
facilities has not kept pace with the 
increasing economic and operational 
importance oftransmission service. 4 

Today, congestion in the transmission 
system impedes economically efficient 
electricity transactions and in some 
cases threatens the system's safe and 
reliable operation.s The Department has 
estimated that this congestion costs 
consumers several billion dollars per 
year by forcing wholesale electricity 
purchasers to buy from higher-cost 
suppliers.6 That estimate did not 

1 North American Electric Reliability COlUlcil, 
Electricity Supply and Demand Database (2003) 
available at http://www.nerc.com/esd 

2 Edison Electric Instihlte, Survey of 
Transmission Investment at 1 (May 2005). 

~ Department of Energy, National Transmission 
Grid Study, at 19 (May 2002) available athttp:// 
www.eh.doe.gov/ntgs /reports.htm1 

41d. at 7; see also Hirst, U.S. Transmission 
Capacity Present Status and Future Prospects, 7 
(Jlllle 2004). 

5 National Transmission Grid Study, supra note 3, 
at 10- 20, 

6Id. at 16-18. 

incl ude the reliability costs associated 
with such bottlenecks. 

The National Energy Policy (May 
2001),7 the Department's National 
Transmission Grid Study (May 2002) ,8 
and the Secretary of Energy 's Electricity 
Advisory Board's Transmission Grid 
Solutions Report (September 2002),. 
recommended that the Department 
address regulatory obstacles in the 
planning and construction of electric 
transmission and distribution lines. In 
response to these recommendations, the 
Department held a "Workshop on 
Designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Bottlenecks" on July 14, 
2004, in Salt Lake City, Utah. The 
Department also issued a Federal 
Register notice of inquiry on July 22 , 
2004. 10 The purpose of the workshop 
and the notice of inquiry was to learn 
stakeholders ' views concerning 
transmission bottlenecks, identify how 
designation of such bottlenecks may 
benefit the users ofthe grid and 
electricity consumers, and recognize key 
bottlenecks. In its plans for 
implementation of subsection 1221(a), 
the Department notes that it has 
considered the comments received via 
the notice and the workshop. 

B. Summary of Relevan t Provision s 
From the Statute 

On August 8, 2005 , the President 
signed into law the Energy Policy Act of 
2005, Public Law 109-58, (the "Act"). 
Title Xli of the Act, entitled "The 
Electricity Modernization Act of 2005" 
includes provisions re lating to the siting 
of interstate electric transmission 
facilities and promoting advanced 
power system technologies. Subsection 
1221(a) of the Act amends the Federal 
Power Act ("FPA") by adding a new 
section 216 which requires the Secretary 
of Energy (the "Secretary") to conduct a 
nationwide study of electric 
transmission congestion (" congestion 
study") , and issue a report based on the 
study in which the Secretary may 
designate "any geographic area 
experiencing electric energy 
transmission capacity constraints or 
congestion that adversely affects 

7The National Energy Policy Development Group 
Report, available athttp://www.energygov/engine/ 
content.do?BLCODE; ADAP. 

BNational Transmission Grid Study. supra note 3 . 
~ Deparlment of Energy Electricity Advisory 

Board, Transmission Grid Solutions, available at 
http://www.eah .energygov / 
ind ex.cfm ?f useaction; hom e. puhJi ca tions . 

10 Designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Bottlenecks, 69 FR 43833 Ouly 22, 
2004) al so available at http:// 
www.e1ectricity doe.gov/bottlenecks 
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the Department of Energy on the 
progress during the developm ent ofth e 
pro ducts and will agree upon the 
contents ofthe products before advising 
the Department to adopt the language . 
The Committee will fun ction solely as 
an advisory body. The Secretary of 
Energy has determined that 
establishment of the Climate Change 
Science Program Prod uct Development 
Advisory Committee is essential to the 
conduct ofthe Department 's business 
and in the public interest in connection 
with the performance of duties imposed 
by law upon the Department of Energy. 
The Committee will operate in 
accordance with the provi sions ofthe 
Fe deral Advisory Committee Act (Pub. 
L. No. 92-4631, the General Services 
Administration Final Rule on Federal 
Adviso ry Committee Man agement, a nd 
other directives an d instructions issued 
in implementation of those acts. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
Rachel Samuel at (202) 586-327 9. 

Issued in Washington , DC, on February la , 
2006. 
James N. Solit , 
A dvisory Com m ittee Ma nagemen t Officer. 
[FR Doc. E6- 2353 Filed 2- 16- 06; 8:45 amI 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Extension of Scoplng Period and 
Rescheduled Scoplng Meetings for the 
Notice of Intent To Prepare the Tank 
Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Hanford Site, Richland, WA 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 

ACTION : Notice. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) is extending the scoping 
peri od for the Tank Closure and Waste 
Management Environ mental Impact 
Statement for the Hanford Site , 
Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS) 
and rescheduling the public sea ping 
meetings. 

DATES : The scoping period for the TC & 
WM EIS is extended from March 6, 
2006 , through April 10, 2006. The 
seoping meetings have been 
rescheduled as fo llows. Registration for 
the meetings will begin at 6 p.m. There 
will be an opportunity for informal 
discussions with DOE project personnel 
and staff from the Washington 
Department of Ecology (Ecology), 
followed by brief presentations by DOE 
and Ecology at 7 p .m. After the 
presentations, meeting participants will 
be invited to provide their comments on 

the scope of the EIS . The meetings are 
schedu led to end at 10 p.m. 

Seattle, Washington; March 21 , 200 6. 
Seattle Center, 305 Harrison Stree t, 
Northwest Room s Bu il ding, Lopez 
Room, Seattle, WA 98109. 

Portland, Oregon; March 22, 200 6. Red 
Lion Portland-Convention Center, 
1021 NE Grand Avenue, Marquam! 
Fremont/Broadway Room, Portland, 
OR 972 32. 

Hoo d River, Oregon; March 23, 200 6. 
Columbia Gorge Hotel , 4000 Westcl iff 
Drive, Benson Ballroom, Hoo d River, 
OR 9703 1. 

Tri-Cities (Richland, Kennewick, Pasco) 
Washington, March 28 , 2006 . Trade 
Recreation and Agricultural Center 
(TRAC) , 66 00 Burden Blvd. , Meeting 
Room #4, Pasco , W A 9930 2. 

ADDRESSES: To request inform ati on on 
the TC & WM EIS or to submit 
comments on the scope of this EIS 
contact: Mary Beth Burandt, Document 
Manager, Office of River Protection, U.S. 

 

 

r

Department of Energy, Post Office Box 
450, Mail Stop H6- 60, Richland , WA 
99352, Electronic mail: 
TC&-WMEIS@saic.com. Fax: 509-376-
3661 , Telephone and voice mail: 509-
373- 9160. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information on DOE's NEPA process. 
contact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, 
Offic e of NEPA Policy and Compliance 
(EH-42) , U.S. Department of Energy, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585 , Telephone 202-
586- 4600 , or leave a message at 1- 800-
472-2 756. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
February 2, 2006 , DOE issued a Noti ce 
of Intent to prepare the TC & WM EIS 
for the Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington (7 1 FR 5655). The original 
seoping period was to continue thro ugh
March 6, 2006, and four scopin g 
meetings were scheduled for Hoo d Rive
and Portland, OR and for Seattle and 
Richland WA on February 21, 22 , 23 
and 28 respectively. In response to 
requests from th e public, DOE is 
extending the scoping period through 
April 10, 2006 , and the four scoping 
meetings have been rescheduled as 
listed in DATES above. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on February 15 , 
2006. 
lohn Spitaleri Shaw, 

A ssistant Secretary for Environment . Safety 
and Health. 
[FR Doc. 06-1562 Filed 2-15-06 ; 1:17 pml 
BILLING CODE 645G-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Office of Science; DOE/Advanced 
Scientific Computing Advisory 
Committee 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of open meeting. 

SUMMARY: This notice announces a 
meeting ofthe Advanced Scientific 
Computing Advisory Committee 
(ASCAC). Federal Advisory Committee 
Act (Pub. L. 92- 463, 86 Stat. 770) 
requires that publi c notice of these 
meetings be announced in the Federal 
Register. 
DATES: Wednesday, March 15, 2006 , 
10:30 a.m. to 5 p.m.; Thursday, March 
16, 2006 , 8:30 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
ADDRESSES: Am erican Geophysical 
Union , (AGU), 2000 Florida Avenue, 
NW., Washington, DC 20009-1277 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Melea Baker, Office of Advanced 
Scientific Computing Research; SC- 21/ 
Germantown Building; U. S. Department 
of Energy; 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW.; Washington, DC 20 585-1290 ; 
Telephone (301)-903-7486 , (E-mail: 
Melea.Baker®scien ce. doe.gov). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Purpose of the Meeting: The purpose 
of this meeting is to provide advice and 
guidance on the advanced scientific 
computing research program. 

Tentati ve Agenda: Agend a will 
include discussions ofthe fo ll owing: 

Wedn es day, March 15, 2006 

Intro duction 
Advisory Committee Operati ons 
Office of Science Overview 
Advanced Scientific Computing 

Research (ASCR) Overview 
Scientific Discovery Thro ugh Advanced 

Computin g (SciDAC) Recompetiti on 
ASCR High Performance Computing 

Facilities and Testbeds 
ASCR High Performance Networks and 

Associated Research 
View from OMB 
Distributed Network Envi ronment 

Research 
Public Comment 

Thursday, March 16, 2006 

Computer Science Research Program 
LLNL- ANL-IBM R&D Collatorations 
ASCR Performance Measures 
SciDAC Conference Report 
Applied Mathematics Research Program 

Status 
ASCR Partnerships with other Offices in 

SC 
Educati on, Computati onal Sci ence 

Graduate Fellowship (CSGF), Early 
Career Principal Investigator (ECPI) 
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ENVIRONMENT AL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER-FRL-8798-8] 

Environmental Impact Statements and 
Regulations; Availability of EPA 
Comments 

Availability of EP A comments 
prepared pursuant to the Environmental 
Review Process (ERP) , under section 
309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 
102(2)(c) ofthe National Environmental 
Poli cy Act as amended. Requests for 
copies of EPA comments can be directed
to the Office of Federal Activities at 
202- 564-7146 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepal. 

