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INTRODUCTION

This comment response volume for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WI1PP) Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-11) identifies and provides responses to
public comments on the Draft SEIS-11. During the public comment period, which extended from
November 29, 1996, to February 27, 1997, more than 3,800 comments were received from more
than 550 individuals, agencies, and organizations. Comments were extracted from letters,
electronic mail messages, facsimiles, or through the public hearing process, including written and
oral testimony, exhibits, and questions. This volume represents a broad spectrum of commenters,
including federal, state, tribal, and local officias; public interest groups; and private citizens.

The comment entries are organized according to comment categories, as listed in the Table of
Contents. Each entry consists of three parts: (1) alist showing each document/comment number,
the commenter’ s name, and the organization (if applicable), (2) the comment or a comment
summary, and (3) the response. Frequently, more than one commenter submitted identical or
similar comments; in those cases, comments were grouped together, summarized, and given a
single response.

The SEIS-11 Comment Response Supplement contains electronically scanned reproductions of all
public correspondence received during the SEIS-II comment period and all transcripts from the
public hearings. The supplement is available at public reading rooms around the country. The
supplement was not included for the Final SEIS-I1 because of the volume of comments received
in response to the Draft SEISII.

In compliance with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
Council on Environmental Quality regulations, public comments on the Draft SEIS-II were
assessed both individually and collectively by DOE. Some comments resulted in changes or
modificationsto SEIS-1I. Comments not requiring modifications to SEIS-I1 resulted in a
response to correct readers’ misinterpretations, to explain or communicate government policy, to
clarify the scope of SEIS-1I, to explain the relationship of SEIS-1I to other NEPA documents, to
refer commenters to other information in SEIS-11, to answer technical questions, or to further
explain technical issues.

The Record of Decision will include the decisions made by the Secretary of Energy, who will
consider the public comments on the Draft SEIS-II.

How to Locate Responses

An index to comments has been included to assist the reader in locating DOE'’ s response(s) to
specific comment(s). To find aresponse, refer to the index and complete the following steps:

1. Locateyour last name (or organization affiliation, if one was stated). All names have
been listed in aphabetical order.
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2. Locate the response section number(s) assigned to the comment; for example, the
response section number 01.01 (01) refersto the first group of commentsin the
“Genera” subcategory in the “Alternatives’ chapter.

3. Turnto the Table of Contents to locate the page on which the response section
begins.

4. Turn to the response section number to find the response to your comment.

The index to comments also includes the document numbers (ALB1, C-100, etc.) that have been
assigned to each public comment. Comment documents often contain multiple individual
comments, and each corresponding response might fall under a different response section.
Therefore, you may need to repeat steps 2, 3, and 4 to reference more than one response section
number for each commenter.

Document numbers can be used to locate the original comment documents, which have been
included in their entirety in the SEIS-11 Comment Response Supplement.

IN-2
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ISSUES RAISED DURING THE SEIS-I1 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

During the public comment period that followed publication of the Draft SEIS-1I in November 1996, stakeholders
commented on a variety of issues, including the following:

Several commenters expressed concern that the data, information, and computer codes used in SEIS-I| are based
on the Draft CCA and not the most current versions used in the CCA. The Draft SEIS-11 used some near-final
input from the CCA that underwent subsequent changes. The Final SEIS-I1 is consistent with the Final CCA.

Several commenters questioned the validity of planning disposal operations for periods of time exceeding 100
years. In response, DOE has assessed the impacts of reducing the disposal periods.

Some commenters said that SEIS-11 documentation relied inappropriately on draft documents. (Many of these
documents have since become final and are reflected in the Final SEIS-11.) The reliance on draft documents and
the relationship between SEIS-I1 and other planning and compliance documentsiis discussed in Section 1.5 of
SEIS-| and Chapter 11 of the SEIS-1I Comment Response Document.

Several commenters requested that the Additional Inventory (see the subsection titled “ Inventories and
Treatment” in the Summary) be included in the Proposed Action. The Department has not made decisions
regarding the excavation of much of this waste and would do so only following Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act or RCRA investigations and possibly following additional NEPA
review. The Additiona Inventory, therefore, is not part of the Proposed Action. Nevertheless, the impacts of
disposition of the Additional Inventory are discussed under four scenarios.

Numerous commenters were concerned with the level of emergency response training to communities aong the
WIPP transportation corridors and felt that training for first responders and medical providers must be completed
before shipments begin. The Department addresses these concerns in Chapter 19 of the SEIS-1I Comment
Response Document.

Several commenters expressed concern about the impacts of accidents and incident-free exposuresif TRU waste
shipments traveled through Santa Fe along St. Francis Drive or along the Pojoaque corridor. Some commenters
stated that shipment of waste should be delayed until the Santa Fe bypass is complete. SEIS-1I compares the
impacts of shipping TRU waste down St. Francis Drive with those of shipping using the Santa Fe bypassin a text
box in Section 5.1.

Many commenters expressed concern over several issues regarding performance assessment and waste isolation,
including the accuracy of predictions over 10,000 years, potential contamination of the environment over long
periods of time, the use of appropriate computer codes, the use of engineered barriers, gas generation, human
intrusion, and pressurized brine reservoirs. DOE has addressed these and other performance assessment issuesin
Appendices H and | of SEIS-II and in Chapter 13 of the SEIS-1I Comment Response Document.

Many commenters favored long-term monitored retrievable storage in newly designed aboveground structures at
the generator sites, instead of disposal at WIPP. Some commenters favored development of transmutation
technologies, treatment to reduce toxicity, and other geologic repository alternatives. DOE addresses these
concerns in Chapter 3 of SEIS-II and in Chapter 1 of the SEIS-II Comment Response Document.

Many commenters questioned the accuracy of knowledge of waste drum contents and the ability to characterize
the waste. Concerns raised included lack of techniques to characterize waste drums, minimal sampling carried
out, alack of records, and inadequate quality assurance requirements. DOE discusses waste characterization in
Appendix A of SEIS-II and in Chapter 2 of the SEIS-1I Comment Response Document.

Many commenters questioned the honesty, integrity, and conduct of DOE and the federal government with regard
to WIPP. Examples of concerns raised included alleged lies and misinformation about the safety of WIPP and
waste transportation; spending of funds to overcome opposition to WIPP; a DOE record of avoiding cleanups,
contaminating land, and conducting radiation experiments on workers and the public; and seemingly schedule-
driven actions of DOE and its neglect of needed site characterization work. DOE has responded to these
comments in Chapter 3 of the SEIS-1I Comment Response Document.

Many commenters expressed concerns about the post-1970 TRU waste disposal mission of WIPP, including the
possibility of expanding the mission to accommodate other types of nuclear waste or other types and amounts of
TRU waste beyond current legal limits. WIPP's mission is discussed in Chapter 1 of SEIS-II and in Chapter 10
of the SEIS-II Comment Response Document.
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10.05 (04)

01.03 (04), 05.03 (01), 11.03 (02), 11.03 (05),
14.01 (02), 19.03 (03), 19.04 (01)

02.03 (04), 04.01 (12), 09.01 (11), 09.01 (13),
11.06 (01), 15.01 (01), 19.08 (01)

03.01 (01), 03.01 (08), 14.01 (02)

02.06 (11), 05.03 (01), 13.01 (07), 13.03 (02),
13.07 (01), 14.01 (01), 14.01 (02), 16.06 (01),
19.03 (01), 19.03 (04), 19.06 (06), 19.07 (01),
19.08 (01)

14.01 (01)

03.01 (01), 14.01 (02)

03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 07.01 (06), 14.01 (02),
05.03 (01)

01.03 (01), 05.03 (01), 10.02 (02), 19.04 (01),
05.03 (01)

01.05 (02), 02.05 (01), 13.01 (01), 13.07 (O1),
13.09 (01), 14.01 (01), 15.01 (12), 19.03 (03),
19.07 (13)

02.02 (01), 03.01 (08), 05.03 (01), 07.01 (07),
10.05 (01), 10.05 (02), 11.04 (01), 13.01 (02),
14.01 (02), 14.01 (03), 15.01 (14), 19.03 (O1),

19.07 (28), 19.08 (01), 19.10 (01), 19.11 (02)
05.03 (01), 05.04 (01)

VIV Vi), V2. UT Vi

05.02 (01), 10.05 (03), 19.07 (07)

01.05 (01), 05.03 (01), 11.03 (02), 13.01 (01),
01.05 (01), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 13.08 (02),
01.04 (06), 01.09 (01), 05.02 (01), 10.02 (01),
18.01 (06)

13.08 (02), 19.04 (01)

03.01 (01), 09.03 (01), 11.03 (03), 11.03 (05),
05.04 (01), 11.03 (05), 11.03 (15)

03 (08),
0k (O
VO \Vi/,

02.05 (01),
03.01 (02),
10.03 (03),
13.02 (08),
14.01 (01),
16.05 (06),
19.06 (06),

02.06 (10),
19.10 (01)
09.01 (35),
13.06 (02),
18.01 (08),

13.01 (02),
11.03 (01),
13.06 (02),

19.01 (12),
19.07 (16),

19.11 (02)
19.04 (14)

13.08 (01),
19.04 (01),

08.01 (11),
13.08 (03),
19.06 (01),

14.01 (08)
16.06 (01)
10.05 (01),

14.01 (01)

IND-3



LINKS TO RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name

Corbett, Benjamin
Cory, Wendy

Cowan, Sarah
Cowley, Jill M.
Cox, Grady
Craig, Larry
Crapo, Mike

Croes, John
Cummings, Mark
Currier, Mike
Curry, Lawrence
Curtis, Susan

Curtis-Briley, Siona

D

Dant, Richard
Dasburg, Ann
Davis, Ted
Deckert, Frank J.
Degan, Janet

Dempsey, Mike

Dendahl, John
Deyo, Richard
Diane, Susan

Dolan, Michael
Dooley, Michael
Downey, Nate
Downey, Vicki
Duffin, Tom
Duncan, Ian

E

Eldredge, Maureen

Elling, John
Elliott, Erica
Ellison, Brian V.
Erb, Gary
Ericson, Eric

Group Number

03.01 (01), 10.05 (01), 14.01 (01), 14.01 (02)

05.03 (01), 09.01 (03),
19.04 (08), 19.09 (01)
13.01 (01), 13.02 (19),
01.03 (03), 05.03 (01)
18.01 (14)

05.02 (01), 10.05 (03)
05.02 (01), 10.03 (05),
14.01 (01)

0N DA (D7 N5 )
UJ.us

VL. UT \&17 ),

15.01 (06)
05.02 (01), 14.01 (02),
05.02 (01), 19.10 (01)
05.02 (01)
01.04 (07), 14.01 (02)
03.01 (01), 14.01 (02),
19.11 (02)
14.01 (02)

05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)
02.05 (01), 14.01 (01),
19.03 (01)

03.01 (04), 16.02 (01)
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
19.04 (01)

05.02 (01), 10.05 (O1),
18.01 (02), 19.04 (03)
05.02 (01), 10.05 (01)
05.02 (01), 11.03 (04),
05.03 (01), 08.01 (02)

10.05 (02),

13.10 (03),

10.05 (03),

10 NS
1U.UJ

14.01 (13)

15.01 (12),

18.02 (03)

11.03 (02),

13.08 (06),

11.03 (27),

13.01 (01), 14.01 (02),

18.01 (03)

11.01 (06), 11.02 (01),

18.02 (03), 19.04 (01),

11.04 (01), 14.01 (11),

15.01 (07), 16.03 (01),

19.10 (01)

01.03 (01), 01.03 (03), 03.01 (05), 05.03 (01), 14.01 (01),

14.01 (02)
05.03 (01)

01.04 (01), 05.03 (O1),
05.03 (01), 05.04 (01)
05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)
05.02 (01), 19.03 (1),
05.03 (01), 11.03 (02),

05.03 (01), 11.03 (02),
13.07 (O1), 14.01 (O1),
19.04 (01), 19.06 (06),
05.02 (01)

14.01 (02), 19.10 (01)
05.03 (01), 13.01 (01)
14.01 (02)

05.03 (01), 06.01 (02),

09.01 (02),

19.06 (10)
14.01 (02),

13.01 (02),
18.01 (15),
19.08 (01)

09.01 (38),

10.02 (01)

19.10 (01)

13.03 (02), 13.06 (02),
19.03 (01), 19.03 (04),

11.03 (02), 14.01 (02)

IND-4



COMMENT RESPONSE. DOCUMENT

LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name

Estep, Scott W.

Evans, Quinn
Ewald, Linda

Fauci, Joanie
Federle, Charles
Fernley, Landi

Fidel, Marcus

Finch, Peggy, Jerry J.,
James

Fiske, Maryann
Fitzharris, Barbara H.

Florshein, Tom and Nancy

Floyd, Dennis R.
Forrest, Bob
Forthofer, Ronald
Foy, Michelle
Frazier, Wade

Freund, George
Frie, Robert

Friess, Aanya Adler
Fronapfel, Thomas J.
Fulkerson, William

Fuller, Alfred
Fuller, Guy
Funchess, Dan

G

Haollagng Alana~
aicgus, AlvuLy

Gallegos, Pia

Garringer, Mike
Garrity, James Emmett
Gatuskin, Zelda

Group Number

05.03 (01), 05.04 (01),
19.09 (01)

05.03 (01), 10.05 (01)
05.03 (01), 10.05 (02),
13.07 (01), 14.01 (01),

11.03 (02),

11.03 (02),
19.03 (01),

19.08 (11)

ns nND /N1
Vo.VsL \Vil),

11.04 (01),
13.01 (09),
01.04 (01)
05.03 (01),
15.01 (12),
19.06 (01),
18.02 (03),
19.06 (01),
05.03 (01)

01.03 (04),
05.02 (01)
05.03 (01),
13.12 (03)
03.01 (04),
02.06 (14),
05.03 (01)
01.04 (02)
01.04 (02)
02.04 (07),
10.05 (01),
05.03 (01),
11.04 (01)

13.01 (02), 13.07 (O1),
16.07 (01), 17.01 (07),
19.06 (02)
19.04 (01), 19.04 (02),
19.06 (02)

05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)

11.03 (02), 14.01 (02)

05.02 (01), 08.01 (01)
05.03 (01), 19.04 (01)

05.02 (01), 11.04 (01)
11.03 (04)
14.01 (02), 19.04 (01)

14.01 (01), 14.01 (02),

13.03 (01), 13.06 (02),
19.03 (04), 19.06 (01),

14.01 (01), 14.01 (02),
19.03 (03), 19.04 (01),

19.04 (08), 19.04 (19),

01.02 (01), 01.07 (01), 02.05 (05), 05.02 (01), 10.05 (02),

10.05 (12)
05.03 (01),
05.03 (01),
05.02 (01),
17.01 (02),

08.01 (01),
05.03 (01),
11.03 (05),
16.06 (01),
05.02 (01),
05.03 (01),
10.05 (02),
19.04 (01)

14.01 (01), 15.01 (12)
14.01 (02)

10.03 (01), 13.01 (02),
19.03 (01), 19.06 (10),

1

. J
06.01 (02), 10.02 (02),
13.06 (02), 14.01 (01),
19.04 (01), 19.07 (13),
10.05 (01)
13.01 (01)
11.03 (01), 11.03 (02),

13.05 (02), 13.05 (06),
19.09 (01), 19.11 (01)

10.03 (04), 11.03 (02),
16.01 (02), 16.05 (04),
19.08 (01)

14.01 (02), 18.01 (03),

IND-5



LINKS TO RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name
Gawarecki, Susan L.
Gerber, Jerry L.

