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TRANSURANIC WASTE 

Transuranic (TRU) waste is waste that contains alpha particle-emitting radionuclides with 
atomic numbers greater than that of uranium (92), and half-lives greater than 20 years, in 
concentrations greater than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste. Isotopes of neptunium, 
plutonium, americium, curium, and californium are examplcs of such alpha-emitting 
radionuclides. The half-lives of many of these radionuclides can be considerably longer 
than 20 years. For instance, the half-life of weapons-grade plutonium is 24,000 years. 

TRU waste is primarily generated by research and development activities, plutonium 
recovery, weapons manufacturing, environmental restoration, and decontamination and 
dccomn~issioning projects. TRU waste has often been generated by processes that also 
contaminate the wastc with solvents, heavy metals, or other substances designated as 
hazardous constituents under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. Waste so 
contaminated is classified as TRU mixed waste. Most TRU waste exists in solid form 
such as protective clothing, paper trash, rags, glass, miscellaneous tools, and equipment 
contaminated with TKU radionuclides. 

In 1970, the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, which was a predecessor to the 
Department of Energy, concluded that waste containing relatively high concentrations of 
long-lived alpha-emitting radionuclides should be stored in a manner that will prevent it 
from reaching the accessible environment. Thus, all TRU waste generated since the early 
1970s has been segregated from other waste types and placcd in retrievable storage, 
pending final disposal. 

Packages of TRU waste are classified as either contact-handled (CII) or remote-handled 
(RH) depending on the radiation level at the surface of the package at the time of 
packaging. If the level is 200 mrem per hour or less, the package is classified as CH- 
TRU waste. CH-TRU waste does not generally contain large quantities of elements that 
produce highly penetrating radiation. CH-TRU waste emits primarily alpha particles and 
low-energy photons of little penetrating power. More than 90 percent of TRU waste in 
current storage is of this type. 

If the radiation level exceeds 200 mrem per hour, the package of waste is classified as 
RH-TRU waste. RH-TRU waste typically contains a considerable concentration of 
elements that produce highly penetrating radiation. 
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GLOSSARY 
activity 

alpha particle 

air quality 

atom 

backfill 

contact-handled 
waste 

contamination 

cumulative impacts 

curie (Ci) 

decommissioning 

decontamination 

defense waste 

disposal 

Disposal Phase 

A measure of the rate at which a material emits nuclear radiation, usually 
given in terms of the number of nuclear disintegrations occurring in a given 
length of time. The common unit of activity is the curie (Ci). 

A positively charged particle emitted in the radioactive decay of certain 
nuclides. Made up of two protons and two neutrons bound together, it is 
identical to the nucleus of a helium atom. 

A measure of the quantity of pollutants in the air. 

Smallest unit of an element which is capable of entering into a chemical 
reaction. 

Salt, other materials, or a mixture of salt and other materials, used to fill an 
excavation to achieve a specific purpose (usually mechanical or chemical). 

Waste [hat does not require shielding other than that provided by its 
container in order to protect those handling it from radiation exposure. 

The presence of excess radioactive material in or on a material or property. 

The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of 
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions. 

A unit of radioactivity equal to 37,000,000,000 (3.7 x 10") disintegrations 
(decays) per second. 

The removal from active service of a facility 

The removal of unwanted material (especially radioactive material) from the 
surface or from within another material. 

Nuclear waste deriving from the manufacture of nuclear weapons and the 
operation of naval reactors. Associated activities such as the research 
carried on in the weapons laboratories also produce defense waste. 

In this document, permanent disposition of waste in a repository. Use of the 
word disposal implies that no need for later retrieval is expected. It also 
implies a minimal need for surveillance. 

The period in which the Department of Energy (DOE) proposes to 
permanently emplace transuranic wastes in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
(WIPP). 

dose rate The radiation dose delivered perpnit time (e.g., rem per hour). 

vii 
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EIS 

element 

endangered species 

energy 

environment 

environmental 
monitoring 

40 CFR Part 191 

formation 

gamma rays 

half-life 

hazardous waste 

ion 

ionization 

Environmental impact statement; a document required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, for proposed major 
Federal actions involving potentially significant environmental impacts. 

One of the known chemical substances that cannot be divided into simpler 
substances by chemical means. 

Plants and animals that are threatened with extinction, serious depletion, or 
destruction of critical habitat. Requirements for declaring a species 
endangered are contained in the Endangered Species Act. 

The capacity to produce heat or do work 

The sum of all external conditions and influences affecting the life 
development, and ultimately the survival of an organism. 

The act of measuring, either continuously or periodically, some quantity of 
interest, such as radioactive material in the air. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standard for managing and 
disposing of spent nuclear fuel and high-level and transuranic wastes. 
Subpart A deals with managing and storage of wastes while Subpart B 
covers long-term isolation and disposal. 

A body of rock identified by lithic characteristics and stratigraphic position. 
Formations may be combined into groups or subdivided into members. 

Short-wavelength electromagnetic radiation (high energy photons) emitted in 
the radioactive decay of certain nuclides. Gamma rays are the same as 
gammas or gamma particles. 

Time required for a radioactive element to lose 50 percent of its activity by 
decay. Each radionuclide has a unique half-life; that is, half of a particular 
nuclide will decay in a specified amount of time; then half of the remaining 
portion will decay in the same amount of time, and so on. 

Half-life can also refer to the length of time that a chemicaUradionuclide/ 
biological agent remains in the body. Each material has biologically unique 
half-lives, depending on the substance, the organ of concern, and its route of 
elimination. 

Hazardous constituents regulated by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and defined in 40 CFR 261 Subparts C and D 

An atom or molecule that has gained or lost one or more electrons to become 
electrically charged. 

The process that creates ions. Nuclear radiation, x-rays, high temperatures, 
and electric discharges can cause ionization. 
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ionizing radiation 

irradiation 

isotope 

migration 

mitigate 

National 
Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) 

nuclear weapon 

nuclide 

package 

packaging 

panel 

plutonium (Pu) 

radiation 

radiation exposure 

Radiation capable of displacing electrons from atoms or molecules to 
produce ions. 

The process of exposing a material to radiation. 

An atom of a chemical element with a specific atomic number and atomic 
weight. Isotopes of the same element have the same number of protons but 
different numbers of neutrons. Isotopes are identified by the name of the 
element and the total number of protons and neutrons in the nucleus. For 
example, uranium-235 is an isotope of uranium with 92 protons and 143 
neutrons and uranium-238 is an isotope of uranium with 92 protons and 146 
neutrons. 

The natural travel of a material through the air, soil, or groundwater. 

To take practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm from a 
selected alternative. 

This 1969 Act was designed to promote consideration of environmental 
impacts in Federal decision-making. 

The general name given to any weapon in which an explosion can result 
from the energy released by reactions involving atomic nuclei, either fission, 
fusion, or both. 

A species of atom, characterized by its number of protons, number of 
neutrons, and energy state. 

In the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations governing the 
transportation of radioactive materials (10 CFR Part 71), the packaging 
together with its radioactive contents as presented for transport. 

A shipping container without its contents 

A disposal area within the repository consisting of seven rooms. 

A transuranic heavy (average atomic mass ranging from about 237 to 244 
atomic mass units), silvery metallic element with 15 isotopes that is 
produced by the neutron irradiation of natural uranium. 

ionizing radiation, e.g., alpha particles, beta particles, gamma rays, x-rays, 
neutrons, protons, and other particles capable of producing ion pairs in 
matter. As used in this document, radiation does not include nonionizing 
radiation. 

A measure of the ionization produced in air by x or gamma radiation. The 
special unit of exposure is the roentgen. 
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radioactive decay 

radioactive mixed 
waste 

radioactive waste 

radioactivity 

radionuclide 

Record of Decision 
(ROD) 

rem 

remote-handled 
waste 

repository 

Resource 
Conservation 
and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) 

retrievable storage 

risk assessment 

Salado Formation 

The spontaneous transformation of one nuclide into a different nuclide or 
into a different state of the same nuclide. The process results in the emission 
of nuclear radiation (alpha, beta, or gamma radiation). 

Radioactive mixed waste is defined as any radioactive waste that is 
commingled with RCRA-regulated hazardous wastes as defined in 40 CFR 
Part 261, Subparts C and D. 

Materials from nuclear operations that are radioactive or are contaminated 
with radioactive materials and for which there is no practical use or for 
which recovery is impractical. 

The property or characteristic of radioactive material to undergo 
spontaneous transformations ("disintegrations" or "decay") with the 
emission of energy in the form of radiation. It means the rate of spontaneous 
transformations of a radionuclide. The unit of radioactivity is the curie, Ci 
(or becquerel, Bq). (1 Ci = 3.7 x 10" Bq) 

A nuclide that emits radiation. 

The decision document published in the Federal Register by which a Federal 
department or agency decides on an alternative presented and evaluated in an 
EIS. 

A common (or special) unit of dose equivalent, effective dose equivalent, or 
committed dose equivalent. 

Waste that requires shielding in addition to that provided by the container in 
order to protect people nearby from radiation exposure. 

A facility for the storage or disposal of radioactive waste. 

This Act was designed to provide cradle to grave control of hazardous 
chemical wastes. 

Storage of radioactive waste in a manner designed for recovery without loss 
of control or release of radioactivity. 

A qualitative or quantitative evaluation of the environmental andlor health 
effect from exposure to a chemical or physical agent; combines exposure 
assessment results with toxicity assessment results to estimate effects. 

The evaporite formation of Permian age within which wastes would be 
disposed of in the WIPP repository. 
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shaft 

shield 

stabilization 

storage 

threatened species 

transmutation 

transuranic nuclide 

TRU waste 

TRUPACT 

TRUPACT-I1 

uranium (U) 

A man-made hole, either vertical or steeply inclined, that connects the 
surface with an underground excavation. 

Material used to reduce the intensity of radiation that would irradiate 
personnel or equipment. 

The action of making a nuclear material more stable by converting its 
physical or chemical form or placing it in a more stable environment. 

Temporary placement of waste in a facility 

Any species which is likely to become an endangered species within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 

Any process in which a nuclide is transformed into a different nuclide, or 
more specifically, when transformed into a different element by a nuclear 
reaction. 

A nuclide with an atomic number (number of protons) greater than that of 
uranium (92). All transuranic nuclides are radioactive. 

Waste materials (excluding high level waste and certain other waste types) 
contaminated with alpha particle-emitting radionuclides with atomic 
numbers greater than that of uranium and half-lives greater than 20 years, in 
concentrations greater than 100 nanocuries per gram (nCi1g) of waste. TRU 
waste results primarily from plutonium reprocessing and fabrication as well 
as research activities at DOE defense installations. 

Transuranic Package Transporter 

TRUPACT-I1 is the package designed to transport contact-handled TRU 
waste to the WIPP site. It is a cylinder with a flat bottom and a domed top 
that is transported in the upright position. The major components of the 
TRUPACT-I1 are an inner, sealed, stainless steel containment vessel within 
an outer, sealed, stainless steel containment vessel. Each containment vessel 
is non-vented and capable of withstanding 50 pounds of pressure per square 
inch (psi). The inner containment vessel cavity is six feet in diameter and 
6.75 feet tall, with a capability of transporting fourteen 55-gallon drums, two 
standard waste boxes, or a ten-drum overpack. 

A heavy (average atomic mass of about 238 atomic mass units), silvery- 
white metal with 14 radioactive isotopes. 



Waste Acceptance 
Criteria (WAC) The DOE document, currently in draft revision number 5, that describes the 

criteria by which unclassified transuranic waste will be accepted for 
emplacement at the WIPP and the basis upon which these criteria were 
established. The current planning basis for WAC is a compendium of the 
minimal requirements established by law, regulation, and DOE orders that 
transuranic waste must meet to be transported to and disposed of at WlPP 
(assuming DOE'S planned no-migration petition is granted). The SEIS-I1 
analyses (or denial of the no-migration petition) could result in modifications 
to the planning-basis WAC. 

Waste Isolation Pilot 
Plant (WIPP) The facility near Carlsbad, New Mexico, that has been designated an 

experimental and operational site for evaluating disposal capabilities of 
bedded salt for DOE-generated transuranic waste. 

x-ray A band of electromagnetic radiation, produced by the bombardment of a 
substance (usually one of the heavy metals) by a stream of electrons moving 
at a great velocity. 
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Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Transuranic Waste Baseline Inventory Report, 
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Environmental Impact Statement 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Final Environmental Impact Statement (published 
in 1980) 

Federal Register 

Land Disposal Restrictions 

Land Withdrawal Act 

National Environmental Policy Act 

Notice of Intent 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Polychlorinated biphenyl 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Remote-Handled Transuranic Waste 

Record of Decision 

xiii 



ACRONYMSAND ABllKEVlATlONS WlPP SElS-11 lmr~len~eruorion Plan 

SEIS-I 

SNL 

TRU 

WAC 

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Final Supplement Environmental Impact 
Statement (published in 1990) 

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Sandia National Laboratories 

Transuranic 

WIPP Waste Acceptance Criteria 

WID Westinghouse Waste Isolation Division 

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 

WM PEIS Drafi Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 

xiv 



WIPP SEIS-I1 I~nnlernmlrrrion Plan CHAPTER I 

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides an overview of why this Implementation Plan was prepared 
and summarizes background information on the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) 
project. 

1.1 PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

The Implementation Plan for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-11) has two primary purposes: 

To report on the results of the scoping process 

To provide guidance for preparing SEIS-I1 

SEE-I1 will be the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review for WIPP's disposal phase. 
Chapter 1 of this plan provides background on WIPP and this NEPA review. Chapter 2 describes the 
purpose and need for action by the Department of Energy (hereafter DOE or the Department), as well 
as a description of the Proposed Action and alternatives being considered. Chapter 3 describes the 
work plan, including the schedule, responsibilities, and planned consultations with other agencies 
and organizations. Chapter 4 describes the scoping process, presents major issues identified during 
the scoping process, and briefly indicates how issues will be addressed in SEIS-11. 

Appendix A is a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) published in the Federal Register on 
August 23, 1995. Appendix B contains the current outline of the WIPP SEIS-11. Appendix C 
presents summaries of the public scoping comments within each comment category. Appendix D 
contains disclosure statements of the contractors that are assisting DOE in preparing the SEIS-11. On 
the inside front cover is a brief discussion of transuranic (TRU) waste and its generation. On the 
inside back cover is an overview of the DOE NEPA review process. 

1.2 WIPP BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

This NEPA review will address DOE'S proposal to continue the phased development of the WIPP 
and to begin the disposal of TRU waste from defense activities and programs at the WIPP facility, 
located approximately 26 miles east of Carlsbad in southeastern New Mexico. The review also will 
address the transportation routes and methods that would be used to move TRU waste to the facility 
and the characterization, pretreatment, packaging, and certification of the waste before its 
transportation. 

TRU wastes result from the defense activities and programs of the United States government, 
including nuclear weapons development and manufacturing, plutonium recovery, research and 
development, environmental restoration and decontamination and decommissioning activities, waste 
management programs at various DOE and other government facilities and laboratories, and testing 
and research at private institutions and universities under contract to DOE. TRU wastes also result 
from commercial activities subject to regulation by the US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
and from DOE-sponsored activities that are not considered to be defense activities or programs. 
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TRU waste contains more than 100 nanocuries per gram of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes with 
half-lives greater than 20 years. These isotopes include isotopes of neptunium, plutonium, 
americium, curium, and californium. TRU waste radionuclides generally decay by the emission of 
alpha particles which are easily shielded. More penetrating gamma radiation is also emitted by some 
radionuclides, though, affecting the radiation levels from the waste container. 

In 1970, the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, a predecessor of the Department, concluded that 
waste containing specified concentrations of alpha-emitting radionuclides with long half-lives should 
be retrievably stored rather than being disposed of by burial near the surface. Thus, TRU waste 
generated since 1970 has been segregated from other waste and placed in retrievable storage pending 
disposal. 

TRU waste is classified in terms of the level of radiation at the surface of the container (DOE Order 
435.1, Radioactive Waste Management). Contact-handled (CH) TRU waste, as defined by DOE 
Order 5820.2A. emits radiation at or below 200 millirem per hour (mredhr). (It is noted thal the 
WIPP Land Withdrawal Act [LWA] defines CH-TRU waste as having a surface dose rate of not 
greater than 200 mredhr  and RH-TRU waste as having a surface dose rate of 200 mrernlhr or 
greater; containers emitting 200 mredhr  are defined, therefore, in this Act as both). CH-TRlJ waste 
containers can be safely handled by workers without additional shielding. This type of waste 
contains relatively small amounts of the fission and activation products that produce highly 
penetrating radiation; typically, its emissions consist mostly of alpha particles and low-energy 
photons with low penetrating power. More than 90 percent of the TRU waste currently in storage is 
CH-TRU waste. Waste with levels of radiation greater than 200 mremlhr is classified as 
remote-handled (RH) TRU waste. This waste contains larger amounts of radioact~ve fission and 
activation products and produces larger amounts of radiation at the surface of its containers. Remote 
handling equipment or additional shielding is used to safely move or relocate containers of this type 
of waste. In addition, about 55 percent of all TRU waste currently in storage also contains solvents 
or other hazardous constituents that result in it being classified as TRU mixed waste. These other 
hazardous constituents must be taken into consideration when choosing appropriate disposal 
methods. 

After nearly 10 years, the WIPP facility construction phase was completed in 1990. Currently, the 
plant includes surface facilities for receiving and unloading TRU waste, for radiation safety and 
emergency services, and for various support operations. WIPP currently also includes underground 
facilities for the disposal of TRU waste that constitute about one eighth of its planned disposal 
capacity. As analyzed under the Proposed Action, additional disposal space would be excavated, as 
needed, up to the WIPP waste capacity of 6.2 million cubic feet (175,600 cubic meters). The waste 
disposal areas eventually would be sealed with the intent that the waste would remain in the 
underground facility permanently. 

A key surface facility is the 92,000-square-foot Waste Handling Building. In this building, TRU 
waste containers would be received, inventoried, inspected, and prepared for transport to and 
disposal in the underground facilities. The underground facilities were excavated out of the Salado 
Formation, a 3,000-foot-thick salt deposit in the Pennian Basin. Evaporation of an ancient ocean 
formed this deposit 225 million years ago. The underground facilities are 2.150 feet below ground 
level and 1,250 feet above sea level. They include an experimental area, waste disposal area, a 
maintenance and storage area, four ventilation and access shafts, and connecting tunnels. One of the 
eight planned TRU waste disposal areas has been completed. Construction of these underground 
facilities resulted in the removal of approximately 800,000 tons of rock salt to date. The location of 
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the facility is shown on Figure 1-1. A drawing of the facility is shown on Figure 1-2. A photograph 
of the aboveground facility is presented in Figure 1-3. 

Currently, most TRU waste is generated and stored at 10 principal facilities located throughout the 
nation. Other sites generate and store small quantities of TRU waste. Three methods of transporting 
the waste from generation or storage sites to WIPP will be assessed in SEIS-11: truck, commercial 
rail, and dedicated rail. Transportation by truck would involve the use of specially designed tractor 
trailers which could be continually monitored by satellite. Commercial rail transportation would 
include flatbeds containing TRU waste among the other railroad cars on regularly scheduled trains. 
Dedicated rail transportation would employ trains that would cany only TRU waste; these dedicated 
trains would transport a limited number of containers of waste per trip. In each case, the waste 
would be carried in specially designed containers. Also, before the TRU waste can be transported, 
each drum or box of waste must be certified as complying with the WIPP Waste Acceptance Criteria 
(WAC) (see glossary). 

The container used for transporting the CH-TRU waste, the TRUPACT-11, has been certified by the 
NRC. The TRUPACT-I1 consists of a one-quarter-inch thick inner containment vessel positioned 
within an outer containment assembly. An outer stainless steel skin and 10 inches of foam protect 
the outer containment vessel. To achieve NRC approval, these containers endured fire, attempts to 
puncture them, immersion in water, and free drops with no leakage of their contents. Each container 
can hold up to fourteen 55-gallon drums, two standard waste boxes of TRU waste, or a ten-drum 
overpack. Figure 1-4 shows a tractor trailer loaded with three TRUPACT-11s. 

The proposed container for transporting the RH-TRU waste, the RH-72B, has not yet been certified 
by the NRC. Any container finally approved for RH-TRU waste will be designed to protect the 
public and environment from the more penetrating radiation that RH-TRU waste produces. 

1.3 NEPA REVIEW OF WIPP 

Major NEPA documents that discuss the environmental impacts of WIPP are the following: 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOEBIS-0026) (FEIS) in which DOE 
evaluated the potential environmental impacts of construction of WIPP. The FEIS was 
published in 1980 and was followed by its Record of Decision, published in the Federal 
Register on January 28, 1981, in which DOE decided to proceed with the construction of 
surface and subsurface facilities. 

The Final Supplement Environmental Impact Statement (DOEYEIS-0026 FS) (SEIS-I) and its 
Record of Decision (published in the Federal Register on June 22, 1990) in which DOE 
determined that it could, beginning with the test phase, proceed with the phased development 
of WIPP. The Record of Decision included a decision to prepare SEIS-I1 before deciding 
whether to proceed to the WIPP disposal phase. 

Other NEPA activities include those associated with SEIS-I1 to date, including the ~ o t i c e o f  Intent 
published in the Federal Register on August 23, 1995 (see Appendix A) and the scoping meetings 
that are summarized in this document. 



Figure 1-1 
The Location of WlPP 
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1.3.1 Need for SEIS-I1 

The 1990 Record of Decision stated that the scope of SEIS-I1 would include an analysis of the 
long-term performance of WIPP in light of new information obtained since 1990. It also stated that a 
more detailed analysis of the processing and handling of TRU waste at the generator facilities would 
be included. In addition, regulatory and statutory changes have occurred since 1990 that may affect 
WIPP and its performance. SEIS-11, therefore, will discuss all of the changed circumstances since 
1990 that might affect the environmental impacts of WIPP. Some of those changes are presented 
below. 

New Generator Sites: The 1990 SEIS-I identified 10 principal sites as generators of DOE'S TRU 
waste. Since then, the Department has identified additional sites that generate and store small 
amounts of TRU waste that may be disposed of at WIPP. The potential impacts from the waste 
management activities of these additional sites will be evaluated as part of SEIS-11. 

Revised TRU Waste Volume Estimates: Estimates of the volumes of TRU waste yet to be generated 
and that would be disposed of at WIPP have changed since 1990. This is partially due to the reduced 
activities associated with production of nuclear weapons in the United States and partially due to 
better information on waste volumes obtained from the generator sites. The new volumes will be 
included in SEIS-11. 

Consequences of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (LWA): The LWA, which transferred WIPP from 
the Department of Interior to DOE, included provisions that affect environmental impacts for some 
WIPP disposal alternatives. One provision limits the total TRU waste disposal capacity to no more 
than 6.2 million cubic feet (176,000 cubic meters). RH-TRU waste disposal is limited to 5.1 million 
curies (MCi). Further, the Act requires studies of rail and tn~ck transportation, waste processing, and 
volume reduction technologies. All relevant information obtained during these studies will be used 
in SEIS-I1 to assess potential impacts. The LWA also requires DOE to submit a recommendation to 
Congress for disposal of all TRU waste. 

Results of the Experimental Program: Since 1990, the Department has continued an experimental 
program to acquire additional information about the WIPP site, TRU waste, and the potential 
interactions that may occur between the two. Information on these items will be analyzed and 
included in SEIS-11. 

Changes to the Waste Acceptance Criferia (WAC): WIPP's planning-basis WAC have changed 
since 1990. A proposed requirement to treat waste to eliminate corrosive characteristics could affect 
environmental impacts. The Department's latest WAC and alternative criteria will be addressed in 
SEIS-11. 

Changes to the Transportation Routes: Changes have been made to the transportation routes 
presented in the 1990 SEIS-I. These changes will be considered during SEIS-11. 

Changes in the Status of Relevant Regulations and Executive Order: The US.  Environmental 
Protection Agency in 1994 codified at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 191 issued the 
Environmental Standards for Management and Disposal of TRU Waste (40 CFR 191), and in 1996 
issued criteria to certify and determine WIPP's compliance with these standards (61 Federal Register 
5224, February 9, 1996) to be codified at 40 CFR 194. In 1993 the President issued Executive Order 
12856, Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevention Requirements, to 
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ensure that Federal agencies manage their facilities to meet the objectives of the Pollution Prevention 
Act and to develop goals to reduce releases of toxic chemicals and pollutants to the environment. 
These changes will be considered in SEIS-11. 