An explanation of the ratings assigned 
to draft environmental impact 
statements (EISs) was published in FR 
dated July 17, 2009 (74 FR 34754). 

Draft EISs 

EIS No . 20090290. ERP No . D-FTA­
F54014-WI, Kenosha-Racin e-Milwaukee 
Commuter Rail Extension, Alternative 
Analysis, U.S. COE Section 404 Permit, 
Funding, Kenosha, Racine, and 
Milwaukee Counties, WI. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns about impacts 
to wetlands and natural areas, and 
requested additional info rmation on 
hazardous waste, noise and vibration. 
Rating EC2. 

EIS No . 20090296, ERP No . D- SFW­
K90033-CA, Sears Point Wetland and 
Watershed Restoration Project , To 
Restore Tidal Wetlands and Rehabilitate 
Diked Wetlands, Sonoma County, CA. 

Summary: EPA expresse d 
environmental concerns abo ut impacts 
to wetlands and waters from 
construction activities (trails, roads, and 
utilities) not related to wetland 
restoration and to air quality from 
construction diesel emissions. Rating 
EC 2. 

EIS No. 20090107, ERP No. DS- NRS­
D36121 -WV, Lost River Subwatershed 
ofthe Potomac River Watershed Project, 
Construction of Site 16 on Lower Cove 
Run and Deletion of Site 23 on Cullers 
Run in the Lost River Watershed, 
Change in Purpose for Site 16 and 
Updates Information Relative to Site 23, 
U.S. Army COE Section 404 Permit, 
Hardy County, WV. 

Summ ary: EPA continues to have 
environmental concerns about impacts 
to a cold water stream and lo ss of 
wetland resources, and requested 
additional information on project need, 
current conditions ofthe study area and 
secondary impacts of a water 
distribution system. Rating EC2 . 

Final EISs 

EIS No. 20090183. ERP No. F-NRC­
D06006-PA. Generic-License Renewal 
of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 36 to 
NUREG-1437 , Regarding Beaver Vall ey 
Power Station , Units 1 and 2, Plant 
Specific, Issuing Nuclear Power Plant 
Operating License for an Additional 20-
Year Period, PA. 

Summary: EPA has no objection to the
proposed action. 

EIS No . 20090218. ERP No . F- NRC­
D06007-PA. GENERIC-License 
Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 
37 NUREG-1437 , Regarding Three Mile  
Island Nuclear Station, Unit 1, Dauphin 
County, PA. 

Summary: EP A continues to have 
environmental concerns about 
construction impacts. 

EIS No. 20090281, ERP No. F-BLM­
!01083-WY, South Gillette Area Coal 
Lease Applications, WYW172585, 
WYW173360, WYW172657, 
WYW161248, Proposal to Lease Fo ur 
Tracts of Federal Coal Reserves, Belle 
Ayr, Coal Creek, Caballo, and Cordero 
Rojo Mines, Wyoming Powder River 
Basin , Campbell County, WY. 

Summ ary: No formal comment letter 
was sent to the preparin g agency. 

EIS No . 20090301. ERP No . FS-NRS­
B36121 -WV, Lost River Subwatershed 
ofthe Potomac River Watersh ed Project ,
Construction of Site 16 on Lower Cove 
Run and Deletion of Site 23 on Cullers 
Run in the Lost River Watershed , 
Change in Purpose for Site 16 and 
Updates Information Relative to Site 23 , 
U.S. Army COE Section 404 Permit, 
Hardy County, WV. 

Summa1J': EP A continues to have 
envi ronmental concerns about wetland 
and cold water stream impacts , and 
requested add iti onal information on 
current environmental conditions and 
the function of structures alrea dy in the 
watershed. 

Dated: October 27) 2009. 
Robert W. Hargrove , 

Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E9- 26218 Filed 10- 29- 09; 8:45 ami 
BILLING CODE 656G-5G-P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER-FRL-8598-7] 

Environmental Impacts Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agen cy: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564-1399 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepal. 

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 
Statements 

Filed 10/19/2009 through 10/23/2009 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 
EIS No. 20090359. Fin al EIS. FHW. MO. 

MO-63 Corrid or Improvement 
Project, To Correct Roadway 
Defici encies, Reduce Congestion and 
Provide Continuity along the MO-63 

 Corridor on the Existing Roadway and 
on New Location, Osage, Maries and 
Phelps Counties, MO, Wait Period 
Ends: 11/30/2009, Contact: Peggy 
Casey, 573-636-7104. 

EIS No . 20090360. Draft EIS. NCB. VT. 
158th Fighter Wing Vermont Air 
National Guard Project, Proposed 
Realignment of National Guard 
Avenue and Main Gate Construction, 
Burlington International Airport in 
South Burlington , VT, Comment 
Period Ends: 12/14/2009, Contact: 
Robert L. Dogan, 301- 836- 8859. 

EIS No. 20090361, Final EIS, NOA, 00, 
PROGRAMMATIC- Toward an 
Ecosystem Approach for the Western 
Pacific Region: From Species-Based 
Fishery Management Plans to Place­
Based Fishery Ecosystem Plans, 
Bottomfish and Seamount 
Groundfis h, Coral Reef Ecosystems, 
Crustaceans, Precious Corals, 
Pelagics, Im plementation , American 

 Samoa, Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands , Hawaii , 
U.S. Pacific Remote Island Area, Wait 
Period Ends: 11/30/2009, Contact: 
William L. Robinson, 808- 944-2200. 

EIS No. 20090362, Draft EIS, DOE, WA, 
Hanford Site Tank Closure and Waste 
Management Project, Implementation, 
Richland, Benton County, WA, 
Comment Period Ends: 03/19/2010, 
Contact: Mary Beth Burandi 888- 829-
6347. 

EIS No. 20090363 , Draft EIS, SFW, TX, 
Hays County Regional Habitat 
Conservation Plan , Application for an 
Incidental Take Permit , Hays County, 
TX, Comment Period Ends: 01/28/ 
2010 , Contact: Allison Arnold, 512-
490- 0057 Ext. 242. 

EIS No. 20090364. Final EIS. NPS. SD. 
Wind Cave National Park Project, Elk 
General Management Plan, 
Implementation , Custer County, SD, 
Wait Period Ends : 11/30/2009, 
Contact: Nick Chevance, 402- 661-
1844. 

EIS No. 20090365. Draft EIS. COE. CO. 
Moffat Collection System Project, to 
Provid e High Quality Dependable, 
and Safe Drinking Water to Over 1.1 
Million Customers in the City and 
County of Denver, Application for an 
Section 404 Permit, City and County 
Denver, Adams, Boulder, Jeffferson 
and Grand Counties, CO, Comment 
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Period Ends: 01/28/2010 , Contact: 
Scott Franklin , 303- 979-41 20 . 

EIS No . 20090366, Final EIS, FHW, CO, 
US- 36 Corridor, Multi-Modal 
Transportation Improvements 
between 1-25 in Ad ams County and 
Foothills Parkway/Table Mesa Drive 
in Boulder, Adams, Denver, 
Broomfield, Boulder and Jefferson 
Counties, CO, Wait Period Ends: 11/ 
30/2009 , Contact: Monica Pavlik, 
720-963-3012 . 

EIS No. 20090367, Draft EIS, USA, 00, 
Fort Bliss Army Growth and Force 
Structure Realignment Project, 
Implementing Land Use Changes and 
Improving Training Infrastructure to 
Support the Growth the Army (GTA) 
Stationing Decision, EI Paso Country, 
TX and Dona Ana and Otero Counties, 
NM, Comment Period Ends: 12/30/ 
2009 , Contact: Jennife r Shore, 703-
602-4238 . 

EIS No. 20090368, Draft EIS, NSA, TN, 
Y-12 National Security Complex 
Project, to Support the Stockpile 
Stewardship Program and to Meet the 
Mission Assigned to Y-12, Oak Ridge, 
TN, Comment Period Ends: 01/04/ 
20 10 , Contact: Pam Gorman , 865-
576-990 3. 

EIS No. 20090369, Draft EIS, USA, LA, 
Joint Readiness Training Center and 
Fort Polk Land Acquisition Program, 
Purchase and Lease Lands for 
Training and Management Activities, 
in the Parishes of Vernon, Sabine, 
Natchitoches, LA, Comment Period 
Ends: 12/14/2009, Contact: Kristin 
Evenstad, 703-692-6427. 

EIS No . 20090370, Final EIS, NOA, 00, 
Amendment 16 to the Northwest 
M ultispecies Fishery Management 
Plan, Propose to Adopt, Approval and 
Implementation Measures to Continue 
Formal Rebuilding Program for 
Overfishing and to End Overfishing 
on those Stock where it Occurring, 
Gulf of Main e, Wait Period Ends: 11/ 
30/2009 , Contact: Patri cia A. Kurkul , 
978-281-9200. 

Amended Notices 

EIS No. 20090312, Draft EIS, COE, OH, 
Cleveland Harbor Dredged Material 
Management Plan, Operations and 
Maintenance, Cuyahoga County, OH, 
Comment Period Ends: 12/07/2009, 
Contact: Frank O'Connor, 716- 87 9-
4131. Revision to FR Notice Published 
09/11/2009: Extendin g Comment 
period from 10/26/2009 to 12/07/ 
2009. 

Dated: October 27! 2009, 
Robe rt W. Hargrove, 
Direc tor, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
IFR Doc. E9- 26179 Filed 10- 29- 09; 8:45 ami 
BILLING CODE 656o-5O-P 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

Farm Credit Administration Board 
Policy Statements 

AGENCY: Farm Credit Administration. 
ACTION; Notice. 

SUMMARY; The Farm Credit 
Administration (FCA) is publishing the 
list of FCA Board policy statements, 
which includes three changes since its 
last publication and on e poli cy 
statement in its entirety. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT; 

Wendy Laguarda, Assistant General 
Counsel, Office of General Counsel, 
Farm Credit Administration, 1501 Farm 
Credit Drive, McLean, Virginia 22102-
5090 , (703) 883- 40 20, TTY (703) 883-
4020. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION ; On 
November 25, 2005, we published a li st 
of all current FCA Board policy 
statements and the text of each in their 
entirety. (See 70 FR 71142.) OnJune 13, 
2006, we published just the list and 
stated that there were no changes. (See 
71 FR 3413 2.) Since then, we published 
a revised policy statement (FCA-PS-62) 
(71 FR 46481 , Aug. 14, 2006). The list 
being published today contains a 
revised policy statement (FCA- PS-79) 
which was originally published at 73 FR 
9804, Feb. 22 , 2008. We are publishing 
the text of policy statement FCA-PS-79 
in its entirety. 