Giglia, Jessica A.
Gladstein, Miyabi
Goad, Charles
Gonzalez, Jimmy Joe
Goodman, Lois

CGoodwill Eagtar
UUUU WL, 1OSCT

Gormley, Kent
Gormley, Pere Barber
Gould, Bill

Granquist, David
Graves, Glen
Gray, Alice H.

Gray, Don

Greager, Tim M.
Greenwald, Janet

Groff, Richard
Gudgell, Dallas
Gunderson, Steven H.

H

Hadden, Blaine

TTa1l ANAoeer
riaiti, lVlaly

Hall, Patricia

Hamilton, Alan
Hampson, W.L.

Hancock, Don

Group Number

01.02 (01), 01.06 (01), 01.07 (01), 02.06 (11), 05.02 (01),

09.01 (306),
05.03 (01),
19.03 (01),
05.03 (01)
11.03 (02)
01.05 (01),
05.02 (01),
19.04 (01),

01 02 (04
Ul1.US (U4),

05.03 (01),
01.03 (01),

10.05 (03), 18.01 (06),
13.08 (02), 13.09 (01),
19.04 (04), 19.07 (01),

03.01 (08), 09.01 (30),
19.10 (01)
19.09 (03), 19.10 (01)

12 N1 /NN 17 N1 71NN\
15.U1 (2U), 1/7.Ul (1U),

10.02 (01), 14.01 (O1),
05.03 (01)

19.08 (01)
14.01 (02), 18.01 (15),
19.08 (05)

13.01 (06)

02.07 (06), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.03 (01), 11.02 (01),

11.03 (02),
14.01 (02),
19.03 (04),
14.01 (02),
05.02 (01),
13.07 (06),
19.04 (01),
01.09 (01),
10.05 (01),
13.05 (02),
19.08 (01)
05.02 (01)

11.05 (02), 13.03 (01),
16.06 (01), 18.01 (15),
19.04 (01), 19.07 (25),
17.01 (01), 19.03 (01),
11.03 (30)

13.08 (01), 13.08 (03),
19.06 (01)

02.06 (10), 02.07 (09),
11.04 (01), 11.06 (01),
13.05 (03), 15.01 (01),

13.03 (02), 14.01 (O1),
18.02 (03), 19.03 (01),
19.09 (03)
19.04 (01)

15.01 (12), 16.05 (04),
10.03 (02), 10.03 (05),

11.07 (01), 13.02 (01),
19.04 (07), 19.06 (06),

01.03 (04), 03.01 (01), 03.01 (03), 03.01 (09), 05.04 (01),

11.03 (12),
13.09 (01),
01.03 (04),
16.06 (01),
03.01 (14),
03.01 (01),

06.01 (02), 11.04 (01),
13.10 (04), 16.05 (05)
03.01 (01), 11.03 (05),
18.02 (03), 19.04 (22)
09.02 (01)

19.04 (01), 19.11 (02)

13.06 (02), 13.07 (03),

13.01 (02), 16.05 (06),

02.02 (05), 03.01 (01), 03.01 (08), 03.01 (14), 05.03 (01),

05.04 (01),
16.05 (02),
05.02 (01)
02.06 (11),
01.03 (03),

03.01 (04),

nNa N1 /10N
U7.ul1 (Us),

05.03 (01),
03.01 (05),
13.02 (21),
19.04 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01),

11.04 (04), 14.01 (02)
16.05 (06)

05.03 (01), 05.04 (01),
11.03 (04), 11.06 (01),

05.02 (01), 11.03 (04),

11 N2 /0D
11.UJ (VUg)

14.01 (02)
05.04 (01), 10.02 (01),
13.07 (13)

11.03 (04)

11.07 (01)
11.07 (02), 19.03 (01)

19.04 (03), 19.06 (10)

11.02 (01), 11.04 (01),

01.03 (03), 01.04 (07), 01.04 (09), 01.09 (01), 01.10 (01),
11.01 (22), 11.03 (01), 11.03 (13), 11.04 (01), 11.05 (06)

IND-6



COMMENT RESPONSE. DOCUMENT

LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name

Hancock, Dan
(continued)

Hanley, Lorraine
Hannan, Jim
Hanscom, Andrew
Hansen, Anna

Harless, Jim
Harris, Garland

Harris, Sam
Harrison, Susannah

Hatfield, Scott

Heaton, John

Helburn, Nicholas
Helean, Mick
Henderson, Rebecca
Hensel, David
Herman, Sheldon
Herman, Steven M.
Herzl, Judy

Hess, Louise

THhhkaed MNalaaal
riivvdaid, pcovuladail

Group Number

01.01 (01), 01.02 (O1),
01.10 (01), 02.02 (01),
09.01 (06), 09.01 (14),
11.03 (01), 11.03 (13),
13.03 (06), 13.05 (O1),
15.01 (12), 18.01 (O1),
19.03 (01), 19.03 (03),
19.07 (02), 19.07 (08),
19.11 (02)

0D DA (20 0D NE (NS
UL.U% (OUj, VL. U0 (U)),

11.01 (23), 13.03 (02),
13.08 (01), 15.01 (01),
08.01 (12)

01.03 (04), 11.06 (01),
19.04 (05), 19.04 (13),
19.03 (03)

01.03 (01), 05.03 (01),
19.01 (09)

14.01 (02)

05.03 (01), 05.04 (01),
11.04 (01), 13.01 (O1),
19.11 (01)

05.02 (01)

03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
13.01 (02), 13.03 (O1),
16.07 (01), 18.02 (03)
03.01 (01)

05.03 (01), 11.03 (02),
19.07 (16), 19.10 (01)
01.03 (04), 01.04 (07),
14.01 (02), 17.01 (02)
02.02 (01), 02.07 (06),
19.01 (15), 19.06 (10),
01.02 (02), 05.02 (O1),
05.03 (01), 19.04 (01),
19.04 (14)

05.03 (01), 13.08 (02)
02.06 (11), 09.03 (01),
05.03 (01), 13.01 (01),
13.01 (02), 13.01 (16),
05.03 (01), 13.01 (02),
03.01 (13), 11.03 (02)

ns N2 (01
UJ.US (Ul)

01.04 (09), 01.07 (02), 01.09 (01),
02.04 (10), 02.07 (10), 05.03 (01),
10.05 (02), 10.05 (11), 11.01 (02),
11.04 (01), 11.06 (01), 11.07 (01),
13.07 (02), 15.01 (02), 15.01 (04),
18.02 (03), 19.01 (03), 19.01 (10),
19.03 (04), 19.04 (01), 19.04 (06),
19.08 (11), 19.09 (01), 19.11 (01),
02.06 (09), 08.01 (09), 10.05 (02),
13.07 (01), 13.07 (02), 13.07 (03),
15.01 (02), 16.05 (02)

14.01 (01), 18.02 (03), 19.03 (04),
19.06 (12), 19.07 (19)

14.01 (02)

10.03 (03), 10.05 (01), 11.03 (02),
14.01 (01), 15.01 (12), 16.07 (01),

10.02 (01), 10.05 (01), 11.04 (08),
13.07 (01), 14.01 (01), 14.01 (02),

14.01 (02), 17.01 (01), 19.04 (01),
01.10 (01), 05.03 (01), 13.08 (02),

05.02 (01), 10.05 (01), 18.01 (13),
19.11 (01)
10.05 (01)
19.07 (21)

13.08 (02), 14.01 (01)
13.08 (01), 14.01 (02)
13.08 (02), 19.06 (09)
19.08 (01), 19.10 (01)

IND-7



LINKS TO RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name

Hibbs, Linda

Hickerson, Al
Higginbotham, Alexis
Hill, Alethea L.
Hilty, Alexis
Hobson, Stan
Hoeprich, Nena
Hoff, Marilyn

Hoffman, Michael

Holeman, Tim
Holm, Victor

Homans, Dee
Hookham, Valerie
Hoover, Mark
Hopkins, Steve

Hosking, Chuck
Huebner, Martin

Hutchison, Ralph

Group Number

01.02 (01), 01.03 (01), 01.03 (04), 02.02 (01), 02.02 (07),
02.04 (28), 03.01 (01), 03.01 (03), 03.01 (05), 07.01 (06),
07.01 (08), 09.01 (16), 09.02 (02), 09.03 (01), 10.01 (02),
10.01 (09), 10.02 (01), 10.03 (04), 10.05 (01), 11.03 (02),

11.03 (03), 13.01 (02),
13.04 (01), 13.06 (02),
13.09 (01), 14.01 (02),
16.06 (01), 17.01 (05),
18.01 (03), 18.01 (15),

1004 (01Y 10 04 (12)

17.UT\VUL), 17.UT \14),

19.07 (06), 19.07 (20),

13.03 (01), 13.03 (02),
13.07 (01), 13.07 (02),
15.01 (02), 15.01 (12),
17.01 (09), 17.01 (10),
18.01 (16), 18.02 (03),

10 0A (ODY 1Q NG (N

17.U0 \VU4), 17.U0(\V5),

19.09 (03)

13.03 (19),
13.08 (01),
16.05 (06),
18.01 (02),
19.03 (03),

10 N4 (DA
17.U0 \UY),

01.03 (01), 01.03 (04), 02.02 (01), 02.02 (05), 02.07 (06),

05.03 (01), 07.01 (06),
19.07 (20)

05.02 (01), 13.01 (17)
05.03 (01)

05.02 (01)

05.02 (01)

02.04 (07), 05.02 (O1)
05.03 (01)

01.04 (07), 03.01 (01),
14.01 (02), 19.06 (02)
01.05 (02), 09.03 (01),
19.04 (01), 19.06 (02)
01.03 (06), 02.06 (10),
05.02 (01), 11.03 (31)
05.02 (01), 13.01 (01)
01.03 (02), 14.01 (02)
05.03 (01), 06.01 (02),
03.01 (04), 05.02 (01)
05.03 (01), 13.01 (07),
19.03 (01)

05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)
05.02 (01), 11.04 (01),
02.04 (25), 05.02 (01),

14.01 (01), 14.01 (02),

03.01 (08), 05.03 (01),
17.01 (04), 17.01 (05),

05.02 (01), 11.03 (04),

11.03 (02), 14.01 (02)

13.07 (01), 14.01 (01),

14.01 (11), 18.01 (15),
10.05 (03), 11.04 (01),

19.04 (01),

10.01 (09),
17.01 (07),

19.09 (07)

18.01 (15),

19.06 (01)
19.04 (01)

01.02 (05), 01.02 (06), 01.03 (02), 01.03 (03), 05.03 (01),

11.07 (01), 13.01 (01),
19.08 (01), 19.09 (06)

13.03 (10), 13.11 (01),

18.01 (15),

01.03 (02), 01.03 (03), 01.07 (01), 01.09 (01), 02.02 (01),

02.04 (30), 05.03 (01),
15.01 (12), 16.03 (01),
19.08 (01)

05.03 (01). 09.04 (01

VJ.UJ \VlJ, UJ.UT\VU

\
VAl
13.10 (02), 16.01 (02),
19.07 (10), 19.07 (13)

08.01 (03), 10.02 (01),
16.06 (01),

10.05 (01), 11.03 (1
18.02 (03), 19.04 (0

11.07 (01),

01.03 (02), 03.01 (01), 03.01 (03), 05.03 (01), 06.01 (01),

10.03 (05), 13.08 (01),
18.02 (03), 19.04 (01),
19.04 (15), 19.05 (01),
19.07 (32), 19.07 (33),

13.10 (02), 13.10 (06),
19.04 (04), 19.04 (11),
19.06 (01), 19.06 (02),
19.07 (34), 19.09 (03)

17.01 (09),
19.04 (14),
19.06 (06),

IND-8



COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name

I

lanaeby, Clan

J

James, Eric

Jaramillo, Debbie
Jennings, Thomas E.
Johnson, Barbara H.

Johnson, E.
Johnson, Nina
Johnston, Retta
Judd, Nancy

K

Kalberer, Peter
Katherine, Anna

Katz, Alicia
Kaul, Judy
Kenney, Richard A.

Kerlinsky, Dan

Kern, Mansi
Kidd, Don

King, Joan O.