Changes in Compliance Disposition of Previously Disposed TRU Waste: Until about 1970, DOE 
disposed of TRU waste in shallow trenches. SEIS-I did not consider this waste in its analyses. Since 
SEIS-I, it has become evident that compliance with federal regulations may result in the excavation 
of a portion of this TRU waste. If excavated, this waste would be considered newly generated and 
subject to DOE's waste management program. In SEIS-11, an estimate of previously disposed 
inventory will be included and the impacts of disposing of this waste at WIPP assessed. 

1.3.2 Relationship to Other DOE EISs 

SEIS-I1 will update and amend those NEPA reviews presented in the 1980 FEIS for WIPP and the 
1990 SEIS-I. Currently, SEIS-I1 is to be the last NEPA document produced before the Department 
decides whether to begin disposal of TRU waste at WIPP. 

In addition to these previous environmental impact statements (EIS) produced on WIPP, SEIS-I1 is 
closely related to DOE's Draji Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
(WM PEIS), which was published in August 1995. The WM PEIS is a nationwide study that 
examines the environmental impacts of various management and siting alternatives for DOE 
radioactive and hazardous wastes, including TRU waste. DOE will use this information to decide 
where to locate additional treatment, storage, or disposal facilities for each waste type. Under all of 
the WM PEIS TRU waste action alternatives, disposal at WIPP of TRU waste was assumed for 
purposes of its analyses. DOE will analyze impacts of disposal of TRU waste in SEIS-I1 and will 
make decisions concerning both disposal and levels of treatment of TRU waste based on SEIS-I1 
analyses. As appropriate, decisions on complex-wide TRU waste treatment levels, such as 
modification of the planning-basis WIPP WAC, will take into account the analyses in both the 
WM PEIS and the WIPP SEIS-11, and as appropriate, the Records of Decision will be coordinated. 
The WM PEIS will provide a basis for decisions on where any TRU waste treatment and storage 
facilities would be sited. A summary of treatment and storage scenarios from the WM PEIS is 
provided as Table 1 - 1. 

For purposes of its analysis concerning sitings, the WM PEIS examines treatment of TRU waste to 
three different levels: characterize or repackaging to meet the planning-basis WAC currently in 
place (see glossary), intermediate treatment of the waste (shredding and using grout to solidify it), 
and enhanced treatment (incineration) to meet the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act's 
(RCRA) Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs). SEIS-I1 will summarize with modification and 
incorporate by reference the WM PEIS analyses. The modification will address differences in 
baseline waste volume estimates. SEIS-I1 will include analyses of the impacts of disposal of the 
waste when treated to the three different levels. 

Three other NEPA documents that are directly related to SEIS-I1 are the following: 

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Actinide Source-Term Test Program at Los 
Alamos National Laboratory (DOEIEA-0977). This assessment examined the site-specific 
environmental impacts of conducting tests in the laboratories of Los Alamos National 
Laboratory as part of the WIPP experimental program.' A Finding of No Significant Impact 
was issued on January 23, 1995. 



Table 1-1 
WM PEIS Transuranic Waste Alternatives 

I Total Number of RH-TRU Waste Treatment Sites I 5 I 5 I 2 I 2 I 7 1 7 1  

I Total Number of CH-TRU Waste Treatment Sites 

Alternatives 

Treatment Criteria 

Note: An additional five rites with very little waste are mentioned in the WM PEIS but no! included in ia  analyser. 
Treaunent = Twreatment by shred and grout or to LDRs also meet Ule WIPP WAC. 
Storage = Sites that store after lreatment under the No Action and Decentralized Alternatives or rloie ia current inventory under the No Action Alternative. 

No Action 

Rocky Flatr Environmental Technology Site 

Sandia National Laboratories - Albuquerque 

Savannah River Site 

University of Missouri Research Reactor 

Wane Isolation Pilot Plant 

Wea Valley Demonstration Project 

Source: Table 6.1-1 of the WM PEIS Summary. 
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Environmental Assessment for the Construction and Operation of the Carlsbad 
Environmental Monitoring and Research Center (DOEEA-1081). This assessment 
examined the impacts of continued Department funding of the operations of the Carlsbad 
Environmental Monitoring and Research Center by the University of New Mexico. The 
center's laboratory would be constructed in Carlsbad, New Mexico, near the existing New 
Mexico State University campus. The center would independently monitor environmental 
impacts from ongoing and future WIPP operations as part of its aim to improve 
environmental monitoring techniques. A Finding of No Significant Impact was issued on 
October 10, 1995. 

Environmental Assessment for the Construction and Operation of the Sand Dunes to Ochoa 
Powerline Project (DOWEA-1109). The Department adopted the Bureau of Land 
Management's environmental assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact on 
May 19, 1995. This assessment examined the impacts of constmcting a second powerline to 
support WIPP. As part of the project. a new substation also will be constructed. 

In addition to these documents, several ongoing or recently completed documents analyze or have the 
potential to analyze proposals or alternatives that concern TRU waste. They, therefore, may relate to 
SEIS-11. These documents include the following: 

The Department of Energy Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho 
National Engineering Laborato~y Environmental Restoration and Waste Management 
Program Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOEJEIS-0203-F, April 1995) and its 
Record of Decision (60 Federal Register 2680, June 1, 1995) 

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Tritiun~ Supply and Recycling, 
Volume II (DOEIEIS-0161, October 1995) and its Record of Decision (60 Federal 
Register 63878, December 12, 1995) 

0 Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Programmatic Environmental 
Itnpact Statement (DOWEIS-0229) -draft issued - February 1996 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and 
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOEEIS-0225) - draft issued - 
March 1996 

Site-wide Environmental Inlpact Statement for Continued Operation of the Los Alatnos 
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOWEIS-0238) - in preparation 

Nevada Test Site and Other Off-Site Locations within the State of Nevada Site-wide 
Environmental Impact Statentent (DOWEIS-0239) - draft issued - January 1996 

Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site Site-wide Environmental Impact Statement, 
Rocky Flats, Golden, Colorado (no number assigned) - in preparation 
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1.3.3 The WIPP SEIS-I1 and Record of Decision 

The SEIS-I1 is being prepared to inform DOE'S decision-making process. The Proposed Action and 
the alternatives have been structured to allow easy comparison of environmental impacts to support 
DOE decision-making. The major decisions expected to be based on the SEIS-I1 analyses are: 

Whether to dispose of TRU wasre at WIPP or leave it at generator sites 

And, if the decision is to dispose of waste at WIPP, (1) what type of TKU waste (currently 
stored, newly generated, andlor buried) to dispose of at WIPP, (2) whether to modify the 
planning-basis WIPP WAC to specify a different level of treatment for waste disposed of at 
WIPP, and (3) what mode of transportation to use for TRU waste shipments 

DOE will prepare a draft SEIS-I1 for public review and comment. Issuance of the draft document is 
scheduled for July 1996. In addition to an invitation for written comments, DOE will hold public 
hearings to solicit comments on the draft. The public hearings are tentatively planned for August and 
September of 1996. At this time DOE plans to publish all comments received and comment 
responses with the final SEIS-11. However, if comments prove to be too voluminous, DOE may 
publish only a comment summary in the final SEIS-11; all comments and the comment response 
document would be available for public review at the public reading rooms listed in Table 1-2. 

The Record of Decision for SEIS-I1 will be signed by the DOE Assistant Secretary for Environmental 
Management or the Secretary of Energy. If DOE decides to mitigate any environmental impacts of 
the WIPP decision in the Record of Decision, a Mitigation Action Plan, which will describe the 
mitigation measures that are made a part of the WIPP decision, explain how and when they will be 
implemented, and explain bow DOE will monitor the mitigation measures over time to judge their 
effectiveness, will be issued following the Record of Decision. The Record of Decision and 
Mitigation Action Plan will be placed in the WIPP public reading rooms listed in Table 1-2 and will 
be made available to interested parties upon request. 
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Table 1-2 
List of WIPP Reading Rooms 

NAME 
Public Reading Room for U.S. 
Department of Energy ~ e a d ~ u a r t e r s ~  

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety ~ o a r d ~  

Scientific and Technical Information 
Center Department of Energy Reading 
~ o o m "  
Thomas Branigan Memorial Library 

New Mexico State Librarya 

Pannell Library New Mexico Junior 
College 
Carlsbad Public ~ i b r a r y ~  
Public Document Room 
Zimmerman ~ i b r a r y ~  
Government Publications 
Univrrsit) of  New Mcxico 
Martin Spcare Memorial Library 

US.  Department of Energy National 
Atomic Museum WIPP Public Reading 
Room 

Raton Public Library 

New Mexico State University Library 

Department of Energy Public Reading 
~ o o m ~  
INEL Boise Office 

Shoshone-Bannock Library HRDC 
Building 
University of Idaho Library University of 
Idaho ~ a n ~ p u s  

ADDRESS 
Room 1 E-190Borrestal Building 
Freedom of Information Reading Room 
1000 Independence Ave. S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
625 Indiana Ave. N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20004 
P.O. Box 62 
Oak Ridge, TN 3783 1 

200 East Picacho 1 
Las Cruces, NM 88001 
325 Don Gaspar 
Santa Fe, NM 87503 
53 17 Lovington Highway - - 
Hobbs, NM-88240 
101 South Halagueno 
Carlsbad, NM 88220 

Roma Ave. and Yale Blvd. 
Albuquerque, NM 8713 1-1466 

New Mexico Institute of Mining and 
Technology 
Leroy and Bullock Campus Station 1 
Socorro, NM 8780 1 
Wyoming Blvd. South 
Kirtland Air Force Base 
P.O. Box 5400 
Albuquerque, NM 871 15 
244 Cook Ave. 
Raton, NM 87740 
P.O. Box 30001 
Las Cruces, NM 88003 
1776 Science Center Dr. 
Idaho Falls, ID 83702 
8 16 West Bannock Suite 306 
Boise, ID, 83702 
Bannock and Pima 
Fort Hall, ID 83203 
Rayburn St. 
Moscow, ID 83202 



Table 1-2 
List of WIPP Reading Rooms -Continued 

I Pocatello, ID 83201 
Idaho State University Library 1 741 South 7th Ave., Box 8089 

NAME 
Moscow Environmental 
Restoration Information Office 
Pocatello Public Librarv 

ADDRESS 
530 South Ashbury Suite 2 
Moscow, ID 83842 
113 South Garfield 

Twin Falls Public Library 

Standley Lake Library 

Superfund Records Center, U.S. 

Pocatello, ID 83209 
434 2nd St. East 
Twin Falls, ID 83301 
8485 Kipling St. 
Arvada, CO 80005 
999 18th St. 5th Floor 

~nvironmental Protection Agency 
Public Reading Room 
Department of Energy 

I Westminster, CO 80021 
Public Reading Room for U.S. I WashinBon State Universitv Tri-Cities 

Denver, CO 80202 
Front Range Community College Library 
3645 West 112th Ave. Level B, 

Rocky Flats operationsa 

Citizens Advisory Board 

Department o f ~ n e r ~ y  Richland 1 100 Sprout Rd, Room 130 west 

Center of the Building 
Westminster, CO 80030 
9035 N. Wadsworth P k w  Suite 2250 

Operations Offlce I ~ichland, WA 99352 
Public Reading Room for US.  1 USC - Aiken Library 
Department of Energy 1 17 1 Universitv ~ k & .  - I Aiken, SC 29801 - 
U.S. Deonrtment of Enerav CH Public 1 9800 South Cass Ave. Buildine 201 - - 
~ e a d i n g  Room I Argonne, IL 60439 
Public Reading Room for US.  1 2621 Losee Rd. 

Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy CERCLA ] Miamisburg Senior Adult Center 

- 
Department of Energy Nevada 
Operation Office 
Public Reading Room for U.S. 
Department of Energy Oakland 

North Las Vegas, NV 89030-4129 

1301 Clay St. Room 700 N 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Services Division ( Austin, TX 78701 
Wvomine State Librarv Government I Suoreme Court Buildine 

Public Reading Room 

Tcxas State Libl-w Information 

305 central Ave. 
Miamisburg, OH 45342 
1201 Brazos St. 

- 
Documents 

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Pocatello Office 

- 
2361 Capitol Ave. 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 
165 1 AT Ricken Dr. 
Pocatello, ID 83201 

a Reference documents will be available at these locations 
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List of WIPP Reading Rooms - Continued 

I Twin Falls, ID 83301 
Information Center Colorado 1 4300 Cberw Creek Dr. South 

NAME 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Twin Falls Office 

1 Department of Public Health and 1 Building A- I 

ADDRESS 
233 2nd St. North 
Suite B 

Environment ( Denver, CO 80222-1530 
Department of Energy 1 55 Jefferson Cir. 
Public Reading Room ( Oak Ridge, 1'N 37830 
Community Reading Room I Lo5 Alamos National Laboratow - 

Mobile Public Library 
Federal Document Collection 
Arkansas State Library 

P.O. Box 1663, MS A-1 17 
Los Alamos, NM 87545 
701 Government St. 
Mobile, AL 36602-1499 
One Capitol Mall 

Federal Document Collection 
Flagstaff City-Coconino County Public 
Library 
Atlanta-Fnlton Public Library Federal 
Document Collection 
Indiana State Librarv 

Little Rock, AR 72201 
300 West Aspen 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
One Margaret Mitchell Square, 
Atlanta, GA 30303-1089 
140 North Senate Ave. 

Federal Document Collection 
Kansas State Library 
Federal Document Collection 
Mississippi State Law Library 

I Salem, OR 973 10-0640 
The Navajo Nation I C/O Levon Benally, Jr. 

~~ 

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2296 
State Capitol Building 
Topeka, KS 66612 
450 High St. 

Federal Document Collection 
Missouri State Library 
Federal Document Collection 
Oregon State Library 
Federal Document Collection 

~ackson, MS 3921 5-1040 
600 West Main 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
State Library Building 
250 Winter Street, N.E. 

~nvironriental Protection Agency 

State Librarv Louisiana 

P.O. Box 339 
Window Rock, AZ 865 15 
760 North Third St. 

The Oklahoma Department of Libraries 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 
200 N.E. 18th St. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73 105 

a Reference documents will be available at these locations 
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CHAPTER 2 
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR DOE ACTION, 

IJD DESCRIPTION OF DOE PROPOSED ACTION 
AND ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter describes the purpose and need for the Department of Energy (DOE or 
the Department) action and provides a summary of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives that will be analyzed in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-11). 

2.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR DOE ACTION 

DOE needs to dispose of transuranic (TRU) waste generated by its past, present, and future activities, 
as well as by its predecessors, in a manner that protects public health and the environment. 

Most TRU waste is currently being stored at the sites where it was generated, awaiting disposal. 
There are about 2.0 million cubic feet (58,000 cubic meters) of contact-handled (CH) TRU waste and 
about 127,000 cubic feet (3,600 cubic meters) of remote-handled (RH) TRU waste in retrievable 
storage at DOE sites around the country. More than 90 percent of the Department's TRU waste has 
been generated by the following 10 major sites: 

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 

Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 

Hanford Site 

0 Savannah River Site 

Mound Laboratory 

Nevada Test Site 

Los Alamos National Laboratory 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

0 Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 

Argonne National Laboratory-East 

The remaining 10 percent of the TRU waste inventory is attributed to an additional 14 sites around 
the country. Eleven of these sites were mentioned in the Draft Waste Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Starernerir (WM PEIS) (though only six were included in its analysis). The 
three remaining SEIS-I1 sites are identified in the latest inventory of the nation's TRU waste. Waste' 
Isolation Pilot Plant Baseline Inventory Report, Revision 2 (BIR-2). 



DOE projects that approximately 1.9 million additional cubic feet (54.000 cubic meters) of CH-TRU 
waste will be generated through the year 2023 from continuing site activities and decontamination 
and decommissioning of DOE facilities. In addition, there also may be TRU waste generated from 
environmental restoration activities at Departmental sites. 

About half of DOE'S TRU waste also contains hazardous constituents regulated under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). This portion of the waste is referred to as TRU mixed 
waste. 

Continued storage of TRU waste at the generator sites would pose concerns that would need to be 
accommodated. Some of the metal drums used to store TRU waste are'showing signs of corrosion, 
and the contents would eventually have to be repackaged for long-term storage. Additional storage 
facilities would be needed at the generator sites, and additional worker exposures would occur due to 
repackaging and inspection of waste containers. Treatment facilities would be needed because much 
of the TRU mixed waste is subject to the Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) of RCRA. RCRA does 
not permit the generator and treatment sites to store such waste indefinitely. Also, continued storage 
at some sites may be contrary to agreements between DOE and the various states where generator 
sites are located. 

Alpha radiation is the primary factor in the radiation health hazard associated with TRU waste. 
Alpha radiation is not energetic enough to penetrate human skin but poses a health hazard if 
alpha-emitters are taken into the body (inhaled or ingested), as do the hazardous constituents 
associated with TRU mixed waste. Because TRU waste emits alpha radiation for a long period of 
time, DOE needs to isolate this waste from means of environmental transport (primarily air and 
water) so that i t  no longer presents a health hazard. Isolation would also prevent the hazardous 
constituents of the waste from becoming a health hazard. 

The National Security and Military Applications of Nuclear Energy Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-164) 
authorized the Department to develop a research and development facility to demonstrate the safe 
disposal of radioactive waste resulting from defense activities and exempt from regulation by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) (defense waste). This legislation promoted the design of a 
centralized permanent repository for disposal of TRU waste instead of smaller, individual, and 
temporary storage sites. In 1980, DOE prepared the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) assessing the potential impacts of developing the WIPP site and alternatives 
for disposal or management of TRU waste. In the subsequent Record of Decision (ROD), DOE 
announced it would begin the phased development of the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) to 
provide for the safe, centralized disposal of TRU waste. In 1990, following construction of most of 
the existing WIPP facilities, DOE prepared the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Supplement 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-I). In the subsequent ROD. DOE chose to continue w~th 
phased development of WIPP and to proceed with WIPP's test phase to improve understanding of 
WIPP's potential performance to isolate waste. 

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION: DISPOSE OF POST-1970 DEFENSE TRU WASTE TREATED 
TO WIPP'S PLANNING-BASIS WASTE ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA (WAC) 

The Department's Proposed Action is to continue phased development of WIPP by beginning the 
disposal phase operations at the facility and emplacing defense TRU waste. Any unfinished 
compliance activities would continue until the Department obtains regulatory approvals needed to 
begin receiving waste. 



Under the Proposed Action, retrievably-stored and to be generated defense TRU waste would be 
characterized, treated, packaged, and certified as required at the generator sites to meet current 
planning-basis WAC. 

After treatment to WAC, the waste would be loaded into approved reusable shipping containers for 
transportation to WIPP by truck. Upon arrival at WIPP, each shipping container would be unloaded, 
and the waste containers inside would be inspected and scanned before being emplaced underground. 
Table 2-1 at the end of this chapter summarizes the Proposed Action (and each action alternative and 
no action alternative). 

Waste Sources: The 10 major waste generator and storage sites listed earlier would supply about 90 
percent of the TRU waste that would be sent to WIPP. Some of these major generator and storage 
sites already have the capability to inspect, characterize, conduct some types of the waste processing 
or treatment, and certify that waste and its packaging meet planning-basis WAC. The source for the 
remaining waste volume under the Proposed Action would be the additional sites that have small 
quantities of TRU waste in storage. BIR-2 is the most recently published compilation of the TRU 
waste inventory and will be used for analyses in the draft SEIS-11. 

Waste Types: Under the Proposed Action, waste designated for disposal at WIPP would be TRU 
waste generated as a result of defense activities since 1970 that is in retrievable storage. It also 
would include all such TRU waste that would be generated during WIPP's planned 35-year 
operational lifetime. This inventory will be known throughout this document and SEIS-I1 as the 
Proposed Action inventory. 

Waste Treatment: Waste destined for WIPP would be characterized and packaged at the 10 major 
consolidation sites for both CH-TRU and RH-TRU wastes. Treatment would be to the degree 
necessary to meet current planning-basis WAC. These criteria would ensure that the contents and 
packaging of the waste are compatible with requirements for transportation and subsequent handling 
and emplacement at WIPP. WIPP would be assumed to receive a no-migration variance for the 
hazardous components of the TRU mixed waste. 

Waste Volume: The total volume of waste available to be disposed of at WIPP would depend on 
treatment and packaging and will be based on the total volume reported in BIR-2. For analysis, this 
volume will be scaled to full statutorily authorized WIPP capacity if the actual and projected volumes 
are below that capacity. As specified by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (LWA), the current 
capacity for WIPP is 6.2 million cubic feet (175,600 cubic meters) and the current curie limit for 
RH-TRU waste is 5.1 million curies (MCi). The Consultation and Cooperation Agreement between 
DOE and the State of New Mexico limits the disposal volume for RH-TRU to 250,000 cubic feet 
(7,080 cubic meters). 

Transportation: Under the Proposed Action, all waste shipments would be by truck using the 
TRUPACT-I1 for CH-TRU waste and an NRC - approved Type B container (currently projected to be 
the RH-72B cask) for RH-TRU waste. The TRUPACT-I1 has been certified by the NRC, and the 
RH-72B cask design is currently undergoing review. Transportation impacts would be analyzed in 
SEIS-I1 from the small quantity sites to the major consolidation sites then from the major 
consolidation sites to WIPP. 

WIPP Operations: Operations at WIPP would include waste receipt, inspection, and emplacement 
underground. Drums and standard waste boxes of CH-TRU waste would be put into the underground 
rooms. RH-TRU casks would be put into horizontal boreholes in the walls of the rooms, prior to 
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CH-TRU waste disposal there. Should CH-TRU waste disposal begin before RH-TRU waste 
disposal, the amount of RH-TRU waste that could be disposed of in horizontal boreholes, as 
currently planned, may be limited. Under this alternative, additional disposal rooms would be 
excavated as needed, to accommodate the waste volume. WlPP would receive and emplace waste for 
35 years beginning in 1998. For purposes of analyzing long-term impacts, active institutional control 
would be assumed to end in 2143. 

Engineered Barriers: No backfill would be used around the waste containers in the disposal rooms 
or in the tunnels under the Proposed Action. Seals in the tunnels and shafts are part of the basic 
design of the repository. Analysis of use of backfill will be done, though, to determine whether such 
backfill would be an appropriate mitigating action and assurance measure. Also, both retrieval and 
recovery of the waste will be included in the SEIS-I1 analyses. 

For purposes of comparison and to aid DOE in its decision-making, the analyses for the Proposed 
Action and each action alternative will be broken down according to the following scheme: 

Waste will be differentiated as the Proposed Action inventory and the additional TRU waste 
inventory. The Proposed Action inventory is defined as defense waste (except 
polychorinated biphenyl [PCB]-contaminated waste) currently in retrievable storage or newly 
generated since 1970. The additional TRU waste inventory, which is a part of some action 
alternatives, includes nondefense and commercial TRU waste, and TRU waste disposed of 
prior to 1970. Both components will include 35 years of projected future generation. 
Together the Proposed Action inventory and the additional TRU waste inventory comprise 
"all DOE TRU waste" as the term is used in this document. The impacts related to each of 
these inventories will be assessed separately and collectively. 

The waste also will be differentiated as either RH-TRU or CH-TRU waste. The impacts of 
each of these types of waste will be assessed separately and collectively. 

Waste treatment and consolidation scenarios outlined in the WM PEIS for TRU waste will 
be used for SEIS-I1 analyses. 

Transportation analyses will be performed quantitatively for truck transportation. For action 
altematives, both maximum commercial rail and maximum dedicated rail transportation also 
will be analyzed. 

As appropriate, analytical results will be presented as annual averages and as totals 

2.3 SELECTION OF ACTION AND NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

The following altematives have been identified for analysis in SEIS-I1 based on Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance indicating that an agency should consider alternatives that 
are "practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense." 
Using these criteria, and considering the LWA requirement that DOE submit recommendations for 
disposal of all TRU waste, it is reasonable to consider as an alternative to disposing of all of the 
Department's TRU waste at WIPP. DOE recognizes that all of the alternatives discussed below may, 
in part, require legislative revision or modification of agreements negotiated with involved states. 
The fact that DOE is considering these altematives should not be construed as meaning that the 
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Department intends to implement any action that would violate the law or legally binding 
agreements. Table 2-1 at the end of this chapter summarizes key elements of the Proposed Action 
and alternatives to be analyzed in SEIS-11. 