You can view each policy statement 
online at http://www.jca.gov/ 
handbook.nsf. The FCA will continue to 
publish new or revise d policy 
statements in th eir fu ll text. 

FCA Board Policy Statements 

FCA-PS-34 Disclosure of the Issuance 
and Termination of Enforcement 
Docum ents 

FCA-PS-37 Communications During 
Rulemaking 

FCA- PS-41 Alternative Means of 
Dispute Resolution 

FCA- PS-44 Travel 
FCA-PS-53 Examin ation Philosophy 
FCA-PS-59 Regulatory Philosophy 
FCA-PS-62 Equal Employment 

Opportunity Diversity 
FCA- PS- 64 Rules for the Transaction 

ofBll sin ess ofth e Farm Credit 
Administration Board 

FCA-PS-65 Release of Consolidated 
Reporting System Information 

FCA-PS-6 7 Nondiscrimination on the 
Basis of Disability in Agency 
Programs and Activities 

FCA-PS-68 FCS Building Association 
Management Operations Policies and 
Practices 

FCA-PS-71 Disaster Relief Efforts by 
Farm Credit Institutions 

FCA-PS-72 Fin ancial In stituti on 
Rating System (FIRS) 

FCA-PS-77 Borrower Privacy 
FCA-PS-78 Official Names of Farm 

Credit System Institutions 
FCA- PS- 79 Consideration and 

Referral of Supervisory Strategies and 
Enforcement Actions 

Consideration and Referral of 
Supervisory Strategies and 
Enforcement Actions 

FCA-PS- 79 [NV-09-16] 

Effective Date: August 7, 2009. 
Effect on Previous Action: Rescinds 

and supersedes the previous PS-79. 
Source of Authority: Sections 5.19, 

5.25-5.35 ofthe Farm Credit Act of 
1971 , as amended. 

Th e FCA board h ereby adopts the 
following policy statemen t: 

The Farm Credit Administration (FCA 
or Agency) Board provides for the 
regulation and examination of Farm 
Credit System (System or FCS) 
institutions, which includes the Federal 
Agricultural Mortgage Corporation 
(Farmer Mac) , in accordance with the 
Farm Credit Act of 1971, as amended 
(the "Act"). This policy addresses 
conditions that warrant referrals to the 
Agency's Regulatory Enforcement 
Committee (REC) to consid er 
appropriate supervisory strategies and 
recommend to the FCA Board the use of 
the enforcement authorities conferred 
on the Agency under Part C, Title V of 
the Act or other statutes. Enforcement 
actions include form al agreements, 
orders to cease and desist, temporary 
orders to cease and desist, civil money 
penalties, suspensions or removals of 
directors or officers, and conditions 
imposed in writing to address unsafe or 
unso und practices or violations of law, 
rule or regulation (Enforcement 
Document). Taking these actions, in an 
appropriate and timely manner, is 
critical to maintaining shareholder, 
investor, and public confidence in the 
financial strength and future viability of 
the System. 

Thi s policy provides on ly internal 
FCA guidance. It is not intended to 
create any rights , substantive or 
procedural, enforceable at law or in any 
administrati ve proceeding. 

Composition ofthe REC 

The Chairman ofthe FCA Board will 
designate the Chief Operating Officer 
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The potential costs associated with 
this proposed regu latory action are 
those resu lting from statutory 
requirements and those we have 
determined as necessary for 
ad ministering this program effectively 
and efficiently. 

In assessing the potential costs and 
benefits-both quantitative and 
qualitative-ofthis proposed regulatory 
action , we have determined that the 
benefits ofthe proposed priority justify 
the costs. 

Discussion of Costs and Benefits: The 
benefits ofthe Disability and 
Rehabilitation Research Projects and 
Centers Programs have been well 
established over the years in that similar 
projects have been completed 
successfully. This proposed priority will 
generate new knowledge through 
research and development. 

Another benefit ofthis proposed 
priority is that the establishment of a 
new RRTC will improve the lives of 
individuals with disabilities. The new 
RRTC will disseminate and promote the 
use of new info rmation that will 
improve the options for individuals 
with disabilities to obtain, retain, and 
advance in employment. 

Intergovernmental Review: This 
program is not subject to Executive 
Order 12372 and the regulations in 34 
CFR part 79. 

Accessible Format: Individuals with 
disabilities can obtain this document in 
an accessible format (e.g., braille, large 
print, audiotape, or computer diskette) 
on request to the program contact 
person listed under FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT. 

Electronic Access to This Document: 
You can view this document, as well as 
all other documents of this Department 
published in the Federal Register, in 
text or Adobe Portable Document 
Format (PDFI on the Internet at the 
fo llowing site: http://www.ed.gov/news/ 
fedregister. 

To use PDF you must have Adobe 
Acrobat Reader, which is available free 
allhis site . 

Note: The official version ofthis document 
is the document published in the Federal 
Register. Free Internet access to the official 
edition of the Federal Register and the Code 
of Federal Regulations is availab le on GPO 
Access at: http://www,gpoaccess,gov/nara/ 
index.html. 

Dated: December 15, 2009 . 

Alexa Posny, 
Assistant Secretary for Special Education and 
Rehabilitative SeIVices . 
[FR Doc. E9- 30188 Filed 12- 1 7- 09; 8 :45 amI 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Notice of Modifications to the 
Preferred Alternatives for Tank Waste 
Treatment and Disposal of Off Site 
Waste in the Draft Tank Closure and 
Waste Management Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Hanford Site, 
Richland, WA 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Modification of Preferred 
Alternatives. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) is modifying its preferred 
alternatives for tank waste treatment 
and also for disposal of off-site waste in 
the Draf t Tank Closure and Waste 
Management Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington (Draft EIS, DOE/ 
EIS-003911, made available for public 
comment on October 30, 2009 (74 FR 
561941. This Draft EIS has been 
prepared in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and its implementing 
regulations. The public comment period 
for the Draft EIS extends to March 19, 
2010. 

In this Draft EIS, DOE analyzed , as a 
reasonable alternative , treatin g and 
sending waste from speci fi c tanks to the 
Waste Isolati on Pilot Plant (WIPP) , in 
Carlsbad , New Mexico, as mixed 
transuranic (TRU) waste. DOE is now 
expressing its preference that no 
Hanford tank wastes would be shipped 
to W1PP. These wastes would be 
retrieved and treated in the Waste 
Treatment Plant (WTPI being 
constructed at Hanford. The State of 
Washington Department of Ecology 
(Ecologyl, a cooperating agency on the 
EIS, has revised its Foreword to the 
Draft EIS in response to this 
modification to the preferre d alternative 
for tank waste . That revision can be 
found under SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION. 

In addition, consistent with DOE's 
preference regarding receipt at Hanford 
of off-site low-level radioactive waste 
(LLW) and low-level mixed waste 
(MLLW) , DOE would not ship Greater­
Than-Class-C (GTCC) LLW to Hanford at 
least until the WTP is operational (DOE 
is analyzing disposal of GTCC LLW in 
a separate EIS) . 
ADDRESSES: The Draft EIS is available 
electronically through , and written 
comments can be submitted at , 
TC&-WMEIS@s aic.com, or by faxing to 
(1-888) 785-2865. Paper copies may be 
obtained by request to the EIS website 
or by contacting: Mary Beth Burandt, 
Document Manager, TC & WM EIS 
comments, Office of River Protection, 

P.O. Box 1178, Richl and, Washington 
99352. 

The Draft EIS is also avail able at 
DOE's NEPA Web site at http:// 
www.gc.en ergy.gov/n epa. 

Written comments may be mailed to 
the document manager at the address 
above. Further, DOE will accept oral as 
well as written comments on the Draft 
EIS during public hearings to be 
announced soon in the Federal Register 
and local media. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information on the Draft EIS, 
contact Ms. Burandt at the address 
above or by telephone, at (1-8881 829-
634 7. For further information on DOE's 
NEP A process, contact: Carol M. 
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEP A 
Policy and Compliance , Office of 
General Counsel, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Washington, DC 20585- 0103, 
Telephone: (202) 586-4600, or leave a 
message at (800) 472-2756. 

Further information on the Draft EIS 
is also avail able through the Hanford 
Web site at: http://www.hanford.gov/ 
orp. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Draft 
Tank Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement has 
been prepared in accordance with NEPA 
and its implementing regulations. The 
Draft EIS analyzes alternatives for 
proposed actions in three major areas 
related to the cleanup ofthe Hanford 
Site. These are: (1) Retrieving and 
treating radioactive waste from 177 
underground storage tanks at Hanford 
and closure ofthe 149 single-shell 
tanks: (2) decommissioning ofthe Fast 
Flux Test Facility, a nuclear test reactor, 
and its auxiliary facilities: and (31 
continued and expanded solid waste 
management operations on site, 
inc! uding the disposal of Hanford's 
LLW and MLLW, and limited volumes 
ofLLW and MLLW from other DOE 
siles. The Draft EIS also analyzes no 
action alternatives for each of the three 
types of proposed actions as required 
under NEP A for use as a basis for 
comparison of the alternatives. 

In the Draft EIS, DOE narrowed its 
range of preferred alternatives to five 
(Section S.7.1 ofthe Summary and 
Section 2.12 ofthe main volume) . Three 
ofthese altern atives contain options for 
treating the waste from specifi c tanks as 
mixed TRU waste (approximately 3 
million gallons) that would be prepared 
as necessary and shipped to WIPP for 
disposal. Based on further 
consideration, DOE has concluded that 
its preference is to manage the waste 
fro m these tanks by treating it through 
the WTP currently under construction 
as either high-level waste or low-activity 
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waste as would be the case wi th the 
other waste to be treated in each 
alternative; it would thus not be 
shipped to WIPP for disposal. Ecology. 
a cooperating agency on this EIS. has 
requested the following modification to 
its Foreword in response to that change: 

Ecology acknowledges that 
subsequent to publishing the draft EIS. 
DOE has revised its preferred alternative 
to propose that waste from specific 
Hanford tanks containing what DOE 
believes might be mixed TRU waste be 
treated at Hanford through the WTP. 
This change does not alter Ecology's 
expectations concerning this waste. 
Because Ecology has had, and continues 
to have, legal and technical concerns 
with any Hanford tank waste being 
classified as mixed TRU waste, Ecology 
has always assumed that the waste 
would be treated at Hanford through the 
WTP. Ecology expects that the end date 
for completing treatment of Hanford's 
tank waste will not be altered by 
treating the waste from these speci fic 
tanks through the WTP. 