Kinney, Harry
Kinsey, Mariel
Kinsey, Robert

Koch Tamaog
NnULIl, galiics

Kotler, Virginia

Kreider, Jr., Howard B.
Kresge, Michele

Group Number

05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)

01.03 (04), 01.05 (01), 03.01 (08), 05.03 (01), 11.03 (01),

11.03 (02), 13.01 (01), 13.07 (01),
n

" DA DR D) NA (172
V4. UT \UU), UL.UU (1D

18.01 (06)
19.10 (02)
11.04 (01)

\ S N1 /01N
), UJ.Ul (U1),

13.08 (01),

ng
vuU

16.05 (04)

10 NS (NN
1U.UJS (U9),

01.02 (01), 01.05 (01), 01.09 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.01 (O1),

10.02 (01), 11.03 (02), 11.07 (O1),
13.07 (01), 16.06 (01), 18.01 (04),
19.07 (20), 19.07 (31), 19.08 (01),
05.02 (01)

05.03 (01), 11.03 (02), 14.01 (11)
11.03 (02)

05.03 (01), 14.01 (02), 19.04 (01),

05.03 (01), 14.01 (02), 17.01 (10),
03.01 (01), 05.04 (01), 11.03 (29),
14.01 (02)

05.03 (01), 18.02 (03), 19.03 (01)
05.03 (01), 11.02 (01), 11.03 (02)
02.05 (01), 02.06 (11), 05.02 (01),
10.05 (10), 13.01 (07), 13.03 (05),
16.06 (01), 18.01 (15), 19.01 (08),
02.02 (01), 02.06 (12), 05.03 (01),
10.02 (01), 10.03 (04), 10.05 (09),
13.08 (01), 13.08 (03)

05.03 (01), 07.01 (12), 10.02 (01),
05.02 (01), 08.01 (01), 19.09 (01)
01.03 (01), 05.02 (01), 13.01 (O1),
05.03 (01), 10.05 (01), 17.01 (10)
05.02 (01), 08.01 (01), 09.04 (01),
05.03 (01), 11.03 (02)

03.01 (01)

ns NN (01
UJ.UL \UL)

02.02 (01), 02.02 (02), 05.03 (01),
13.01 (02), 13.04 (01), 14.01 (O1),
19.04 (01), 19.07 (20)

05.02 (01)

13.03 (01),
18.02 (03),
19.10 (02)

19.07 (20),

19.08 (02),
13.08 (02),

10.03 (01),
13.07 (01),
19.07 (07),
05.04 (01),
13.01 (02),

19.03 (01),
13.05 (05),

11.03 (04),

10.02 (01),
14.01 (02),

13.06 (03),
19.06 (07),

19.08 (01)

19.11 (02)
14.01 (01),

10.05 (01),
14.01 (O1),
19.08 (01)
09.01 (01),
13.03 (04),

19.07 (36)
19.04 (01)

14.01 (02)

11.03 (03),
16.05 (01),

02.04 (07), 02.06 (11), 03.01 (10), 05.03 (01), 09.01 (03),

09.03 (01), 11.03 (02), 13.03 (01),
13.07 (01), 14.01 (01), 16.06 (01),
19.03 (04), 19.04 (01), 19.06 (06),

13.03 (02),
18.01 (195),
19.08 (01)

13.06 (02),
19.03 (01),
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LINKS TO RESPONSES COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name Group Number

Kriho, Laura 01.03 (04), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 13.01 (01), 17.01 (02),
19.03 (01)

Kunko, Len and Jeanne 10.05 (01), 11.01 (19)

L

Lage, Katherine 01.05 (02), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 13.01 (02), 13.06 (02),
16.01 (02), 17.01 (04), 17.01 (05), 19.06 (02), 19.06 (11),
19.07 (13), 19.07 (16)

Lakshman, Jai 01.03 (03), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 05.04 (01), 11.03 (01),
11.03 (02), 11.03 (05), 11.04 (01), 13.01 (01), 13.07 (01),
13.08 (01), 13.11 (01), 14.01 (01), 15.01 (12), 18.01 (15),
19.03 (03), 19.04 (22), 19.08 (01), 19.10 (02)

Larragoite, Pat 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 14.01 (01), 18.02 (03)

Larson, Linda 03.01 (01), 03.01 (02), 05.03 (01), 06.01 (02), 18.01 (06),
19.04 (01)

Lassiter, Caroly Mae 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 11.03 (05)

Laughlin, Robin 05.03 (01)

Laurie, Sharon 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 13.01 (01), 13.08 (01)

Lawless, Bill 01.03 (02), 02.05 (01), 09.01 (05), 11.01 (13), 13.01 (21),
13.01 (32)

Lawrence, Mike 10.05 (01)

Leahigh, John 01.03 (04), 05.03 (0O1), 07.01 (06), 10.02 (01), 14.01 (02),
18.01 (03)

Leavell, Carroll 05.02 (01), 13.01 (19), 19.06 (10), 19.11 (01)

LeBrun, Bruce 05.02 (01), 14.01 (02)
05.02 (01)

Lee, Dennis 01.04 (02), 03.01 (05)
01.04 (02)

Lee, Mark 03.01 (01), 14.01 (02)
03.01 (02), 03.01 (08)

Lee, Peli 03.01 (05), 05.03 (01), 05.04 (01), 19.10 (0O1)

Lee, Robert 05.02 (01), 19.03 (01), 19.07 (16)

Leming, Earl 01.02 (01), 01.06 (01), 02.01 (01), 02.04 (01), 02.05 (05),
04.01 (21), 08.01 (04), 11.03 (11), 11.07 (01), 15.01 (O1),
15.01 (05), 18.01 (07)

Lenderman, Andy 07.01 (11), 13.01 (02), 18.01 (03), 19.04 (01)

Lewis, Jim 02.04 (28), 11.03 (01), 11.03 (31), 13.01 (O1), 13.07 (01),
13.07 (02), 13.10 (03), 14.01 (02)

Libman, Elliott H. 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 06.01 (02), 10.05 (02), 13.03 (01),
13.06 (02), 13.07 (01), 13.09 (01), 14.01 (02), 19.03 (01)

Light, Robert S. 05.02 (01), 10.03 (06), 11.01 (12), 19.03 (01), 19.09 (01),
19.09 (03)
05.02 (01)
03.01 (04), 05.02 (01), 11.03 (04)

Likar, Vince 02.06 (10), 05.02 (01), 11.03 (04), 16.01 (02), 18.01 (15)

Lipman, Ben 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.03 (01), 14.01 (02), 16.05 (01),
16.05 (02), 19.04 (01)

Lockhardt, Glen 05.02 (01), 05.04 (O1), 11.01 (17), 11.04 (O1), 18.01 (15),
19.03 (01)
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COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name
Lockhart, Milton G.

Lockridge, Ross
Loftus, Charles M.

Logan, Dr. Stanley E.

Lovato, Anhara

Lowe, Rosemary
Lyman, Lindy
Lysne, Jim
Lysne, Lee

Lytle, Allen
Lytle, Pam

M

Mack, Jon
Mack, Kay

Macon, Todd
Magill, Walter
Maienschein, Fred
Mainz, Penny

Malcolm, Richard
Malten, Willem
Mann, Lawry

March, Marian Cook
Maret, Susan

Markie, Dr. George
Marlow, Keith W.
Marlow, Tony
Marschak, Amy

Marshall, Terry

Group Number

05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.03 (01), 14.01 (01), 16.05 (04),
05.03 (01), 12.01 (05), 12.01 (06),

01.08 (01), 13.06 (06)
05.02 (01), 09.01 (02), 14.01 (07)

17.01 (10)
13.01 (18)

01.03 (01), 01.03 (02), 02.02 (01), 03.01 (06), 05.03 (01),

08.01 (02), 09.03 (01), 09.05 (01),
13.08 (03), 14.01 (01), 14.01 (02),
18.01 (03), 18.01 (15), 18.02 (03),
19.06 (13), 19.07 (14), 19.07 (20),
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 19.03 (01),
05.03 (01), 11.03 (02)

01.03 (01), 05.03 (01), 11.03 (03)
01.03 (01), 01.03 (04), 05.03 (01),
11.05 (05), 18.01 (06), 19.03 (03),
19.08 (04), 19.11 (02)

05.03 (01)

01.03 (01), 05.03 (01), 19.03 (01),

05.02 (01)
01.03 (04), 10.03 (08), 10.05 (01),

11.03 (02),
16.01 (02),
19.04 (12),
19.09 (01)
19.06 (01),

10.02 (02),
19.04 (01),

19.09 (O1)

13.01 (01),

13.04 (01),
17.01 (07),
19.06 (01),
19.06 (11)

11.05 (02),
19.06 (06),

13.06 (02),

14.01 (02), 16.01 (02), 18.01 (06), 19.04 (01), 19.07 (24),

19.08 (01), 19.11 (02)
05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)
19.09 (03), 19.11 (02)
05.02 (01), 10.05 (03)

01.05 (01), 02.02 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.02 (01), 10.02 (01),

10.03 (04)

09.03 (01), 11.03 (23), 13.01 (15),
03.01 (01), 06.01 (02), 19.06 (01)
05.02 (01), 14.01 (02)

05.02 (01)

17.01 (02), 19.04 (02)

13.08 (03)

01.03 (02), 01.03 (03), 01.05 (01), 01.05 (02), 02.04 (02),
02.04 (07), 02.06 (04), 02.06 (11), 06.01 (01), 09.01 (01),
13.01 (35), 13.02 (09), 13.03 (01), 13.07 (01), 14.01 (01),
15.01 (13), 16.06 (01), 19.03 (01), 19.06 (07), 19.08 (01),

19.09 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
03.01 (04), 05.02 (01), 19.04 (03),

19.06 (10)

01.03 (04), 13.08 (02), 14.01 (01), 16.04 (01), 17.01 (05),

19.04 (01)
11.03 (24), 18.01 (01)
05.02 (01), 11.06 (O1), 18.01 (O1)
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LINKS TO RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name

Marshall, Tom

Martin, Craig
Martin, Fay M.
Massey, Steve

Matthews, James
Mattis, Marvin
Mattis, Naomi
Maughan, Ralph W.
Mazeaud, Dominique

McCall, John

McCausland, Claude
McCorkle, Wally
McCune, Bonita

McDonald, Melissa
McEnaney, Robert

McGrath, Jamal
McMullen, Penelope

Means, Dick
Measom, David

Mento, Jack
Merrill, Carol
AA e T T
IVICSILC, JdllICS I''.

Messick, Jerry
Metcalf, Tom
Michelle, Victoria

Middleton, Dana
Miller, Basia

Group Number

01.03 (02), 01.05 (02), 02.04 (02), 02.05 (01), 03.01 (01),
05.03 (01), 09.03 (01), 10.05 (01), 11.01 (O1),

13.07 (01), 13.08 (02),
19.04 (13), 19.06 (01),
01.05 (01), 05.03 (01),
13.07 (01), 13.08 (01),
17.01 (10), 18.02 (03),
19.08 (01)

01.05 (02), 02.05 (01), 03.01 (01), 05S.

11 NI /NN 1TA N1 /N1
11.03 (02), 14.01 (O1),

19.06 (02), 19.07 (13),
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
13.01 (01), 03.01 (05),
05.03 (01), 18.01 (03)
05.02 (01)
01.03 (01), 01.03 (04),
19.04 (01)
01.05 (01), 05.03 (01),
18.01 (02), 19.04 (01)
05.02 (01
05.02 (01), 11.01 (18),

14.01 (06),
19.06 (02),
09.03 (01),
13.08 (03),
19.03 (03),

N 1N

10
19.03 (0O1),

19.08 (01)

13.08 (01)

05.03 (01),

10.01 (05),

11.03 (30),

15.01 (12),
19.08 (01)
11.03 (02),
14.01 (01),
19.06 (02),

13.01 (O1),

11.03 (05),

11.04 (O1),

13.01 (02),
19.03 (01),

13.01 (02),

14.01 (06),
19.07 (13),

14.01 (02),

11.04 (05),

18.01 (17)

02.02 (01), 02.05 (01), 02.06 (10), 02.07 (01), 08.01 (10),

09.03 (01), 11.02 (O1),
13.01 (02), 13.01 (22),
13.08 (03), 13.10 (03),
17.01 (02), 18.02 (03),
19.06 (14), 19.07 (16),
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
13.01 (10), 13.07 (01)
05.03 (01), 13.01 (01),
13.07 (01), 13.07 (02),
01.03 (04), 03.01 (01),
14.01 (02), 14.01 (11),
05.02 (01), 08.01 (03),
01.03 (01), 01.03 (04),
14.01 (02)

05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)
01.05 (01), 05.03 (O1),

N N /N1 1N N&E N1\
US5.U2 {(Ul), 1U.U5 {(U1)

03.01 (01), 18.01 (03),
03.01 (11), 10.02 (O1),
02.02 (01), 03.01 (O1),
13.07 (01), 14.01 (02),
05.03 (01), 11.03 (03),
19.06 (02)
05.03 (01)
05.03 (01)

11.03 (02),
13.06 (02),
16.05 (01),
19.03 (01),
19.08 (01),
06.01 (02),

14.01 (O1),
17.01 (09),
05.03 (01),
19.03 (01),
19.04 (03)
01.05 (01),

13.01 (02),

19.03 (01)
19.03 (01),
03.01 (02),
19.03 (01),
17.01 (09),

12.01 (07),
13.07 (01),
16.05 (02),
19.04 (01),
19.09 (01),
19.03 (O1)

19.04 (01),
18.01 (02),
13.04 (01),
19.04 (01)

13.01 (02),

13.10 (02)

19.03 (06)
10.02 (01),
19.03 (04),
19.04 (01),

13.01 (01),
13.08 (02),
16.05 (04),
19.04 (11),
19.10 (01)

19.04 (21)
19.04 (01)
13.11 (02),

13.08 (02),

13.04 (01),
19.06 (02)
19.04 (09),
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COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name Group Number
Miller, George L. 10.01 (08), 10.05 (01), 12.01 (03), 13.09 (02), 18.01 (09)
Miller, Mark 05.02 (01), 11.03 (01)
Miller, Virginia 01.03 (04), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 13.01 (01), 13.04 (01),

13.08 (03), 14.01 (02), 15.01 (12), 17.01 (07), 18.02 (03),
19.06 (11), 19.07 (20)

Minor, Dorothy and Robb 05.02 (01)
Minor, Robb 05.02 (01), 11.03 (04)
05.02 (01)
Mitchell, David 01.03 (03), 01.03 (04), 01.04 (03), 01.04 (07), 01.09 (01),

N D100 0D N4 (18 N N5 (N1 N NS (DAY N7 N1 (NQY)
V&.UL \UL), VL. UT\(1J), UL.UJ (Ul ), UL.UJ (UT), U/.UL \UO),

07.01 (13), 07.01 (26), 08.01 (06), 09.01 (09), 09.01 (12),
09.02 (01), 09.02 (02), 11.03 (03), 12.01 (02), 13.01 (05),
13.03 (03), 13.07 (02), 13.07 (05), 13.09 (O1), 13.11 (02),
13.11 (04), 14.01 (11), 15.01 (12), 19.01 (01), 19.07 (11),

19.12 (01)

Mohling, Judith 01.03 (04), 05.03 (01), 11.03 (05)

Mohling, Tor 01.03 (04), 13.09 (01)

Mohr, Amy 05.03 (01), 14.01 (01), 16.06 (01), 16.07 (01), 19.07 (16),
19.07 (20), 19.10 (01)

Moniak, Don 02.03 (02), 05.03 (01), 07.01 (13), 10.05 (02), 11.03 (02),

11.04 (01), 13.01 (O1), 13.01 (02), 13.03 (02), 13.06 (02),
13.07 (01), 13.07 (02), 13.08 (07), 13.11 (01), 16.01 (02),
16.05 (04), 16.06 (01), 19.01 (06), 19.03 (01), 19.03 (04),
19.03 (08), 19.04 (01), 19.04 (14), 19.06 (06), 19.08 (01),
19.09 (01), 19.09 (04)

Montano, Katherine 03.01 (07)

Montes, Juan 02.06 (11), 03.01 (01), 03.01 (03), 05.03 (01), 06.01 (01),
06.01 (02), 11.03 (07), 14.01 (02), 19.03 (01), 19.06 (06)

Moore, Chris 01.03 (04), 05.03 (01), 11.01 (14), 14.01 (02), 18.02 (03),
19.04 (01), 19.10 (01), 19.10 (02)

Moore, Ed 02.07 (05)

Moore, Leroy 05.03 (01), 13.01 (01), 13.08 (01), 19.03 (03), 19.04 (01)

Moore, Tom 05.03 (01), 09.03 (01), 13.04 (01), 13.07 (01), 13.08 (02),
14.01 (01), 19.03 (03), 19.04 (01)

Moreno, Maria 05.03 (01)

Morgan, Thomas 05.02 (01)

Morris, Wayne 05.02 (01)

Moskowitz, Alan 05.03 (01), 11.03 (05), 13.01 (01), 13.07 (01), 13.07 (02),
13.08 (02), 14.01 (0O1), 19.11 (02)

Motley, Michael 03.01 (01), 14.01 (02), 19.04 (01)

Moyers, Jeff 03.01 (08), 05.03 (01), 14.01 (14), 15.01 (12), 19.04 (01),

19.05 (01), 19.11 (02)

18.02 (03), 19.03 (03), 19.05 (01), 19.09 (09)
Murray, Bob 05.02 (01), 17.01 (02), 19.11 (01)
Myerson, Reno 01.05 (01), 03.01 (02), 05.03 (01)
Narvaes, Amory 13.11 (01), 19.03 (01), 19.04 (01)
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LINKS TO RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name

Navarro, Karen

Nebelsick, Rebecca A.