2.4 ACTION ALTERNATIVE 1: DISPOSE O F  ALL DOE TRU WASTE AFTER 
TREATMENT T O  PLANNING-BASIS WAC 

Waste Sources: The waste sources for Action Alternative 1 are the same as those noted for the 
~ r o ~ o s e d  Action. 

Waste Types: Both the Proposed Action inventory and additional TRU waste inventory, as defined 
above, will be considered separately and collectively. 

Waste Treatment: Under this alternative, all waste would be treated to current planning-basis WAC. 
Treatment sites would be the same as those identified in the decentralized alternative presented in the 
WM PEIS (see Table 1- 1). 

Waste Volume: Waste volume would differ under this alternative from that under the Proposed 
Action. This alternative would examine disposing of other TRU waste types, some of which are 
currently prohibited by the WIPP LWA, and could potentially involve disposing of volumes of waste 
in excess of those allowed under that Act. 

Transportation: Three modes of transportation will be considered, truck, maximum commercial rail, 
and maximum dedicated rail. Truck analyses will be quantitative while analyses for both rail modes 
will be qualitative. The containers would be the same as those used for the Proposed Action. 

WIPP Operations: WlPP would receive and emplace waste beginning in 1998 and disposal 
operations would continue until all waste is emplaced. For the purpose of long-term impact analysis, 
active institutional control would be assumed to end 100 years after closure. 

Engineered B m i e r s :  The barriers analyzed will be the same as those under the Proposed Action. 

2.5 ACTION ALTERNATIVE 2: DISPOSE OF ALL DOE TRU WASTE TREATED TO 
LDRs 

Waste Sources and Transportation: Action Altemative 2 is the same as Action Alternative 1 for 
each of these categories. 

Waste Types: The waste types would be the same as for Action Alternative 1 with the addition of 
PCB-contaminated waste. 

Waste Treatment: All waste would be treated themally to meet the RCRA LDRs. Action 
Alternative 2 will quantitatively assess the WM PElS regionalized 2 alternative (chosen to maximize 
transportation impacts and because it involves treatment at the same locations as SEIS-I1 Action 
Altemative 3) but will perform a sensitivity analysis of waste consolidation and treatment site 
impacts based on WM PEIS regionalized 3 and centralized alternatives (see Table 1-1). 

Waste Volume: The baseline waste volumes under this alternative would be the same as those under 
Action Alternative 1 with the addition of PCB-contaminated waste. However, all waste would be 



treated by a thermal process expected to reduce its volume by 65 percent. This alternative would 
examine disposing of TRU waste types currently prohibited by the WlPP LWA and could potentially 
involve disposing of volumes of wastes in excess of those permitted under that Act. 

WIPP Operations: WIPP would receive and emplace waste beginning in 2010 and disposal 
operations would continue until all waste is emplaced. For the purpose of long-term impact analysis, 
active institutional control would be assumed to end 100 years after closure. LDR treatment would 
begin in 2010, after construction of the treatment facilities. 

Engineered Barriers: The barriers analyzed will be the same as those under the Proposed Action. 

2.6 ACTION ALTERNATIVE 3: DISPOSE OF ALL DOE TRU WASTE TREATED BY 
SHRED AND GROUT 

Waste Sources and Waste Types: The waste sources and waste types under Action Alternative 3 are 
the same as those noted for Action Alternative 1. 

Waste Treatment: Under Action Alternative 3, nearly all of the TRU waste destined for WIPP would 
be treated with a shred and grout process. The waste would be mechanically shredded and then 
mixed with a cement grout to fill the containers. Treatment facilities would be located at the 
WM PEIS regionalized 1 alternative's consolidation sites (see Table 1-1). 

Waste Volume: The waste volume to be emplaced at WIPP under Action Alternative 3 would 
increase due to the shred and grout process. The estimated volume after treatment will be used in 
SEIS-I1 analyses. 

Transportation: Three modes of transportation will be considered, truck, maximum commercial rail, 
and maximum dedicated rail. Truck analyses will be quantitative while analyses for both rail modes 
will be qualitative. The transportation containers would be the same as those used for the Proposed 
Action. 

WIPP Operations: WIPP would receive and emplace waste beginning in 2010 and disposal 
operations would continue until all waste is emplaced. For the purpose of long-term impact analysis, 
active institutional control would be assumed to end 100 years after closure. Shred and grout 
treatment would begin in 2010, after construction of the treatment facilities. 

Engineered Barriers: The barriers analyzed will be the same as those under the Proposed Action. 

2.7 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 1: DISMANTLE WIPP, TREAT ALL DOE TRU 
WASTE TO LDRs, AND STORE AT CONSOLIDATION SITES 

In this alternative, WIPP would be dismantled and closed. The waste would be treated and packaged 
in accordance with the RCRA and the WIPP WAC. The waste would then be consolidated and 
storcd in new monilored retrievable storage facilities at the WM PElS regionalized 2 consolidation 
sites, until a disposal solution is identified. For the purpose of analysis, a time period of 100 years 
before disposal will be used. Discussion of incremental impacts will be included for periods beyond 
the initial 100-y ear period. 
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Waste Sources: The waste sources for this alternative are the same as those noted for Action 
Alternatives I and 3. 

Waste Types: The types of waste stored under this alternative would be the same as those for Action 
Alternative 1, plus PCB-contaminated TRU waste. 

Waste Treatment: TRU waste managed under this alternative would be treated to meet LDRs or 
Toxic Substances Control Act requirements at the WM PEIS regionalized 2 alternative's 
consolidation sites. In addition, all waste would be repackaged as necessary. For the purpose of 
analysis, the frequency of repackaging will be assumed to be every 20 years. A sensitivity analysis 
of waste consolidation and treatment site impacts will be performed based on the WM PEIS 
regionalized 3 alternative (see Table 1-1). 

Waste Volume: The total volume of waste from this alternative would be the same as Action 
Alternative 2. 

Transportation: Three modes of transpo,rtation will be considered, truck, maximum commercial rail, 
and maximum dedicated rail. Truck analyses will be quantitative while analyses for both rail modes 
will be qualitative. The transportation containers would be the same as those used for the Proposed 
Action. 

WIPP Operations: WIPP would be closed and waste treatment would begin at the consolidation sites 
in 2010, after construction of the treatment facilities. For the purpose of analysis, it would be 
assumed that the consolidation sites listed in the WM PEIS regionalized 2 alternative would be 
managed indefinitely. 

Engineered Barriers: Because WIPP would be dismantled, no engineered barriers would he used. 

2.8 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 2: DISMANTLE WIPP, PROPOSED ACTION 
INVENTORY STORED AT CONSOLIDATION SITES 

Under this alternative, WIPP would be dismantled and closed. TRU waste would continue to be 
temporarily stored at the various DOE generator sites. TRU waste would be packaged and treated to 
meet the current planning-basis WAC as assumed for the WM PElS no action alternative. The TRU 
waste would be shipped to one of the major consolidation sites for storage. This alternative assumes 
the loss of institutional controls at the various consolidation sites after 100 years. No analysis of 
repackaging will be included in the assessment. 

Waste Sources: Waste sources under this alternative are the same as those described under the 
Proposed Action. 

Waste Types: No Action Alternative 2 would analyze the Proposed Action inventory. 

Waste Treatment: Waste would be treated and packaged to meet the current planning-basis WAC. 

Waste Volume: The total volume of waste is assumed to be about the same as the total volume 
reported in the BIR-2 for the Proposed Action inventory. 



Transporturion: Three modcs of transportation will be considered, truck, maxtmum commercial rail, 
and maximum dedicated rail. Truck analyses will be quantitative while analyses for both rail modes 
will be qualitative. The transportation containers would be the same as those used for the Proposed 
Action. 

WIPP Operations: WIPP would be closed. Sites would generate waste for 35 years, beginning in 
1998. Storage at the generator sites would be evaluated for 35 years, ending in 2033. For the purpose 
of analysis, it would be assumed that institutional control would end in 2133. 

Engineered Barriers: Because WIPP would be dismantled, no engineered barriers would be used. 

2.9 ALTERNATIVES NOT ANALYZED IN DETAIL 

The Department has decided not to perform detailed analyses of several alternatives discussed during 
the scoping process. These alternatives will not be analyzed in detail because they do not adequately 
or economically meet DOE'S need to safely dispose of accumulated TRU waste and to provide for 
disposal of the additional TRU waste that may be generated. The following alternatives will not be 
analyzed in detail: 

Transmutation: Transmutation is a technology that has not yet been proven acceptable for 
production-size facilities. Demonstration of the process also has not been applied to TRU waste. 

Co-process with high level waste and vitrify: Mixing of the two waste streams would create a great 
deal of additional high level waste, more than the nation's current high level disposal plans could 
accommodate. Also, vitrification has not been demonstrated as a suitable technology for this 
combination of waste types. 

Disposal in space: The high cost of space launches and the uncertainty about the ability to ensure 
the safety of the public should a launch accident occur prohibit consideration of disposal of such a 
large volume of TRU waste in this manner. 

Underground detonation: Such detonations would produce a large amount of radioactive fission 
products. Also, the geologic environment around the detonation points would be greatly disturbed. 
A large number of detonations would be required. Analysis of the environmental impacts from the 
products remaining after detonation would have great uncertainties. Also, manufacture of the 
explosive devices would generate more TRU waste. 

Subseabed disposal: This option has been considered previously but faces major obstacles including 
public concerns about the migration of waste disposed in this manner and legal restrictions. Such 
disposal is prohibited by international treaties. Also, a substantial period of further development 
would be required. The US, program studying subseabed disposal was canceled in 1986. No 
country currently is actively pursuing such research. 

Deep borehole disposal: The cost of emplacing such a large volume of waste mikes this disposal 
method impractical at this time. Additional research would be required to find suitable borehole 
sites. Also, there would probably he environmental issues that would need to be accommodated 

Greater confinement (shallow borehole): This option, which is being used for waste at the Nevada 
Test Site, involves burial of waste in containers engineered to provide multiple barriers. The 
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containers are buried at depths of approximately 100 feet. The risk of a radiological release to the 
environment over a long-term period makes this method impractical for larger scale TRU waste 
disposal (WIPP's capacity is 6.2 million cubic feet). 

Geologic repositories at sites other than WIPP: The WIPP site was chosen as the safest alternative 
for a geologic repository after nearly 25 years of research. This research has continued over the last 
15 years, as the site has been developed in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) review. Other sites have been considered during past NEPA analyses and have been 
removed from consideration 

Developing technologies: Plasma arc techniques to neutralize the waste, zircon technology for the 
storage of plutonium, and changing the state of atoms to "supercold" in order to slow down 
radionuclide activity are technologies that were suggested for TRU waste treatment methods during 
the public scoping process. None of these technologies are currently technically or economically 
feasible. It is uncertain whether any of these technologies would prove feasible in the future and how 
long development of any feasible technologies could take. 





CHAPTER 3 
WORK PLAN 

This chapter presents the conceptual framework for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
Disposal Pj~ase Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-!I), beginning 
with the study n~ethodology and the approach to data collection. Discussions of the 
SEIS-I1 schedule and planned work assignments for the SEIS-I1 team are also 
included. 

3.1 SEIS-II STUDY METHODOLOGY 

SEIS-I1 will build on previous National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation of the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) including the 1980 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the 1990 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Supplement 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-I). 

SEIS-I1 will use environmental data currently available such as performance assessments, technical 
progress ~ p o r t s ,  and updates to safety analysis reports. As appropriate the SEIS-I1 will utilize 
methodologies consistent with those mandated by regulation (in particular 40 CFR 194) to assess 
impacts of the alternatives. These data will be assessed to determine the potential impacts of WIPP's 
disposal phase. SEIS-I1 also will summarize and incorporate by reference analyses of the alternatives 
for transuranic (TRU) waste treatment found in the Draft Waste Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (WM PEIS) (see Chapter 8 of the WM PEIS). 

The No Action Alternatives will provide a baseline against which the impacts of disposal of TRU 
waste at WIPP under the Proposed Action and each alternative will be compared. The environmental 
consequences will address each discipline, (such as socioeconomics) and the impacts of 
implementing the Proposed Action. Each of the alternatives also will assess the same disciplines. 
Should an impact be the same for several alternatives, the discussion will be detailed in the first 
alternative discussed, and to avoid repetition, the others will reference this discussion. For each 
alternative, though, adequate information will be provided to demonstrate how conclusions will be 
reached. 

The issues to be studied include those identified in the Notice of Intent (N01). They include the 
following: 

Potential effects on the public and on-site workers from releases of radiological and 
non-radiological materials during normal operations and from reasonably foreseeable 
accidents 

Pollution prevention and waste minimization 

Potential effects on soil, air, and water quality and other environmental consequences during 
normal operations and reasonably foreseeable accidents 

Potential cumulative effects during operations at the WIPP site, including impacts from past, 
present, and future activities at the site 
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Potential effects on endangered or threatened species, other species of concern, floodplains 
and wetlands, and archaeological and historical sites 

e Potential effects from normal transportation and reasonably foreseeable transportation 
accidents 

Environmental justice considerations 

Unavoidable adverse environmental effects 

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

0 Potential irretrievable and irreversible commitments of resources 

Comments received during the public scoping period have been summarized and categorized. The 
categories that drew the largest number of comments included: the alternatives to be studied, the 
geology and hydrology, the NEPA process, the transportation of the waste, waste characterization, 
and WIPP's design. The comments are summarized in Chapter 4. 

3.2 DATA COLLECTION 

Data from a variety of sources including Department of Energy (DOE or the Department), Sandia 
National Laboratories (SNL), and Westinghouse's Waste Isolation Division (WID) reports; literature 
from government agencies; and articles in professional journals will be used for SEIS-I1 analyses. 
Some supplemental inventories, surveys, and site visits may be required to further evaluate potential 
impacts. Relevant data and information will he obtained from the Environmental Evaluation Group 
(EEG), the State of New Mexico, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), other regulatory 
agencies, and Native American Tribes. 

3.3 PROPOSED SEIS-I1 SCHEDULE 

Figure 3-1 illustrates the schedule for developing and approving SEIS-11. Each iteration of the 
document from the preliminary draft through the final document will require review and coordination 
among DOE offices and DOE support contractors. 

3.4 PLANNED WORK ASSIGNMENTS 

The DOE Office of Environmental Management is responsible for the WIPP SEIS-I1 and has 
signature approval for this Implementation Plan. The Secretary of Energy or the Assistant Secretary 
for Environment, Safety and Health will approve the Draft and Final SEIS-11. The Secretary of 
Energy or the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management will issue the Record of Decision. 
The DOE Carlsbad Area Office (CAO) is preparing SEIS-I1 and is supported by WID, SNL, and the 
Battelle team. 

WID is the WIPP Management and Operating Contractor, and SNL is WIPP's Scientific Advisor 
WID and SNL personnel will assist DOE and the Battelle team by providing data and reports 
necessary to support SEIS-I1 analyses. 
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The Battelle team will provide support services to the CAO in preparation of SEIS-11. The team 
consists of Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (managed and operated by Battelle), Lechel 
Incorporated, and the Battelle Albuquerque Office. Battelle and Lechel, Inc., have provided NEPA 
disclosure statements (see Appendix D) pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
1506.5(c). 

In supporting DOE. Battelle is responsible for management, organization, and analysis of scoping 
comments and for providing technical support to develop the Implentenlation Plan, Draft SEIS-11, 
Final SEIS-11, and Mitigarion Action Plan. Throughout the preparation of SEIS-11, Battelle will 
provide support in the following areas: study integration, data collection, impact assessments, 
coordination with government agencies, health physics, environmentrll sciences, socioeconomics, 
document production, and quality assurance. 

3.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTATION 

Coordination of NEPA documents with other environmental review requirements is required by 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR 1502.25) and DOE'S NEPA 
regulations (10 CFR 1021.341). The objective is to ensure an integrated assessment. It also is to 
ensure compliance the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. Sec 661 et seq.), the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. Sec 470 et seq.), and the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (16 U.S.C. Sec 1531 et seq.). 

The following agencies were among those consulted during the preparation of SEIS-I. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 

The Department of Transportation 

Bureau of Land Management 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 

As required, these or other agencies may be consulted again as appropriate. 



CHAPTER 4 
SCOPING 

This chapter describes the public scoping process, the results of scoping, and 
introduces the planned scope of the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-11). 

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE SCOPlNG PROCESS 

WIPP SEIS-I1 public scoping activities have included the following: 

A Notice of Intent (NOI) published in the Federal Register (FR) on August.23, 1995 
(60 FR 43779) (see Appendix A) and a notice reopening the comment period published in 
the Federal Register on October 13, 1995 

A public comment period from August 23, 1995, to October 16, 1995 

Public scoping meetings held in Carlsbad, New Mexico, on September 7, 1995; 
Albuquerque, New Mexico, on September 12, 1995; Santa Fe, New Mexico, on 
September 14, 1995; Denver, Colorado, on September 19, 1995; Boise, Idaho, on 
September 20, 1995; and a second meeting in Denver, Colorado, on October 11, 1995 

The Department of Energy (DOE or the Department) decided to hold a second public meeting in 
Denver, Colorado, in response to stakeholder concerns about a scheduling conflict during the first 
meeting on September 19,1995. The Department scheduled a second public meeting in Denver, 
Colorado, and extended the comment period through October 16, 1995, to accommodate comments 
received as a result of this second scoping meeting. 

4.1.1 Public Scoping Meetings 

The public scoping meetings used an informal format to facilitate dialogue among representatives 
from DOE and the public. The meetings were divided into the following three components: 

An information room, where DOE and the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) contractor 
staff were available for informal, off-the-record discussions and to answer questions 
regarding the displays that were presented and the WIPP project in general (not included at 
the second Denver meeting) 

0 An area where stakeholders could tape verbal comments or statements or provide written 
comments on the project 

An on-the-record round table discussion that provided a forum for people to speak directly to 
DOE and WIPP contractor staff, make statements, or ask questions 

Comments from the round table discussions were recorded by note takers and became the meeting 
record. In addition, spoken comments were summarized at the meetings and displayed at the 
meetings to assist the participants. 
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4.1.2 Scoping Comments 

Analysis of the comments received resulted in a total of 564 individual comments, categorized into 
the 20 comment categories shown on Figure 4-1. A team of technical personnel analyzed and 
categorized all comments received to determine specific and general issues. The individual 
comments are summarized in Appendix C. DOE plans to address all scoping comments in SEIS-11, 
except as specifically discussed in Section 4.2. 

4.2 COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING SCOPING 

In the analysis of scoping cotnments, each comment was assigned to one of the categories presented 
in Sections 4.2.1 through 4.2.20. Sometimes the analyst had to make a subjective judgment as to 
which category best fit a particular comment. For example, one commenter asked what the real cost 
of using dedicated transportation would be. This comment was categorized as a transportation 
comment, although any of the following categories could have been chosen: general environment, 
funding and cost, environmental justice, or worker-public health and safety. Thus, the numbers 
reported below are useful indicators of the general level of interest in a given issue but are somewhat 
subjective. 

4.2.1 Transportation 

DOE received 93 comments on transportation issues during the scoping period for SEIS-11. The most 
common theme dealt with the mode of transportation and routes that would be used to transport 
waste to WIPP (29 comments). Eleven comments were received regarding the shipping containers 
and the testing conducted on the containers. A specific request was that the TRUPACT-I1 be 
subjected to a crush test. The crush test was adopted by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
in a Final Rule published in the Federal Register on September 28, 1995, but was not made 
retroactive. Another commenter requested that the containers he tested to sustain a fire at 2,000 
degrees Fahrenheit for 60 minutes. The TRUPACT-I1 was tested to NRC specifications at the time it 
was certified. These tests included drop testing and testing in a sustained fire. DOE does not plan to 
retest the TRUPACT-I1 or crush test it unless required to do so by the NRC. 

The remaining comments dealt with emergency preparedness, general safety and training, and the 
number and schedule of shipments. Five comments requested that an independent transportation risk 
assessment be performed. One specific comment requested that SEIS-I1 include a comprehensive 
analysis of all aspects of packaging, transportation, design of shipping containers, emergency 
preparedness, and accident testing of the waste containers. A commenter requested that the vehicles 
transporting waste be clearly marked and escorted by trained technicians. Also, SEIS-I1 must include 
an analysis of plans for training emergency response teams along the shipment routes, one 
commenter said. 

SEIS-I1 will analyze the transport of transnranic (TRU) waste by three distinct modes of 
transportation: truck, maximum commercial rail, and maximum dedicated rail. Routes will be 
identified in SEIS-11. The risk to the public and workers from the transport of TRU waste using 
NRC-certified packaging will be assessed for all alternatives. Information regarding the NRC's 
requirements for certification of TRU waste packaging also will be included, as will a brief 
discussion of emergency response and preparedness. 
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4.2.2 Alternatives 

DOE received 88 comments during the scoping period on the alternatives to be considered in SEIS-11. 
Sixty-eight of these comments suggested alternatives other than geologic disposal or other forms of 
waste treatment that are currently being considered. Topics suggested by these comments included 
reevaluation of geologic disposal, long-term aboveground storage at the generator sites, 
transmutation, use of breeder reactors, use of zircons instead of borosilicate glass for storage, arc 
plasma techniques to neutralize molecules, and a supercold pretreatment of waste prior to transport 
or storage. A majority of these commenters suggested that DOE use aboveground storage facilities 
for the TRU waste. In this fashion, the waste could be monitored and retrievable. 

The only suggested alternative to disposal of waste at WIPP that will be evaluated during SEIS-11 is - - 

the use of monitored retrievable storage at the generator sites. The remaining suggested alternatives 
are not reasonable for the reasons stated in Section 2.9 of this lmplementution Plan. 

Fourteen of the comments concerned the alternatives that DOE proposes be evaluated in SEIS-11. 
These comments primarily dealt with the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative. Some 
commenters suggested that the alternatives should include pre-1970 buried waste as well as the 
post-1970 waste that is currently being stored at the generator sites, while the New Mexico 
Radioactive Waste Consultation Task Force opposed the inclusion of non-defense TRU waste in the 
alternatives. The comment that DOE should not examine non-defense TRU waste as part of its 
analysis is addressed more fully in Section 2.3 of this Implementation Plan; non-defense waste will 
be considered because its disposal at WIPP is a reasonable alternative for analysis under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

4.2.3 General Health and Safety 

DOE received 51 comments on the general health and safety of the public from impacts associated 
with the operation of WIPP. Twelve of the comments expressed opinions either in favor of or 
against WIPP. One comment noted that the existing transportation and training systems are adequate 
to protect the citizens of Utah. Other comments in favor of the project stated that the method of 
storage was safe and delays in opening WIPP could degrade the existing safety programs. 
Commenters expressing opinions against WIPP noted that the then proposed Skeen Bill (H.R. 1663) 
would remove environmental oversight of WlPP from the U S .  Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and other entities leading to compromised safety at WIPP. One commenter stated that 
economic development seems to take priority over health and safety. 

Commenters suggested that engineered barriers must be emplaced for basic safety measures, even if 
not required by the EPA. One specific comment asked what precautions will be made to ensure 
monitoring and to safeguard the WIPP site to reduce potential hazards. 

The remaining comments were concerned with potential contamination resulting from WIPP 
operations. Concerns ranged from a potential contamination of the food supply for the lower 
Rio Grande Valley to birth defects 

SEIS-I1 will evaluate health and safety issues associated with WIPP operations including the use of 
engineered barriers. Monitoring networks currently exist at WIPP and will continue to monitor the 
surrounding environment for impacts. 
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4.2.4 Geology and Hydrology 

The Department received 50 comments during the scoping process on geologic and hydrologic 
issues. The number of comments were fairly evenly divided in the topical areas of well tests and the 
resultant data, brine migration and seepage in the repository, the structural integrity and technical 
uncertainties of the repository and wells, and water flow patterns above and below ground. Many of 
those commenting expressed a concern for potential contamination of water resources. SEIS-I1 will, 
therefore, provide an evaluation of these issues including potential contamination of water resources. 