Regarding DOE's preferred alternative 
for waste management. (Section S.7.3 of 
the Summary and Section 2.12 of the 
main volume) DOE would not send 
LLW and MLLW from other DOE sites 
to Hanford for disposal (with some 
limited specific exceptions) at least 
unlilthe WTP is operational, consistent 
with DOE's proposed settlement 
agreement with the State of Washington. 
Off-site waste would be addressed after 
the WTP is operational subject to 
appropriate NEPA review. Although the 
Draft EIS considers the cumulative 
impacts ofthe potential receipt ofGTCC 
LLW at Hanford, DOE is preparing a 
separate EIS on GTCC LLW disposition . 
However, similar to its preference 
regarding the im portation of LL W and 
MLLW. DOE announces that it does not 
prefer to import GTCC LLW to Hanford 
at least until the WTP is operational. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on December 
10 . 2009. 

Ines R. Triay, 
Assistant Secretary for Environmental 
Management. 
[FR Doc. E9- 30173 Filed 12- 17- 09; 8:45 amI 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Environmental Management Slte­
Specific Advisory Board , Oak Ridge 
Reservation 

AGENCY; Department of Energy. 
ACTION; Notice of Open Meeting. 

SUMMARY: This notice announces a 
meeting of the Environmental 

Management Site-Specific Advisory 
Board (EM SSAB) . Oak Ridge 
Reservation. The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (Pub. L. 92-463 . 86 Stat. 
770) requires that public notice ofthis 
meeting be announced in the Federal 
Register. 

DATES; Wednesday, January 13, 2010 , 6 
p.m. 

ADDRESSES; DOE Information Center, 
475 Oak Ridge Turnpike. Oak Ridge. 
Tennessee. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT; 
Patricia). Halsey. Federal Coordinator. 
Department of Energy Oak Ridge 
Operations Office, P.O. Box 2001, EM-
90, Oak Ridge, TN 37831. Phone (865) 
576- 4025; Fax (8 65) 576- 2347 or e-mail: 
halseypj@oro.doe.govor check the Web 
site at http://www.oakridge.doe.gov/em/ 
ssab. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION; 

Purpose of the Board: The purpose of 
the Board is to make recommendations 
to DOE in the areas of en vironmental 
restoration, waste management, and 
related activities. 

Tentative Agenda: Technelium-99 
Contamination in the K-25 Building at 
the East Tennessee Technology Park. 

Public Participation: The EM SSAB. 
Oak Ridge. welcomes the attendance of 
the public at its advisory committee 
meetings and will make every effort to 
accommodate persons with physical 
disabilities or special needs. If you 
require special accommodations due to 
a disability. please contact Patricia). 
Halsey at least seven days in advance of 
the meeting at the phone number listed 
above. Written statements may be fil ed 
with the Board either before or after the 
meeling. Individuals who wish to make 
oral statements pertaining to the agenda 
item should contact Patricia). Halsey at 
the address or telephon e number listed 
above. Requests must be received five 
days prior to the meeting and reasonable 
provision will be made to include the 
presentation in the agenda. The Deputy 
Designated Federal Officer is 
empowered to conduct the meeting in a 
fashion that will facilitate the orderly 
cond uct of business. Individ uals 
wishing to make public comments will 
be provided a maximum of five minutes 
to present their comments. 

Minutes: Minutes will be available by 
writing or calling Patricia) . Halsey at 
the address and phone number listed 
above. Minutes will also be available at 
the following Web site: http:// 
www.oakridge.doe.gov/em/ssab/ 
minutes.lltm. 

Issued at Washington , DC on December 14, 
2009. 

Rachel Samuel , 
Deputy Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. E9-30165 Filed 12-17-09; 8:45 amI 
BILLING CODE 645G-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Office of Science; Notice of Renewal of 
the Biological and Environmental 
Research Advisory Committee 

Pursuant to Section 14(a)(2)(A) ofthe 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. App .. 
and section 102-3.65, Title 41 , Code of 
Federal Regulations, and following 
consultation with the Committee 
Management Secretariat, General 
Services Administration, notice is 
hereby given that the Biological and 
Environmental Research Advisory 
Committee has been renewed fo r a two­
year period. 

The Committee will provide advice to 
the Department of Energy 's Office of 
Science on the biological and 
environmental research programs. The 
Secretary of Energy has determined that 
renewal ofthe Biological and 
Environmental Research Advisory 
Committee is essential to the conduct of 
the Department's business and in the 
public interest in connection with the 
performance of duties imposed by law 
upon the Department of Energy. The 
Committee will continue to operate in 
accordance with the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub. 
L. 92-463) . the General Services 
Administration Final Rule on Federal 
Advisory Committee Management, and 
other directives and in structions issued 
in implementation of those acts. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT; Ms. 
Rachel Samuel at (202) 586-3279. 

Issued in Washington, DC on December 14, 
2009. 

Carol A. Matthews, 
Acting Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. E9- 301Bl Filed 1 2- 17- 09; 8:45 amI 
BILLING CODE 645G-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

Docket No. ID-4074-007 

Good, Lynn J.; Notice of FIling 

December 11, 2009. 

Take notice that on December 10, 
2009 , Lynn). Good fil ed an application 
for authorization to hold interlocking 
positions. pursuant to section 305(b) of 
the Federal Power Act. 16 USCA 
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Dated: January 5, 2010. 
Daniel T. Madzelan , 
Director, Forecasting and Policy Analysis. 
[FR Doc. 2010-137 Filed 1-7-10: 8:45 am1 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Notice of Public Hearings on the Draft 
Tank Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Hanford Site, Richland, WA 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of Public Hearings. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 
(DOE) announces the public hearings on 
the Draft Tank Closure and Waste 
Management Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washing/on (00E/EI5-0391 ) 
(Draft TC&WM EIS or Draft EIS) . This 
Draft EIS was prepared in accordance 
with the im plementing regulations 
under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). A Notice of 
Ava ilability of the Draft EIS was 
published on October 30, 2009 (74 FR 
56194), initiating a 1404day public 
COlllment period ending March 19, 2010.
The State of Washington, Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) is a cooperating 
agency on this EIS. 
DATES: During the public comment 
period for the Draft TC & WM EIS which 
ends March 19, 2010, DOE invites the 
public to submit written comments by 
any of the means listed under 
ADDRESSES below. In addition, oral as 
well as written comments may be 
provided at the public hearings to be 
held as listed under SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments may be 
submitted by regular mail. fax, or e4mai l 
as follows. Written comments may be 
sent to : Mary Beth Burandt, Office of 
River Protection, Document Manager, 
P.O. Box 11 78, Richland , Washington 
99352 , Attention: TC & WM EIS. 

Written comments or requests for 
information can be submitted at 
TC&WMEIS@saic.com, or by faxing to 
888-785-2865. The Draft EIS is 
avai lable on DOE's NEPA Web site at 
http://!vwlV.gc.energy.gov/nepaand the 
Hanford Web site at http:// 
IVwlv.llOnford.go v. 

Copies of thi s Draft EIS are ava ilab le 
for review at: Hanford Site Public 
Reading Room, 2770 University Drive, 
CIC. Room lOlL, Richland, WA 99354, 
509-372-7443 and the U.S. Department 
of Energy, FOIA Reading Room, l G-033, 
Forrestal Bldg. , 1000 Independence Ave, 
SW., Washington , DC 20585, 202-586-
5955. 

 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information regarding the Hanford Site 
or this Draft EIS, contact Ms. Burandt at 
the above address. The fo llowing Web 
sites may also be accessed for additional 
information on the Hanford Site: http:// 
www.hanford.gov/orp/(Clickon Public 
Involvement) or http:// 
mvw.hanford.gov. 

General information on DOE's NEPA 
process is on the Department's NEPA 
Web site at htfp://mvw.gc.energy.gov/ 
nepa or contact: Carol Borgstrom, 
Di rector, Office of NEPA Policy and 
Compliance (GC-54) , U.S. Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence A venue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20585, e4mail 
AskNEPA@hq.doe.gov, telephone 202-
586-4600; or leave a message at 800-
472-2756. 

For general questions and information 
about the Washington State Department 
of Ecology, contact: Annette Carlson, 
Nuclear Waste Program, 3100 Port of 
Benton Blvd. , Richland, WA 99352 , 
telephone 509-372-7897, e-mai l 
anca461@ecy.IVa.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I. Background 

The Hanford Site is located in 
southeastern Washington State along the 
Columbia River, and is approximately 
586 square miles in size. Hanford 's 
mission included defense4related 
nuclear research, development. and 
weapons production acti vities from the 
early 1940s to approximately 1989. 
During that period, Hanford operated a 
plutonium production complex with 
nine nuclear reactors and associated 
processing facilities. These activi ties 
created a wide variety of chemical and 
radioactive wastes . Hanford 's miss ion 
now is focused on the cleanup of those 
wastes and ultimate closure of Hanford . 

In support of Hanford's cleanup 
mission DOE, with Ecology as a 
cooperating agency, prepared the Draft 
TC & WM EIS in accordance with the 
Council on Environmental Quality 's 
National Envi ronmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Regulations at 40 
CFR Parts 1500-1508 and the DOE 
NEPA Implementing Procedures at 10 
CFR Part 1021. The Environmental 
Protection Agency issued a Notice of 
Availability ofthis Draft TC & WM EIS 
on October 30, 2009 (74 FR 56194), 
thereby initi ating the public comment 
period for the Draft EIS. 