Neill, Robert H.

Group Number

01.03 (01), 02.02 (01), 05.04 (O1),
14.01 (02), 16.06 (01),
18.02 (03), 19.04 (01),

13.11 (O1),
17.01 (10),
05.03 (01),
19.06 (01),
05.03 (01),

10.05 (02),
19.08 (01)
14.01 (02),

13.01 (08),

19.03 (01),

13.01 (36),
17.01 (04),
19.10 (01)
18.01 (15),

19.08 (01),

13.04 (01),
17.01 (07),

19.03 (01),

19.08 (11)

01.05 (01), 01.07 (01), 01.09 (01), 02.07 (07), 04.01 (15),

05.02 (01),
11.07 (01),

15 01 (N1Y
15.U1 (U1},

10.03 (02),
13.02 (01),

1€ N1 71NN
13.U1 (1U),

10.03 (05),
13.02 (05),

10 NA /NN
17.U04 (U3),

10.05 (O1),
13.05 (02),

10 N /NN
17.U0 VL),

11.04 (01),
13.05 (03),

10 NQ /N1
19.U0 (U1)

01.01 (02), 01.02 (01), 01.03 (07), 01.04 (03), 01.07 (01),
01.09 (01), 02.01 (04), 02.01 (05), 02.01 (06), 02.01 (07),
02.01 (08), 02.01 (09), 02.01 (10), 02.01 (11), 02.02 (06),
02.04 (12), 02.04 (13), 02.04 (14), 02.04 (15), 02.04 (16),
02.04 (17), 02.04 (18), 02.04 (19), 02.04 (20), 02.04 (21),
02.04 (22), 02.04 (23), 02.04 (24), 02.04 (31), 02.06 (03),
02.06 (07), 02.06 (10), 02.06 (11), 02.07 (03), 02.07 (04),
02.07 (07), 02.07 (08), 04.01 (01), 04.01 (02), 04.01 (03),
04.01 (04), 04.01 (05), 04.01 (07), 04.01 (09), 04.01 (10),
04.01 (13), 04.01 (16), 04.01 (17), 04.01 (19), 04.01 (22),
04.01 (24), 04.01 (30), 04.01 (31), 04.01 (32), 04.01 (33),
04.01 (34), 04.01 (35), 04.01 (36), 07.01 (03), 07.01 (04),
07.01 (05), 07.01 (14), 07.01 (15), 07.01 (16), 07.01 (17),
07.01 (19), 07.01 (20), 07.01 (21), 07.01 (22), 07.01 (23),
07.01 (24), 07.01 (25), 09.01 (15), 09.01 (17), 09.01 (18),
09.01 (19), 09.01 (20), 09.01 (21), 09.01 (22), 09.01 (23),
09.01 (24), 09.01 (32), 09.01 (34), 09.03 (02), 09.05 (02),

10.01 (01),
10.05 (01),
11.01 (11),
11.03 (21),
13.01 (12),
13.01 (31),
13.02 (03),
13.02 (12),
13.02 (17),
13.05 (02),
13.07 (08),
13.08 (02),
15.01 (09),
18.01 (05),
19.01 (11),

10 NA 71Q\
15.04 (19),

19.07 (37),
19.08 (12),
02.04 (32),
13.02 (O1),
19.11 (02)

10.03 (02),
10.05 (05),
11.01 (21),
11.03 (33),
13.01 (13),
13.01 (34),
13.02 (05),
13.02 (13),
13.02 (20),
13.05 (03),
13.07 (09),
13.10 (01),
15.01 (12),
18.01 (06),
19.01 (13),

10 NL INELN
15.00 (U0),

19.08 (01),
19.09 (05),
11.03 (32),
13.07 (02),

10.03 (05),
11.01 (08),
11.03 (18),
11.04 (01),
13.01 (28),
13.01 (41),
13.02 (09),
13.02 (14),
13.03 (07),
13.06 (02),
13.07 (10),
15.01 (01),
16.05 (02),
18.01 (12),
19.02 (01),

10 N7 /00N
17.U7 (UY),

19.08 (08),
19.09 (08)
13.01 37),
13.04 (02),

10.03 (09),
11.01 (09),
11.03 (19),
11.07 (01),
13.01 (29),
13.02 (O1),
13.02 (10),
13.02 (15),
13.03 (08),
13.07 (02),
13.07 (11),
15.01 (04),
16.07 (01),
19.01 (04),
19.04 (06),

10 V7 (D6
15.U7 (20),

19.08 (09),

13.01 (38),
13.04 (03),

10.04 (03),
11.01 (10),
11.03 (20),
13.01 (11),
13.01 (30),
13.02 (02),
13.02 (11),
13.02 (16),
13.03 (09),
13.07 (07),
13.08 (01),
15.01 (08),
17.01 (02),
19.01 (05),
19.04 (07),

19 (V7 (D7)
17.U7 {2/},

19.08 (10),

13.01 (39),
13.06 (07),
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COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name

Neill, Robert H.
(continued)

Newton, George
Nichols, Jean
NTilao ) VPN
INIICS, NC1
Nixon, Amy

Novak, Jan and Judith

Nuget, Christen

O

O’Connor, Mary Fran

O’Neal, Lauren
O'Neill, Catherine

Obenshain, Dair

Ohmstede, William
Oliaro, Joseph

Olson, Justin
Olson, Mary

Ortega, Debra
Ortiz, Christine
Ortiz, Marie
Osborn, Jess
Otter, John

Owen, Robert

P

Pace, David

Packie, Rick
Pare, Diantha F.
Parrill, Victoria

Partain, William L.
Paul, Liz

Group Number

13.02 (02)

13.02 (01), 13.02 (02), 13.02 (05), 19.08 (01)
01.09 (01), 02.07 (07), 02.07 (09), 05.02 (01),
10.03 (02), 10.03 (05), 11.04 (01), 11.06 (01),
13.02 (01), 13.05 (02), 13.05 (03), 15.01 (O1),
19.06 (06)

05.02 (01), 14.01 (02)

01.03 (01), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 05.04 (01),
14.01 (02)
05.02 (01), 15.03 (0
01.03 (01), 05.03 (0
05.02 (01)

02.02 (01), 05.02 (01), 10.05 (01), 19.04 (07),

/ \

)
), 16.01 (02), 18.02 (01),

2
1

05.03 (01), 13.08 (01), 19.04 (01)

05.03 (01)

05.04 (01), 07.01 (06), 09.01 (02), 09.01 (28),
10.04 (01), 14.01 (02)

01.09 (01), 02.02 (01), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (1),
13.01 (02), 13.07 (01), 13.09 (01), 16.01 (02)
05.02 (01)

05.04 (01), 11.03 (03), 13.01 (01), 13.08 (O1),
16.05 (04), 18.01 (15), 19.04 (01), 19.06 (01)
01.04 (02)

05.03 (01), 19.01 (06), 19.03 (07), 19.04 (O1),
19.07 (13)

19.09 (01)

05.03 (01), 19.10 (01)

05.03 (01)

01.03 (02), 01.04 (07), 14.01 (12)

01.03 (01), 01.05 (02), 09.03 (01), 01.09 (O1),
13.01 (25)

05.02 (01)

01.03 (01), 01.03 (03), 02.02 (01), 03.01 (O1),
07.01 (06), 13.01 (02), 13.04 (01), 13.06 (O1),
13.07 (14), 13.08 (02), 13.09 (01), 13.11 (02),
16.05 (06), 16.06 (01), 17.01 (07), 17.01 (09),
15.06 (03), 19.07 (13), 19.07 (17)

02.02 (01), 05.03 (01), 05.04 (01), 09.03 (01),
11.03 (03), 11.03 (05), 13.01 (01), 13.03 (O1),
13.07 (04), 16.05 (06), 16.06 (01), 17.01 (07),
05.02 (01), 14.01 (09)

01.03 (01), 01.04 (03), 05.03 (01), 09.01 (10),
14.01 (02), 19.04 (17)

05.02 (01), 11.03 (22), 19.04 (03)

05.03 (01)

09.01 (06),
11.07 (01),
19.04 (07),

08.01 (02),

19.07 (17)

19.06 (10)

10.02 (01),

11.03 (02),

14.01 (02),

19.04 (02),

05.03 (01),

05.03 (01),
13.07 (02),
14.01 (02),
19.06 (02),

10.02 (01),
13.03 (02),
17.01 (10)

13.01 (02),
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LINKS TO RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name

Pecka, Jeffrey
Peele, Bob
Peretz, Fred
Perin, Steve
Perkowski, Gary
Peterson, R.J.
Phelps, James

Phillips, Richard Hayes

Phillips, Suzanne

Pierson, Norah
Pillay, K.K.S.
Platts, Betty
Poe, Lee

Pohl, Lois
Polanchyck, Scott
Ponce, Eleanor

Pongratz, Morris B.

Potvin, Michael
Pratt, Judy

Preston, Ken
Pribble, Lois

Priest, Nova

Group Number

05.02 (01), 11.03 (09), 19.04 (01)

05.02 (01), 10.05 (01), 19.08 (01)

05.02 (01)

13.10 (03), 17.01 (02)

05.02 (01)

05.02 (01), 19.04 (01)

02.06 (06), 03.01 (03), 11.03 (25)

05.03 (01), 13.01 (01), 13.01 (02), 13.01 (14), 13.01 (15),
13.02 (04), 13.03 (11), 13.04 (01), 13.06 (02), 13.06 (04),
13.07 (01), 13.08 (01), 13.09 (03), 13.10 (03), 13.10 (03),
13.11 (02), 13.11 (05), 16.05 (02), 16.05 (03), 16.05 (04),
16.05 (06)

05.03 (01), 11.03 (02), 13.03 (02), 13.03 (11), 13.06 (02),
13.07 (01), 15.01 (12), 15.01 (15), 16.05 (06), 16.06 (01),
17.01 (01), 17.01 (09)

01.03 (04), 01.05 (01), 01.09 (01), 01.10 (01), 02.06 (08),
05.03 (01), 13.03 (01), 13.03 (02), 13.03 (10), 13.03 (12),
13.03 (13), 13.03 (14), 13.03 (15), 13.03 (16), 13.03 (17),
13.03 (18), 13.05 (03), 13.06 (02), 13.06 (05), 13.07 (O1),
13.07 (02), 13.07 (03), 13.07 (12), 13.07 (15), 13.07 (16),
13.08 (01), 13.08 (02), 13.09 (04), 15.01 (12), 17.01 (07),
17.01 (09)

13.01 (02), 13.03 (02), 13.06 (02), 13.07 (01), 13.08 (1),
13.08 (02), 13.10 (03), 13.11 (02), 16.05 (01)

04.01 (20), 13.01 (40), 13.02 (04), 13.03 (02), 13.06 (02),
13.09 (01), 13.10 (02), 13.11 (02), 16.05 (06), 16.06 (01)
04.01 (20), 13.01 (01), 13.02 (04), 13.03 (02), 13.06 (02),
13.09 (01), 13.10 (02), 13.11 (02), 13.11 (06), 16.05 (04),
16.05 (06), 16.06 (01)

01.03 (04), 03.01 (01), 03.01 (02), 05.03 (O1), 11.03 (02),
13.01 (23), 13.04 (01), 13.08 (02), 14.01 (02), 16.04 (01),
18.01 (15), 19.04 (01)

01.03 (01), 03.01 (01), 05.04 (01), 19.03 (03)

01.04 (01), 10.02 (03), 10.04 (02), 10.05 (O1)

19.03 (03)

02.04 (27)

01.02 (01), 02.04 (26), 02.04 (27), 02.06 (09), 04.01 (14),
05.02 (01), 10.05 (01), 13.01 (33)

05.02 (01)

05.03 (01), 11.03 (02)

01.05 (01), 03.01 (07), 05.03 (01), 08.01 (01), 09.04 (01),
10.05 (01), 11.01 (07), 13.01 (01), 13.08 (04), 14.01 (02)
01.05 (01), 03.01 (01), 13.01 (O1), 14.01 (02), 19.04 (01)
05.02 (01)

05.02 (01)

05.03 (01), 10.03 (10), 13.01 (02), 13.06 (02), 13.08 (02),
14.01 (01), 14.01 (02), 18.01 (02)

05.02 (01)

03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.01 (02), 10.05 (01), 13.01 (O1),
14.01 (01), 14.01 (02)

01.03 (01), 19.04 (01), 19.07 (13)
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COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name

Prince, Peggy
Proctor, David

Pyle, Sasha

Q

Quinn, Warren E.
Quintela, Tom

R

Radford, Jeft

Rajala, Eric
Rakow, Sally

Rauch, Thomas M.
Ravndal, Virginia
Reade, Deborah

Reason, Myla
Reel, Stanley
Regan, Elaine
Reimers, Diana
Reinhardt, Erwin
Rendt, Lilly

01.09 (01),
14.01 (03),
03.01 (01),
02.06 (01),
11.03 (05),
13.10 (01),
03.01 (01),
11.03 (05),
19.08 (01),

05.02 (01)
05.02 (01),

03.01 (01),
11.03 (02),
13.06 (01),
16.06 (01),
03.01 (1),
11.03 (10),
16.05 (02),
13.01 (01),
02.04 (29),
19.04 (16),
19.11 (01)
11.03 (31),
11.01 (15),

Group Number

02.06 (10), 05.03 (01), 09.05 (O1),
19.04 (01)