The well tests and resulting data concerns focused on tracer tests and why results from some wells 
were considered an anomaly. Two comments were made on seismic activities and the structural 
integrity of the repository. The ideas brought out by these comments will be addressed in SEIS-11. 

4.2.5 NEPA Process 

DOE received 46 comments on the NEPA process. The most recurring issue, comprising 23 
comments, dealt with the scoping meetings for the WIPP SEIS-11. The commenters asserted that 
scoping meetings should be formal "events" and should include court reporters. The commenters 
also requested that the scoping meetings be held in all states that are impacted by the storage, 
transportation, or disposal of DOE'S TRU waste. Commenters asserted that it was a mistake to hold 
scoping meetings only in New Mexico, Colorado, and Idaho. The commenters also requested that 
DOE provide the public with adequate publicity and notice of any public meetings. 

Sixteen comments dealt with the general NEPA approval process and compliance issues. Other 
comments dealt with various forms of public involvement related to WIPP issues and coordination 
with the Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992 and the Wasre Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (WM PEIS). 

Many of the comments in this category addressed procedural requirements of NEPA and will not be 
discussed in SEIS-11. The comments pertaining to scoping have been considered and will be adopted 
as appropriate for the SEIS-I1 public hearings. 

One commenter requested that DOE complete its NEPA requirements before submitting a 
compliance certification application to EPA and prior to taking any action constituting an irrevocable 
commitment with respect to any engineered alternative. DOE does not believe submitting a 
compliance certification application prejudices its decision under NEPA, or constitutes an 
irrevocable commitment concerning engineering alternatives. Concurrent compliance certification 
activities are consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and guidance 
including 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1500.2 (c), 40 CFR 1500.5 and the answer to 
question 9 in CEQ's Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy 
Act Regulations, 40 FR 18026 (March 23, 1981). 

4.2.6 Waste Characterization 

DOE received 46 comments concerning waste characterization. The most recurring issues dealt with 
the source of the waste (such as pre-1970 disposed waste, and decommissioning and decontamination 
waste) and the levels of contamination. One commenter questioned what the source of future waste 
would be since there are no weapons production activities in DOE. Another commenter asked that 
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DOE begin disposal operations with strictly TRU waste and that a goal be set for TRU mixed waste 
disposal at WIPP. 

There were 16 comments that dealt with waste characterization plans and a general waste definition. 
Commenters requested that DOE provide a full evaluation of waste characterization, treatment, and 
transportation for the small quantity sites, as well as impacts due to the implementation of site 
treatment plans. Commenters inquired as to whether the Department had a load management plan 
and a plan to characterize waste at sites where there are no characterization capabilities. One 
commenter asked about the methods to be used for quality control of the waste. Seven comments 
were received concerning the current waste volume, number of sites, and DOE'S previous handling 
of remote-handled waste issues. 

Segregation of TRU waste from TRU mixed waste will not be analyzed, but the analysis will 
examine potential health effects from both radioactive and hazardous constituents of TRU waste 
disposed of at WIPP and could provide a basis for deciding not to dispose of TRU mixed waste at 
WIPP. 

One commenter requested that SEIS-I1 discuss the disposal of non-TRU wastes at WIPP. The 
purpose of SEIS-I1 is to examine alternatives for disposing of TRU waste. DOE is considering 
alternatives for disposition of other waste types in other contexts in the WM PEIS. DOE has no 
current plans to dispose of any non-TRU waste at WlPP and is not considering WIPP as an 
alternative disposal location for such wastes in any ongoing NEPA documents. SEIS-I1 will not 
analyze disposal of non-TRU wastes at WIPP. 

4.2.7 WIPP Design 

DOE received 45 comments regarding the design of the WIPP repository. The most common topics 
of these comments were the capacity of WIPP and specifics of its excavation. Numerous comments 
were received regarding the ability to retrieve waste from WIPP should a problem arise and asked 
where the wastes would be taken upon removal. Commenters inquired about the projected capacity 
of WIPP and the possible loss of capacity if contact-handled (CH) TRU waste is emplaced before 
remote-handled (RH) TRU waste. Also, concerns were raised on the capacity of WIPP and what 
would be done with TRU waste once WIPP should reach capacity. One commenter suggested that 
SEIS-I1 evaluate the past, present, and future waste inventories as well as the past, present, and future 
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. 

Twelve of the comments dealt with engineered barriers, passive markers, and future technologies that 
would allow treatment, storage, and disposal of TRU waste in a safer manner. Other commenters 
asked for a comparison of WIPP to other underground repositories in the world. Commenters also 
inquired about the containers that would be used to dispose of the waste and the operational life of 
WIPP. 

Most of the comments dealing with the design of WIPP will be considered in SEIS-11. However, 
other underground repositories will not be discussed. 

4.2.8 General Environmental Concerns 

DOE received 37 comments related to general environmental concerns. The most recurring theme in 
this category dealt with activities associated with the waste including compliance, storage, 
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mmimization, and source reduction. The commentcrs felt that SEIS-I1 should provide a detailed 
evaluation of the relationship of these activities with DOE'S programs in defense and energy 
research, environmental restoration, decontamination and decommissioning, pollution prevention, 
and technology development. One commenter stated that issues to be examined in SEIS-I1 should 
include waste source reduction, land use planning assumptions related to waste management 
(including institutional controls and site dedication), general categories of decontamination and 
decommissioning, and alternative waste treatment technologies. Thesecomments will be addressed 
to determine their effects on the TRU waste inventory analyzed in SEIS-11. 

Five of the comments received concerned environmental compliance. They asked for a 
demonstration of environmental compliance and requested a thorough discussion in SEIS-11. One 
commenter requested that the regulatory oversight of the WIPP site be provided by a separate entity 
to avoid the conflict of interest that DOE possesses. 

Although programmatic oversight of WIPP operations will remain with DOE, other federal agencies 
will enforce environmental regulations at WIPP. Other comments pertamed to cumulative impacts, 
threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, irretrievable and irreversible commitment of 
resources, short-term use and long-term productivity, alr and water quality; asking how the 
Department planned to evaluate such impacts. Cumulative impacts and environmental issues will be 
addressed in SEIS-11, and related NEPA documents will be referenced. 

4.2.9 WIPP Justification 

The Department received 35 comments during the scoping period pertaining to the justification of the 
WIPP project overall. Thirty-three of these comments pertained to the mission of the WIPP project. 
In general the commenters asked that the WIPP missio~~ be clarified. One commenter requested that 
the disposal mission be examined in detail now that the Cold War has ended and weapons production 
has been curtailed. The remaining commenters suggested that WIPP should be opened since DOE 
has met all of the technical requirements and has proven that WIPP is a safe place to dispose of TRU 
waste. 

The waste disposal mission of WIPP will be discussed in detail in SEIS-11. The end of the Cold War 
will not alter the mission of disposal of DOE'S TRU waste because, among other things, d~sposal is 
needed both for TRU waste generated by past activities and TRU waste generated by ongoing (and 
foreseeable) waste management and environmental restomtion activities. 

4.2.10 Long-Term Performance o r  Control 

DOE received 18 comments related to the long-term performance or control of the WIPP site. Six of 
these comments dealt with institutional control and documentation of the WIPP site and its impacts. 
One commenter asked if the WIPP waste would be able to be retrieved for a future useful purpose. 
Another commenter inquired whether control of the WIPP site can he assured for 10,000 years. 
Kelated comments stated that SEIS-I1 should consider that the waste remains dangerous for 240,000 
years and analyze the performance of the facility and impacts from human intn~sion ovcr that period. 
One commenter asked that DOE analyze long-term dosage estimates over a period of 1.2 million 
years. 

SEIS-I1 will contain d~wnssions pertaining to institut~onal control. The long-term performance 
analyses will evaluate potential impacts for a 10,000-year period consistent with the Environmental 
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Standards for Management and Disposal of TRU Waste (40 CFR 191) and the Land Disposal 
Restriction of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 268.6). 

4.2.11 Worker-Public Health and Safety 

DOE received 17 comments concerning worker-public health and safety issues. The comments in 
this category were fairly evenly divided between training, risks to workers and the public, and studies 
or inspections. Commenters were concerned with the level of training given to emergency 
responders. Commenters requested that community, county, and state employees be trained in order 
to properly respond to an emergency. One commenter suggested that hazardous material training 
should be started for those who would respond to evacuations or emergencies. Another commenter 
noted that DOE has deleted worker accident doses for inhalation in the latest Safety Analysis Report 
for WIPP, and, thus, those doses should be included in SEIS-11. 

Commenters also requested that DOE analyze the risk to workers and the public for the storage, 
treatment, transportation, and other waste management activities under each alternative. One 
commenter suggested that the risk of leaving the wastes at the current storage sites should he 
weighed against the risk of transportation, handling, and emplacement at WIPP. Other comments 
dealt with the existence of the Federal track inspection program in New Mexico and whether the 
Carlsbad Environmental Monitoring and Research Center would perform an epidemiological study. 
SEIS-I1 will discuss training and will present an analysis of health and safety impacts to workers and 
the public from treatment, transportation, handling, and emplacement of the waste. An 
epidemiological study is not anticipated. 

4.2.12 Environmental Justice and Cultural Resources 

DOE received 15 comments during the scoping period regarding environmental justice. The most 
recumng issue dealt with the impact of the WIPP project on cultural facilities and cultural 
influences. One commenter questioned how DOE weighs the relative influence of northern New 
Mexico sentiments on WIPP. A related comment noted that SEIS-I1 should analyze our generation's 
social responsibilities and consider future generations and the legacy that would be left if WIPP 
becomes operational. 

Other comments raised at the scoping meetings pertained to environmental justice impacts on ethnic 
minorities and women. Comments also addressed the impacts on the demand and satisfaction of 
goods and services. One commenter asked that DOE consider actions that would be necessary to 
mitigate environmental justice issues. 

DOE will assess impacts to cultural resources and environmental justice as well as potential 
mitigation measures that could he necessary if an impact is deemed significant. In the absence of a 
sufficient connection to such impacts, issues related to psychological impacts, differing cultural 
values, and social responsibilities will not be evaluated. 

4.2.13 Funding and Cost 

DOE received I I comments from the public that were related to the funding and cost of the WIPP 
project. Approximately half of the comments were directed to the life cycle cost related to the 
project. Commenters requested that the life cycle cost of WIPP he discussed in SEIS-11. One 



commenter requested SEIS-I1 supply estimates or historical values of the annual amount of Gross 
Receipts Taxes paid to the state and local governments as a result of the WIPP project. The life 
cycle cost of WIPP will be discussed in SEIS-11; however, historical values of Gross Receipts Taxes 
will not be provided. 

The remaining comments pertained to the cost of disposal, long-term storage, and repackaging. A 
commenter noted that a cost comparison between disposal at WIPP and long-term storage at current 
locations should be performed. Another comment questioned the level of verification required for 
process knowledge, stating that this cost will be key to the overall cost. 

Total life-cycle and transportation cost in a compliant facility will be presented for all of the 
alternatives. Total life-cycle costs will consider DOE's sampling analysis protocols as indicated in 
the WIPP waste Characterization Program Plan. 

4.2.14 DOE Credibility 

DOE received ten comments that either questioned or supported DOE regarding the WIPP project. 
The Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce provided unqualified support for DOE and WIPP. The other 
comments questioned DOE's influence on the Skeen Bill and noted that DOE has fostered animosity 
between Los Alamos and the surrounding communities. SEIS-I1 will not analyze proposed 
legislation such as the Skeen Bill. SEIS-I1 will not analyze impacts to public perception or 
psychological impacts, in the absence of a sufficient connection to physical impacts. 

4.2.15 Schedule 

DOE received seven comments concerning the schedule of SEIS-I1 and DOE's WM PEIS. These 
comments were generally concerned kith the status of both documents. One commenter requested 
that SEIS-I1 analyze the deadlines projected by DOE to determine if they are arbitrary and capricious. 
Other comments pertained to the impact of the Skeen Bill on the schedule of SEIS-11. SEIS-I1 will 
consider the schedule for disposal operations, waste generation, and TRU waste treatment and 
storage in each of its alternatives. 

4.2.16 Accidents and Risk of Accidents 

DOE received six comments dealing with accidents and risk of accidents or incidents. The risk of 
leaving the waste at the generator site should be weighed against transporting the waste to WIPP, one 
commenter stated. A specific comment inquired whether DOE would analyze incidents as well as 
accidents. One commenter noted that the risk is reduced by moving the TRU waste to WIPP. 
SEIS-11 will analyze the risk to workers and the public from potential transportation and disposal 
accidents. 

4.2.17 Socioeconomics 

DOE received five comments concerning the socioeconomic impacts of the WIPP project including 
the impacts of the No Action Alternative. One commenter noted that the 1980 Waste Isolation Pilot 
Plant Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and the 1990 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
Supplement Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-I) did not adequately analyze the socioeconomic 
and sociocultural impacts of the WIPP project. Another commenter asked how DOE plans to assess 



the effectiveness of its programs to educate staff on the needs of minorities and tribal groups. DOE 
will present a complete socioeconomic analysis in SEIS-11, but the development or training of DOE 
staff will not be presented. 

DOE will assess impacts to socioeconomics as well as potential mitigation measures that could be 
necessary if an impact is deemed significant. In the absence of a sufficient connection to such 
impacts, issues related to psychological impacts, cultural influences, and social responsibilities will 
not be evaluated. 

4.2.18 Waste Acceptance Criteria 

DOE received four comments pertaining to the planning-basis Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC) for 
WIPP. It was suggested that SEIS-I1 evaluate WIPP's current planning-basis WAC. One commenter 
asked when the final WAC would be determined. Another commenter asked if the Rocky Flats 
residues would meet WAC. 

All waste received at WIPP will be required to meet WAC. The current planning-basis WAC will be 
presented and will be a part of the analysis in SEIS-11. DOE will also analyze other waste treatment 
options in SEIS-I1 and could decide to alter the WAC based on that analysis. 

4.2.19 Drilling and Mining 

DOE received four comments regarding drilling and mining. One commenter requested that SEIS-I1 
examine oil and gas drilling, potash mining, and drilling for water. The commenter asked that the 
frequency of oil and gas drilling after active controls are removed be addressed in SEIS-11. Other 
comments asked whether the State of New Mexico would act as the primary enforcement arm 
regarding drilling and how the 16-~quare-mile buffer zone would prevent slant drilling into the 
repository. In the context of the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act (LWA), these issues will not be 
analyzed in detail in SEIS-11. However, because drilling after loss of institutional control is a 
potential intruder scenario, SEIS-I1 will assess the performance of the repository under this scenario. 

4.2.20 Land Withdrawal Act 

DOE received one comment on the LWA. The commenter asked how SEIS-I1 meets the legal 
requirements of the WIPP LWA of 1992. This comment will be addressed in the SEIS-I1 discussion 
of regulatory requirements. 
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APPENDIX A 
NOTICE OF INTENT 

This appendix presents the entire text of the Notice of Intent that appeared in the Federal Register on 
August 23, 1995 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERQY 

NOUW 01 Intent To Pmpam 
Supphenial Environmental Impact 
Statement Waste lsolatlon Pllot Plant 
Dlspossl Phase 

AOENCV: Department of Energy. 
ACTUM: Notice of intent to prepare a 
supplemental envimnmental impact 
statement. 

WMWARr: The Dspartment announces 
its intent to prepare a Supplemental 
Environmental lmpact Statement (SEE 
U) for the proposed continued phased 
development of the Waste lealation Pilot 
Plant (WET) for disposal of bansuranfc 
(TRU) waste. The Department will 
prepm the SEIS Il pursuant to the 
National Envlmnmentel PoUq Act 
(NEPA) of 198% in eccordance with the 
Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing (he 
procedural provisions of NEPA and the 
De artment's implemanling procedures. B an to conduct public scoping meetings. 

The DepaNnnnt has been proceeding 
with the phased development of WlPP 
to meet its statutory responsibility to 
demonstrate the safe disposal of TRU 
waste resulting from United States 
defense activities. 
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After omoarinn an EIS in 1980. the to conduct tests usinn radioactive future phases of WIPP, includina the 
~r~artldeni  dedied in its 1981 Record wastes in abovegro&d laboratories dispoi l ,  closure, and post-clos& 
of Decision to bwjn phased rather than underground at WIPP. Some phases. 
development of amsearch and 
development Pnlity to demonstrate the 
safe disposal of7RU waaes in salt by 
constructlag WPP near Carlsbad. New 
Mexico. The Department prepared its 
fid Sundemental DS in 1990 to 

experiments to f&er examine the 
hydrologic, gedogic and physical 
characteristics of the repository 
continue to be conducted underground 
at WIPP. 
In the Racord o i h i s i o n  for the 1990 

Supplemental EIS, the Department 
staled that it would prepare h e  SEIS II 
before deciding whether to proceed with 
the WIPP disposal phase. The 
Department roposes to continue 
phased devefopment of WIPP to begin 
waste dis osal in 1998. The Department 
is  aware &at a bill, H.R. 1663, has been 
introduced in Conmss that, if enacted. 

DATES: The Department invites all 
interested oarties to submit comments 
or ~~~ggeotions concerning tho scope of 
the issues to be addressed, altemnbves 
to be analvzed. and the environmental ~~~~~~ -~~~ 

impacts to be essessed m the SEE I1 
during a comment period endtng 
Sep1embet30. 1995. All comments will 
be considered in preparation of the SElS 
U. Written comments must be 
postmarked by Septembr 30, 1995 to 

andyre' banges m enwonmental 
impacts resulting from significant new 
information andchangedcircwnstances 
since the 1980 EIS. In a 1990 Record a1 
Decision, the Department decided to 
continue witb phased development of 
WIPP by conducting test phase activities 
to demonstrate WIPP's compliance with 
applicable disposal regulations. Test 
h a s e  activit~es wers to have included 

&sure consideretion. Comments 
poahnarked after that date will be 
wnsidered to the extent practicable. 

The p u b k  is also invited to attend 
could nccalerate &is planned schedule. 
The Depanment intends to prepare the 
SElS II to  huther examine the 

scookie rneetines where comments will 
iesta wlthTRU wsste in the excavated 
underground area of WIPP in October 
1993, however, the Departmnnt decided 

be k & e d  on ihe SElS I1 Public 
scoping meetings will be held on the 
dates and a! the loceltons given below: environmental impacts olths proposed 

Carlsbad, New Mexiw .............. September 7. 1995 ............ Holiday Inn Carlsbad. WI kuth Canel Sbst. Carlsbnd, NM 88220. (505) 
885-8500, 

Albuquerque, NewMexico ...... September 12.1995 ........... Pyramid Holiday Inn. 5151 Sun Rancisco Road NE.. Albuquqe, NM 
87109, (505) 821-3333. 

S u b  Fe. New Mexico .............. Ssptemha 14. lSn5 ........... Bart Westem High Me- Inn. 3317 Cerrlllos Road. Snnt~ Fa. NM 87501. 
(5051 473-2800, 

hover, Colorado ...................... Septmba 19. 1995 .......... Denmz Murloll Wwl, 1717 Denver Weal Boulevard. Golden, a) 8MO1. 
(303) 27M022. 

Boise, Idaho ............................... September 20. 1995 .......... Red Lion IM Rivenids, 1800 Chinden Boutward, Boise, ID 83714, (208) 
343-1871. 

Scoping meetings will be conducted 
in the afiemoon and evening el the New 
Mexico lmtions. Ooly evening scoping 
meetings are planned for b n v e r  and 
Boise. The hours for scooinc meetinns 

for the SElS U. The Implementstion Plan 
will also pmvide guidance for 
preparation ofthe SEIS II and state the 
olanned scone and content I10 CFR 

of New Mexico. Albuquerque. NM 
87138 

Carlsbad Public Library. 101 S. 
Halanueno S m t .  Carlsbad. NM 

i0~1.312). l i e  h p ~ e m e n t n i i o n ~ ~ a n  
will be issued ss Boon as possible after 
the close of the public scoping pmess, 
but in any event befom issuing the dm& 
SEIS II. 
ADDRESSES: Copies of the 
Implamentation Plan wiU be provided 
to interested and dfeaed members of 

sazD 
Pannell Library, New Meaico]unior 

College. 5317 Lovington Highway. 
Hobbs. NM 88240 

Thomas B m i g a n  Memorlal Library, 
ZOO E. Picacho, Las Cruces, NM 88005 

Raton Public Library. 244 Cook Avenue, 
Raton. NM 87740 

will be: 2:OOPM to 5:00i'~"for the " ~ ~ ~ - -  ~~~~~~ 

afternoon meetings and 7:00 PM to 
10:W PM for ibs everungmeetings. 

The scoping meetings will be 
conducted as wmk~bops. Displays wlll 
provide an overview of the WIPP 
nroiect, and Denartmen1 uersonnel will 

NEW ~ e x i c o  State Library, 325 Don 
Gaspar. Santa Fe. NM 87503 

Merlin S p e w  Memorial Library. Now 
Mexico Institute of Mia and 

the nublic unon reauest and will be ebdut the project. ~ep&ete dis lays will 
explain individual appecul of k e WlPP avahble f&inspeftion in the public 

reading room lucallons indicated below. ptiioct in mom d e d a n d  e m e m  will 
Public Library Reading Rwm. 

De m e n 1  of b Q y .  1000 
In i' ependence Avenue. SW.. 

be present to answer questiob on a 
vanety of topica, including 
transponation, waste handling and 

Technology. Campus Station. Socmo, 
NM 87801 

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, 
Boise Office, 818 West Bannock. Suite 
306. Boise. m 83706 

wash@on. DC 20585 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, 

625 Indiana Avenue, NW.. Suite 700. 
Washington, DC 20004 

p;forma;m issues (tnduding geology. 
hy&ology.and health impact 
assessmenl). Additional displays and 

ShoshoneBkock library. Human 
ResourcssCenter. Bannmk and Pima, 
FoIt HaU. ID 83203 

Public Readina Room, ldaho National 
experts may be added to the 

- 

oresentation based on nubUc inout Office of Scientific and Technical 
Information, Technical Information 
Center. Department of Energy, P.O. 
Box 62. Oak Ridsn. TN 37831 

beforethescopin mktingr ' 
Note takers wil!captum the substwnce 

of public comments in the display and 

~neineerindieboratow Technical 
~i&nry,  17% Science tenter Drive. 
ldano Falls. ID 83402 

Universitv of ldaho Libraw. 
" .  

WIPP Public Reading Room, National 
Atomic Museum, Albuquerque 
Operations Office. Department of 
Energy. P 0. Box 5400. Albuquerque. 
NM 87115 

diicussiou m a s .  A separate &kaIso 
will be availeble where the public can 
~ t e  their own comments or record 
them on audiota 

Records of. an?~sDonses to, the oral 

~ove&ent Document bpartment. 
Un~versity of Idaho Campus, Raybum 
Strsat. Moscow. ID 83403 

Moscow Environmental Restoration 
and written wapingcommonts will be Zimmorman L b r q .  Covarnmont In fomuon Ulfice. 530 South 
presented lo the lnplemen~auon Plan Publrcet~ons Department Ilniversay Asbbury. Suite 2, Moscow. ID 83843 



APPENDIX A 

Idaho National Engineering Laboratory. 
Pocetello Office. 1651 Al Ridren 
Drive, Pocatello, ID 83201 

Idaho National Engineering Lsbmtory, 
Twin Falls Ofice, 233 2nd Stmet 
North, Suite B, Twin Falls, ID 83301 

Standlev'LaLe Ubw. 8485 Kiplin~ . - 
swi. A ~ a d a .  CO~BOWS 

Information Center. Colorado 
Department of Publk Health and 
Environment. 4300 Cherry Creek 
Drive South. Building A, Denver, CO 

~ u ~ e r f u n d ~ & o r d s  Center. U. S. 
Envimnmental Pmtection Agency. 
999 18th Sueet, 5th Floor. Denver. CO 
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experimentation with hiab-level and contaminated media h m  
radioactive wastes, but Gbsaquent envimnmental restoration activities an, 
legislation has limited the radioactive made on a cleanup-bycleanup basis. 
component of waste the Department 
proposes to place in WIW to TRU 
waste. 