II. Public Hearings 

During an open house, the firs t hour 
of each hearing. participants may 
register to speak and meet informally 
with representati ves from DOE and 
Ecology. During the formal portion of 

each hearing, DOE and Ecology will 
make short opening presentations on the 
Draft EIS and describe the format for the 
hearing. The remaining time will be 
available for the public to comment. The 
schedule of locat ions, dates, and times 
for all of the public hearings is provided 
as follows: 

Richland , WA 99352, January 26, 2010, 
Red Lion Hotel Hanford House, 802 
George Washington Way, 509-946-
7611,6 to 10 p.m. 

Boise. 1D 83702. February 2, 2010. 
Owyhee Plaza Hotel, 11 09 Main St., 
208-343-4611 , 6 to 10 p.m. 

Hood River, OR 97031. February 9, 
2010, Columbia Gorge Hotel, 4000 
Westcliff Drive, 541-386-5566, 6 to 
10 p.m. 

Portland. OR 97232, February 10, 2010, 
Doubletree Hotel. Portland-Lloyd 
Center, 1000 NE Multnomah Street, 
503-281--6111,6 to 10 p.m. 

Seattle, WA, February 11 , 2010, Seattle 
Center, 305 Harrison Street , 206-684-
7200,6 to 10 p.m. 

DOE will consider and respond to all 
ora l and wri tten comments received at 
the public hearings or written comments 
postmarked by March 19, 2010, in 
preparing the Final EIS. Late comments 
will be considered to the extent 
practicable. DOE is considering some 
additional public hearings . Times and 
locations for those additional hearings 
will be announced in the Federal 
Register and local media. 

III. Next Steps 

DOE intends to issue the Final Tank 
Closure and Waste Management EIS by 
March 2011. DOE will issue a Record of 
Decision no sooner than 30 days after 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
publishes a Notice of Availability of the 
Final EIS in the Federal Register. 

Signed in Washington, DC, January 5, 
2010. 

William M. Levitan, 

Director, Office afEnvironmental 
Compliance, Office of Environmental 
Management. 
IFR Doc. 2010-224 Filed 1-7-10: 8:45 ami 
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including Comments Resolution 
Matrixes (eRMs) and track changed 
documents, will be posted at: http:// 
I Vlv\ v .1050 ngeles. Q f. m j 1/ I j bra ry / 
factsheetslfactsheet .as p?i d=9364. 

Please send all CRM comments to 
Vimal Gopal by 5 February 2010. 
DATES: 12 February 2010: IS-CPS-200E. 
B a.m.-12 p.m. (Pacific Time), 

Dial-In Information : Phone: 1-800-
FON-SAIC (1-800-366-7242) . 

Code: 4511074. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Virnal Gopal, 
vima/ .gopa/.ctr@/osangeles.aj.mil, 1-
310-909-7294 or Captain Neal Roach, 
neal.roach@losangeles.af.mil, 1-310-
653-3771. 

Bao·Anh Trinh, 
Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2010-1273 Filed 1-22-10: 8:45 am1 

BILLING CODE s001~S-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Notice of Public Hearings on the Draft 
Tank Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Hanford Site, Richland, WA 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Updated notice of public 
hearings. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 
(DOE) announces publ ic hearings on the 
Draft Tank Closure and Waste 
Management Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington (DOE/EIS-0391) 
(Draft TC&WM EIS or Draft EIS). A 
notice of public hearings on this Draft 
EIS was first published on January 8, 
2010 (75 FR 1048); this notice 
announces additional public hearings 
and a dat e change to a previously 
announced hearing. This Draft EIS was 
prepared in accordance with the 
implementing regulations under the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). A Notice of Availability of the 
Draft EIS was published on October 30, 
2009 (74 FR 56194) , initiating a 140-day 
public comment period ending March 
19, 2010. The State of Washington, 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) is a 
cooperating agency on this EIS. 
DATES: During the public comment 
period for the Draft TC & WM EIS which 
ends March 19, 2010, DOE invites the 
public to submit written comments by 
any of the means listed under 
ADDRESSES below. In addition, oral as 
well as written comments may be 
provided at the public hearings to be 
held as li sted under SUPPLEMENTARY 

INFORMATION. 

ADDRESSES: Written comments may be 
submitted by regular mail, fax, or e-mail 
as follows. 

Written comments may be sent to: 
Mary Beth Burandt, Office of River 
Protection, Document Manager, P.O. 
Box 1178, Richland , Wash ington 99352, 
Attention: TC & WM EIS. 

Written comments or requests for 
information can be submitted at 
TCftWMEIS@saic.com, or by faxing to 
888-785-2865. The Draft EIS is 
available on DOE's NEPA Web site at 
hftp://www.gc.energy.gov/nepaand the 
Hanford Web site at http:// 
IVww.hanford.gov. 

Copies of this Draft EIS are available 
for review at: 

Hanford Site Public Reading Room, 
2770 University Drive, CIC. Room 
lOl L, Richland, WA 99354, 509-
372-7443; and the 

U.S. Department of Energy, FOIA 
Reading Room, 1G-033, Forrestal 
Bldg, 1000 Independence Ave., 
SW., Wash ington , DC 20585 , 202-
586-5955. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information regarding the Hanford Site 
or this Draft EIS, contact Ms. Burandt at 
the above address. The fo llowing Web 
s ites may also be accessed for add itional 
information on the Hanford Site: http:// 
IVww.lwnford.gov/orp/ (Click on Public 
Involvement) or http:// 
IVwlv.honford.gov. 

General information on DOE's NEPA 
process is on the Department's NEPA 
Web site at hftp://www.gc.energy.gov/ 
nepa or contact: Carol Borgstrom, 
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and 
Compliance (GC-54), U.S . Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20585, e-mail 
AskNEPA @hq.doe.gov, telephone 202-
586-4600; or leave a message at 800-
472-2756. 

For general questions and information 
about the Washington State Department 
of Ecology, contact: Annette Carlson, 
Nuclear Waste Program, 3100 Port of 
Benton Blvd. , Richland , WA 99352 , 
telephone 509-372-7897, e-mail 
anca461@ecy.wa.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

I . Background 

The Hanford Site is located in 
southeastern Washington State along the
Columbia River, and is approximately 
586 square miles in s ize . Hanford's 
miss ion included defense-related 
nuclear research, development, and 
weapons production acti vities from the 
early 1940s to approximately 1989. 
During that period, Hanford operated a 
plutonium production complex with 
nine nuclear reactors and associated 

 

processing facilities. These activities 
created a wide variety of chemical and 
radioacti ve wastes . Hanford 's mission 
now is focused on the cleanup of those 
wastes and ultimate closure of Hanford. 

In support of Hanford 's cleanup 
mission DOE, with Ecology as a 
cooperating agency, prepared the Draft 
TC & WM EIS in accordance with the 
Council on Environmental Qual ity's 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Regu lations at 40 
CFR Parts 1500- 1508 and the DOE 
NEPA Implementing Procedures at 10 
CFR Part 1021. The Environmental 
Protection Agency issued a Notice of 
Availability of this Draft TC & WM EIS 
on October 30, 2009 (74 FR 56194) , 
thereby initiating the public comment 
period for the Draft EIS. 

II. Public Hearings 

During an open house, the first hour 
of each hearing, participants may 
register to speak and meet informally 
with representatives from DOE and 
Ecology. During the formal portion of 
each hearing, DOE and Ecology will 
make short opening presentations on the 
Draft EIS and describe the format for the 
hearing. The remaining time will be 
avai lable for the publ ic to comment. The 
Seattle meeting announced previously 
(75 FR 1048) for February 11 , 2010, has 
been moved to March 8, 2010. Three 
additional meetings have also been 
scheduled and they are provided as 
follows: 

La Grande , OR 97850, February 22, 
2010, Eastern Oregon Uni versity, 
Hoke Union Building, 6 to 10 p.m.; 

Spokane, WA 99206, February 23, 
2010, Red Lion Hotel at the Park , 
303 W. North River Drive, Spokane, 
WA 99206, 509- 777-6393 , 6 to 10 
p.m.; 

Eugene, OR 97401 , March 1, 2010, 
Hilton Eugene and Conference 
Center, 66 East 6th Avenue, Eugene, 
OR 97401, 54 1-342-2000, 6 to 10 
p.m .; 

Seattle, WA 98109, Rescheduled from 
previous date of Feb 11 , March 8, 
2010, Seattle Center, 305 Harrison 
Street, 206-684-7200, 6 to 10 p.m. 

DOE will consider and respond to all 
oral and written comments received at 
the public hearings or written comments 
postmarked by March 19, 2010, in 
preparing the Final EIS. Late comments 
will be considered to the extent 
practicable. 

III. Next Steps 

DOE intends to issue the Final Tank 
Closure and Waste Management EIS by 
March 2011 . DOE will issue a Record of 
Decis ion no sooner than 30 days after 
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the Environmental Protection Agency 
publishes a Notice of Availability of the 
Final EIS in the Federal Register. 

Signed in Washington, DC, January 19, 
2010. 

William M. Levitan, 
Director, Office of Environmental 
Compliance, Office of Environmental 
Management. 

[FR Doc. 2010-1306 Filed 1-2 2- 10 : 8:4 5 amI 

BILUNG CODE 64S0-01-P 

ENVtRONMENTAL PROTECTtON 
AGENCY 

[EPA-HO-OAR-2008-0055; FRL-9106-2; 
EPA leR No. 2349.01, OMB Control No. 
2060-New] 

Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Submission to OMS for 
Review and Approval; Comment 
Request; GreenChili Advanced 
Refrigeration Partnership 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)(44 
V.S,c. 3501 ef seq.) , this document 
announces that an Information 
Collection Request (lCR) has been 
forwarded to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) for review and 
approval. This is a request for a new 
collection. The ICR, which is abstracted 
below, describes the nature of the 
information collection and its estimated 
burden and cost. 
DATES: Additiona l comments may be 
submitted on or before February 24, 
2010. 