05.03 (01), 05.04 (01), 11.03 (01),
05.03 (01), 08.01 (03), 10.03 (03),
11.03 (31), 13.07 (01), 13.07 (02),
14.01 (01), 16.06 (01), 19.04 (01)
05.03 (01), 09.03 (01), 10.05 (01),
13.01 (02), 13.11 (01), 14.01 (01),
19.10 (01)

19.04 (03)

05.03 (01), 10.04 (01), 10.05 (01),
11.03 (05), 12.01 (01), 13.01 (03),
13.06 (02), 13.07 (01), 13.07 (02),
17.01 (07), 18.02 (03)

05.03 (01), 10.05 (01), 11.03 (01),
13.01 (03), 13.06 (02), 13.07 (01),
16.05 (06), 16.06 (01), 16.07 (O1),
15.01 (12)

19.01 (05), 19.01 (07), 19.01 (17),
19.06 (01), 19.06 (03), 19.06 (04),

13.01 (02), 13.08 (02), 19.03 (01)
14.01 (02)

14.01 (02),

14.01 (02)
11.03 (03),
13.08 (03),

11.03 (02),
19.03 (01),

11.03 (01),
13.01 (04),
13.11 (02),

11.03 (02),
16.05 (01),
17.01 (08)

19.03 (01),
19.09 (03),

01.03 (04), 01.07 (01), 02.02 (01), 02.02 (03), 02.04 (28),

05.03 (O1),
11.04 (01),
13.07 (02),

08.01 (05), 09.01 (07), 11.03 (02),
13.03 (01), 13.03 (02), 13.05 (01),
13.11 (03), 16.06 (01), 17.01 (05)

11.03 (06),
13.07 (01),

01.02 (01), 01.03 (04), 02.02 (01), 02.06 (11), 03.01 (01),
03.01 (02), 06.01 (01), 07.01 (06), 07.01 (08), 07.01 (09),

07.01 (10),
13.04 (01),
16.06 (01),
02.04 (05),
11.03 (01)

N1 07 /01N
U1.U/ (U1,

05.03 (01)
05.03 (01),
05.02 (01)
05.03 (01),
19.03 (01),
19.09 (03)

07.01 (28), 11.03 (02), 11.03 (03),
13.07 (01), 13.07 (03), 13.08 (01),
19.06 (02), 19.07 (13), 19.07 (29),
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 08.01 (02),

ns N
Jo.VUL

14.01 (02)

05.04 (01), 11.04 (03), 17.01 (05),
19.04 (19), 19.06 (01), 19.07 (13),

13.01 (01),
16.05 (06),
19.08 (01)
10.05 (08),

10 NQ /01Y
17.U06 (Vi)

18.02 (01),
19.09 (01),
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LINKS TO RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name

Rhodes, Jeri

Rice, Charles

Rice, Chuck
Rich, Jeffrey

Richards, Betty

Richards, Robert
Richardson, Nausika

Rippeteau, Bruce
Riseley, Mary
Robins, Joan

Rodriguez, Susan

Romero, Emilio
Roos, Alice
Rose, Joe
Rosen, Louis
Rosen, Stan
Rosser, Amy
Rudd, Mark

S

Salisbury, Jennifer

Sanchez, J. Gilbert
Sanchez, Kathy

Sanchez, Paul E.
Sandford, Tom

Group Number

02.01 (03), 02.05 (01), 03.01 (01), 03.01 (02)

19.07 (15)

02.04 (07), 04.01 (11), 05.02 (01), 10.05 (03),

19.07 (07)
02.04 (07), 10.05 (03), 18.01 (06), 19.07 (07)

01.03 (01), 03.01 (02), 05.03 (01), 08.01 (02),

1501 (1))
1J.U1L (14)

03.01 (01), 03.01 (08), 05.03 (01), 13.03 (01),

13.11 (02), 13.10 (04), 17.01 (07)
05.02 (01)

05.03 (01), 13.04 (01), 13.06 (01), 13.06 (02),
13.07 (02), 13.11 (03), 15.01 (12), 16.05 (01),

16.06 (01)
05.02 (01)
01.03 (04), 05.03 (01), 13.08 (03), 19.04 (01)

01.03 (01), 02.02 (01), 03.01 (O1), 05.03 (O1),
10.03 (03), 11.03 (03), 11.07 (01), 13.07 (01),

16.06 (01), 19.11 (02)

01.03 (04), 02.02 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.03 (01),
11.03 (03), 11.07 (01), 13.03 (01), 13.03 (02),
13.07 (01), 13.07 (02), 13.08 (02), 13.09 (01),

15.01 (12), 16.05 (06), 16.06 (01), 17.01 (05)
14.01 (01)

01.03 (01), 11.03 (05)

03.01 (04), 05.02 (01)

05.02 (01), 11.03 (04)

03.01 (01), 11.04 (01)

01.05 (02), 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)

01.04 (03), 05.03 (01), 06.01 (02), 11.03 (02),

13.08 (03), 14.01 (02)

01.02 (03), 01.02 (04), 01.08 (01), 02.06 (09),
04.01 (13), 04.01 (29), 05.02 (01), 06.01 (04),
10.01 (10), 10.05 (01), 10.05 (03), 11.01 (20),
11.03 (31), 18.01 (01), 19.01 (02), 19.04 (16),

19.06 (05)
11.03 (31), 11.04 (01), 19.03 (05), 19.10 (01)

N5 0201 0504 (01Y 1201 (D6) 14 01 (0

VJ.UJ V1), UJ.UT\VUL), 1J.VL \&U), 17T.V1L \Vs)

01.09 (01), 01.10 (01), 03.01 (16), 05.03 (O1),

19.03 (01), 19.04 (08)
19.03 (01), 19.03 (03), 19.05 (01), 19.09 (02)

01.04 (05), 01.09 (01), 05.03 (01), 06.01 (O1),

19.03 (01), 19.04 (O1)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01), 11.03 (04)

, 03.01 (08),
04.01 (06), 05.03 (01), 09.02 (01), 10.02 (01),
11.03 (02), 11.04 (02), 13.01 (01), 13.06 (02),
13.11 (02), 15.01 (01), 15.01 (02), 15.01 (12),

10.05 (01),
13.07 (O1),
16.06 (01),

18.01 (06),

14.01 (02),

13.05 (04),

13.07 (O1),
16.05 (06),

10.02 (01),
14.01 (02),

10.02 (01),

13.04 (01),
13.11 (01),

13.08 (01),

03.01 (04),
08.01 (02),
11.02 (02),
19.04 (23),

05.04 (01),

14.01 (02),
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COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name
Santelli, Maria

Savignac, Noel
Savorra, John
Schaefer, William
Schaller, Charmian
Schinnerer, Mark
Schmidt, Ray
Schonbeck, Niels

Cohradar Daon

Schroeder, Sandra
Seaman, Magdalen
Seese, Linda
Seibel, Lety
Seibel, Tom
Seydel, Robin

Seymour, Marion
Shah, Subhas

Shelton, Jay

Shendall, Karl
Shepard, Burleigh
Shepard, David

Shepherd, Les
Shoup, George
Shropshire, Richard
Shuker, Scott

Sica, Fred
Sigal, Lorene
Sigsredt, Shawn

Simonov, Erica
Skinner, Elliott

Slay, Bob

Smiley, Scott
Snow, David T.

Sol, Maria

Sollitt, Shannyn
Solomon, Ame
Sommers, Shari
Sougstad, Ruth

Group Number

05.03 (01), 13.07 (O1),
19.04 (01)

05.02 (01), 14.01 (02)
05.03 (01)

05.02 (01), 19.08 (01)
11.04 (01), 11.04 (07),
02.05 (01), 05.02 (01),
05.03 (01), 14.01 (O1),
01.05 (01), 05.03 (01)

N2 01 (12 N5 N2 (01)
UJ.UL (14), US.UD (UL,

06.01 (02), 14.01 (02),
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
05.03 (01), 19.10 (01)
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
13.01 (01), 14.01 (02),
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
13.06 (01), 13.07 (01),
16.05 (04), 16.06 (01),
19.08 (01), 19.10 (01)
05.02 (01), 08.01 (01)

05.02 (01), 11.03 (04)
09.01 (39), 13.01 (24)
05.02 (01), 13.01 (01),
05.03 (01), 13.01 (01),
10.03 (07), 10.04 (01)
03.01 (01), 03.01 (08),
18.02 (03)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
01.04 (07), 03.01 (01),
14.01 (01)
05.02 (01), 19.08 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.03 (01), 13.01 (01),
19.12 (02)
05.03 (01), 14.01 (02)
01.03 (01), 05.03 (01),
14.01 (02), 18.02 (03),
05.04 (01), 19.06 (02)
01.02 (01), 01.03 (03),

1N 05 (01 10 05 /0D
1U.UJ \UlJ, 1U.UJ \Us),

14.01 (02)

10.03 (03), 11.03 (02),
13.11 (01), 16.05 (06),
01.05 (01)

01.03 (02), 01.04 (01),
03.01 (01), 13.01 (02),
11.03 (02), 17.01 (01),
01.03 (01), 05.03 (01),

14.01 (01), 14.01 (02),

19.03 (01)
19.03 (01), 19.06 (10),
14.01 (02),

11.03 (05), 14.01 (02)
15.01 (12)

05.04 (01), 10.02 (01),
13.08 (02), 13.09 (01),
19.04 (01), 19.04 (04)

16.01 (02)
13.01 (02), 13.10 (04)

05.03 (01), 05.04 (01),

11.03 (02), 11.03 (05),

13.08 (01), 19.04 (OD),

10.05 (06), 11.03 (29),
19.10 (01), 19.11 (02)

02.04 (27), 09.0
03 (17), 13

13.01 (02), 13.02 (04),
16.06 (01)

03.01 (01), 05.03 (O1)
13.08 (02), 17.01 (04)
19.04 (08)

19.04 (01), 19.11 (02)

16.06 (01),

19.07 (16)

11.03 (02),
14.01 (01),

13.07 (01),

13.08 (02),

19.09 (01),

11.04 (06),

13.02 (18),
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LINKS TO RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

Name

Sparaco, Lisa

Spencer, Sally
Sperling, Linda
Sprinkle, James K.
St. John, Bill

w
=
o
<
=
[¢])
>
o
&
=
o

Steele, Mary

Stein, Ed

Steinhoff, Monika
Stix, Amy

Stout, Sarah
Stratton, William R.
Stroud, Cliff

Suderman, Carole J.
Sullivan, Kathleen

Sutherland, Julie R.

Swanson, Sonja
Swedlund, Cathy

T

Tadolini, Stephen C.
Tashel, Carole

Tauvlar Willia D
1ayi1U1, vviuiC K.

Tenney, Debra
Thomas-Weger, Jon
Thompson, Don

Thompson, Sally Alice
Thrasher, Robert

Group Number

01.03 (01), 01.03 (04), 02.02 (01), 09.01 (31), 09.03 (0O1),

10.02 (01), 11.03 (03),
13.07 (01), 14.01 (02),
19.03 (01), 19.06 (03),
05.03 (01), 13.08 (05),
05.03 (01), 19.03 (01),
05.02 (01)

05.02 (01)

03.01 (04), 05.02 (01)

NS N /N1 146 NS /N1
UJ.UL (Ul), 10.UJ (U1,

01.04 (03), 05.03 (01),
02.02 (01), 13.03 (01),
19.06 (03), 19.07 (16)
05.02 (01), 10.03 (06)
05.03 (01), 14.01 (12),
05.03 (01), 11.03 (02),
01.05 (01), 05.03 (01),
05.02 (01)

05.02 (01), 10.03 (01),
03.01 (04), 05.02 (01)
05.03 (01), 11.03 (02),
01.03 (04), 02.05 (01),
14.01 (02), 15.01 (03),
19.03 (01), 19.08 (01)
01.03 (04), 02.05 (01),
13.04 (01), 13.07 (01),
14.01 (02), 15.01 (12),
01.03 (04), 02.05 (01),
13.08 (02), 14.01 (02),
16.05 (02), 19.03 (01),
05.03 (01), 11.03 (02),
19.04 (01)

05.03 (01)

05.03 (01), 19.04 (01)
05.03 (01), 06.01 (02),
19.04 (01), 19.11 (02)

05.02 (01)
01.03 (01), 01.09 (01),
14.01 (01), 17.01 (04),

10 N2 /7100
17.UJ (1y)

03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
18.02 (03), 19.03 (03),
19.06 (01), 19.07 (18),
01.03 (02), 05.03 (01),
19.03 (01), 19.04 (01)
01.03 (01), 05.03 (0O1),
05.03 (01), 14.01 (02),
05.02 (01)

13.01 (02), 13.03 (O1),
15.01 (12), 16.05 (06),
19.07 (12), 19.08 (01)
14.01 (01)

19.04 (01), 19.04 (08),

13.09 (01), 19.06 (01),

19.07 (30)
14.01 (01), 19.07 (13),
13.01 (02), 19.04 (01),

10.05 (01), 19.08 (11)

14.01 (02)
05.03 (01), 13.01 (02),
15.01 (12), 16.05 (01),

05.03 (01), 09.03 (01),
13.08 (02), 13.10 (04),
19.03 (03), 19.04 (01)
05.03 (01), 13.01 (02),
15.01 (03), 15.01 (12),
19.08 (01)

12.01 (04), 13.03 (01),

10.05 (01), 11.03 (01),

02.01 (12), 05.03 (01),
17.01 (06), 17.01 (08),

07.01 (12), 09.04 (01),
19.04 (04), 19.04 (10),
19.08 (01), 19.08 (03),
11.03 (31), 13.01 (O1),

14.01 (01), 14.01 (02),
19.04 (01)

13.04 (01),
16.06 (01),

19.09 (01),

19.06 (02),

19.10 (01)

13.04 (01),
16.05 (02),

13.01 (02),
14.01 (O1),

13.04 (01),
16.05 (01),

14.01 (01),

13.09 (01),

11.03 (02),
19.10 (O1)

10.05 (01),
19.05 (01),
19.11 (02)
14.01 (02),

19.07 (14)
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COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT LINKS TO RESPONSES

Name Group Number
Thurlow, Andrew 01.05 (01), 03.01 (0O1), 05.03 (01), 13.01 (01), 13.08 (01),
17.01 (04), 17.01 (05), 19.03 (01), 19.03 (11)
Tinno, Keith 01.08 (01), 02.04 (04), 02.04 (11), 02.06 (02), 04.01 (13),

05.02 (01), 09.01 (25), 09.03 (01), 10.02 (01), 10.02 (02),
10.02 (04), 10.03 (08), 10.05 (01), 10.05 (07), 11.03 (01),
13.01 (27), 13.10 (01), 18.01 (11), 19.03 (03), 19.04 (01),
19.07 (35), 19.09 (01)