TRU waste is waste that contains 
alpha particle-emitting radionuclides 
with an atomic number water  than that 
of uranium (92). half-lives greaterthan 
20 years, and concentrations greater 
than loo nanocuries per gram of waste. 
TRU waste is classified according to the 
radiation dose rate at a package surface. 
Contact-handledTRU waste has a 
radiation dose rate at a ~ackane surface 

and such decisions hive not vet been 
made for many of the Depa&entss 
envimnmental restoretion activities. 
The Department has also not yet 
sufficiently characterized all of the 
contaminited sites to he certain as to the 
s edfic wastestreams fmm those 
cf).anups.) w he potential for disposal at 
WlPP of TRU waste from environmental 
restoration activities will be analyzed in 
thacumulative impacts seaion of the 
SElS I1 as a reasonablv foreseeable 
fuhlre action. ~~ ~~~~~~~ 

80220 of 200 millirem per ho& or I&; &Is Before 1970, material that is now 
Rocky Flab Public Rending Room. waste can be salely handled directly by classified as contact-handledTRU waste 

Department of Energy. Fmnt Range e r s o ~ e i .  Remote-handled TRU waste was not sepga ted  from low-levol waste 
Community College Ubrary, 3645 Kas a radiation doae rate at a package and was buried alon with low-level 
West 112th Avenue. Westminster. CO surface gteater than 200 millirem per waste. At the h e  o!burial, the 
80030 hour; this waste must be handlad- De~artment did not intend to retrieve 

Citlmns Advisory Board. 9035 N. remotely (e.g.. with machinery designed thit waste. Since the Atomic Energy 
Wadsworth Parkway. Sulte 2250. to shield the handler from rahation). Commission (one of the Depanment's 
Westminster. CO 80021 Alpha radiation is the primary factor in predecessor agendesl adopted a policy 
Comments on the scope of the SElS I!. 

questions concerning the De 
proposal to begin the WIPP gartment's isposal 
phase, and requests for copies ofthe 
Implementation Plan andlor the Draft 
SElS n should be directed to the 
designated Carlsbad Area Office contact 
below. 
FOR FURTHER INFORWTDN CMIlACT: 
Written questions and comments should 
he directed to: Harold Johnson, NEPA 
Compliance Officer, Am:  Scoping 
Comments, Mail Stop 535. Carlsbad 
Area Office, US. Department of Ensrgy, 
Post Office Box 3090, Carlsbad, NM 
88221. 

Oral and faxed auestions and 
comments shouldbe directed to the 
SWS II Project at the numbers below: 
Telephone: 1-800-3369477. Facpimile: 
1-565-224-8030. 

For information on th~ Department's 
NEPA process, contact: Carol M. 
Borgstrom, D h t o r .  Office of NEPA 
Policy and Assistance (EH-42). US. 
De aNnent of Energy, 1000 

i! In eoendence Avenue. SW.. 
washington. D.C. 20585, Telephone: 
202-566-4600 or leave a message at 1- - 
800-472-2756. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 
The "National Security and Military 

Applications of Nuclear Energy Act of 
1980" 1hb.L. 861641 authorized the 
Depa&ent to develop a research and 
development facility to demonstrate the 

th i  radiation health h d  ~soc ia ted  
with TRU waste. Aloha radiation is not 
energetic enough tobenetrate human 
skin but poses a health hazard if It is 
taken into the body (e.g.. inhaled or 
innestedl. Remotehandled TRU waste 
a60 emlL gamma and/or beta radiation. 
which can peneuate the human body 
and rnqulres shield in^ durinx Lransport 
and haidling. 

- 
The Deuartment's TRU waste 

invent04 has resulted primarily h m  
resoarch and development, nuclear 
weapons production, and fuel 
reoracessine activities at Deoartmental 
siies. [ldabo~ational ~n&&ng 
Laboratory; Rocky flats Envimnmental 
Technology Site; the Hanford. Savannah 
River. Mound and Nevada TestSites: 
and Los Alamos. Oak Rid~e. Lawrence 
Livermore and Aqonne (&icego) 
National laboratories have historically 
aenerated over 90 m m o t  of the 
bpanment's m~ 'was te .  with smaller 
sites generating the remainder.] 
C w n l l v .  about 2.6 million cubic feet 
of conlait-handled TRU waste and 
about 42,000 cubic feet of remote- 
handled TRU waste are in retrleveble 
storage at Departmental sites around the 
c o u n y  The Department projects that 
appmximately 1.8 million additional 
cuhlc feet of contact-handled TRU waste 
and 127,000 cublc feel of remote- 
handled TRU waste will be generated 
th rou~h the vear 2022 fmm contintune 
site akvitieb and decontamination an; 
decommissioning. AdditionalTRU 
waste would be ienerated bv 

kquiring retriivable storage of &rtain. 
waste containing transuranlc 
radionuclides in 1970, Departmentel 
TRU waste has been stored in containers 
so that it could be easilv retrieved when 
future decisions were &ade "garding 
the management or disposition of this 

About 55 percent of the Depatlnent's 
m e n t  TRU waste inventorv contains 
hazardous substances rermlited under 
the'~esource ~onservati& and 
Recovery Act and IS referred to as TRU 
mixed waste. The fraction of TRU waste 
streams that is mixed wash Is expected 
to decrease in the htum due to 
Depuimantal ollutlon prevention 
activities. un&rthe Resourn, 
Conservation and Recoverv Act. land 
disposal of waste containik certain 
listed hazardous constituents is 
pmhibited, unless the waste is treated to 
substantiallv diminish the waste's 
toxicity or ;ubstantially reduce the 
likelihood of migration of hazardous 
constituents from the waste so that 
short-term and long-ton threats to 
human health and the envimnment are 
minimized. lThis ~ m h i b i t i ~ n .  and the 
required edkmeni level, m refemd to 
as the "land disposal reslriclions."l The 
Envimnmental Pmtection Agency can 
grant an exemption h m  th<lanland 
disposal restrictions if it finds that there 
will be no migration of hazardous 
constituents fmm the disoosal unit for 
ns long as the wastes rem'aln hazardous 
(a "no-migration exemption'). [The 
Deoartmek received &ch &exemotion . 

safe disposal of redbact~ve waste environmental r~storation ktivities at foithe WIPP test pkase.1 The 
generated by national defense activities. Departmental sites, hut the volume and Department plans to submit a petition 
WlPP 1s intended to meet the statutory characteristics of this waste that might for a nomigration exemption for the 
requirements of Pub.L. 96164. Initially hn disposed of at WlPP m uncertain. WIPP disposal phase to the 
the WIPP mission was to include (Deciaons on the disposition of waste Environmental Protection Agency in 
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June 1998. As dhcwsed further balow. 
the SElS 11 will analyza three levels of 

Departmant is a w m  that a bill. H.R 
1663, has been introduced in Con- 

Tha PEIS examines the potential 
environmental imoects of h a t l n ~  the 

TRU waste trsetmedt to orovide for anv that, ifenacted, could accelerate " 
disposdto March 1897.1 The 
Department is preparing the SElS 11 to 
provide updated information about the 
envimnmenlal impacts of the proposed 
action and alternatives. 

decision the ~nvironmeital Protenid 
A rn may make on tbet petition. 

h%epartmant has bean procsedlng 

the planaurgbssis WIW weste 
acceptance miteria (primarily designed . - 
to dicrease waste mobilitv). 

with the phased develo m&t of WIPP- 
since 1981. In the Fin of' Enn'mnmental the gas generation potential of the 

waste, and enhanced trsatmaot of TRU Impact Statement, Wosb isolation Wot 
Plont mOEIEISd028.18801. the 

The 1880 Record of Decision stated 
that the m p e  of the SEIS n would 
include an analysis of the long-term 
performance of WIPP in light of the 
information obtained duringthe test 
phase activities and a more detailed 
analysis of the processing and handling 
of TRU waste at the generator hdllties. 
In 1982. Congress passed the "Waste 
Isolation Pllot Plant Land Withdrawal 
Act" lPub.L. 102-579) (Land 
Withdrawal Act). which imnosed 

mfxed waste to also meet Resource 
Conservation and Recoven, Act land 

~ ~- ~~-~ 

Department aamined tbe 
anvimnmental impacts of the WIPP and d ispod ~ c t i o n s  at verious 

Depntmantal sites that generate TRU 
waste. WlPP is the only Depamnental 
site not curmntly generating TRU waste 
that would be considered as an 

alternatives and Ld the 1881 Recordof 
Decision I46 FR 9162. J a n w  23,1881) 
decided to besin cons&ctioi of the 
W ~ P P  facilityio demonstrate the d e  
dimnaal dTRU waste in salt alternative trsatmant site [for contact- 

handled TRU waste only). 
TahJfill the commitments made in 

the 1690 Record of Decision to examine 

--r..-.. 

lormations. In the following nine yean. 
consmcfion of WlPP surface facilities 
and shafts necessary for waste and salt 
handllng and ventilation wen 
completed. and the experimental area 
and a oortlon of the undermound 

the impacts of waste proce8sing and 
handling et the generator sites, the SElS 
n will summariza and incorporate by 
rsfmnce the PHS analysis of the 
alternatives for TRU waste treatment 

additional reoui'kmants oniha ~ 

2- -- -- 
Department's phased development of 
the WIPP site. As explatnd mam fully 
below, the SElS n will also discuu daposh al were exeavah 

In 1990, the Depanment prepared the 
Rnal Supplemental Ennronmenlol 
Impact Statement. Waste lsolallon Pilot 
Plant (DOEIEISd028FS. 1990). whlch 
mexunmed the enwonmental impacts 
01 WlPP in hgbt 01 new mformstiou and 
&gad drcumstances (including a 
rnduction in ths expected volume of 
TRU waste. inclusion of Mgh-cute aod 
Lpb.neurmn waste m the TRU wslte 

these statutory changes and other 
changed drcumstancss to the extmt 
that they could affect the environmental 
impacts 01 WIPP. 

locetions that are being corddared in 
the PEIS. The SEIS n will also include 
an analysis of the impacts of dlsposal of 
waste h a t e d  to meet the thrse 
treatment levels baing considered in the 
PEIS. The information fmm the PELS 

~dditional changes to the Land 
Withdrawal Act proposed in H.R 1663. 
if enacted, could-furiher affsd the =ope 
of the SEIS U analysis. concerning impacts of various tmitment 

levels at the traelmant sites and the SWS 
11 analysis of disposal impacts at WIPP 
fmm various treatment IsvaL. will inientory, a decision not to emplace 

hgh.level waste in WIPP for 
experimental purposes, and changes 
from a vented to a non-vented TRU 
waste transportation package). In the 
1890 Record of W o n  155 FR25889. 

~ --.- 
loform the bpartmenl's dsdsion on 
find WIPP waste acceptance erlterie. 

The Department pmposes lo use WLPP 
to dis ose of post-1970 relrievably- B store and newly-generatedTRU wafle 
genmted by defm88-related actlvitles. 

Several changed circumstances slnw 
1990 that could affect the environmental 
imnacts of the WIPP diswsal ohase will . ~ ~ ~ 

be'examined in thisEls  n, 0 1 t h ~  
analysis of the proposed action or of 
alternatives or mbdternatives to che 

june 22,1890), the bpa&eut decided 
to continue n h s d  develonmant 01 Por wmpleteneas, however, the SEIS U 

also will e s m s  the im a d s  of disposing 
of a relatively small v A m e  (when 
compared to defenss-mlated waste) of 
non-defense TRU waste at WIPP. 

WIPP bv m&Iudin. test &La activities proposed action, including the -, ~~~~- ~e ~~~~ r - - ~ ~  - - -  .-.. 
toideduce uocenainties aasadated with 
performance assessment p d c t i o n s  
that are necessary to determine whether 
WLPP would comply with applicable 

following: 
Woste Management Pmpmmatic 

BIS. The Derwtmant is examininu 
various o o ~ o n s  for waste mana&ment consistent with the PEE d o n  

altnmatives. The SEIS 11 will awsa  the hparbmantal COIIT~IL m the 
Waste Management Rogminmatic EIS 
(WEIEIS-0200) (PUS) The Notice of 

dispml ragulations. Test b e  
activities Wers to have intruded tests incornorate the PEIS analvds bv 
with TRU waste in the undergmund 
area of WIPP. On October 21.1993. in Intent was published on October 22. - 

moonre to comments from the 1990 and .& Implementation Plan was 
issued on December 23.1983. The 
Department proposed to modify the 
scope of the PEIS in January 1995 (60 
FR 4607. January 24.1995). The Draft 
PEIS is scheduled for issuance in 
September 1985. The PEIS is nxaminiog 
alternatives for treatment, storage, and 
disposal of s edfied waste types 
complex-wiL, including post-1970 
generated TRU waste. Bwause the SElS 
n will examine impacts of TRU waste 
disoosal at WIPP. the F'EIS doas not 

non-defmsa generntsd TRU waste. 

11%3 e of the analysis in the S61S 
er fmm that of the PEIS In the Deparbnent decided to conduct tests 

using idioactive wastes in ebovb 
ground leboratories rather than 
wdergmund at WPP. Performance 
assessment models based on these tests 
are being uead to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable dispossl 

waste disposal'et WIPP. Lb addition. 
beceuse the PEE assumes for analytic 
purposes that WIPP will operate, the 

. . 
%intiom. 

the 1990 Record of Decision, the 
Deoartment announced it would 

iong-term environmental i p a c t s  of 
indefinite stora~e of TRU waste at 

prfpm thrs SEE II befom proceeding exk ine  those Under all of the generator s i t s  & not included in ths 
wlh the piopooed waste disposal phase PElS 7RU weste alternatives. disposal at PEIS analysis. The PELS uo.ncfion 
at the WIPP. The Department is WlPP of ell post-1970 Department. alternative analyzes the impacts of 
proposing to begin tbe disposal phase of generated &evably-stoied TRU waste continued storage of TRU waste at 
WIPP operations in June 1998. (The is mumed for purposes of analysis. generator sites until disposal at WIPP, 
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assuming that existing waste appear to c o n h  previous expedations 
management facilities would be used. regardrng the suitability of WIPP as a 
The impacts of storage for an indefhite TRU waste repository. Performance 
time will be analyzed as psrt of the no- assessment models based on these tests 
action alternative in the SElS U. are being used to demonstrate 

More Genemtor Sites. Ten generetor compliance with applicable disposal 
sites for the m Jorityof the regulations, and will be used to pmvide 
Depmtment's TRU waste were identified momtion on asPogal 
in the 1990 Supplemental EIS (listed the S~~ U, 
under Background, above), but the 
bpartment since then bas identified Waste Acceptonce Criteria. W E  has 
additional sites that generate small "vised the plennin~besis WIPP waste 
,,antities  of^^^ waste that would be acceptance criteria since 1900. The 

isposed of at WIPP. Options for revision that could potentially effect 
managing this waste are being adbssed  environmental impacts the most is the 
in the PElS (and will be incorporated by addition of a requirement to treat waste 
reference in the SElS Ill. includine to eliminate cormsive characteristics. 
tmatment at the small &nerator sites to The planning-basis WIPP waste 
meet the planning-basis WIPP weste acceptance criteria could potentially 
acceptance criteria and direct shipment change again to conform with decisions 
from these sites to WIPP for disvosal made reaardina TRU waste treatment 
(which would requira activitiedsuch as based on the ahlysis of treatment 
certification, treatment, storage, and subalternatives in the SElS U. 
loadingfor transportation to be done at , Tmnsportotion RDUIBS, each small enerator site) and using one Department hes made changes to or more of &e main generator sites to 
perform such waste management the local portions of some of the truck 
activities. lransportetion routes that wem 

Less Waste. The volumes of contact- !!TBSanted in the lggO 

handled and remo&andied TRU waste 'IS. 
in mtrievable storage and estimated to %we N& F~~  ti^^ 
be generated at the generator/storage 
sitis fmm cootinui~ig operetiom hive 
greatly decreased since 1990, p M l y  
because of the Deoartment's reduced 
nuclear wee ons'production activities. 

Lond W!thdmwol ~ c t .  The Land 
Withdrewel Act cootalns provisions that 
could affnct the environmental impacts 
of various WIPP eltematives. One 
section of the Act sets an upper limit on 
the volume of TRU waste (6.2 mliUon 
cubic feet) and the radioactivltv (5.1 
million &iesl of remote-handled waste 
that can be disposed of at WIPP. The 
SElS ll would examine whethw these 
limitations would affect the previous 
analysis ofthe impacts and &ether the 
Department m y  need to dispose of 
more waste than the Act would allow to 
be disposed of at WIPP. Also, the Land 
Withdrawal Act q u i r e s  the 
DeoaNnent to oelform certain studies. 
influding one on rail and mck 
vansponation alternatives, one on 
remotehandled TRU wnate. and one on 
waste orocessina and vol& reduction 
tecbnd~o~ies. iy new inf&matioi 
contained in studes required by the 
Land Withdrawal Act wili be used, as 
appro riate in preparing the SElS 11. 

& ~ ~ ~ x ~ e r i m e n t a l  progmm. The 
WlPP experimental program has 
vrovided additional information 

Aa discussed under Backgmund. 
above, since the mid-1940s, the 
Department's research and 
development, nuclear weapons 
production, and hrel repmessing 
activities bave produced TRU waste. 
Continued operation of Departmental 
facilities, decontamlmtion and 
decommissioning of defense pmduction 
facilities, and snvlronmental restoration 
activities (includinc remediation of sites 
where pr&197~ w o k s  were buried) at 
Departmental sites are expected to 
generate additional TRU waste. The 
Depar(ment needs to sefely dispose of 
the accumuleted TRU waste and 
omvide for the disoosal ofthe 
bddltional TRU wkte to be generated. 
TRU waste emits alpha radiation for a 
lonu period of lime and must be isolated 
fmmmeans of environmental uanspon 
(primaflly air and water). Similarly. the 
hamdous constituents of the TRU 
mixed waste also pose a hazard if they 
are taken into the body and need to be 
isolated or treated to reduce exposure 
and its consequences. AS notedabove. 
Conpss  authorized the Department in 
Pub.L. 9 6 1 6 4  to develop a research and 
development facility to meet the 
Department's need for disposal. The 

kgarding the site, the weae, and Department also needs to examine 
potential interactions between the waste reasoneble alternatives for treatment of 
and the WPP environment that are the TRU waste to ensum that the 
relevant to the performance of the WPP disposal of the waste is protective of 
site. To date, experimental results human health and the environment. 

h o p d  Action 
The Department's proposed action is 

to continue phased development of 
WIPP by beginning the disposal phase 
of TRU waste operations at the facility. 
Any unfinished compliance activities 
would continue until the Deoartment 
obtains regulatory epproval;needed to 
~F&I receiving waste. (Compliance 
aciivities are oinuoinn now, &dare 
scheduled for c&nphion befom e 
decismn on the WIPP disposal phase.) 
The remainder of the planned waste 
disposal area at WIPP would be 
excavated to accommodate the waste, as 
needed. [Approximately one.eighth ot 
the olanned dir~osal area has h d v  

Under the proposed action. 
retrievablv-stored defense-generated 
waste wodd be characteriwd. 
packaged, and certified at the generator 
sltes to meet WIPP waste acceptance 
criteria (to be determined based on the 
analvsie in the SElS UI and then loaded 
intohonmved musable shivoinv 
mntain'en for tranaportatidl;  to"^^ by 
uuck. When the waste amves at WIPP. 
the shipping container would be 
unloaded.and the waste containen 
would be insoected before beinn - -  

ljnder the proposed actioLthe SElS 
Il will aoalyze the impacts of waste 
storage, eharacterimtion, certification. 
treatr;rent, and loading at the Eenerator 
sites, and of transPo& TR6waae 
fmm the generator sites to WIPP. The 
SElS U will also discuss mitigetion and 
accident prevention measumi and 
emergency response procedures to 
protect the safety and health of workers 
and the public at the generator sitea and 
along transportation mutes, and traddnl 
of waste shipments to WIPP. Much of 
this analvsis will have alreadv been 
done in ihe context of the PE~S and the 
previous WIPP Supplemental ElS. and 
wili be summarized and inmrponted b) 
reference, and supplemented or updated 
as necessm. 

The imp~cts of waste disposal 
operations at WIPP also will be 
analyzed under chis alternative in the 
SUS U, including the impacts of waste 
receipt and waste packnge ins chon. 
monitoring. emplacement. an S" 
subsaquait acthities associated with 
event&J closure, decommissionin and 
institutional conlml ol the WIPP affer 
waste disposal operations bave been 
completed. Loss of institutional controls 
will also be considered. 

Alternatives to the hoposed Action 
The SElS n will consider a no-action 

alternative that consists of continued 
management of TRU waste at the 
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@rimtor hcilities and 
decommissionina or other disposition of 

(8) Environmental justice 
wnslderations; 

(91 Unnvoidable adwse  

adiacent to the existim New Mexico 
state Unlversity c a a p k  The Center 
would independently monitor and 
analyze biological and ecological 
impects hom onaoina and future WIPP 

tba WIPP fscili<'lhls a l t e snnh  will 
be anelwed to provide a baseline of en&xnnental effects: 

(10) Short4erm uses ofthe envimhentalim~acts if the waste ware 
i t  disposed of ~<WIW. Analysls 01 the 
no-action altermtive would compare the 
immcts ofcontinued stomm ofTRU 

envimnment versus long-term 
productivity; and 

(11) Potential irretrievable and 
irreversible commitments of resources. 

Relaled NFPA Documentation 
NEPA danunents that have been or 

are being p r e p a d  for advities related 
to WIPP include, but are not limited to. 
the following: 

(11 Final Environmental lm a d  
Statement. Waste Isolation Pi f ot Plant 
(WElElS-0028. October 19801. and the 

op&tions as p G  of;& work to improve 
environmental monitorinn techniaues. - 

(5) Environment01 Assessment for the 
Construction ond Opemtion of the Sand 
Dunes to Ochoo P o d i n e  Project 
(DOEE4-11091. The Department 
adopted this Bureau of Land 
Management Environmental Assessment 
and Finding of No Significnnt Impact on 
Mav 19.1995. This Environmentel 

wa'ste (including an assumd loss of 
institutional con~mls aAer 100 years) 
with the expected post-closureimpacts 
of WIPP under the omnosed-action . . 
alternative. 

Sub~llernativss 

Subnltemativas of the ~mnosed action 
would also be considered.  he effecrs 
on the performance of WIPP as a 
disposal site of several TRU waste 

h s s m e n t  examined the impacts of 
constnrctina a Deoartment-funded january 23.1981. Record olD&ision(48 

FR 9182) and Final Supplement01 backup po&lln; to WIPP so that 
commercial electric power would not be treitment subalternatives would be 

EnvimnmentallmpaciStatement, Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant iDO~I.WDZGFS. considered in the SQS Il to help the 

Depamnent establish finel WPP waste 
intwrn~ted if the s i d e  existine 
p o w d n e  is damage;. As part if the 
proiect, a new substation also will be 

- -. . . . -. . . , 
lanuary 19901. and tbe June 13.1990. 
Record of Decision (55 FR 25689). These acce lance criteria. Another set of P sub9 tematives would address the 

disposal of non-defense enerated TRU 
waste. Transportation su % alternatives, 
including rail common carrier service 
and dedicated rail service, pattlcularly 
for remote-handled waste, would also be 
reexamined in the SEIS U. 

ionstructed within the WIPP senvs area 
to increase the elechical q p I y  
available at WIPP. 

documents provide environmental 
analysis and the decision rationale for 
earlier hases of the WIPP mject 

(2) &ste ~anagement PLS. 6% 
Waste Mana ement PEIS will analyze 
complex-wi ! e waste management 
ahematives. The Department published 
the Notice of Intent to prepare the PEIS 
on October 22.1990 (55 FR 42633) and 
issued the Implementation Plan on 
December 23.1993. The Department 
proposed to modify the scope of the 
PEIS in January 1995 (60 FR 4807), and 
the haft PEIS is now scheduled for 

(6) The Deportment of Energy 
Pmpmmotic Spent Nuclear Fuel 
Monogement and Idaho National 

Preliminary Identification of 
Environmental Issuss ~ e ~ o r a t i o n o n d  waste Monogement 

Pmgmms F m l  Environmentol lmpoct 
Statement (DOEIEIS4203-P. Aoril The issues listed below have been 

tentatively identified for analysis in the 
SEIS II. This list is presented to 
facilitate public comment on the scope 
of the SEIS 1I. It is not intended to be 
all-inclusive or to predetermine h e  
potential impacts of any of the 
alternatives. 