ADDRESSES: Submit your comments, 
referencing Docket ID No. EPA-HQ­
OAR-2008-0655 to (1) EPA online 
using http:/ /wwlV.regu/ations.gov(our 
preferred method) , bye-mail to a-and­
r-docket@epamail.epa.gov, or y mail to: 
EPA Docket Center , Environmental 
Protection Agency, Mailcode: 2822T, 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW. , 
Wash;ngton , DC 20460, and (2) OMS by 
mail to: Office of In formation and 
Regu latory Affairs, Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB), 
Attention: Desk Officer for EPA, 725 
17th Street, NW. , Washington, DC 
20503. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Ke illy Witman, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Stratospheric 
Protection Division, Office of Air and 
Radiation, Mailcode: 6205J, 1200 
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, 
DC 20460; telephone number: 202-343-

9742; fax number: 202-343-2362; 
witlllan.keilly@epa.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA has 
submitted the following ICR to OMB for 
review and approval according to the 
procedures prescribed in 5 Cf'R 1320.12. 
On June 3, 2009 (74 FR 26689) EPA 
sought comments on this ICR pursuant 
to 5 CFR 1320.8(d). EPA received no 
comments during the comment period. 
Any additional comments on this ICR 
should be submitted to EPA and OMB 
within 30 days of this notice. 

EPA has establi shed a public docket 
for this ICR under Docket ID No. EPA­
HQ-OAR-200B-0655 , which is 
available for online viewing at http:// 
wWIV.regu/ations.gov, or in person 
viewing at the Air Docket in the EPA 
Oocket Center (EPAIDC), EPA West, 
Room 3334, 1301 Constitution Ave. , 
NW., Wash;ngton , DC. The EPAIDC 
Public Reading Room is open from B 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, excluding legal holidays. The 
telep hone number for the Reading Room 
is 202-566-1744, and the telephone 
number for the Air Docket is 202-566-
1742. 

Use EPA's electronic docket and 
comment system at llttp:!/ 
IVwlV.regu/ations.gov, to submi t or view 
public comments, access the index 
listing of the contents ofthe docket , and 
to access those documents in the docket 
that are available electronically. Once in 
the system, select "docket search," then 
key in the docket ID number identified 
above. Please note that EPA's policy is 
that public comments, whether 
submitted electron ically or in paper, 
will be made available for public 
viewing at http://www.regulations.gov 
as EPA receives them and without 
change, unless the comment contains 
copyrighted material, confidential 
business information (CBI), or ot her 
information whose public disclosure is 
restricted by statute. For further 
information about the electronic docket , 
go to http://www.regulations.gov. 

Title: GreenCh ill Advanced 
Refrigeration Partnership. 

leR numbers: EPA ICR No. 2349.01, 
OMB Control No. 2060-New. 

feR Status: This ICR is for a new 
information collection activity. An 
Agency may not conduct or sponsor, 
and a person is not required to respond 
to, a collection of in formation, unless it 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number. The OMB control numbers for 
EPA's regu lations in ti tle 40 of the CFR, 
after appearing in the Federal Register 
when approved, are listed in 40 CFR 
part 9, are displayed either by 
publication in the Federal Register or 
by other appropriate means , such as on 

the related collection instrument or 
form , if applicable. The display of OMB 
control numbers in certain EPA 
regulations is consol idated in 40 CFR 
part 9. 

Abstract: The GreenChili Advanced 
Refrigeration Partnership (hereafter 
referred to as GreenChili Partnership or 
GreenChill) is an EPA cooperative 
alliance with the supermarket industry 
to promote advanced refrigeration 
technologies , strategies , and practices 
that reduce emissions of ozone­
depleti ng and greenhouse gas 
refrigerants. A food retailer's decision to 
participate in the GreenChill 
Partnership is completely voluntary. 
After joining GreenChill by submitting a 
signed "Partnership Agreement," food 
retailers are asked to submit a "Stocks 
and Emissions Report" to an 
independent third party. The form 
requires partners to provide corporate­
wide, aggregated data on the stocks and 
emissions of all refrigerants used in 
commercial refrigeration and air 
conditioning appliances. The 
independent third party summarizes the 
information submitted by the food 
retailers, removes any identifying 
information, and sends a sum mary of 
the information to GreenChil1. Partners 
are then asked to submit a "Corporate 
Refrigerant Management Plan" with 
their emissions reductions goals for the 
next year, along with a brief description 
of their plan to meet that goal (such as 
retrofitting old equipment , etc.). These 
two forms are necessary for GreenChili 
to track annual supermarket refrigerant 
emissions rates , allowing GreenChi lJ 
and its food retai l partners to 
benchmark partners' progress on 
reducing emissions. The partner 
emissions data is also the basis for the 
achievement awards that GreenChill 
gives out to its partners. 

Burden Statement: The annual public 
reporting and recordkeeping burden for 
this collection of information is 
estimated to average lB.l hours for the 
first year and 11 hours per year for the 
second and third years per response. 
Burden means the tota l time, effort, or 
financial resources expended by persons 
to generate, maintain, retain, or disclose 
or provide information to or for a 
Federal agency. This includes the time 
needed to review instructions; develop , 
acqui re, install, and utilize technology 
and systems for the purposes of 
collecting, validating, and verifying 
information, processing and 
maintaining information, and disclosing 
and providing information; adj ust the 
existing ways to comply with any 
previously applicable instructions and 
requirements which have subsequently 
changed; train personnel to be able to 
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21. How Should States Address Capital 
Expenditures in the Base Year? For 
Example, Several Counties Purchased 
Equipment in the Base Year, Which 
Appears To Establish an Unreasonable 
MOE Baseline for Those Jurisdictions 

For purposes of establishing the 
baseline MOE, HA VA does not make a 
distinction between capital 
expenditures and recurring costs 
associated with election administration 
that were incurred in the base year. 
However, when calculating MOE 
baselines , capital expenditures may be 
expensed in a manner consistent with 
IRS depreciation tables, over the 
expected life of the equipment 
purchased. 

22. How Do States Establish a Baseline 
MOE When the Year Before FY 2000 
Was Not on Election Year and the 
Election Administration Costs in That 
Year Were Lower Than in an Ejection 
Year? 

HA VA is clear that the timeframe for 
setting the baseline MOE is the year 
before November 2000. 

23. Does the EAC Ha ve Any Suggestions 
for How To Enforce MOE Requirements 
With Eligible Lower Tier Fund 
Recipients? 

States should have several 
mechanisms available to ensure 
compliance with MOE requirements. 
Sub-grant agreements should be 
modified to contain MOE requirements 
and instructions. Any agreements to buy
and transfer equipment or services to 
lower tier jurisdictions should also 
contain such a requirement. Finally, 
States, as the legal recipient of HAVA 
funds, have authority to enforce MOE 
requirements through administrative 
action which could include withholding
future requirement payments. 

24. Can You Provide an Example of 
Another Federal Agency That Requires 
Tracking of MOE at This Deta iled Level?

State and local education agencies are 
required to go through a similar process 
to meet their MOE requirements for 
Federal funding from the U.S. 
Department of Education. 

25. What Type of Assistance and 
Training Can the States Expect From the
EAC To Help Implement This Policy? 

EAC grants staff will be available to 
provide guidance to States on their MOE
plans. In addition, EAC plans to provide
technical assistance to develop tools 
and templates to help capture and track 
MOE. EAC will also publish sample 
MOE plans from States will ing to share 
thei r work with others as a best 
practices guideline. 

26. What Authority in HA VA Allows 
EAC To Implement This Proposed 
Policy? 

Section 254(a)(7) of HA VA requires 
States to include in their State plan an 
explanation of how they will meet their 
MOE obl igations. Submitting a State 
plan and all of its required sect ions is 
a precondition for receiving a 
requirement payment. Section 258(3) 
requires States to submit a yearly report 
that includes an analysis and 
description of the activities funded with 
Section 251 funds, as well as how 
activities conform to the State Plan 
under Section 254. This policy defines 
MOE and provides States with a 
voluntary set of guidelines and practices
fo r developing a baseline MOE and 
tracking yearly progress towards 
meeting that obligation. Section 202(4) 
of HA VA requires that EAC provide 
information and training on the 
management of payments and grants 
provided through HA VA. 

Thomas R. Wilkey, 
Executive Director, U.S. Election Assistance 
Commission. 
[FR Doc. 201()--6006 Filed 3-18-10: 8:45 ami 

BILLING CODE 682o-KF-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Extension of the Public Comment 
Period for the Draft Tank Closure and 
Waste Management Environmental 

 Impact Statement for the Hanford Site, 

 
 

t

 

 

 

Richland, WA 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Extension of the public 
comment period. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
 Energy (DOE) is extending the public 

comment period for the Draft Tank 
Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement for the

 Hanford Site, RiclJ/and, Washington 
(Draft EIS, DOE/EIS-00391), made 
available for public comment on 
October 30, 2009 (74 FR 56194). The 
public comment period for the Draft EIS
was to complete on March 19, 2010, and
will be extended for 45 days. The new 
date for the close of the Public Commen

 period is now May 3, 2010. The 
extension is being made at the request 
of several reviewers. 

 ADDRESSES: The Draft EIS is available 
 electronically through, and written 

comments can be submitted at, 
TCfTWMEIS@saic.com, or by faxing to 
(888) 785-2865. Paper copies may be 
obta ined by request to the EIS Web site 
or by contacting: Mary Beth Burandt, 
Document Manager, Office of River 

Protection, P.O. Box 1178, Richland, 
Washington, 99352, 888-829-6347. The 
Draft EIS is also available at DOE's 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Web site at http)/ 
wlvw.gc.energy.govlnepa . 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information on the Draft EIS, 
contact Ms. Burandt at the address 
above or by telephone at 1-888-785-
2865. For further information on DOE's 
NEPA process, contact Carol M. 
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA 
Policy and Compliance, Office of 
General Counsel, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Washington, DC 20585-0103, 
Telephone: (202) 586-4600, or leave a 
message at (800) 472-2756. Further 
information on the Draft EIS is also 
available through the Hanford Web sile 
at: htlp:llwww.hanford.govlorp. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on March 15, 
2010. 
William M. Levitan, 
Director, Office afEnvironmental 
Compliance, Office of Environmental 
Management. 
[FR Doc. 20HH3046 Filed 3-18-10; 8:45 am i 

BILLING CODE 64SG-Ol-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Environmental Management Site­
Specific Advisory Board, Oak Ridge 
Reservation 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of open meeting. 