Trever, Kathleen E. 02.04 (07), 02.04 (08), 02.06 (11), 04.01 (25), 04.01 (26),
04.01 (27), 04.01 (28), 07.01 (01), 07.01 (02), 07.01 (04),

07.01 (13), 07.01 (18), 07.01 (25), 07.01 (29), 10.05 (03),

14.01 (01), 19.01 (14), 19.08 (13)

Trigg, Bruce 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.02 (01), 10.05 (02), 11.01 (03),
11.03 (03), 15.01 (11), 19.06 (01), 19.09 (O1)
09.02 (01), 11.03 (03), 11.03 (31), 13.09 (01), 19.07 (21)

Trump, Mark 05.02 (01)

Tsinhnahjinnie, Tsosie 03.01 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.02 (0O1), 11.03 (01), 14.01 (02)
Tsosie, Carl 03.01 (01), 05.03 (0O1), 05.04 (01), 10.02 (01), 16.06 (01)
Tully, Jon 05.02 (01), 11.04 (O1)

Turner, Doug 05.02 (01)

Tyrrell, Patrick 11.03 (02), 19.04 (01)

U

Udall, Tom 01.03 (02), 01.05 (01), 01.07 (01), 01.09 (01), 11.01 (02),

11.03 (01), 11.06 (01), 11.07 (01), 13.05 (01), 15.01 (01),
19.07 (22), 19.11 (02)

01.03 (02), 01.05 (01), 01.07 (01), 01.09 (01), 07.01 (07),
10.05 (02), 11.01 (02), 11.06 (01), 11.07 (01), 13.01 (01),
13.08 (01), 15.01 (01), 19.07 (22)

Uhrich, Jack 01.03 (04), 03.01 (01), 03.01 (02), 03.01 (09), 03.01 (15),
05.04 (01), 16.06 (01), 17.01 (09), 19.04 (04), 19.06 (02)

Unknown, Michael 05.02 (01)

Usrey, Elgan H. 05.02 (01), 15.01 (05), 19.09 (06)

\%

Van Hecke, James F. 05.02 (01), 11.03 (31)

VanZandt, Tom 05.02 (01)

Velasquez, Geri 05.02 (01), 08.01 (07), 19.08 (0O1)

Voigt, Glenna 02.02 (01), 05.03 (01), 09.01 (03), 11.03 (04), 14.01 (01),
17.01 (02), 17.01 (04), 17.01 (06), 19.03 (01), 19.04 (08)

Voinovich, George 01.06 (01), 05.02 (01), 14.01 (04), 19.09 (01)

Volpentest, Sam 05.02 (01), 08.01 (02), 10.05 (01), 19.03 (01), 19.08 (0O1)

Vuk, Melvin M. 19.08 (04)
05.02 (01), 19.03 (09), 19.08 (01), 19.08 (04), 19.08 (06),
19.08 (07)

W

Walton, Barbara A. 01.06 (01), 05.02 (01), 09.01 (36), 10.05 (01), 15.01 (05),
18.01 (06), 19.04 (01)
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Name

Wass, David
Watson, N.

Watson, Robert D.
Weaver, Larry
Weiner, Rich
Weiner, Ruth

Weisberg, Maurice

West, Elizabeth
Wexler, Merida
Wheeler, Jeanne
White, Jack
Whitlock, Brian
Whittenberg, Linda
Wiebalk, Angela

Wiggins, Chuck
Williams, Sharon
Williams, Tom
Williamson, Kent
Willson, Harry
Wilson, Justin P.
Wilson, Nancy
Wishau, Roger
Wohl, Eva
Wood, C.M.

Worth, Kenneth

Y

Young, Jill
Young, Roy

Z

Zelevansky, Nina

05.02 (O1)

Group Number

05.03 (01), 08.01 (08), 13.04 (01), 14.01 (02),

18.02 (04), 19.04 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01)
05.03 (01), 11.03 (02),
05.02 (01), 09.01 (04),

19.04 (01),
09.01 (29),

19.04 (20),
14.01 (11)

17.01 (03),

19.04 (21)

02.06 (10), 05.02 (01), 09.01 (02), 09.01 (04), 09.01 (33),

13.02 (01), 13.05 (07),

N N NIy NS N2 (N1
UL.UL (Ul), US.UD (UL,

19.03 (01), 19.04 (01)
13.01 (02), 13.04 (01),
03.01 (01), 09.01 (01),
01.04 (08)
01.03 (02), 05.03 (01),
05.03 (01)
05.02 (01), 10.03 (01),
05.02 (01), 10.05 (02),
01.04 (04), 05.03 (01)
03.01 (05), 09.03 (01),
16.05 (06)
05.02 (01)
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
05.03 (01)
05.03 (01), 11.03 (02)
03.01 (01), 05.03 (01),
01.06 (01), 05.02 (01),
05.02 (01)
05.02 (01), 14.01 (02)
19.04 (01)

13.12 (01),

12 NQ (N
15.U0 (VUz),

13.08 (02),
09.01 (02)

13.01 (01),

18.02 (03),
10.05 (03),

11.03 (02),

17.01 (10)

13.01 (01),
10.05 (03),

19.07 (05),

12 NO /N1
10.U7 \vl),

14.01 (02),

13.01 (02),

19.06 (10),
19.08 (01)

13.01 (02),

14.01 (02)
14.01 (O1),

19.07 (11)
14.01 (02),

19.04 (O1)

17.01 (O1)

19.09 (03)

13.09 (01),

15.01 (01)

02.04 (03), 02.07 (02), 04.01 (08), 04.01 (18), 09.01 (08),

09.03 (01), 16.01 (02),
05.03 (01), 10.05 (01),

19.10 (01)
05.03 (01), 09.03 (01),
16.01 (01), 17.01 (02)
11.03 (02), 13.01 (02),
17.01 (02)

11.04 (10)

19.07 (03)
19.04 (01)

13.06 (02),

13.09 (05),

13.07 (O1),

13.10 (02),

13.08 (02),

16.05 (01),
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1.0 ALTERNATIVES

01.01 General

01.01 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-131 7 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
C-131 13 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

One commenter stated that the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is fundamentally violating the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) because the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal
Phase Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS-11) did not include all
reasonable alternatives. He said that the alternatives section “is the heart of the environmental
impact statement” (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 1502.14) and that agencies
must “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable aternatives, and for alternatives
which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated” (40 CFR Section 1502.14 (a)). The commenter also said that all three SEIS-II action
alternatives must be eliminated from the Final SEIS-I1 because they are not reasonable
alternatives and they cannot be comparatively analyzed with the Proposed Action and the no
action aternatives, as required by NEPA.

Response:

DOE considered many other methods of disposal during the development of the Proposed Action
(see Section 3.3 of SEIS-II). SEIS-II isthe third NEPA document in a staged review process for
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). Alternatives considered in both the 1980 Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (FEIS) and the 1990 Final
Supplement Environmental Impact Statement for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (SEIS-1) that
were not analyzed in detail included transmutation, subseabed disposal, deep borehole disposal,
and geologic repositories other than the WIPP site. The alternatives considered since the FEIS
that were not analyzed in detail included co-processing with high-level waste and vitrification,
disposal in space, underground detonation, greater confinement (shallow borehole), and
alternative engineered barriers. These alternatives were found to be unreasonable or not suitable
based on current research. Through these three documents (FEIS, SEIS-I, and SEIS-I1), DOE has
considered al reasonable alternatives. In addition, the analysesin SEIS-I1 were conducted in a
manner that would allow DOE to combine portions of the alternatives and document the
incremental changes.

The Proposed Action is designed to be consistent with the FEIS, SEIS, and the Land Withdrawal
Act (LWA) and provide for disposal of post-1970 transuranic (TRU) waste, while the action
alternatives provide for disposal of all TRU waste. The analyses of the potential impacts for the
Proposed Action (Basic Inventory) and the action alternatives (Additional Inventory) were
arranged to allow a direct comparison between the different aternatives by calculating the
incremental increases between the inventories. In addition, No Action Alternative 2 was

devel oped to be directly comparable to the Proposed Action, and No Action Alternative 1 was
developed to be directly comparable to the action alternatives.
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01.01 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 54 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Three of the Alternatives not considered (deep borehole disposal, greater confinement, and
geologic repositories at sites other than WIPP) appear to be as reasonabl e as the ones chosen.

“The concept of making piece meal decisions on solving the TRU waste disposal problem is as
reasonable as the Alternatives listed here. For example: (1) make the decision of how to dispose
of those wastes that are authorized to come to WIPP; (2) then evaluate how all or a portion of the
remaining TRU wastes will be disposed of. It may be better to evaluate these remaining wastes
in more than one category (e.g. RH-TRU as one category and buried waste as another).”

Response:

The alternatives not considered by DOE pose significant disadvantages over disposal at the WIPP
site. The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile
Materials Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement discusses reasons deep borehole
disposal was ruled out, including substantial technical challengesin characterizing the geological
conditions at the depth of interest. At many DOE sites, the greater confinement alternative would
result in waste interacting with groundwater and could eventually pose environmental and human
health hazards. Geological repositories within geologic media such as igneous and argillaceous
rocks have been considered; however, salt is considered the most favorable disposal medium due
to itsthermal and physical properties. These and other alternatives to salt repositories are
discussed in Section 3.3 of SEIS-II. (Locations for asalt repository other than the WIPP site
were discussed in the 1980 FEIS.)

DOE believes it would be much more efficient to address disposal for the entire TRU waste
inventory, as was done under the action aternativesin SEIS-1, than to find separate solutions for
the TRU waste inventory currently authorized for disposal at the WIPP site (Basic Inventory) and
the inventory that is currently excluded (Additional Inventory). The potential impacts of the
Basic Inventory and the Additional Inventory have been compared among alternativesin

Chapter 5.

01.02 Proposed Action and Action Alternatives

01.02 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-010 12 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

A-010 18 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment

and Conservation
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ALTERNATIVES

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-010 19 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

C-104 7 Bob Say Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board

C-125 9 BarbaraH. Johnson The Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club

C-130 4 Susan L. Gawarecki Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

C-130 6 Susan L. Gawarecki Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

C-130 10 Susan L. Gawarecki Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

C-131 9 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

C-135 2 William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory

C-152 85 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 149 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-163E 21 No name provided Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping

E-056 53 LindaHibbs

NA2 3 Lee Poe

NA2 4 Lee Poe

NA2 7 Lee Poe

NA2 12 Lee Poe

SF4 58 Deborah Reade

Comment:

Many commenters objected to the structure of the Proposed Action, which allows for the
Additional Inventory and excess remote-handled (RH) TRU waste to be left in its current
condition at the siteswhere it islocated. Commenters asked that the analysis of the Proposed
Action include the Additional Inventory so that al alternatives could be compared. Some
commenters urged that all TRU waste be transported directly to and disposed of at the WIPP site.

Response:

DOE's Proposed Action is to continue phased development and operation of WIPP and to
emplace 175,600 cubic meters (6.2 million cubic feet) of TRU waste, the maximum currently
allowed by law. Present legal restrictions would prevent DOE from completely disposing of al
TRU waste at the WIPP repository. TRU waste such as nondefense TRU and environmental
restoration TRU waste would continue to be safely managed at some of the current storage sites
and would continue to require effective management to reduce risks to human health and the
environment. Thereisno technical barrier to expanding WIPP to accept more waste, however;
Congress would need to amend the LWA to allow DOE to emplace more waste (to the extent
allowed by law) at WIPP than is currently authorized. The actual consolidation processto be
used by DOE would be based on the ROD for the Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (WM PEIS) (the ROD is not yet published).

SEIS-11 was organized to allow comparison between the waste types, waste volumes,
consolidation and treatment locations, treatments, modes of transportation, disposal operations,
and WIPP operations under each alternative. Therefore, the reader may compare the Basic
Inventory under the Proposed Action with the Basic Inventory under all of the other
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alternatives. To assist in making comparisons, the impacts of leaving the Additional Inventory in
place have been included in the Proposed Action (see the text box in Section 3.1).

01.02 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF4 12 John Heaton

Comment:

“Alternative proposal's suggesting heat treatment are extremely naive in believing that this
society can politically, or will politically, license an incinerator today or even in the future.”

Response:
DOE considers the use of heat (thermal) treatment for TRU waste to be a reasonable form of
treatment that has been used and is currently planned.

01.02 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-013 13 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

Comment:

“Page 3-2: Under the Proposed Action, DOE states that all waste in the Basic Inventory
‘...would first be treated at the 20 sites as necessary to meet planning-basis WAC, and then
consolidated at the 10 largest generator-storage sites to await shipment by truck to WIPP for
disposal.” DOE officials have indicated to usin recent months that the National Transuranic
Waste Program is re-considering such waste consolidation at the 10 major generator-storage
facilities and may ship wastes from most small quantity sites (SQS) directly to WIPP. The
analysesin the SEIS-I1 should reflect DOE'’s current plans with respect to SQS shipments.”

Response:

The analyses in SEIS-1 reflect DOE’ s current plans for consolidation of TRU waste. The
environmental impacts of any change in the consolidation plans would be expected to be very
small.

Transportation would be the greatest concern if shipments were made directly to WIPP from the
smaller sites. However, since transportation impacts depend on the number of miles traveled,
there would be little difference in impacts because the overall number of miles would change by
only afew percent. There could be asmall increasein life-cycle costs for the smaller sitesto
conduct such shipments.
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01.02 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-013 14 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

Comment:

“Page 3-5: In this section (Activities at the Generator-Storage Sites), the following statement is
made: ‘ The 20 generator-storage sites would ship CH-TRU waste to the 10 generator-storage
sites for consolidation and subsequent shipment to WIPP.” However, half of those

20 generator-storage sites are the 10 major sites referred to here. Only 8 SQS sites would ship
CH-TRU waste to major DOE sites under the Proposed Action. Similarly, only 3 SQS sites
would ship RH-TRU to major sites. This should be clarified and corrected in the final.”

Response:
This sentence has been revised to accurately reflect the number of sites that would consolidate
their contact-handled (CH) TRU waste.

01.02 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-156 5 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
Comment:

“DOE has acknowledged that health and safety are not driving this decision. In previous
documents and meetings, DOE has asserted that all Oak Ridge Remote Handled TRU waste
(RH-TRU) would be shipped to WIPP. Thisisthe hottest of the hot stuff. Now, in this DSEIS,
the majority of RH-TRU waste in Oak Ridge is suddenly not going to be shipped to WIPP; in
fact, DOE has no plan to do anything with this waste other than leave it whereit is. Clearly, if
health and safety were adriver, this waste would still need to be moved.”