19951 and Record of Decision. (&I FR 
2680. June 1,19951: Tritium Supply and 
Recvclina Pronmmmotrc Environmentol 
l m , h  gote ien t  (DOE/ElS-0161] (in 
pmparationl: Long-Term Stomge and 
Disposition of Weooons.Usable Fissile 

~~ ~ ~-~ 

issuance in September 1995. As noted 
above, the SEN II will incorporate the 
PEIS analysis of treatment alternatives 

Moierids Prdgmm;notic ~nvimnmental 
lmpoct Statement (WEEIS-0229) (in 

to ensureihat the decision whether to 
proceed with h e  WIPP disposal phase 
is consistent with the programmatic 
decisions on locutions of waste 
treatment Iacilities that may be made 
based on the PEIS. 

(3) Environmentol Assessment for the 
Prooosed Actinide Source-Term Test 

(1) Potential effects on the publicand 
ondte  workers bum releases of 
radiolqical and nonmdiolo~ical preparation); Envimnmentollmpoct 

Statement for the Continued Ooemtion materids dutina normal ooeklions and ~~~ 

of the ~ o n i e x  Plant and ~sso&ted 
Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components 
(DOWtTS-02251 (in pmparation). Si ts  
wide Envimnmentol Impact Statement 
for Continued Opemtion of the Los 
Alomos Notional Laboratory. Los 
Alomos. New Mexico (DOWEIM238) 
(in preparation): Nevodo Test Site ond 
Other OffSite Locations withiit the Stole 
of Nevodo Site.wide Environmental 
Impoct Stotement (DOElEIS-0239) (in 
preparation): and Rocky Flots 
Environmentol Technology Site-wide 
Environmentol lmpoct Statement. Rocky 
Hots Site. Colden. Colorodo (no number 

fmm reasonablj foreseeabb accidents; 
(21 Pollution prevention and waste 

minimization: 
(3) Potential efSects on air and water 

quality and soils, and other 
P m b m  at Los Alomos Notional 
Lobomtofy (DOEIEA-0977). This 

Bnvimnmental consequences of normal 
operations and reasonably foreseeable 
accidents; 
(4) Potential cumulative effects of 

o~erations at the WIPP site. includine 

Environtiental Assessment examined 
the site specific impacts of conducting 
in-laboratory weste testing st Los 
Alamos National Laboratory as part of 
the WIPP test phase activities. A 

dovant impacts bum othe; past. 
" 

present, and reasonably foreseeeble r -- 
issuedin ~ a n u a j  23,1995. 

(4) Environmental Assessmenifor the activities at the site; 
(51 Potential effects on endangared or 

threatened species, other species of 
concern, floodplainlwetlands, and 

Construction and Opemtion of the 
Carlsbad Environmentol Monitorine and 

yet assigned) (in preparationlare among 
severel recently completed and ongoing 
documents that analyze or have the 
potential to analyze proposals or 
alternatives that could generate 
additional transuranic waste for 
disposal at WIPP. 

Research Center (DOEIEA-10611 (ii 
preparation). The proposed action is for 
the Dtl~anmant to continue fundine 

arcbaeolwicaljhistoriml sites: 
(6) ~ f f e &  from normal &sportelion 

and msonablv foreseeable operat~on of the Carlsbad ~nvironnkntal 
Monitoring and Reseatch Center by the 
Univcrsitv of New Mexico The Center's 

~rens~onatio~accidents: 
(7 )  Potential socioeconomic impacts 

on communities sumundine WlPP aud laborato&s and offices would be 
constructed in Carlsbad. New Mexico. the generator sites: 
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APPENDIX B 
OUTLINE OF WIPP SEIS-I1 

3.2 Alternatives 
3.2.1 Basis for Selection of Alternatives 
3.2.2 Action Alternative 1 - Dispose of All DOE TRU Wastc Treated to WAC 
3.2.3 Action Alternative 2 - Dispose of All DOE TRU Waste Treated to Land Disposal Restrictions 
3.2.4 Action Alternative 3 - Dispose of All DOETRU Waste Treated by Shred and Grout 
3.2.5 No Action Alternative 1 
3.2.6 No Action Alternative 2 
3.2.7 Comparison of Proposed Action and Alternatives 
3.3 Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed in Detail 
3.4 References Cited in Chapter 3 
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5.2.7 Transportation - 

5.2.8 Human Health 
5.2.9 Facility Accidents 
5.2.10 Industrial Health and Safety 
5.2.1 1 Decommissioning and Long-Term Post-Closure Pe~fo~mance 
5.3 Impacts of Action Alternative 2 
5.3.1 Land Use 
5.3.2 Air Quality 
5.3.3 Biological Resources 
5.3.4 Cultural Resources 
5.3.5 Noise 
5.3.6 Socioeconomics 

5.3.7 Transportation 
5.3.8 Human Health 
5.3.9 Facility Accidents 
5.3.10 Industrial Health and Safety 
5.3.1 1 Decommissioning and Long-Term Post-Closure Performance 
5.4 Impacts of Action Alternative 3 
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5.6 Impacts of No Action Alternative 2 
5.6.1 Land Use 
5.6.2 Air Quality 
5.6.3 Biological Resources 
5.6.4 Cultural Resources 
5.6.5 Noise 
5.6.6 Socioeconomics 
5.6.6.1 Costs 
5.6.6.2 Environmental Justice 
5.6.7 Transportation 
5.6.8 Human Health 
5.6.9 Facility Accidents 
5.6.10 Industrial Health and Safety 
5.6.11 Decom~nissioning and Long-Term Post-Closure Performance 
5.7 Retrieval and Recovery 
5.8 References Cited in Chapter 5 
6.0 Cumulative Impacts 
7.0 Mitigation Measures 
8.0 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
9.0 Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity 
10.0 Irreversible and Irretrievable Comrnitmcnt of Resources 
11.0 Consultations and Regulatory Con~pliance 

( Appendix A: Notice of Intent 1 
 end&^^: Wastc lnvenhry Details 
Appendix C: Waste .Management Programmatic Environmental impact Statement nnd Its - - 

~eiationship-to SEIS-I1 
Appendix D: Treatment 
Appendix E: Air Quality Assessment 
Appendix F: Socioeconomics Assessment Methods and Details 
Appendix G: Transportation Assessment Methods and Details 
Appendix H: Risk Assessment Methods and Details 
Appendix I: Performance Assessment Methods and Details 



APPENDIX C 
SCOPING COMMENT SUMMARIES 

Appendix C contains a summary of all comments recorded during the public scoping process for 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Supplemental Environmentul Impact Statement 
(WIPP SEIS-11). Comments were analyzed, summarized, and grouped into the following Comment 
Categories: 

I. Transportation 

2. Alternatives 

3. Gcneral Health and Safety 

4. Geology and Hydrology 

5. NEPA Process 

6. Waste Characterization 

7. WlPP Design 

8. General Environmental Concerns 

9. WIPP Justification 

10. Long-Term Performance or Control 

11. Worker-Public Health and Safety 

12. Environmental Justice 

13. Funding and Cost 

14. DOE Credibility 

15. Schedule 

16. Accidents and Risk of Accidents 

17. Waste Acceptance Criteria 

18. Socioeconomics 

19. Drilling and Mining 

20. Land Withdrawal Act 

The comment summaries in each category are numbered for reference (left hand column in the 
listings that follow). The right hand column refers to the Appendix B outline and stales where in 
SEIS-I1 disposition of each comment or its general theme will be presented. When the reader is 
directed to an entire chapter as opposd to a specific section, the information pertaining to the 
comment or its general theme will be found throughout that chaptcr of SBIS-11. Disposition of some 
comments is discussed in this Implementation Plan (IP). In thnse cases, the section of the 1P is 
referenced. 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

Comment Category: TRANSPORTATION 

The SEIS-II should evaluate emergency preparedness and routes through all 
localities along the transportation corridors. 

What will happen to the road from Vaughn to Carlsbad? This evaluation 
should he included in the SEIS-11. 

What type of shipping containers will be evaluated in the SEIS-II? 

Will the SEIS-I1 consider both the DOE and the states' transportation system? 

Will DOE conduct the same study as was done for the Land Withdrawal Act for 
rail and truck transportation? 

Certification of the remote-handled waste cask should be similar to the 
certification process used for the contact-handled cask. 

How many shipments per day are planned from Rocky Flats to WIPP? How 
many total shipments to WIPP are planned? 

Will WIPP waste be transported by truck or rail? 

Why was the truck versus rail study done initially? 

Is TRANSCOM operating in the western states? 

Does DOE require mountain driving training for transportation of waste to 
WIPP? 

If roads are closed will WIPP trucks stop? 

Will the WlPP transport uucks meet state requirements for over-the-road weight 
limits? 

What will be the WIPP transport trucks maximum speed if Congress changes 
the national limit or allows the states to set their own limits? 

Are the WIPP transport truck drivers paid by the load, the hour, or are they 
salaried? 

There is continuing concern whether the available transportation vehicles and 
containers will be able to meet the anticipated need. 

What is the real cost of dedicated transportation? 

The routine shipment duration limit of 30 days should be reexaminedlmitigated. 

There is a need to reexamine the possibility of reduced limitations of the 
transportation envelope and to expand the waste acceptance criteria related to 
transportation. 

Waste entering from the south should use the natural by-pass afforded by 
Highway 31. 

There should be no transportation bypass of Vaughn and Encino, New Mexico. 

The SEIS-I1 needs to fully analyze the effects of transportation throughout the 
lifetime of WIPP. 
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4 - 
Comment 
Number Comment Summary 

Proposed 
Disposition - i 

SEIS-I1 3.1 People along the transportation routes are well-trained and the transportation 
drivers are a well-trained model for industry. 

I am concerned about the condition of the Highway 285 south to Carlsbad. 

Accident-free shipments to WIPP and storageldisposal at WlPP might do 
wonders in allaying the public's fears. 

There is a natural bypass (Highway 31) which should be used so there is no 
liability for the whole south part of Carlshad. The north bypass will only 
benefit those on the nonhern part of town. 

The SEIS-I1 should include a full analysis of the waste transportation 
alternatives, including alternative routes and alternative treatment methods 
which may affect the intensity of transportation. 

The SEIS must include acomprehensive analysis of all aspects of packaging and 
transponation of this nuclear waste to WIPP, including the design and 
accident-testing of shipment containers, as well as emergency response in the 
event of an accident during shipment. 

Containers must be tested in a protracted hot fire (2000 degrees F.) by engulfing 
them for 60 minutes. The SElS must include an analysis for training 
emergency response teams along the shipment routes. 

The analysis of the plan for transportation of the waste to WIPP must seek to 
minimize the risk of exposure to people living near, or traveling along, the 
transportation routes. Routing must avoid high population areas whenever 
feasible. 

The analvsis must fullv examine the alternative of rail transport (including 
dedicated and purpose-built trains) to keep these ha~ardous'shi~ments offthe 
public highway system to the maximum extent feasible. 

How many shipments of waste are expected from each source-site to WIPP per 
year, and when will these shipments begin and end? 

What will be the average and total volumes of waste shipments to WIPP from 
each site? 

The SEIS-I1 should describe the TRUPACT-I1 and the tests that were made on 
it. Why has it not been crush tested'? 

Over what routes does DOE expect to transport this waste? What is the annual 
and total number of shipments anticipated for each route? 

What improvements to roads or other transport systems are expected? 

Provide a full comparative assessment of all the alternative modes of transport. 

Regarding potential accidents, what precautions are anticipated? What training 
will he provided to what personnel where? What special equipment will be 
made available to whom and on what basis? 

Regarding potential accidents, given the number of shipments per year along 
each of the several anticipated routes, provide an independent assessment of the 
likely number of accidents per year and overall. Provide this information for 
each route, for the overall transport web, and for all possible modes of transport. 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary - 

Proposed 
Disposition -- A 
IP 4.2.1 DOE is not legally required to "crush test" the TRUPACT-11. Nevertheless, it 

should perform this test as a pan of the SEIS-11. The concept is simple: in an 
accident it is likely that the container will be impacted on two sides; therefore, 
the container should be tested for such impacts. 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has now ruled that a crush test for 
shipping containers should be performed. While this rule is not retroactive, and 
while DOE is not required to perform a "crush test," it is necessary if the 
impacts of shipments to WIPP are to be fully assessed. Therefore. DOE should 
perform a "crush test" as specified by NRC I0 CFR Part 71, as published in the 
Federal Register on September 28, 1995. 

The SEIS-I1 must include a thorough analysis of transportation routes, 
reasonable accident scenarios, and shipping containers for all waste. 

The SEIS-I1 must identify and fully examine a shipping container for 
remote-handled waste and must ensure that the TRWACT-I1 for contact-handled 
waste has been thoroughly tested. The TRUPACT-I1 should undergo a "crush 
test" as part of the analysis for the SEIS-11. 

The SEIS-I1 must fully examine the extent to which emergency responders and 
hospitals are equipped to handle an accident involving a shipment to WIPP. 

Because there is often a high turnover of emergency responders and hospital 
personnel, the SEIS-I1 must examine plans for continuous training of these 
personnel. 

The SEIS-I1 must describe and analyze the schedule of shipments to WIPP by 
each generator site. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider rail and highway shipment of waste 

The SEIS-I1 should provide details on the number of shipments of waste and the 
impacts of these shipments. 

Discuss in the SEIS-I1 the safety systems in place to mitigate any transponation 
accidents. 

If the maximum limit of each drum is met, would the maximum limit of the 
TRUPACT be exceeded? 

Will all sites begin shipment to WIPP at once or will i t  be phased'? 

The SEIS-I1 should examine the impacts to the maximally exposed individual 
during waste transport. 

Has there been an INDEPENDENT transportation risk assessment? 

The SEIS-I1 should examine using rail for shipment of waste. 

Does testing the TRUPACT-I1 without radioactive materials adequately portray 
the expected behavior? 

Are the small communities along the transportation route properly trained in 
emergency response procedures? 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the emergency response training systems in place in 
the smaller communities along the transportation routes. DOE should ensure 
that these communities have periodic follow-up training sessions. 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 7 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze all transportation routes. 

Is the truck carrying the TRUPACT-I1 easily recognizable? 

The SEl5-I1 sh~~uld  cnsiJcr  hav.ng esconi for all the u:wte ihpnienrs (Ilk: ior 
Safe Secure Transport [SSTl shipments). 

Was testing of the TRUPACT-I1 done adequately and independently? 

What is the exposures along the transportation route? What is ihe exposure to 
the public during traffic jams? 

The TRUPACT-I1 has not been crush tested. Will this test be dune in the future? 

An independent analysis of the transportation system by non-DOE entities is 
crucial. 

Shipping wasre is ridiculous. 

The transportation cuntainers should be crush-tested. 

All reasonable accident scenarios should be fully evaluated, and rhe expected 
shipping routes should be evaluated for accident risk and emergency response. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the dangers of transporting radioactive materials. 

What happens if there is a traffic accident en route? 

How are you going to prepare the people living along the transportation route to 
deal with transportation accidents? 

It is totally irresponsible to wait until after an accident happens to develop a 
solution. 

This waste should not be transported. The risk of accident is too great. 

I amconcerned about nuclear waste traveling on our highways. This could he a 
threilt to many citizens if accidents occurred. 

Shipment of WIPP waste would be too dangerous for highways. 

Transport of waste to WIPP is not viable because safety issues involved have 
not been well thought out. 

The transportation of wastes to WIPP should be more secure with some kind of 
emergency plans ready to be placed immediately in case of an accident. 

Trucking the waste destined for WIPP over major interstate roads and passing 
through congested urban areas is not well thought out. 

Provisions for accompanying escort emergency vehicles for the transport trucks 
must be made as well as utilizing the least populated roads. 

Transporting hazardous waste across the U.S. by any means is not a good idea. 

More concern should be shown by the DOE on the effect of transporting 
dangerous waste. 

What are the alternatives to interstate transportation of radioactive waste'? 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary 

82 What are the plans of action and containment when there is a transportation 
accident? 

83 The SEIS-I1 must describe and analyze the schedule for shipments to WIPP. 

84 The SEIS-I1 must examine transportation of wastes to WIPP 

85 Vehicles transporting waste should be accompanied by trained technicians and 
the vehicles should be marked. 

86 The SEIS-I1 should examine all transportation issues including accident 
scenarios related to the use of public roadways. 

87 The SEIS-I1 must examine waste transportation to WIPP 

88 I would like to have the idea of transporting the materials reviewed in the 
SEIS-11. It's too dangerous with current technology. 

89 The SEIS-I1 should contain evaluations of transportation methods. 

90 The SEIS-I1 should address the effects during routine transport operations and 
from possible transportation accidents. 

91 The WIPP SEIS-I1 should include a thorough discussion of the analyses and 
findings contained in a DOE report entitled Comparative Study of Waste 
Isolation Pilot Piant (WIPP) Transportation Alternatives, DOElWIPP 93-058. 
February 1994. 

92 The SEIS-I1 should contain a much more comprehensive, in-depth analysis of 
the potential human health and environmental impacts associated with two 
WIPP transportation (modal) options: truck and dedicated train. 

93 It is critical that the SEIS-I1 analyze a number of alternative scenarios to assist 
DOEICAO in determining the optimal schedule for dispatch of WIPP 
shipments. The document should provide the best available information about 
when the various DOE sites are projected to be ready to ship wastes to WIPP 
and in what quantities. Both contact- and remote-handled TRU waste must be 
addressed in this regard. 

Comment Category: ALTERNATIVES 

1 What alternatives are being considered in the SEIS-II? 

2 Do an analysis in the SEIS-I1 comparing impacts under current laws and those 
that would result from implementation of the "Skeen Bill" HR 1663. 

3 It is inadequate to incorporate the PEIS analysis of the 21-22 FFCA sites into 
WIPP SEIS-11. 

4 If WIPP is disapproved (the No Action Alternative is implemented) what is the 
alternative? Siting of a new facility for recovered wastes should be considered 
in the SEIS-11. 

5 The Draft SEIS must look at FFCA site treatment plans individually and 
analyze them in terms of operational and environmental impacts at the sites and 
at WIPP. 

6 DOE should go back and reevaluate the idea of putting waste into the ground. 

Proposed 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

Aboveground storage would be better in terms of retrievability and utility in the 
future. 

Transmutation should be evaluated in the SEIS-11. 

The SEIS-I1 should examine zircon technology for storage of plutonium. 

Are breeder reactors in Japan useful for our kind of plutonium? 

Could WIPP-destined plutonium be retrieved and used for oher  processes? 

Thc SEIS-I1 should evaluate the treatment of waste by the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology process prior to disposal. 

The agency needs to take a hard look at all alternatives, not just those that seem 
practical. 

Review of the alternatives should include buried wastes as well as barreled 
wastes. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider thc alternative of long-lerm storage, 

The mission may be changed since no new weapons or plans for new weapons. 
are being produced. The SEIS-I1 should address these changes to see if WlPP is 
necessary or if its proposed mission should be changed. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the alternatives of bringing the RH wastes to WIPP. 

Zircons are a superior alternative to basilicate glass for storage of plutonium and 
should be explored for future use. 

Arc plasma techniques are revealed as a means of "melting" and neutralizing 
molecules of highly toxic chemicals and may be used to neutralize parts of the 
waste destined for WIPP. 

The super-cold option is perhaps an avenue which allows the agitated state of a 
radionuclide to calm down. This could be used for pretreatment for transport or 
storage. 

The SEIS-I1 must consider impacts to all affected areas, including storage sites, 
transportation corridors, and the disposal site. 

We strongly believe that improvements and changes are only worthwhile if they 
significantly reduce the potential impacts in all areas. 

The SEIS-I1 should address all generation, treatment, and disposal alternatives 
for all relevant TRU waste types, and generating sites. 

Alternative storage and disposal facilities must be examined, particularly in 
light of the fact that the volume of transuranic waste in the Department's control 
far exceeds the capacity of WIPP for CH- a ~ ~ d  RH-TRU waste. 

Alternatives to WIPP obviously include leaving the wastes at the current storage 
sites for treatment, transportation, and other waste management activities. 

The SEIS-I1 must examine the alternatives for characterizing, transporting, and 
emplacing RH-TRU waste. DOE'S strategy on RH-TRU waste is currently in 
flux. 
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1 comment Proposed 
( Number Comment Summary Disposition 

DOE shall develop plans for long-term storage o f  all wastes currently at Rocky . . - - 
Flats 3nJ prep.mcuntingen~y phns for storsge u f  rmniuranic m3stc in thc etent 
that thc W.~<te I\ulntion Pilot Plant (WIPP] J O ~ S  not open 

A l l  reasonable alternatives to WIPP must be detailed in  the SEIS-I1 and fully 
assessed. 

Regarding transmutation of the radionuclides, what i s  DOE doing to research or 
to fund research in  this area? What is the present state of such research? 

Evaluate the possibility of keeping the waste at the point(s) of generation (e.g.. 
Rocky Flats) in safe, monitorable, retrievable storage. This i s  not a "No 
Action" alternative. 

Spell out the contingencies in  the event that WIPP does not open. 

What plans does the DOE have for waste that exceeds the capacity of WIPP? 

The SEIS-I1 must assess all reasonable alternatives to WIPP including storage of 
transuranic wastes at the point of generation. Such waste storage should be in a 
state of the art, monitored (allowing for inspections) facility that allows for 
retrieval of the waste. 

The SEIS-I1 must analyze alternative storage or disposal facilities because WIPP 
wil l  quickly run out of space. 

DOE should ensure that all reasonable alternatives are considered in the SEIS-I1 
including transmutation. 

What i s  the state of transmutation research? 

The SEIS-11 should consider keeping waste at generator sites. 

Instead of waiting for WIPP or another solution, the priority should be to 
stabilize the waste where it is currently being stored (Cited "Plutonium 
Vulnerability Study"). 

The SEIS-I1 should examine transmutation as an alternative to WIPP. 

Monitored retrievable storage is the best option for the disposal o f  TRU waste. 

The SEIS-11 should analyze the cost of monitored retrievable storage at the waste 
generator sites. 

DOE should conduct more research on aboveground retrievable storage at the 
generator sites. 

Has DOE considered other storage sites for the TRU waste such as the Nevada 
Test Site? 

The SEIS-11 should consider the impacts of WIPP on Rocky Flats, including 
the capacity and integrity of Rocky Flats. Rocky Flats i s  waiting for WIPP to 
open. 

Wil l  the SEIS-11 address radiological and hazardous wastes in WIPP? 

In  the event WIPP's capacity cannot hold anticipated waste volume or in the 
event i t  never opens, the DOE must look at reasonable alternatives for storing 
the waste, such as leaving the waste at their current siles for several decades. 



Comment 
Number L -  -- Comment Summary 

Since WIPP is not able to handle many kinds of wastes, other alternative 
solutions must be studied in parallel to the WIPP approach. 

The waste should be kept at the generator sites and, stored aboveground and 
monitored with state of the art equipment. 

All N-plants should be closed immediately and the waste fuel stored at the 
generator sitc until we have areal solution. 

More research should go into what is now being called the "no kction 
alternative" hut would go a long way towards a saner solution to this crisis. 

Disposal is completely the wrong frame of mind from which to address the 
problem of nuclear waste. We need to be able to know exactly what is 
happening with these substances at all times. 

Do not think in terms of disposal - the earth is not a garbage dump. 

Please reconsider the WIPP until further environmental impact studies have been 
made. Because of the latest problems with the site including discovery of 
groundwater and the possible unstable nature of the test chamber, the only safe 
alternative is to do more studies and to make sure that the proposed area will be 
completely stable and unchanging for the next 240,000 years since that is the 
amount of time the plutonium remains radioactive. 

Why can't research bedone on safer ways to store nuclear waste in the state it 
was created? 

Review all of the SEIS-I1 options/alternatives before implementing WIPP. 

Don't move the waste from the generator sites 

More research should be done to determine better ways to store existing waste at 
the generator sites. 

Efforts should be directed toward research to minimize the radioactivity of the 
waste (some form of neutralization no matter how difficult), monitored storage. . . - 
and stopping production of more waste that there is no effective way of dealing 
with. 

Existing waste should be kept where it is until adequate measures are available 
to responsibly deal with the environmental mess that is continuing to be 
produced. 