SUMMARY: This notice announces a 
meeting of the Environmental 
Management Site-Specific Advisory 
Board (EM SSAB), Oak Ridge 
Reservation. The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (Pub. L. No. 92-463, 86 
Stat. 770) requires that public notice of 
this meeting be announced in the 
Federal Register. 
DATES: Wednesday, Aprii14, 2010, 6 
p.m. 
ADDRESSES: DOE Information Center, 
475 Oak Ridge Turnpike, Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Patricia]. Halsey. Federal Coordinator, 
Department of Energy Oak Ridge 
Operations Office, P.O. Box 2001, EM-
90, Oak Ridge, TN 37831. Phone (865) 
576-4025: Fax (865) 576-2347 or e-mail: 
halseypj@oro.doe.govor check the Web 
site at http://wwlV.oakridge.doe.govle1111 
ssab. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Purpose of the Board: The purpose of 
the Board is to make recommendations 
to DOE-EM and site management in the 
areas of envi ronmental restoration, 
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to water resources, fish and wildlife , 
and soils. Rating EC2. 

E1S No. 20090436, ER? No. D-AFS­
L65525-0R, Canyon Fuels and 
Vegetation Management Project, 
Proposed Fuels and Vegetation 
Treatment to Reduce the Risk of Stand 
Loss Due to Overly Dense Stand 
Conditions, Lookout Mountain Ranger 
District, OchoeD National Forest, Crook 
County, OR. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
envi ronmental concerns about water 
quality and habitat impacts , and 
recommend the inclusion of additional 
information on riparian harvest 
prescriptions and grazing management 
in riparian habitat conservation areas . 
Rating Ee1. 

E1S No. 20100004, ER? No. D-NOA­
A91078-00, Amendment 11 to the 
Atlantic Mackerel, Squid , and Butterfish
(MSB), Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP), Establish an Atlantic Mackerel 
Limited Access Program, 
Implementation. 

Summary: EPA does not object to the 
proposed action. Rating LO. 

E1S No. 20100005, ER? No. DS-FHW­
F40427-WI, WI-23 Highway Project , 
Transportation Improve between Fond 
du Lac and Plymouth, Fond du Lac and 
Sheboygan Counties, WI. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns about wetlands,
air quality, upland habitat, noise, and 
cumulative impacts. Rating EC2. 

E1S No. 20100028, ER? No. DS-AFS­
j65146-WY, Bridger-Teton National 
Forest, Proposal to Determine What 
Terms and Cond itions to Allow 
Development of Oi l and Gas Leasing in 
the Wyoming Range, Sublette County, 
WY. 

Summary: EPA does not object to the 
proposed action. Rating LO. 

Final EISs 

E1S No. 20100020, ERP No. F-FT A­
G59002-TX, University Corridor Fixed 
Guideway Project , To Implement 
Transit Improvements from Hillcroft 
Transit Center to the Vicinity of the 
Universi ty of Houston (UH)-Central 
Campus or the Eastwood Transit Center, 
City of Houston, Harris County, TX. 

Summary: No formal comment lett er 
was sent to the preparing agency. 

E1S No. 20100025, ER? No. F-COE­
E30043-NC, North Topsail Beach 
Shorel ine Protection Project, Seeking 
Federal and State Permits to Allow 
Implementation of a Non-Federal 
Shoreline and Inlet Management 
Project, New River In let, Onslow 
County, NC. 

Summary: EPA expressed 
environmental concerns about the 
impacts to marine habitats and 
migratory species from dredge/fill 
actions. 

E1S No. 20100026, ER? No. F-NOA­
E91029-00, Amendment 31 to the 
Fishery Management Plan for Reef Fish 
Resources, Addresses Bycatch of Sea 
Turtles in the Bottom Longline 
Component of the Reef Fish Fishery, 
Gulf of Mexico. 

Summwy: While EPA continues to 
support the reduction of sea turtle 
bycatch in bottom long line Reef Fish 
Fishery proposed by Amendment 31, 
EPA expressed concern that additional 
research is needed to supplement the 
proposed actions to successfully reduce 
turtle bycatch. 

E1S No. 20100043, ERP No. F-FHW­
 H40194-IA , Southeast (SE) Connector in 

Des Moines, Iowa, To Provide a Safe 
and Efficient Link between the MLK Jr. 
Parkway at SE 14th Street to the U.S . 65 
Bypass, Funding, US Army COE Sect ion 
404 and NPDES Permits, Polk County, 
IA. 

Summary: EPA's previous comments 
have been addressed; therefore, EPA 
does not object to the proposed action. 

Dated: March 23, 201 0. 

Kenneth Mittelholtz, 
Deputy Director, NEPA Compliance Division, 

 Office of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. 2010-6771 Filed 3-25-1 0; 8:45 am) 

BILLING CODE 6560-5o-P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER-FRL-898~1 

Environmental Impacts Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federa l 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564-1399 or http://lVwlV.epa.gov/ 
compliance!nepal. 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impacl 

Statements 
Filed 03 /15/2010 Through 03 /19/2010 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 

Notice 

In accordance with Section 309(a) of 
the Clean Air Act, EPA is required to 
make its comments on EISs issued by 
other Federal agencies public. 
Historically, EPA has met thi s mandate 
by publi sh ing weekly notices of 
availability of EPA comments, which 
includes a brief summary of EPA's 
comment letters, in the Federal 
Register. Since February 2008, EPA has 
been including its comment letters on 

Erss on its Web site at: http:// 
www.epa .gov/compliance!nepa! 
eisdata.html. Including the entire ElS 
commentietters on the Web site 
satisfies the Section 309(a) requirement 
to make EPA's comments on EISs 
available to the public. Accordingly, 
after March 31 , 2010, EPA wi ll 
discontinue the publication of this 
notice of avai lability of EPA comments 
in the Federa l Register . 
E1S No. 20100087, Fino1 E1S, USFS, NV, 

Bridgeport Travel Management 
Project, To Provide the Primary 
Framework fo r Sustainable 
Management of Motor Veh icle Use on 
the Bridgeport Ranger District, 
Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest, 
Mono County, CA and Lyon, Douglas, 
and Mineral Counties, NV, Wait 
Period Ends: 04/26/201 0, Contact: 
James Winfrey, 775-355-5308. 

E1S No. 20100088, Finol E1S, USFS, !D, 
Small-Scale Suction Dredging in Lola 
Creek and Moose Creek Project, 
Updated Information to Analysis 
Three Alternatives, Clearwater 
National Forest, North Fork Ranger 
District, Clearwater and Idaho 
Counties, ID, Wait Period Ends: 04/ 
26/2010, Contact: Douglas Gober, 
208-476-4541. 

EIS No. 20100089. Dmft E1S, STB. AK. 
Port MacKenzie Rail Line Extension 
Construction and Operation, Alaska 
Railroad Corporation, Port 
MacKenzie, AK, Comment Period 
Ends: 05/ 10/201 0 , Contact: Dave 
Navecky 202-245-0294 EIS No. 
20100090, Third Draft EIS (Tiering), 
USFS, OR, Mt. Ashland Ski Area 
Expansion, To Address Matters 
Identified by the Ninth Circuit Court 
of Appeals for the Existing 2004 FElS, 
Ashland Ranger District, Rogue River 
National Forest and Scott River 
Ranger District, Klamath National 
Forest, Jackson County, OR, Comment 
Period Ends: 05/ 10/2010, Contact: 
Steve Johnson, 541-552-2900. 

EIS No. 20100091. Final E1S, USFS. MT, 
Bozeman Municipal Watershed 
Project, To Implement Fuel Reduction 
Acti vities, Bozeman Ranger District, 
Gallatin National Forest, City of 
Bozeman Municipal Watershed, 
Gallatin County, MT, Wait Period 
Ends: 04/26/2010, Contact: Ji m Devitt, 
406-587-6749. 

E1S No . 20100092, Fino1 £lS. USFS, CA, 
Shasta-Trinity National Forest 
Motorized Travel Management 
Project, Proposal to Prohibit Cross­
County Motor Vehicle Travel off 
Designated National Forest 
Transportation System (NFTS) Roads, 
Motorized Trails and Areas by the 
Public Except as Allowed by Permit 
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or other Authorization (excluding 
snowmobile use), CA, Wait Period 
Ends: 04/ 26/2010 , Contact: Tom 
Kisanuki,530-226-2421. 

EI5 No. 20100093, Draft E15, NRC, TX, 
South Texas Project, Electri c 
Generating Station Units 3 and 4, 
Application for Combined Licenses 
(COLs) for Construction Permits and 
Operating Licenses, Matagorda 
County, TX, Comment Period Ends: 
06/09/2010, Contact: Jessie M. Muir, 
301-415-0491. 

EI5 No. 20100094, Final E15. NRC, VA , 
North An na Power Station Unit 3, 
Combined License (COL) application 
for Construction and Operation of a 
Based-Load Nuclear Power Plant, 
(NUREG--1917) , in the Town of 
Mineral, Louisa County, VA, Wait 
Period Ends: 04/26/2010, Contact : 
Al icia Williamson, 301-415-1878. 

EI5 No. 20100095, Final E15, FHWA, WI,
WI-15 Expansion, from New London 
to Greenv ille, Funding, U.S. Army 
CaE 404 Permit, Outagamie County, 
WI , Wait Period Ends: 04/26/2010, 
Contact: Allen Radliff, 608-829-7500. 

EI5 No. 20100096, Draft E15, BLM, CA, 
Imperial Sand Dunes Recreation Area 
Management Plan, Implementat ion, 
Imperial County, CA, Comment 
Period Ends: 06/23/2010, Contact: 
Erin Dreyhlss, 916-978-4642. 

Amended Notices 

EI5 No. 20090362, Draft EI5, DOE, WA , 
Hanford Site Tank Closure and Waste 
Management Project, Implementation, 
Richland , Benton County, WA, 
Comment Period Ends: 05/03 /2010, 
Contact: Mary Beth Burandi, 888-
829-6347. Revision to FR Notice 
Published 10/30/2009: Extending 
Comment Period from 03 /19/2010 to 
05 /03/2 010. 

EI5 No. 20100077, Final E15, U5FW5. 
NV, Southeastern Lincoln County 
Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Application Package for Three 
Incidental Take Permits, Authorize 
the Take of Desert Tortoise (Gopherus 
agassizii) and Southwestern Williow 
Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 
extimusl, Implementation, Lincoln 
County, NV, Wait Period Ends: 04/ 19/ 
2010, Contact: John Robles, 916-414-
673 1. Revision FR Notice Published 
03 /19/2010: Correction to Comment 
Due Date from 05 /03/2010 to 04/19/ 
2010. 