Response:

DOE has considered many issues in selecting the Proposed Action as its Preferred Alternative,
with health and safety being of primary performance. Under current law, DOE would not be able
to dispose of the entire Proposed Action RH-TRU waste inventory, as reported in the
Transuranic Waste Baseline Inventory Report, Revision 3, (BIR-3) and analyzed in SEISII.
Because of this, it is necessary that DOE analyze the impacts of storage of a portion of the
RH-TRU waste inventory at its sites. However, Table J-2 shows that, based on more recent
estimates, DOE could dispose of all currently stored waste and all newly generated RH-TRU
waste through the year 2033, excluding any pre-1970 buried RH-TRU waste. This volume of
waste, approximately 4,800 cubic meters (170,000 cubic feet) as identified in the National
Transuranic Waste Management Plan, could only be disposed of with modification to the current
design of Panels 9 and 10.
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01.02 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-156 7 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
Comment:

“The DSEIS plans to ship unknown wastes to Oak Ridge, for unknown treatment in a
not-yet-existing facility, and to store this waste for an unknown time period. The material DOE
proposes to ship to Oak Ridge from Battelle, Columbus has leaped from 70 cubic meters to 580
cubic metersin aperiod of six months. Thisis an accurate indicator of DOE’s level of
knowledge about this material. No credible NEPA document can claim to analyze the
environmental impact of an action without a complete understanding of the amounts and
character of the contaminants being analyzed, the treatments proposed and the locations of
proposed treatments, and the interim and final disposition of the materials. We will not permit
the DSEIS to attempt to provide NEPA coverage for bringing unknown materials to Oak Ridge.
If DOE proposed to bring TRU wastes from other sites to Oak Ridge, it must first complete a
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed action, including in the P-EIS a
thorough analysis of the site-specific impactsin Oak Ridge.”

Response:

Although the volume of TRU waste at Battelle Columbus Laboratories has increased (largely due
to decommissioning and decontamination activities), DOE does have adequate characterization
of the TRU waste to allow impact analysis of handling, treatment, transportation, and disposal
and to support adecision for disposal. Under DOE's Preferred Alternative, there would be no
consolidation of TRU waste at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) or any other site, with a
few exceptions. One of these exceptions would allow CH-TRU waste from ORNL to be
transported to the Savannah River Site (SRS) for consolidation, and conversely, RH-TRU waste
from SRS would be consolidated at ORNL. This consolidation scheme has been analyzed in the
Find WM PEIS.

01.03 No Action Alternatives and Other Disposal

01.03 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB1 48 Lisa Sparaco

ALB3 94 Karen Navarro
ALB3 101 Jeffrey Rich

ALB4 19 Don Thompson
ALB5 85 Pere Barber Gormley
ALB6 37 Joan Robins

ALB6 70 David Pace

ALB6 135 Amy Nixon

C-022 2 Pam Lytle

C-039 2 Jm Lysne

C-049 3 Lorraine Hanley
C-088 5 Victoria Parrill
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
CAl 112 Don Kidd

DE1 32 David Measom
E-056 63 Linda Hibbs

SF1 57 Dr. Alice Roos

SF2 43 Elliott Skinner

SF3 105 AnharaLovato

SF5 38 Louise Baum

SF7 9 Carole Tashel

SF7 65 Margaret Cohen

SF7 67 Margaret Cohen

SF7 83 Bonnie Bonneau Legions of Living Light
SF7 92 Linda Hibbs

SF7 117 Bren Bacon

SF7 132 LeeLysne

SF7 137 Dominique Mazeaud
SF7 151 Nova Priest

SF7 154 Norah Pierson

SF8 9 Susan Diane

SF8 21 Jean Nichols

SF8 30 Ruth Sougstad

SF8 39 John Otter
Comment:

Many commenters favored aboveground storage, such as that analyzed under No Action
Alternative 2, until along-term disposal solution other than WIPP could be found. Commenters
also favored the treatment of newly generated waste. Most said that DOE should continue
pursuing new technologies that could provide a safer or better disposal solution than WIPP, often
referring to this effort as a“Manhattan Project.” Some commenters requested that DOE stop
generating TRU waste and stop bomb production.

Response:

DOE has analyzed two no action alternatives which provide for treatment and indefinite on-site
storage of TRU waste until other alternatives for disposal are determined (see Section 3.2.5,
3.2.6,5.5, and 5.6 in SEIS-I1). DOE can decide to implement either of the no action alternatives
or one (or a combination of) the other action alternativesin SEIS-11 and, at the same time, allow
the pursuit of technologies that are not available at this time.

DOE supports research that may eventually result in aternative treatment to the disposal of TRU
waste, and much research has aready been done on treatment and disposal technologiesin the
United States and other countries. At thistime, DOE is unaware of any proven physical or
chemical process that will change TRU waste into a nonradioactive form (see response to
commentsin 01.04 (02)). A “Manhattan Project” level of effort will not guarantee a better
solution than the alternatives analyzed in SEIS-11, which have been under study for many years.

Meanwhile, DOE would continue to store TRU waste aboveground in monitored, retrievable
storage at DOE facilities that are capable of managing this type of waste on atemporary basis.
Such a Manhattan Project is not sufficiently defined to be a reasonable alternative for DOE to
(1) determine at this time the potential |ocations, equipment, facilities, and activities that might
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be required or (2) analyze the environmental impacts and estimate the costs of such an effort.
Finally, the DOE national defense mission set forth by Congress that has resulted in the
production of TRU wastes is not within the scope of SEIS-II.

01.03 (02)
Document Comment
Number Number Name Organization
A-008 13 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico
ALB4 101 Merida Wexler
ALB4 105 Merida Wexler
ALB4 126 Jon Thomas-Weger
BO1 105 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
C-065 1 Dee Homans and
Andrew Davis
C-103 3 Judith Babka
C-156 4 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
C-159 17 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force
DE1 178 Kathryn Becker
E-012 28 Charles Hyder
E-084 5 Bill Lawless Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board
OR1 26 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
SF1 105 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico
SF3 98 AnharaLovato
SF3 127 Shannyn Sollitt
SF8 71 Jess Oshorn
Comment:

Many commenters endorsed the use of aboveground storage as a means of keeping the waste
accessible, retrievable, and easily monitored, until a beneficial use or another solutionis
discovered. Some commenters wanted to know what assumptions DOE used in developing the
no action aternatives and why repackaging every 20 years was necessary. One commenter
requested information on the state of TRU waste currently in storage. One commenter stated that
DOE should fully characterize the TRU inventory.

Response:

No Action Alternative 1 evaluates the storage of TRU waste in monitored, retrievable storage
facilities, and No Action Alternative 2 evaluates storage of TRU waste at the generator sites
under current storage practices. DOE expects to make a decision based on the analysesin
SEIS-II, economic factors, technical feasibility, regulatory compliance (e.g., long-term storage
would be in violation of consent orders and agreements) and other relevant factors. DOE
understands that each of the alternatives presents different levels of risk to the public and the
environment, but such afull range of risk is needed to evaluate the full range of alternatives.

The no action aternatives were devel oped under the following assumptions. (1) WIPP would be
closed and dismantled over a 10-year period, (2) waste would be consolidated, treated, and stored
indefinitely in suitable aboveground structures at consolidation sites or at the sites where it was
generated, and (3) CH-TRU waste would be overpacked every 20 years under No Action
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Alternative 1. The assumption to overpack CH-TRU waste every 20 years is based on the current
expected lifetime of steel containers. RH-TRU waste containers were assumed to last 100 years
because the RH-72B container is specially designed; thus, overpacking was not assumed.

The exact configuration of the waste does not significantly affect the analysis, because it isthe
loss of institutional control after 135 years of storage that would make the waste available to the
environment.

To fully characterize the waste would present an undue health risk to workers and would provide
minimal benefit to the analysis of impacts. DOE has used partial sampling and knowledge of the
processes that produce waste to build itsinventory. The sites have characterized their waste and
will continue to update their information based on more detailed characterization.

All data presented in the Transuranic Waste Baseline Inventory Report, Revision 2 (BIR-2) and
BIR-3 have been used in the impacts analysisin SEIS-1I. Before TRU waste would be shipped to
WIPP, it must be certified as meeting the requirements in the planning-basis Waste A cceptance
Criteria (WAC) that involve limits on waste content, such as fissile gram equivalents, gas
generation, and curies.

01.03 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-005 5 Steven H. Gunderson  State of Colorado Department of Public Health
and Environment

ALB2 9 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

ALB3 52 David Mitchell

ALB6 69 David Pace

C-098 2 Jill M. Cowley

C-104 1 Bob Say Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board

C-156 12 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance

C-159 1 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force

OR1 8 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance

OR1 36 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance

SF3 49 Jai Lakshman SEVA Foundation

SF8 8 Susan Diane

Comment:

Commenters questioned the general structure and logic of both no action alternatives and asked
why No Action Alternative 1 is considered “no action.” Some commenters supported the
implementation of No Action Alternative 2. Some commenters said that the exclusion of the
Additional Inventory and treatment as necessary from No Action Alternative 2 was inappropriate.
Another commenter stated that the SEIS-11 analysis did not sufficiently analyze the risks of no
action to support disposal at the WIPP site. Finally, one commenter asked if there were any
dramatic risks identified for No Action Alternative 2.
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Response:

Given that DOE has proposed the operation of the WIPP repository, a no action alternative would
include the closure of the WIPP facility and the continuation of storage. No Action Alternative 1
was developed in response to the public request for an alternative means of storing TRU waste.
Although some action does take place under the no action alternatives, there would be no action
at WIPP other than dismantlement.

SEIS-11 has been revised to explain that under No Action Alternative 2, there would be Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) issues that would require thermal treatment of TRU
mixed waste before DOE could store waste at the generator sites. These siteswould likely
provide some form of treatment, but there is currently no treatment that could alter the
radionuclide inventory. With the assumed loss of institutional control, the radionuclide inventory
would still be available for release to the environment under both no action alternatives, which is
the prime consideration when estimating health impacts.

SEIS-11 has been revised to include discussions of the Additional Inventory as part of the
Proposed Action and No Action Alternative 2 (see the text box in Section 3.1). Existing
RH-TRU waste in the Basic Inventory that exceeds the amount allowable by current laws and
agreementsisidentified as " excesswaste.” It was assumed for the purpose of analysis that the
excess RH-TRU waste, which amounts to approximately 43,000 cubic meters (1.5 million
cubic feet), would be located at the Hanford and ORNL sites and would remain in storage at
these sites for an indefinite number of years following treatment. (The impacts associated with
the Additiona Inventory are aso shown under the action alternatives).

The aggregate radiological impact from the combined inventories (Basic and Additional) at the
seven sites over 10,000 years was estimated to be about 800 latent cancer fatalities (LCFs), with
about 97 percent of these LCFsin the populations around Rocky Flats Environmental
Technology Site (RFETS) (see Section 5.6). As noted in Section 5.6.12 of the Draft SEIS-II, the
long-term impacts were estimated using existing population quantities and distributions.
However, Section 5.6.12 did note that the potential for additional impacts at the storage sites
could be considerably higher, by an order of magnitude or more, if encroachment of populations
onto former DOE sites in the future was considered. The potentia for higher impacts would
likely be greater in areas of higher population for sites such as RFETS, ORNL, and SRS. The
potential for intrusion would also likely be higher at these sites, with potential for several desths
per generation per site. Section 5.6.12 of SEIS-I1 has been revised to discuss the impacts of
encroachment and intrusion at DOE sites in greater detail.

01.03 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB1 31 Eric James

ALB1 44 Janet Greenwald

ALB1 48 Lisa Sparaco

ALB2 84 Janet Greenwald

ALB2 96 John Leahigh

ALB2 124 Deborah Reade

ALB3 78 Jack Uhrich
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB3 82 Maryann Fiske

ALB3 126 David Mitchell

ALB5 25 Susan Rodriguez

C-162 11 Kathleen Sullivan

C-163C 48 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition

C-163E 1 No name provided Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping

C-163E 22 No name provided Citizens for Alternativesto Radioactive
Dumping

DE1 33 David Measom

DE1 49 Kay Mack

DE1 99 LauraKriho

DE1 110 Foster Goodwill

DE1 123 Judith Mohling

DE1 128 Kathleen Sullivan

DE1 158 James Ciarlo

DE1 174 Tor Mohling

DE1 181 Amy Marschak

DE1 194 Scott Hatfield

E-056 64 LindaHibbs

SF1 50 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

SF1 68 VirginiaMiller

SF1 73 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

SF1 75 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

SF1 93 Chris Moore

SF2 16 Kathleen Sullivan

SF4 44 Deborah Reade

SF4 73 Mary Riseley

SF7 16 Sister Penelope

McMullen

SF7 25 Suzanne Phillips

SF7 105 Linda Hibbs

SF7 129 LeeLysne

SF7 138 Dominique Mazeaud

Comment:

A number of commenters urged that TRU waste should be kept aboveground in monitored,
retrievable, long-term storage, in reinforced structures at the generator-storage facilities. Many
commenters suggested that this method would be cheaper and safer than transporting the waste to
and burying it at the WIPP repository.

Response:

Aboveground storage, which has a life expectancy of about 25 years, is considered a temporary
solution for TRU waste disposal. Even reinforced aboveground structures made of steel and
concrete would begin to deteriorate within arelatively short period of time as compared to the
WIPP repository’s projected ability to isolate TRU waste. Using the same assumptions as the
Proposed Action and the action aternativesin SEIS-I (i.e, the loss of ingtitutional control),
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TRU waste in an aboveground storage configuration would have the potential for arelatively
significant release to the environment.

One reason for selecting a deep repository such as the WIPP siteisthat it would rely on geologic
factors, rather than human control, for the isolation of TRU waste. Continual storage at the
current sites would pose substantial risks because of the inability to ensure control of those sites
for extended periods of time. SEIS-11 shows that leaving waste at the sites where it is currently
stored could cause approximately 800 deaths over a 10,000-year period, while disposal at the
WIPP facility would isolate the waste and would likely result in no deaths over the same
10,000-year period. Even when the impacts of waste treatment and transportation are considered,
disposal at WIPP would be afar safer solution than leaving waste where it is currently stored.

It istrue that the 100-year storage cost of $2.5 billion is less than the WIPP disposal cost.
However, if waste were stored for 100 more years, there is no assurance that we would have a
better disposal solution than the WIPP repository at the end of that time period or that we would
keep from incurring an additional $2.5 billion or more in disposal costs. DOE does not believe it
is prudent to rely on ingtitutional controls for the thousands of years over which storage would be
required.