The best solution is state-of-the-art storage of nuclear waste of all types at the 
Rocky Flats site until such time as there exists the technology to safely 
transform nuclear waste. This, of course, means that the waste must be 
retrievable. . 
Other storage possibilities should be examined in  the SEE-11 as the WIPP site 
is not totally secure due to water seepage that would create brine and accelerate 
erosion. 

Responsible long-term storage must be found, not underground or sea disposal. 

The best way to contain these severely hazardous fluids is by using 
state-of-the-an containers at the sites where the waste is produced. 

Aboveground storage is the best way to handle this dangerous substance. 

Proposed 
- Disposition 

SEIS-I1 3.2 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary 

-. 

All reasonable alternatives to WIPP must be assessed in the SEIS-11. 

Building an underground tunnel to transport the waste may take time and 
money, but wouldn't you rather save the lives of humans and animals? 

I would like to see a full study of the alternatives to WIPP. Particularly. 
avoiding transport, but addressing the radiation coming from Rocky Flats' 
waste. 

I'd like to see state-of-the-art aboveground storage with monitoring as an 
alternative analyzed in the SEIS-11. 

If we maintain waste at the generator sites it would (in most cases) be safer, 
allow for more frequent monitoring, and allow more nuclear plant shut downs. 

I think that some investigating should be done before WIPP is implemented. 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze aboveground storage with proper monitoring. 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the alternative of leaving waste at the generator sites 
and taking precautions to eliminate accidents. 

WIPP appears to be more dangerous than aboveground storage at the generator 
sites. 

There are better ways of dealing with these chemicals than placing them in the 
ground and forgetting about them. 

I am for aboveground safe, proven storage 

The SEIS-I1 needs to address the effects of long-term storage at these facilities 
and how we plan to educate future generations regarding this plan. 

Storage of nuclear waste at the site it was created seems to be a better solution 
than trucking waste around the country increasing the average citizens chances of 
coming in contact with it. 

Leave the waste at the generator sites. Put it in storage containers that are 
state-of-the-art, qualified, and monitored. 

The SEIS-I1 must examine reasonable alternatives to WIPP. 

DOE should create or maintain aboveground monitored contaminanl areas. 

I think that the waste should not be moved and it should also be kept 
aboveground so it can be monitored properly. 

Instead of WIPP DOE should take advantage of the state-of-the-art technological 
advances we worked so hard to achieve. 

Aboveground temporary storage and monitoring should exist at the point of 
origin'until an effective and appropriate technology is developed. 

I would like to see this waste stored using a more effective method that is based 
on research. 

We need lo improve our knowledge of storage technologies, rather than moving 
this poison around. 

Proposed 
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Comment Proposed 

j Number Comment Summary Disposition -1 
86 Before we commit nuclear waste irrevocably to the earth we should undertake a SEIS-I1 3.3 

concerted research effort into alternative waste treatment andlor neutralization 
technologies. 

87 The SEIS-I1 should consider all reasonable a l ter~dves .  SEIS-11 3.2 

88 The task force vehemently objects to DOE'S proposal to include in  the SEIS-I1 SEIS-I1 1.0, 3.0 
an assessment of the impacts of disposing non-defense TRU waste5 at WIPP. 

Comment Category: GENERAL HEALTH AND SAFETY 

1 Economic development seems to take priority over health and safety. 

2 Engineered barriers should be emplaced for basic safety. 

3 The Skeen Bill takes away a lot of the environmental oversight from the EPA 
and from separateentities not related to the government. This would 
compromise more safety at WIPP. 

4 Engineered barriers should be empiaced for basic safety measures, even if they 
are not required by EPA. 

5 What happens to 65 percent of our food that comes from the lower Rio Grande 
Valley if this waste leaks? 

6 There are birth defects that are attributed to the water from the Rio Grande. 

7 Changes to the existing plans, preparations, and facilities must be weighed 
against delays required to implement these proposed changes. Delays in 
implementing the final disposal could degrade safety programs alrendy in place. 

8 Existing wansportation and training systems developed for the WIPP program 
are adequate to protect the citizens of Utah. 

9 The storage method used at WIPP is safe. 

10 The material DOE wants to place in WlPP will remain a potential hazard for 
aeons. What precautions will be made to insure monitoring and safeguarding of 
the WIPP site while the waste is potentially hazardous? 

I I WlPP is by far the safest, most environmentally conscious. and over regulated 
operation 1 have ever worked at or heard of. 

12 The SEIS-I1 needs a low-level radiation effects study from both a health impacts 
from shipping standpoint and low-level radiation in general. 

13 Is DOE monitoring the communities surrounding WIPP? How long will the 
monitoring continue? 

14 DOE should maintain database of waste to allow the future generations lo 
understand the what, why, where and how much. 

15 The SEIS-I1 should examine remute monitoring technologies for the waste after 
i t  is emplaced at WIPP. 

16 A monitoring system should be installed to remedy any nuclear catastrophe that 
might occur. 

17 Aboveground storage is a less expensive way both in terms of our health and 
our finances. 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary 

The SEIS-I1 should address the dangers to humans. 

How will the WIPP site be monitored for leakage? 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze impacts for the 240,000 years that the waste would 
be harmful. 

Stop producing nuclear waste because we have no way to guarantee safety. 

The SEIS-I1 should address how to educate and inform the public at large on the 
best way to live with nuclear waste. 

How can you even think about storing the waste without putting monitoring 
equipment in place? 

A monitoring system based on groundwater contamination is inadequate. The 
monitoring system must be based more on proactive technology than on reactive 
means. 

WIPP is not a solution for nuclear waste. There are too many potential 
problems and severe dangers in entombing nuclear waste in salt beds 
underground. 

WIPP will put our environment and human lives at risk. 

More research should be done on aboveground monitoring. 

There should be monitoring wells at the site, to sample groundwater in the 
immediate area around the WIPP site. 

WIPP is structurally faulty and poses risks to the humans and animals of today 
and tomorrow. 

The likelihood of leakage of liquid waste as well as gas generated in the waste is 
substantial enough that to go ahead with WIPP would be a blatant disregard for 
human health for the sake of waste disposal. 

The WIPP site is not a viable alternative because of the leakage possibility. 

The waste site should be monitored to prevent accidents not tested by its 
seepage into rivers and land. 

Underground storage without monitoring is also a bad idea. 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the hazards of leakage of TRU waste into rivers, 
food, the environment in general, and the effects on wildlife and civilization in 
general. 

Will residents in the WIPP area be monitored for any increase in diseases? 

You would pollute water tables and damage other parts of the underground 
environment and subsequently the overall environment i f  nuclear waste was 
stored in this way. 

I am concerned with the long-term maintenance considerations involved in this 
type of storage. 

Radioactive leakage into the water table must be monirored. 

Proposed 
Disposition 

SEIS-I1 5.0 

SEIS-I1 4.1 

SEIS-I1 5.0 
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Comment 
Number - Comment Summary Disposition 

WIPP isn't safe for us, the environment and the animals that have direct 
relations to the waste. 

Underground storage is unsafe and would not allow for proper monitoring. 

The SEIS-11 should address the health concerns associated with low doses oT 
radiation. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the half-life of radioactive waste 

Equip the waste storage areas with moniloring devices for the safety of everyone. 

Burying these devices in salt beds will corrode the containers, and harmful 
waste will be exposed to everyone. 

Nuclear waste sites should have an aboveground monitoring systems to insure 
the integrity of the waste site is intact. 

Monitoring should be done before contamination occurs and actions taken 
should contamination occur. 

The leakage that could occur at this burial site is deadly. 

If materials are stored at WIPP, we need a detection system to alert us to leakage 
of these wastes (due to container breakage, container corrosion, etc.) before these 
materials reach nearby water supplies, then there must be a plan of action in the 
case that leakage occurs. 

Monitoring of the WIPP site should be considered a high priority 

I am very concerned with this toxic nuclear waste being stored underground 
using inappropriate methods that could affect people's health. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider public safety. 

Comment Category: GEOLOGY AND HYDROLOGY 

Why are results from some wells considered an anomaly and therefore not 
considcred? 

What kinds of tracers are used in tracer tests? 

What is the discharge point of the aquifer and can tracers be used to find the 
discharge point'? 

The SEIS-I1 should provide information regarding the brine aquiferlreservoir? 

I've heard (from a site worker) that connectivity was found at the ERDA 1 well. 

What has the history of natural brine migration shown'? 

Technical issues such as gas generation and hydrological models, need lo be 
thoroughly discussed in the SEIS-11. Discuss what uncertainties remain from 
the technical issues. 

Has water flowed from the Rustler aquifer into the air intake shaft? 

Does current rainfall recharge the Rustler aquifer'? 

The SEIS-I1 should provide a full characterization of water tlow. 

SEIS-I1 5.0 

SEIS-II 4.1, 5.0 

SEIS-I1 4.1 

SEIS-II 4.1 

SEIS-11 4.1 

SEIS-I1 4.1, 5.0 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

The SEIS-11 should consider Karst at the site and nearby areas. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider where the Salt Lake comes from and why the level 
varies so much. 

The SEIS-I1 should discuss the rising water levels south of the WIPP site and at 
WIPP. 

The Hartland oil well phenomenon and the injection phenomenon should be 
discussed in the SEIS-11. 

Where does the Dewey red bed water go? Analysis of the area's rainfall records 
should be included in the SEIS-11. 

The SEIS-11 should analyze aerial photos for water flow patterns. 

The SIX-I1 should consider raw data and analyses that show the brine pockets 
are discontinuous. 

How many boreholes have been dnlled into the Castille? 

Why did DOE acquire mineral rights down to 6,000 feet? 

Discuss brine seepage in the SEIS-II. 

The salt formation will experience creep which will crush the waslc containers 
releasing their contents. 

Have you considered the effects when it (brine) breaks into the repository? 

The SEIS-I1 should discuss the well-bore integrity in the 16-section area and the 
possible cross-contamination of groundwater. 

How has W E  factored in increased earthquake activity and how has the site 
been reinforced to withstand earthquakes? 

The former SElS does not fully address the geological effects of the increased 
seismic activities that are currently occurring here. 

The New Mexico Environment Department DOE Oversight Bureau at WIPP 
requests that DOE include wellbore and seal integrity information on all 
boreholes penetrating the 16-section Land Withdrawal Boundary in the next 
edition of the SEIS. 

What assessments independent of DOE and its contractors have been made on 
the aahility of the WIPP site? 

The SEIS-I1 needs to address the questions of the possible migration of 
radionuclides toward the Rustler aquifer or towmd other underground or surface 
water, possible problems of gas generation, and the relation to the brine 
reservoir. 

The SEIS-II must fully examine the potential for wastes to leave WIPP through 
migration in groundwater or other means over the hazardous life ofthe waste. 

The SEIS-I1 should examine the migration of wastes to the aquifers surrounding 
WIPP and the brine reservoir underneath the site. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider the migration of plutonium and other materials 
from the site. 

SEIS-I1 4.1 

SEIS-11 4.1 

SEIS-I1 4.1 

SEIS-I1 4.1 

SEIS-II 4.1 

SEIS-I1 4.1 

SEIS-II 4.1 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary 

Will there be astudy of organic activity in the salt? 

Therisk of contamination to nearby water supplies is a gamble not worth its 
consequences. 

The Rustler aquifer should be monitored for contamination. 

The SEIS-I1 must evaluate the potential contamination of the Rustler aquifer and 
the Pecos River over the half-life of the waste stored at WIPP. 

I'm concerned about the safety of water sources in the area. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the dangers to watersheds. 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the potential for WIPP to contaminate the Rustler 
aquifer. 

The water that has been found on the site and the fracturing rock inside the 
chamber are obviously problems that need to be seriously considered in the 
SEIS-11. 

WIPP is a threat to the Rustler aquifer. 

The SEIS-I1 should examine potential pollution to Rustler aquifer. Pecos River, 
and the Gulf of Mexico. 

I am concerned with the proximity of the cavern to aquifers and other sources of 
water. 

The SEIS-I1 must analyze the potential for WIPP to contaminate the Rustler 
aquifer. 

It is amazing and outlandish that this site is located so near an aquifer. 

Potential contamination of the Rustler aquifer must be examined in the SEIS-11. 

The SEIS-I1 must examine the potential for WIPP to contaminate the Rustler 
aquifer, Pecos River, and ultimately the Gulf of Mexico. 

WIPP could potentially interfere with the planet's ability to cleanse itself and 
leach into the underground aquifers and poison people, animals and plants. 

The SEIS-I1 should contain evaluations of groundwater and containment 
methods. 

The SEIS-I1 should discuss the potential for eanhquakes and mass movement. 

WIPP threatens the Rustler aquifer. 

Comment Category: NEPA PROCESS 

I What is the relationship between the SEIS-I1 and compliance application? SEIS-I1 1.5, 11.0 

2 Suggestions for the public scoping meetings have been ignored. IP 4.2.5 
-- A court reporter is needed. 
-- Some people do not attend because of informality 
-- Stakeholders are interested in an exchange of ideas. 
--It is not clear how serious DOEis about the public scoping process. 
--The informal public scoping meeting format was over used. 



APPENDIX C WIPP SEIS-I1 Impletnenmrion Plan 

Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

It was a mistake to scope only in New Mexico, Colorado, and Idaho. Imponant 
issues will be overlooked by conducting public scoping meetings. 

Suggestions for soliciting comment on the Draft SEIS-11. 
-- Provide adequate time for public comments in Albuquerque and Santa Fe. 
-- Seek advice from stakeholders in advance. 
-- Recognize these public meetingslhearings are "events". 
-- Combine the formal and informal public meeting formats. 
-- Allow opportunities for interaction between stakeholders and DOE in the 

formal setting. These interactions should be pan of the official meeting 
record. 

The comment period on the Draft SEIS-I1 should be 120 days 

There is concern that the amount of public involvement and debate regarding 
remote-handled waste is not as extensive as that for contact-handled waste. 

Acceptance or rejection of WlPP by local citizens is questionable because of 
conflicts of interest. 

How does DOE plan to document the history of the WIPP and its impacts? 

How does DOE evaluate its stakeholder involvement program? 

DOE should provide "Modules" for use in schools and establish "Control 
Groups" for comparison. 

The "pilot plant" concept doesn't get applied to education and other 
"non-technical" issues. 

The DOE should use the NEPA process for education rather than "propaganda." 

The leaders, legislators, and community have been informed about the project. 

How can you have a "proposed action" when the project is already 118 done? 

Who decides whether the SEIS-I1 is adequate? 

If someone doesn't like the Draft SEIS-11, what recourse do they have? 

Were the SEIS-11 contractors required to live in Carlsbad? 

There was insufficient public notice for the Santa Fe public scoping meetings. 

Many of the comments brought forward during the 1990 SEIS have not been 
addressed. 

This public hearing should be a forum. 

Excluding some sites from scoping meeting such as the Savannah River, 
Hanford. Livermore, and Oak Ridge sites that will be impacted by WIPP, is a 
denial of due process to those citizens. 

Many elements of the DOE'S environmental assessment process, at least as they 
have been executed in the Los Alamos Area, have been unsatisfactory. 

What is the American Nuclear Society's participation in the public scoping 
meetings? 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

Your program is agreat way not only to get feedback from the local populace 
but also to educate them. It could help motivate students through changing 
their attitude and becon~e bettcr prepared. 

Meaningful public participation cannot be obtained under the circumstances of 
multiple meetings on the same day and poor publicity about the meetings. 

We have requested that the DOE schedule another meeting in Denver on a better 
day with adequa~e publicity and lead-time. 

DOE must complete its NEPA documentation before submitting a compliance 
certification application. 

Pending completion of a record of decision, DOE should take the No Action 
Alternative as constituting an irrevocable commitment with respect to any 
engineered alternat~ve. 

Preparation of the SEIS-I1 should be coordinated with the development of the 
sitc treatment plans being prepared by generator sites under the Federal Facility 
Complian:: Act of IWZ'(~FCA) and the Wastc Management P rogrsmmk 
Environmenral lmpnst Statement (PEISj. Art~vit~es developel In [he FFCA 
process s h ~ u l d  LIc f a c t u ~ ~ J  intu the f.~miulaumn of alternatno tor the SEIS-11. 

Public hearings on the SEIS-I1 must be held in all states through which the 
waste shipments may be routed, as well as sites in New Mexico and in 
Washington. D.C. for the many national groups interested in this with offices in 
the nation's capital. 

Please approve the second WIPP Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
in a way that will allow WIPP to open. I object that a second statement was 
done - this is the politicians' way of delaying WIPP's opening. 

DOE should respond to each individual's comments in writing to ensure 
concerns of the public are not overlooked. 

DOE should hold a hearing on the Draft SEIS in the Denver metro area when 
the document is released. 

The Rocky Mountain Peace Center would appreciate a response to our 
comments at your earliest convenience outlining how our recommendations have 
been factored into the SEIS-11. 

The Department of Energy should hold a follow-up meeting to address any 
concerns raised during the scoping of the SEIS-11. 

DOE should hold a hearing in Colorado on the Draft SEIS-I1 when it is released. 

Does improvement of the human environment count in an environmental impact 
statement? 

1 am uncomfortable with the meeting format because there is no recording device 
present. 

Will DOE respond individually to commentors? 

DOE should hold a public hearing on the Draft WIPP SEIS-I1 in the Denver area. 

This public scoping meeting does not adequately represent the community's 
interest in the WIPP project. 
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Comment Proposed 
Comment Summary Disposition 

42 It's important that the people of New Mexico have a vote regarding the site's SEIS-11 2.2 
future, not just the DOE. 

43 The SEIS-11 should be reviewed and made available to the public. SEIS-I1 2.2 

44 If there is one lesson the U.S. needs it would be this: think and examine the SEIS-I1 5.0 
consequences of what you do, before you do it. 

45 1 would like to see more potential for public comments. SEIS-I1 2.2 

46 It is imperative DOE base its decision about WIPP's continuing development on SEIS-I1 5.0 
sound technical analyses using the most current, accurate information available. 
This should be kept foremost in mind when preparing the SEIS-11. 

Comment Category: WASTE CHARACTERIZATION 

How will DOE deal with remote-handled waste issues? 

What percentages and quantities of waste will be filled by different types and 
generations of waste? 

If only 30 percent of wastes destined for WIPP have been generated, and no new 
nuclear weapons are being designed or built, what else does DOE plan to put in 
WIPP? Where has recent 20 percent increment (to 50%) come from? 

What volume of contact-handled and remote-handled wastes are ready to be 
shipped to WIPP? 

Which sites generate remote-handled wastes? 

What do we mean by waste characterization? 

What is the plan for learning what wastes are in the barrels, especially at sites 
where no capabilities for characterization exist? 

Does DOE have a load management plan for wastes going to WIPP (readiness of 
waste, how long it takes to characterize)? This should be discussed in the 
SEIS-11. 

The DOE'S current plan for remote-handled waste issues has been, and will 
continue to be, inadequate. 

The SEIS-11 should discuss the quality control of waste. 

Will the waste from DOE decommissioning and decontamination activities be 
similar to that from weapons production? 

Will the SEIS-I1 evaluate the shipment of pre-1970 DOE-ID buried waste? 

Is DOWldahopit 9 waste, currently being remediated under Superfund, likely to 
be considered "newly generated'' waste that would be shipped to WIPP? 

The SEIS-I1 should define the EPA's and the State of Idaho's responsibilities on 
CERCLA waste becoming RCRA waste. When does CERCLA waste become 
RCRA waste? 

The SEIS-I1 should include an analysis of the waste characterization activities 
and an inventory of waste currently coming to WIPP, as well as waste which is 
buried. 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition I 

The SEIS-11 should indicate what methods are reliable and safe for obtaining 
accurate volume and curie content estimates for remote-handled TRU waste. 

What would be the source of future wastc if there is no longer any production? 

'Yhe SEIS-I1 should consider starting out with strictly TRU waste, then the goal 
could become mixed waste. 

The SEIS-11 must evaluate the development of credible waste characterization 
methods and facilities. 

What waste will go to WIPP from what sources? 

The SEIS-I1 should contain a full waste inventory broken down according to site 
of origin. 

Does DOE intend to seek a variance to allow the Rocky Flats residues to be 
shipped to WIPP? What is entailed? What are the concentrations of 
radionuclides (particularly plutonium) in these residues? To what specifications 
was WIPP designed and built? What justification exists for a variance? What 
barriers to getting a variance exist? 

The SEIS-I1 should provide a site-by-site breakdown of the waste inventory as 
well as totals. How much TRU and TRU-mixed wa5te is expected to be 
generated by sites in the future? 

If the waste totals exceed WIPP's capacity, what criteria does DOE employ in 
deciding which waste goes to WIPP and which docs not? 

The SEIS-I1 must clearly outline by type what wastes will go to WIPP. 

The SEIS-I1 should provide details of waste inventories (origin and types) at all 
sites. 

What will be done with the residues from operations at Rocky Flats? 

What is the composition and absorbed moisture content of the waste in drums? 

How much gas is generated in the drums and are the drums explosive? 

The SEIS-I1 should define the characteristics of the Rocky Flats waste 

The SEIS-I1 should discuss the amount of Rocky Flats waste that will be 
packaged and shipped to WIPP. 

Will the wastc at Rocky Flats need to be repackaged before i t  is shipped to 
WIPP? 

Are the Rocky Flats residues part of TRU waste totals? 

The waste destined for WIPP needs to be inspected on a regular basis. 

Do the Land Disposal Restrictions address the radioactive portion of the waste? 

What type of materials are considered part of a remote-handled waste package? 

The SEIS-I1 should provide a precise definition of TRU waste, 

Is absorbed moisture likely to reilct with radionuclides in the waste and cause 
performance problems? 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

The SEIS-11 should explore how much waste will come from which location 
over what period of time. 

The DOE needs to fully understand the consequences of gas generation and other 
hazards that may occur as the waste decays. 

The SEIS-I1 should include a schedule of what wastes will go to WIPP, and 
from where. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the types of wastes we've created. 

The SEIS-I1 should discuss how much waste there is, where is it located, and 
the conditions of storage. 

The SEIS-I1 must examine what wastes go to WIPP. 

The SEIS-I1 should include detailed, specific information on, and a 
comprehensive assessment of, how WIPP may be affected by implementation of 
Site Treatment Plans both individually and collectively. 

DOE should take appropriate action to ensure that the full range of waste 
certification, treatment, and wansportation activities being considered at 
small-quantity generatorlstorage sites is adequately evaluated with respect to 
their corresponding impact on WIPP, its workers and the affected public. 

Comment Category: WIPP DESIGN 

How does WIPP compare with other underground repositories around the world? 

What kind of containers will be used to dispose of the waste? 

Engineered barriers to be used at WIPP should be evaluated in the SEIS-11. The 
document should also discuss barriers which were rejected by DOE. 

Has the entire WIPP facility been excavated? 

The SEIS-I1 should discuss the impacts of a loss of capacity if contact-handled 
waste is emplaced before remote-handled waste is ready for disposal. Will the 
WIPP repository design be reconfigured to allow for increased remote-handled 
waste storage? 

How is excavation at WIPP done? Does excavation cause disturbances 
sufficient to destabilize waste? 

What if a safer disposal technology is developed following closure of WIPP? 

What is the current total capacity at WIPP? 

What types of waste are expected'? 

Why was the WIPP aboveground perimeter reduced from a larger area down to 
the current 16 square miles? 

The SEIS-I1 should consider the effects of gas and water acting on the waste 
containers. 

How long will the WIPP be operationni? 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary - 

13 Passive markers (size, durability over long periods of time, understandability to 
future generations) should be considered in the SEIS-11. 

14 What about the change in the operational life of WIPP? 

15 The SEIS-I1 should carefully consider the scientific and technical problems 
which are identified and unresolved at WIPP. 

16 The SEIS-I1 must evaluate WIPP's current design, 

17 The SEIS-I1 should discuss existing waste inventories (retrievably stored and 
buried); past, present and anticipated future sources of different waste types; and 
past, present, and anticipated future treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. 

18 The SEIS-I1 must examine the unresolved technical issues that face the WIPP 
project, such as the evaluation and adoption of engineered alternatives. 

19 The SEIS-I1 should consider the full range of engineered alternatives, including 
cementation, shredding, supercompaction, incineration, vitrification, improved 
waste canisters, grout and bentonite backfill. melting of metals, alternative 
configurations of waste placement in the disposal system, and alternative 
disposal system dimensions. 