EIS No. 20100079, Revised Draft EIS, 
FRA, SC, VOID-Bay Area to Central 
Valley High-Speed Train (HST) 
Project, Additional Information and 
Analysis Needed fo r Compl iance with 
the Court Judgement, Provide a 
Reliable High-Speed Electri fied Train 
System to Li nk Bay Area Cities to the 

 

Central Valley, Sacramento, and 
South California, Comment Period 
Ends: 05/03/2010, Contact: Dan 
Leavitt, 916-324-1541. This DEIS was 
inadvertently filed and publi shed in 
03 /19/2010 FR. This is a State 
document which is not requi red to be 
filed with EPA. 

Dated: March 23, 2010. 

Ken Mitlelholtz, 

Deputy Director. NEPA Compliance Division, 
Office of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. 201G--6772 Filed 3-25-10: 8:45 am) 

BILUNG CODE 656O-5O-P 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

Notice of Public Information Collection 
Being Reviewed by the Federal 
Communications Commission for 
Extension Under Delegated Authority, 
Comments Requested 

March 22, 2010. 
SUMMARY: The Federal Communications 
Commission, as part of its continuing 
effort to reduce paperwork burden 
invites the general public and other 
Federal agencies to take this 
opportunity to comment on the 
following information coll ection, as 
required by the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1995, 44 U.S.c. 3501-3520. 
Comments are requested concerning: (a) 
whether the proposed collection of 
information is necessary for the proper 
performance of the functions of the 
Commission , including whether the 
information shall have practical util ity; 
(b) the accuracy of the Commiss ion 's 
burden estimate; (c) ways to enhance 
the quality, util ity, and clarity of the 
information collected ; (d) ways to 
minimize the burden of the collection of 
information on the respondents, 
including the use of automated 
cotlect ion techniques or other forms of 
in formation technology, and (e) ways to 
h lrther reduce the information 
collection burden on small business 
concerns with fewer than 25 employees. 

The FCC may not conduct or sponsor 
a coll ection of information un less it 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number. No person shall be subject to 
any penalty for failing to comply with 
a collection of information subject to the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) that 
does not display a currently va lid OMB 
control number. 
DATES: Persons wishing to comments on 
this information collection should 
submit comments on or befo re May 25, 
2010. If you anticipate that you witl be 
submitting comments, but find it 
difficult to do so within the period of 

time allowed by this notice, you should 
advise the contact listed below as soon 
as possible. 
ADDRESSES: Direct all PRA comments to 
Nicho las A. Fraser, Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB), via fax 
at (202) 395-5167. or via the Internet at 
Nicholas _ A._Fraser®omb.eop.gov and 
to Judith 8. Herman, Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC). To 
submit your PRA comments by e-mail 
send them to: PRA@fcc.gov. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Judith 8. Herman , Office of Managing 
Director, (202) 418- 0214. For additional 
information about the information 
collection(s) send an e-mail to 
PRA@fcc.gov or contact Judith 8. 
Herman, 202-418-0214. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

OMS Control No: 3060-0355. 
Title: Rate-of-Return Reports. 
Form Nos .: FCC Forms 492 and 492-

A. 
Type of Review: Extension of a 

currently approved collection. 
Respondents: Business or other for­

profit. 
Number of Respondents: 80 

respondents; 80 responses. 
Estimated Time Per Response: 8 

hours. 
Frequency of Response: Annual 

reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. 

Obligation to Respond: Mandatory. 
Statutory authority for this collection of 
information is contained in 47 U.S.C. 
sections 160, 161 , 209(b), and 220. 

Total Annual Burden: 640 hours. 
Total Annua l Cost: N/A. 
Privacy Act Impact Assessment: N/A. 
Nature and Extent of Confidentiality: 

The Commission does not require 
respondents to submit confidential 
materials. However, if the respondents 
wish to submit materials they believe is 
confidential, they may do so under 47 
CFR 0.459 of the Commission's rules . 

Need and Uses: The Commission will 
submit this expiring information 
collection to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) after this 60 day 
comment period in order to obtain the 
full three year clearance from them. 
There is no change in the reporting and/ 
or recordkeeping requ irements. There is 
a 288 hour adjustment reduction which 
is due to fewer respondents (from 111 
to 80 respondents) subject to the 
requ irements. 

FCC Form 492 is filed by each local 
exchange carrier (LEC) or groups of 
carriers who file individ ual access 
tariffs or who are not subject to Sections 
61.41 through 61.49 of the 
Commission's ru les. Each LEC. or group 
of affiliated carriers, subject to the 
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NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 
PREPARATION OF THE TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The Council of Environmental Quality regulations at Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulatiolls (CFR), 
Section 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the U.S. Department of Energy (10 CFR 1021), require 
contractors and subcontractors who will prepare an environmental impact statement to execute a 
disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined as any direct financial benefits, such 
as a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect financial benefits that 
the contractor is aware of. 

In accordance with these requirements, the offeror and any proposed subcontractors hereby certify as 
follows, to the best of their actual knowledge as of the date set forth below: 

(a)X Offeror and any proposed subcontractors have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the 
project. 

(b)_ Offeror and any proposed subcontractors have the following financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to award of 
this contract, or agree to the attached plan to mitigate, neutralize, or avoid any such conflict of 
interest. 

Financial or Other Interests 
1. 
2. 
3. 

Certified by: 

~ 
Signature 

Tim Bendt 
Name 

Operations Contracts Manager 
Title 

Science Applications International COl]Joration 
Company 

1011,/0S-

Date 
Note: 
Individual National Environmental Policy Act disclosure statements have been executed by all 
participating Science Applications International Corporation staff and are available for review upon 
request at Science Applications International Corporation. 

 



 

 



 

 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 
PREPARATION OF THE TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The Council of Environmental Quality regulations at Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 
Section 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the U.S . Department of Energy (10 CFR 1021), require 
contractors and subcontractors who will prepare an environmental impact statement to execute a 
disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined as any direct financial benefits, such 
as a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect financial benefits that 
the contractor is aware of. 

In accordance with these requirements, the offeror and any proposed subcontractors hereby certify as 
follows, to the best of their actual knowledge as of the date set forth below: 

(a),1l Offeror and any proposed subcontractors have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the 
project. 

(b)_ Offeror and any proposed subcontractors have the following financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to award of 
this contract, or agree to the attached plan to mitigate, neutralize, or avoid any such conflict of 
interest. 

Financial or Other Interests 
I. 
2. 
3. 

~
Signature 

Brian Brendel 
Name 

President 
Title 

Columbia Energy and Environmental Services, Inc. 
Company 

II7/tVJ/r!S< 
Date 

Note: 
Individual National Environmental Policy Act disclosure statements have been executed by all 
participating Columbia Energy and Environmental Services, Inc., staff and are available for review upon 
request at Science Applications International Corporation. 

 

 



 

 



 

 

NATIONAL NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY POLICY ACT ACT DISCLOSURE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT STATEMENT FOR FOR 
PREPARATION PREPARATION OF OF THE THE TANK TANK CLOSURE CLOSURE AND AND WASTE WASTE MANAGEMENT MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT IMPACT STATEMENT STATEMENT FOR FOR THE THE HANFORD HANFORD SITE, SITE, RICHLRICHLAND, AND, WASHINGTON WASHINGTON 

The The CouCounncil cil of of Environmental Environmental Quality Quality regulations regulations at at Title Title 40 40 of of the the Code Code of of Federal Federal RRegulationegulations s (CFR)(CFR), , 
Section Section 11506.5(c)506.5(c), , which which have have been been aqopted aqopted by by the the U.S. U.S. Department Department of of Energy Energy (10 (10 CCFR FR 1021)1021), , rrequire equire 
contractors contractors and and ssubcontractorubcontractors s who who will will prepare prepare an an environmental environmental impact impact statement statement to to execute execute a a 
didi ssclosure closure spespeccifYing ifying that that thethey y have have no no financial financial or or other other intereinterest st in in the the outcome outcome of of the the projeproject. ct. 

"Financial "Financial or or other other intereinterest st in in the the outcome outcome of of the the projectproject" " is is defined defined aas s any any direct direct financial financial benefitsbenefits, , such such 
as as a a promipromise se of of future future construction construction or or design design work work in in the the project, project, aas s well well as as indirect indirect financial financial benefits benefits that that 
the the contractor contractor iis s aware aware of. of. 

In In accordance accordance with with these these requirements, requirements, the the offeror offeror and and any any propoproposesed d subcontractors subcontractors hheereby reby certifY certify as as 
followsfollows, , to to 'the the bebesst t of of their their actual actual knowledge knowledge as as of of the the date date seset t forth forth below: below: 

(a)K. (a)2l Offeror Offeror and and any any propoproposesed d subcontractors subcontractors have have no no financial financial or or other other interest interest in in the the outcome outcome of of ththe e 
project. project. 

(b)_ (b)_ Offeror Offeror and and any any propoproposesed d subcontractors subcontractors have have the the following following financial financial or or other other intereinterest st in in the the 
outcome outcome of of the the project project and and hereby hereby agree agree to to divedivesst t themthemseselves lves of of ssuch uch interest interest prior prior to to award award of of 
thithis s contractcontract, , or or agree agree to to the the attached attached plan plan to to mitigatemitigate, , neutralineutralize, ze, or or avoid avoid any any ssuch uch conflict conflict of of 
intereinteresst. t. 

Financial Financial or or Other Other IntIntereereststs s 
1. I. 
22. . 
3. 3. 

Certified Certified by: by: 

Wzk"J Wz~ 
Signature Signature 

Robert Robert L. L. Erikson Erikson 
Name Name 

Principal Principal 
Title Title 

Columbia Columbia Environmental Environmental Sciences, Sciences, IncInc. . 
CoCompany mpany 

DatDate e 

NoteNote: : 
Individual Individual National National Environmental Environmental PolicPolicy y Act Act disclosure disclosure stastattementements s have have been been execexecuteuted d by by all all 
participating part-icipating Columbia Columbia Environmental Environmental Sciences, Sciences, IncInc., ., sstaff taff aand nd are are available available for for rreview eview upon upon rrequest equest at at 
Science Science ApplicationApplications s InternatiInternational onal CoCorporarporattion. ion. 
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