20 What is the capacity of WIPP and how does this capacity compare to the already 
existing total of TRU- and TRU-mixed waste at DOE sites around the country? 

21 The SEIS-I1 should identify, to the extent practical, the quantity of wastes 
generated by past production, future research, development and production, and 
future environmental restoration and decontamination and decommissioning 
activities that will exceed WIPP's capacity. 

22 The SEIS-I1 must analyze the adequacy of engineered and institutional barriers 
of WIPP. 

23 The SEIS-II must examine how wastes will be removed from WlPP in the event 
of a problem and where the waste would go. 

24 The SEIS-I1 should discuss the capacity of WIPP versus the existing and 
expected waste. 

25 How much time will i t  take to open WIPP and reach its design capacity? 

26 Will it be possible to remove the waste from WlPP if a problem arose requiring 
waste removal? 

27 The WIPP SEIS-I1 should include a contingency plan in case there is an accident 
in WlPP and discuss the options for the removal and storage of waste elsewhere. 

28 The SEIS-I1 should analyze where the waste will go once the WlPP disposal 
limit is reached. The current TRU waste inventory plus the new TRU waste 
generated by environmental restoration, decontamination and decommissioning, 
and research and development activities will exceed the capacity of WIPP. 

29 The SEIS-I1 should discuss the engineered and institutional barriers which will 
be used to ensure WlPP is not breached in  the future. 

30 Should cleanup be necessary at WIPP, it would be costly and questionable if it 
could be done at all. 

Proposed 
Disposition 1 

SEIS-I1 3.1 

SEIS-II 3.1, 5.0 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

Waste should be retrievable in case a better solution is found in the future. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the durability of the storage containers. How long 
will they last? They should last for tens of thousands of years. 

What restorative measures could be taken in an event of a leak at the WIPP site? 

WIPP lacks the ~recautionarv monitorina systems needed in order to detect 
leakage immedi&ely rather than waitinginti1 after seepage into groundwater or 
surrounding area. I'm urging that WIPP be put on hold until a more sound 
design is accomplished. 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the adequacy of current plans and examine how the 
wastes will be removed in the event of a problem. 

The SEIS-I1 should examine measures for removing wastes immediately should 
problems arise. 

Ironclad precautions must be taken at the WIPP site to assure the safety (if such 
a thing is possible, given the nature of the toxins) of the repository including 
monitoring equipment and emergency plans. 

How will water leakage into the waste chamber be prevented? 

Integrity of the waste barrels must be assessed into the SEIS-11. 

How will barrels be removed if the need arises and where will they be taken to? 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the adequacy of current plans for institutional and 
engineered barriers to WIPP. 

The SEIS-I1 should examine how waste will be removed from WIPP in the 
event of an emergency. 

I am very concerned about the lack of complete storage and contingency 
planning for WIPP. 

The SEIS-I1 must examine safe removal of waste in the event of problems. 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the potential impacts of the most promising options 
being considered by DOE (including changes in repository design) to allow for 
disposal of the full projected inventory of RH-TRU wastes. The analysis 
should utilize and build upon to a significantly greater degree the work 
contained in two recent DOE reports: I) Remore-Handled Transuranic Waste 
Srudy. DOWCAO 95-1095, October 1995; and 2) WIPP Remote-Handled 
Transaranic Wasre Disposal Srraregy, DOENIPP 95-1090, March 31. 1995. 

Comment Category: GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS 

I The 2nd SEIS ROD must be completed before the compliance package is 
submitted. 

2 The SEIS-I1 should include everything required in the compliance application. 

3 What cumulative impacts will DOE look at in the SEIS-II? 

4 Environmental protection "compliance" was compromised in the past. Now, 
because of other DOE priorities, budget constraints may compromise 
environmental compliance. 

SEIS-I1 3.1.5.7 

SEIS-U 5.0 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition J 

The site should be monitored by an agency other than that which operates it for 
the simple reason that no one should be a judge in his own case. 

I'm interested in solving the storage of waste in an acceptable manner. 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the relationship among waste management activities 
and their integration with defense and energy research, environmental 
restoration, decontamination and decommissioning, pollution prevention, and 
technology development. 

The SEIS-11 must address the completion of experimental activities necessary for 
a compliance demonstration. 

The DOE waste minimization and source reduction program should be analyzed 
in detail in the SEIS-I1 as to all relevant waste types and waste generating sites. 

Issues to be examined in the SEIS-I1 include waste source reduction. land use 
planning assumptions related to waste management (including institutional 
controls and site dedication), general categories of decontamination and 
decommissioning, and alternative waste treatment technologies. 

I am extremely confident that there will be next to no additional environmental 
degradation in relation to the operation of the WIPP. I know that the operation 
of the WIPP has actually improved the local and world environment. 

I know that the closure of the land around WIPP has increased the wildlife 
populations, improved the natural habitat, prevented bovine erosion, saved 
cultural and archeological resources, and has kept our country and half of the 
planet safe from aggression. 

The SEIS-I1 should evaluate the effects of gas generation. 

Removing waste from the generator sites frees up more room to generate waste. 

Will the SEIS-I1 analyze hazardous waste disposal? 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the potential environmental restoration activities, 
especially those activities associated with buried TRU waste, at Rocky Flats and 
other sites. 

Is simply meeting the compliance standards sufficient? 

All production of nuclear waste should be stopped 

The SEIS-I1 should examine bacteria (anaerobic and aerobic) interactions in the 
repository. 

We vigorously oppose any degradation of the environment. 

There should be a full analysis of the potential for contamination of the 
environment adjacent to WIPP. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the dangers to wildlife and the environment in  
general. 

Before transponation plans can be considered, the waste must be stored and 
monitored properly at the generator sites. This is not happening. 

How will the SEIS-11 address issues concerning wildlife? 
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Comment 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

Keep wastes away from already polluted environments. 

I would like to see independent third party monitoring of toxin levels at WIPP. 

There are many foreseeable problems with WIPP. Transportation, accidents. 
removal from the WIPP site if necessary, and the aquifer. 

WIPP creates many possible hazards that will not be monitored or prevented 
with quick and safe actions. 

Wastes should be contained and carefully monitored under the guidance and 
supervision of an independent agency. These are the best solutions at the 
present time. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider environmental consequences. 

The SEIS-I1 should address pollution prevention and waste minimization. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the potential effects on air and water quality -- 
particularly underground water sources in and around the WIPP site, as well as 
other environmental consequences of normal operations and potential accidents 

The SEIS-I1 should address the potential cumulative effects of WIPP site 
operations, including relevant impacts from other past, present, and prospective 
activities within the 10,240-acre land withdrawal area. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the potential effects on threatened or endangered 
species, other species of concern, and cultural resources. 

The SEIS-II should address unavoidable adverse environmental effects. 

The SEIS-11 should address the issue of shon-term uses of the environment 
versus long-term productivity. 

The SEIS-I1 should address the potential irretrievable and irreversible 
commitment of resources. 

Comment Category: WIPP JUSTIFICATION 

The WIPP mission must be clarified before the NEPA process can go forward. 

Alternative missions should be evaluated, such as, restoration of waste. 
plutonium pits, uranium isotopes not previously fully considered for WIPP, and 
currently classified high level wastes at Hanford. 

Now is the time to open the WIPP site. 

I urge DOE to get the WIPP facility open 

How is WIPP a part of an overall plan for d~sposalltreatment of radioactive 
waste? 

DOE has met all the technical requirements and has proven that WIPP is a safe 
place to dispose of TRU wastes. 

The SEIS-I1 must articulate what WIPP's new mission is. 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition I 

The SEIS-I1 should examine in depth the disposal mission of WIPP now that 
the cold war has ended, weapons production has been curtailed. and the DOE is 
facing the issue of decontamination and decommissioning of numerous 
facilities. 

If the current waste totals exceed WIPP's capacity, why is there an urgency to 
open an inadequate facility? 

The waste bins (full of real waste) which were destined for the canceled bin 
testing program at the WIPP, are now sitting in the parking lot at TA-50 (at 
LANL) across the street from here. They belong underground! At the WIPP! 
Safe and Dry! 

Nuclear energy is not cost effective. 

Using a deep geologic repository for the disposal of TRU waste is irresponsible. 

The disposal of nuclear waste is an immanent problem that needs immediate 
attention. 

The WIPPsite should be regarded as an extreme solution to aserious problem. 
not a means to storing future waste, and thus a means to continuing tho 
production of nuclear weapons. 

All toxic waste should be stored at the WIPP site in a high-tech facility, and no 
more waste should be created. 

We need to stop producing waste so  we can think about how to dispose of it. 

Is it smart and safe to even continue to consider this site as a possible waste 
dump site? 

Let's stop producing nuclear waste. 

The waste should not be rclocatcd 

Please do not let WIPP happen. 

Have we created a monster to be buried without responsible considerations? 

I don't see any justifications for transponing the nuclear waste across the major 
highways and interstates spreading hazardous radiation across the country. 

I don't really like that the government is transporting wastes through rivers. 

The benefit of nuclear energy does not come close to exceeding the damages it 
produces. 

Please do not transport hazardous materials. It is too dangerous. 

I do not support having thcsc chemicals on the road, [hat I may be traveling on. 

I object to having nuclear wastes dumped in the west - isn't i t  about time that 
Eastern cities started dealing with their problems? 

I would like this country to stop producing dangerous wastes and start financing 
proven environmentally safe energy-producing projects like wind and solar 
power. 

Why transport this waste and take the chance of spillage and wreckage? 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

30 It is unfair to the people of our country to suffer the consequences of this 
shipping and storage. 

3 1 Further exploration and assessment needs to be performed in relation to geologic 
concerns that may prove adverse to hazardous waste containment. Although 
expensive, a more appropriate site may be found that will have more stable 
containment characteristics. 

32 1 don't think we should risk transporting the waste or burying it. 

33 I am opposed to the continuation of the WIPP project in ils present form. 

34 I do not think transporting highly toxic nuclear waste through a highly 
populated interstate corridor (1-25) is a very smart idea. 

35 I am strongly against the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). 

Comment Category: LONG-TERM PERFORMANCE OR CONTROL 

The SEIS-I1 should evaluate the continuity of institutional regulatory controls 
(financial. legal, and political). 

Passive institutional controls should be taken for granted and not be used to 
justify any reduction in the anticipated drilling rate. 

Can this site be assured for 10,000 years, especially with water above and below 
the site? 

DOE should include in the SEIS-I1 the long-term dosage estimates showing the 
time of maximum risk, shown in Vol. I of the 1980 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement, to be 1.2 million years. 

The SEE-I1 should examine the ability of WIPP to isolate and contain wastes 
over a time period of 240,000 years, not 10.000 years. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider the fact that the waste remains dangerous for 
240,000 years and analyze the performance of the facility and impacts from 
human intrusion over this period of time. 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze the migration of the TRU waste for a period of 
240,000 years. 

The SEIS-I1 analysis should include a method for monitoring the repository 
without effecting the integrity of the site. 

The DOE should change its premise to reflect the actual duration of the radiation 
longevity: Waste destined for WIPP will remain radioactive for 240,000 years 
yet the DOE is only attempting to protect the waste for 10,M)O years. 

Putting waste in the ground without being able to guarantee its safety for as 
long as it remains harmful is a core fault with WIPP. 

The SEIS-I1 should demonstrate that the Rustler aquifer and other water supplies 
as well as the environment in general will be protected from contamination for 
240.000 years. 

The DOE must develop a plan that will prevent future generations, or even 
future governments and cultures, from encroaching onto the WIPP site. 
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Comment Proposed 
Number L - Comment Summary Disposition 

13 The SEIS-I1 should address how we can be custodians of the wastes for the SEIS-I1 5.0 
240,000 years that this materials will be active. 

14 Permanent enclosure underground is absolutely not guaranteed. The earth can SEIS-I1 4.1, 5.0 
shift, and leakage will always be a possibility. 

15 Information about WIPP should be puhlicly accessible so future generations SEIS-I1 4.1 
know how big this problem is and exactly what they are dealing with. 

16 The SEIS-11 should analyze the impacts from the WIPP project for the SEIS-I1 5.0 
240,000-year life of the product. 

17 WlPP imposes a danger upon future generations as well as our own and further SEIS-I1 5.0 
steps need to be taken to provide a more solid, secure waste site. 

18 The SEIS-I1 should describe the terrorist prevention precautions to be taken at SEIS-11 3.1 
WIPP. 

Comment Category: WORKER - PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

1 Will the Carlsbad Environmental Monitoring and Research Center do an 
epidemiological study? 

2 The SEIS-I1 should compare and analyze the risks of leaving the waste where it 
is versus moving it to WIPP. The SEIS-I1 should use 100 years as the baseline 
for comparison. 

3 What kind of emergency response (raining will be afforded to state and county 
workers? 

4 New Mexico does not have the Federal track inspection program in place. 

5 Provide community information (raining sessions about what would happen in 
the event of a release or evacuation. 

6 DOE. DOT, and the Federal government should mandate emergency response 
training for city and county responders and nurses. 

7 Haz-mat (raining of local responders needs to begin. 

8 The SEIS-I1 should analyze the risks to the public and the workers of leaving 
those wastes at the sites versus the risks of transpottation, handling, and 
emplacement at WIPP. 

9 The alternatives in the SEIS-I1 must include evaluation of the risks to workers 
and populations due to storage, treatment, transpottation, and other waste 
management activities. 

10 Since DOE has deleted worker accident doses for inhalation in the latest Safety 
Analysis Report (SAR), they should be included in  the SEIS-11. 

I I Is the health of the miners (exposure to salt, non-radiological impacts, pH and 
electrolytes) at WIPP being monitored? A baseline health profile should be 
established for the workers. 

12 The DOE needs to investigate further the ability of emergency crews and 
hospitals to perform in the event of an accident in which there is contamination 
of people andlor the environment. 

13 The SEIS-11 should address the danger of exposure of workers to radioactivity. 



Comment 
Number Comment Summary 

14 The SEIS-I1 must include a plan for the close monitoring of the TRUPACT-I1 
to ensure nuclear waste is actually being contained. 

15 Transporting waste by truck is grossly unsafe and even under optimal 
circumstances (i.e. barring unforeseen accidents) would expose drivers and others 
on road to hazardous radiation. 

16 The SEIS-I1 should address the safety of the transport casks, exposure to the 
driver and people en route. 

17 The SEIS-I1 should address the potential health and safety effects on WIPP site 
workers and the oublic if radioactive and other hazardous materials were released 
during normal operations or in postulated credible accident scenarios 

Comment Category: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

The SEIS-I1 should consider cultural facilities 

The SEIS-I1 should consider the decisionmaking structure. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider the demand for new goods and services 

Does WIPP alter satisfaction with existing services? 

Does WIPP have a negative influence on traditional mores? 

What impacts does WIPP have on the families of employees who move into the 
area? 

What impacts does WIPP have on ethnic minorities and women who lived here 
before WIPP and those who are brought in? 

The SEIS-I1 should consider the impacts to the decision-makers who are women 
and minorities. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider what steps are needed to mitigate environmental 
justice issues. 

The SEIS-I1 should consider the impacts of extra community actors on decision 
making. 

How does DOE (CAO & HQ) weigh relative influence of northern New Mexico 
sentiments on WIPP? 

The SEIS-I1 should analyze our generation's social responsibilities and consider 
future generations and the legacy we will be leaving them if WIPP becomes 
operational. 

If you want to find Native American land you look for a nuclear waste dump - 
don't make it true in this case. 

The cultural needs of the Mescalero Apache need to be fully analyzed in the 
SEIS-11. 

I strongly oppose WIPP being placed in an environment that is sacred such as 
Carlsbad or any other place. 

Proposed 
Disposition 

SEIS-I1 3.1,S.O 

SEIS-I1 5.0 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

Comment Category: FUNDING AND COST 

Costs and schedules for the proposed action and alternatives have to be included 
in the SEIS-11. 

Do a comprehensive comparison of costs for disposal at WIPP and safe 
long-term storage at the generator sites. 

The total costs change tremendously as the life cycle increases. These costs 
should be considered in the SEIS-11. 

What is the cost per cubic foot of disposal of wastes at WIPP? 

How much verification is needed for waste characterized by process knowledge? 
This will be key to the overall cost. 

Too much money is spent on bureaucratic procedures. This money is better 
spent on waste disposal. 

Cost projections and timelines for resolving the problems associated with WIPP 
should be included in the SEIS-11. 

The SEIS-I1 should supply estimates or historical values of the annual amount 
of G o s s  Receipts Taxes paid to state and local governments as a result of the 
WIPP project. 

Why has $I  billion been spent on WIPP? 

What is the cost of the repackaging the Rocky Flats' waste? 

The SEIS-I1 should consider the overall financial burden 

Comment Category: DOE CREDIBILITY 

Has a conversation taken place between DOE and Rep. Joe Skeen regarding the 
"Skeen Bill"? 

I would like to feel confident that DOE and EPA would be my ombudsman. 
The average citizen does not possess the level of technical knowledge necessary 
to make these decisions but should be involved in the decision making process. 

The Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce totally trusts the Carlsbad Department, the 
Carlsbad Area Office, and the Department of Energy in what they are trying to 
accomplish here in Carlsbad. 

DOE has fostered animosity between Los Alamos and surrounding communities 
with the "stakeholder" process rather than recognizing the powers, duties, and 
responsibilities that our democratic form of government leaves to local 
governments. 

The stability of the WIPP site should be assessed by someone other than DOE 
or its contractors. 

I do not trust DOE or this process. 

How can I trust your plan when you have contaminated my drinking water? 

WIPP could be a major breach of public must as well as their health. 

How can we have faith in our government i f  they bury the waste? 
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Comment 
Comment Summary 

10 The "Skeen Bill" should not be passed. 

Comment Category: SCHEDULE 

1 What is status of the programmatic EIS? 

2 What are the cutoff dates for data input for the performance assessment? 

3 The SEIS must analyze the deadlines projected by DOE to determine if they are 
arbitrary and capricious. 

4 Please open WIPP on schedule so we can clean up Rocky Flats. 

5 Don't strangle the workers with more unnecessary regulations or demoralize 
them with further delays! 

6 How will the "Skeen Bill" affect the SEIS-U? 

7 What is DOE'S position on the potential change (if the Skeen Bill passes) in the 
EPA's role and the WIPP schedule. 

Comment Category: ACCIDENTS AND RISK OF ACCIDENTS 

1 Will DOE look at incidents as well as accidents? 

2 The risk is reduced moving the transuranic waste to WIPP without increasing 
the risk to anyone else. 

3 What provisions has the DOE made for dealing with a major accident or natural 
catastrophe at WIPP? 

4 The SEIS-I1 should examine the possibility of a chemical reaction between the 
salt and the plutonium leading to criticality. 

Proposed 
Disposition I 

5 The n\k of leavlng the waste at the generator sites should be we~ghed against SEIS-11 5 0 
the nsk of uansponatlon to WIPP, hmdllng and emplacement at WlPP 

6 The risks associated with WIPP outweigh the benefits, 

Comment Category: WASTE ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA 

1 When will the final waste acceptance criteria (WAC) be determined? 

2 The SEIS-11 should evaluate WIPP's current waste acceptance criteria. 

3 The WIPP WAC needs to be clearly defined (upper and lower limits) and remain 
. fixed. 

4 Would Rocky Flats' residues exceed the WIPP WAC? 

Comment Category: SOCIOECONOMICS 

I Provide a socioeconomic analysis in the SEIS-11 

2 What is the economic impact of the No-Action Alternative? 

3 The 1980 FEIS and 1990 SEIS did not deal adequately with socioeconomic and 
sociocultural impacts of WIPP. 

4 How does CAO plan to assess the effectiveness of its programs to educate staff 
on the needs of minorities and tribal groups? 

C -  30 
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Comment Proposed 
Number Comment Summary Disposition 

5 The SEIS-I1 should consider the potential socioeconomic impacts on SEIS-I1 5.0 
surrounding communities and counties, including environmental justice 
considerations. 

Comment Category: DRILLING AND MINING 

1 The scope of the SEIS must cover oil and gas drilling, potash mining, water, SEIS-I1 4.1.5.0 
and other topics yet to be defined. 

2 The SEIS-I1 should address the frequency of oil and gas drilling after active SEIS-I1 5.0 
controls end. 

3 Does DOE plan to use the State of New Mexico as the primary enforcement SEIS-I1 5.0 
agency regarding drilling? 

4 The 16 square miles at the site is not a "buffer zone" that would prevent slant SEIS-I1 5.0 
drilling. 

Comment Category: LAND WITHDRAWAL ACT 

1 How will the SEIS-I1 meet the legal requirements of the WIPP Land Withdrawal SEIS-11 3.0 
Act of 1992? 
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APPENDIX D 
DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE 

WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PLANT 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE US. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

CARLSBAD AREA OFFICE 

The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which has been 
adopted by the Department of Energy (DOE) (10 CFR 1021), requires contractors that will prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no 
financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. The term "financial interest or other interest 
in the outcome of the project" for purposes of this disclosure is defined in the March 23, 1981, 
guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQs National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations," 46 FR 18026-18028 at Questions 17a and b. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "any financial benefit such as a 
promise of future construction or design work on the project, as well as indirect benefits the 
consultant is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the f i m k  other clients)," 
46 FR 18026-18038 at 18031. 

In accordance with these regulations, Battelle Memorial Institute . hereby certifies that it has no 
financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

Ceniw by: 

Contracts,  Team Lead 

Date 
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APPENDIX D 
DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE 

WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PLANT 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

CARLSBAD AREA OFFICE 

The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which has been 
adopted by the Department of Energy (DOE) (10 CFR 1021), requires contractors that will prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no 
financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. The term "financial interest or other interest 
in the outcome of the project" for purposes of this disclosure is defined in the March 23, 1981. 
guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations," 46 FR 18026-18028 at Questions 17a and b. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "any financial benefit such as a 
promise of future construction or design work on the project, as well as indirect benefits the 
consultant is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the firm's other clients)," 
46 FR 18026-18038 at 18031. 

In accordance with these regulations, Lechel. Inc. , hereby certifies that it has no financial or other 
interest in the outcome of the project. 

V Q  %ociXo(\k 

Ti3-a.1-s(a 
Date 

trU.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1996-792-498 

D - 2 



ABOUT NEPA 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was enacted to ensure that Federal decision-makers 
consider the effects of proposed actions on the human environment and to lay thcir decision-making 
process open for public scrutiny. NEPA also created the President's Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) that established regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA. 
DOE'S NEPA regulations (10 CFl( 1021) establish procedures to comply with NEPA and the CEQ 
regulations. 

A supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) is an environmental impact statement (EIS) 
that reexamines the impacts of a proposed action previously examined in an EIS or another SEIS in 
light of new information or changed circumstances. A SEIS is similar to an EIS in scope and 
content, but it will often Incorporate material from previous EISs where that infornntion has not 
changed. This SEIS will: . Explain the purpose and need for the agency to take action 

Describe the proposed action and the reasonable alternative courses of action that the agency 
could take to meet the need 

0 Describe what would happen if the proposed action were not implemented -the "No Action" 
alternative 

Describe what aspects of the human environment would be affected if the proposed action or any 
alternative is chosen 

Analyze and compare the changes, or impacts, to the environment that would be expected to take 
place if the proposed action or an alternative were implemented. 

For this SEIS, the US.  Department of Energy (DOE) plans to follow these steps: 

Prepare a Notice of Intent, to be published in the Federal Register, identifying potential SEIS 
issues and alternatives and asking for public comment on the scope of the analysis (August 1995) 

Hold a public scoping period, with public meetings (September and October 1995) 

Publish an Implementation Plan that will give the results of public scoping and provide a 
"roadmap" of how the SEIS will be prepared (this document) 

Prepare a Draft SEIS, issued for public comment, and hold at least one public hearing 

Publish aFinal SEIS that will incorporate the results of the public comment period on the Draft 
SEIS 

Prepare a Record of Decision that will state: 

- The dccision 

- The alternatives that were considered in the SEIS and the environmentally preferable 
alternative 

- All decision factors, such as cost and tcchnical considerations, that werc considered by the 
agency along with environmental consequences 

- Mitigation measures designed to alleviate adverse environmental impacts 

Prepare a Mitigation Action Plan, if necessary: 