DOE has been following the recommendation of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS)
Committee on Waste Management, which, in 1957, issued a report stating that the most
promising method for the disposal of radioactive waste seemed to be in salt deposits.
Nevertheless, SEIS-II considers two no action alternatives that involve storage of TRU waste at
generator sites. Under No Action Alternative 1, DOE would treat all TRU waste by a thermal
process to meet land disposal restrictions (LDRs) and store the waste in newly engineered
facilities. Under No Action Alternative 2, DOE would treat newly generated TRU waste to the
WAC and store the waste in either present or newly engineered facilities. Under all SEIS-II
alternatives, generator-storage sites would maintain the capability to manage TRU waste
generated in the future. Facilities could also have the capability to characterize TRU waste and
treat it in a number of ways, including volume reduction, vitrification, and thermal treatment.
These alternatives are described in Sections 3.2.5 and 3.2.6 of SEIS-1I. Also, waste emplacement
at WIPP would not preclude the application of new technologies devel oped during WIPP's
projected active life to some or al of the waste emplaced in the facility.

01.03 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF2 57 Mary Barr

Comment:

“I’m not going to say that it's safer in the long run to put material at WIPP than it isto keep it at
DOE sites for another hundred years until we come up with a better solution. | can’t make that
sort of decision. What | do know is that keeping material at the individual DOE sitesis avery
expensive proposition. It is also something that tends to keep a high-level of worker exposure
and has, to my mind, a greater immediate public risk as opposed to long-term public risk.”
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Response:

SEIS-11 analyses show that disposal in the WIPP repository would isolate the waste and provide
significantly lower risk to the public compared to the no action alternatives. Also, the SEIS-II
analyses estimated that disposal in the WIPP repository would cost $19 billion compared to
$32.9 hillion for No Action Alternative 1B. There would be minimal difference in impact to the
involved worker for any of the alternatives, including the no action aternatives. The greater risk
would be to the public under No Action Alternative 2 if waste were rel eased.

01.03 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
DE1 37 Tim Holeman

Comment:

“We don’t believe the no action alternative is an adequate alternative. Its cumulative impacts are
pretty well laid out in the document, though we would encourage you to seek out additional
information from the yet-to-be-released [RFETS] sitewide EIS--which the DOE has not rel eased,
and we have encouraged the DOE to release. The cumulative impacts are greater than what you
have even articulated.”

Response:

Where appropriate, DOE has incorporated additional information on generator site impacts to
ensure that the SEIS-I1 analyses are comprehensive and accurate. However, the RFETS site-wide
environmental impact statement (EIS) has met with delays and, thus, information from the EIS
was not available for SEIS-II.

01.03 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 55 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page S-16. It isnoted that No Action Alternative 1, which would have thermally treated wastes,
provides for overpacking of waste at 20-year intervals. No Action Alternative 2, which does not
have treated wastes, has no plans for repackaging. Thisis an example of how the alternatives
provide different levels of assurance that must be kept in mind when making decisions between
alternatives.”

Response:
The two no action alternatives are different and result in different impacts, which the
decisionmaker can consider.
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01.04 Other Alternatives

01.04 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 116 Michael Dooley

C-068 1 Charles S. Federle

C-093 2 Hugo Bertini

C-093 3 Hugo Bertini

C-095 2 K. K. S Pillay

SF3 128 Shannyn Sollitt

Comment:

A number of commenters suggested that DOE should keep TRU waste in storage for commercial
uses, develop away to use waste for healing purposes, or extract available energy or reusable
plutonium from waste because it is a valuabl e resource.

Response:

In theory, assuming that plutonium was reasonably recoverable, the TRU metals in the waste
proposed for disposal at WIPP could be used to provide fuel for commercia nuclear reactors.
However, because of the dispersed form and relatively low concentration of plutonium metal in
TRU waste, it is not technically or economically feasible to recover the TRU radionuclides (such
as plutonium) contained in TRU waste (and thereby use that plutonium as fuel for nuclear
reactors). Becauseit is not feasible to recover the plutonium contained in TRU waste, it is
inappropriate to compare the energy being released by the radioactive decay of the TRU waste
with the energy produced by nuclear reactors. Section 3.3 of the SEIS-I1 text has been modified
to further explain why such alternatives are not reasonable.

01.04 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB5 82 Justin Olson

ALB5 83 Justin Olson

NA1 9 Wade Frazier

NA1 10 Wade Frazier

NA1 11 Dennis Lee Better World Technologies
NA2 14 Wade Frazier

NA2 15 Wade Frazier

NA2 16 Dennis Lee Better World Technologies
Comment:

Commenters urged DOE to consider using a treatment technology developed by Better World
Technologies that would neutralize radioactive materials into nonradioactive and inert materials
with an unspecified treatment technology using “Brown’s gas.”
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Response:

Peer-reviewed scientific literature does not support the theory that radioactive materials can be
neutralized by using “Brown’s gas’ (a combination of hydrogen and oxygen). In addition, DOE
contacted the Director of Research for Better World Technologies, Mr. Dennis Lee, by telephone
on March 10, 1997, regarding the capabilities of the company to treat TRU waste. Mr. Lee was
unable to provide details or otherwise substantiate the neutralization process. Should additional
information regarding feasibility of thistechnology become available, DOE will consider its use.

01.04 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB1 5 Mark Rudd

ALB3 122 David Mitchell

C-038 2 Blanche Brody

C-071 2 Diane Stayner

C-088 1 Victoria Parrill

C-152 111 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 113 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

Some commenters suggested using such approaches as acid digestion of TRU waste or using
TRU waste (including plutonium) for medical purposes or as an energy source. Some
commenters suggested extracting plutonium from TRU waste or plutonium residues for usein
nuclear weapons, rather than creating new plutonium. Another commenter suggested that before
any new component of a nuclear weapon can be replaced, five hundred barrels of retrievably
stored waste must be inspected, repackaged if necessary, and the storage facility upgraded if
necessary. One commenter asked DOE to analyze how to safely destroy the existing stockpile.
Other commenters recommended that solar power be used as an energy source in order to avoid
creating nuclear waste.

Response:

Acid digestion could be used under any general form of treatment evaluated in SEIS-II. The
radioactive components of TRU waste, including plutonium, cannot be used for medical
purposes, as fuel, or in nuclear weapons primarily because extraction of such componentsis not
feasible for most waste types and is not economically feasible for all waste types. The comments
regarding nuclear weapon component replacement, the safe destruction of the existing nuclear
stockpile, and the use of solar power to avoid creating nuclear waste are not within the scope of
SEISI.
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01.04 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-008 2 Linda Whittenberg

Comment:

“I think the more we are all aware of the waste created by nuclear activities the better. | have
long believed that it would be good to have alarge pyramid constructed above ground where the
waste could be stacked. Whilel can’t say what kind of material the pyramid could be made of
for it to protect viewers from radiation, I’'m sure it could be done. The pyramid could be
something like the Vietham Memorial, a place where we could al go to remember the tragedies
nuclear energy has produced and to remember we must never create this much poisonous waste
again. The trouble with the Carlsbad site isthat it istoo easy to forget it, like trying to bury a
transgression.”

Response:

The use of a pyramid-shaped storage facility does not appear to provide any benefits over the
storage facilities evaluated in the alternatives. A pyramid-shaped storage facility would still
require routine maintenance and the waste would need repackaging, requiring the packages to be
retrievable. Also, any structure would be subject to degradation, so release of contaminants to
the environment over 10,000 years would still be expected.

Once waste was emplaced at WIPP and the facility scheduled for closure, permanent markers
would delineate the site and highlight with symbols and in numerous languages that radioactive
waste has been disposed of at the site. The markers would be designed to ensure that those near
the WIPP site would be aware of the presence of the waste.

01.04 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF4 104 Kathy Sanchez

Comment:

“Alternatives should be well thought out and done on a smaller scale before ordering
multibillion dollar projects to dispose of dangerous, treated or untreated radioactive waste into
other people’ s back yards.”

Response:

DOE considers the alternatives in SEIS-I1 to be well-developed and to possess potential solutions
to many of the TRU waste management issues that exist today or that could exist under the action
alternatives. Thisinformation has been developed over the years by DOE, the nationa
laboratories, and private companies. Most of the potential impacts from these alternatives have
been estimated from prior experience or calculated through mathematical models and do not
require small-scale projects to demonstrate their impacts.
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01.04 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
RL1 13 F.R. Cook

Comment:

“All potential show stoppers should be included in your decision and into your assessment under
NEPA. Look at other alternatives and what not, so that we get that process accomplished.”

Response:
DOE believes that SEIS-I1 examines the appropriate potential environmental and human health
impacts and a proper range of aternatives for the management of TRU waste.

01.04 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB2 7 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
ALB2 105 Lawrence Curry

ALB3 51 David Mitchell

DE1 197 Scott Hatfield

SF5 6 Scott Shuker

SF5 12 Marilyn Hoff

SF8 70 Jess Osborn

Comment:

Several commenters said there should be aternatives other than sending waste to WIPP. Some
commenters stated that DOE should consider sites other than WIPP. One of the commenters
stated that DOE is going to open WIPP and is not considering any other alternatives, even though
the majority of New Mexicans oppose the opening of the WIPP facility. Other commenters
suggested shipping TRU waste to the moon or shooting it into the sun.

Response:

DOE considered alternative disposal sites and alternatives to geologic disposal in the 1980 FEIS
and, in the ROD of 1981, chose to develop WIPP as the disposal site for defense TRU waste.
DOE is not reconsidering the 1981 WIPP siting decision, and aternative disposa sites are not
reasonable alternatives for analysisin SEIS-1I. SEIS-II contains a discussion of alternatives
considered and rejected, and includes a discussion of some alternatives considered and rejected in
the context of prior NEPA decisions, but this was not intended to indicate that DOE meant to
reexamine all decisions previously made within the context of SEIS-1I. SEIS-II does, however,
analyze the alternatives of no action (i.e., leaving the waste in storage and closing WIPP).
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01.04 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF5 46 Elizabeth West

SF5 47 Elizabeth West

Comment:

One commenter suggested that the SEIS-11 alternatives should be strongly considered by DOE.

Response:

DOE has not yet decided whether to use the WIPP facility for the disposal of TRU waste.
SEIS-11 considers two no action aternatives that examine impacts at both WIPP (from
decommissioning) and at the generator-storage sites, some of which may be used for waste
trestment. Under al alternatives, some facilities would have the capability to characterize TRU
waste and treat it in a number of ways, including volume reduction, vitrification, and thermal
trestment. The SEIS-II aternatives examine the impacts of three levels of treatment for TRU
waste: minimal treatment to meet current WAC, treatment by a shred and grout process, and
thermal treatment, which would destroy or immobilize the hazardous components of the waste.

01.04 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB-2 8 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
C-131 8 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

“Inthe D-SEIS-I1, DOE hasfailed to provide any analysis of at least three reasonable
aternatives. Oneisto not use WIPP and to instead consider other alternative disposal sites,
including emplacing INEL TRU waste in the first high-level waste repository, the Preferred
Alternative in the FEIS (FEIS, p. 3-16). This alternative should include consideration of both
existing wastes and those from future generation. A second reasonable alternative isto continue
to store wastes at current locations, but to upgrade storage facilities to improve safety and
environmental protection. Such an alternative is not included in the No Action Alternative 2 of
the D-SEIS-II. Thethird aternative isto consider WIPP only for contact-handled (CH) waste
because not enough information is known about remote-handled (RH) waste and because RH
wastes will not be ready for emplacement at WIPP for many more years.” This commenter also
stated that DOE does not include the alternative of delaying WIPP until RH-TRU waste is ready
for emplacement.

Response:

The 1981 WIPP ROD states that DOE has decided to proceed with the WIPP project at the Los
Medarios site and that the WIPP facility will dispose of defense TRU waste stored retrievably at
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL). Further consideration of
disposing of TRU waste at the first high-level waste repository is not warranted. Storage of
waste at the generator sites is bounded by the no action alternatives. Storage facilities would
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be maintained, upgraded, or refurbished as necessary. The impacts are presented in Chapter 5.
See the text box on criticality in Chapter 5 of SEIS-1I for adiscussion of the differences between
CH-TRU and RH-TRU waste. The analysesin SEIS-1I present the impacts for CH-TRU and
RH-TRU waste separately. Thus, the DOE decisionmaker can make an informed decision for
each segment of the inventory.

With respect to the aternative of delaying WIPP until RH-TRU waste is available for
emplacement, DOE believesit is unreasonable to delay making a decision on part of the waste
until all of the waste is ready for emplacement, considering the risk involved. In addition,
Congress has expressed its desire to have WIPP open for TRU waste disposal by November
1997, or as soon thereafter as possible consistent with public health and safety concerns.

01.05 Treatment Research

01.05 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-008 14 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

ALB1 32 Eric James

ALB3 39 Penny Mainz

ALB4 1 Charles Goad

ALB5 53 John McCall

ALB5 59 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

ALB5 66 John McCall

C-012 3 Eleanor Ponce

C-024 2 Barbara Conroy

C-036 2 Sarah Stout

C-091 2 Niels Schonbeck

C-123 1 Carol Merrill

C-125 11 BarbaraH. Johnson The Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club

C-154 16 Tom Marshall, Jack Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
Mento, et al.

C-159 18 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force

C-163C 44 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternativesto Radioactive

Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition

CAl 12 Richard Boren

DE1 32 David Measom

DE1 139 Andrew Thurlow

SF1 106 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

SF3 21 Eleanor Ponce

SF5 65 Reno Myerson

SF7 141 Barbara Conroy

SF8 31 Maria Sol

Comment:

Many commenters said they support the development of future technologiesin general or
supported the development of technologies such as the transmutation of TRU waste and
high-level waste. One commenter specified the need for an alternative to a “fear-based nuclear
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‘defense’ system.” Many stated that DOE should delay the opening of the WIPP repository or
select ano action alternative to allow time for the development of an alternative such as
transmutation. One commenter suggested that transmutation might be feasible for RH-TRU
waste and high-level waste because the radionuclides were more highly concentrated. One
commenter suggested that DOE should make use of the keen minds at L os Alamos National
Laboratory (LANL) to help solve the TRU waste problem.

Response:

Asdiscussed in Section 3.3 of SEIS-I, transmutation was considered as an aternative to the
Proposed Action. However, transmutation was neither analyzed in detail nor included asa
reasonable alternative in SEIS-11 because the technology is till in the early stages of
development at testing facilities such asthose at LANL. There are too many unknown factors
that make it difficult to analyze the impacts of using it on a production scale. The residual waste
of the accelerator transmutation of waste (ATW) process would contain substances that would be
highly radioactive but have a shorter half-life than the original actinides. Residua waste from
any separation steps and from the ATW process would require responsible management,
including athorough evaluation of disposal alternatives.

DOE is not aware of any proven physical or chemical techniques that will neutralize or change
the fundamental physical process of radioactive decay. In 1996, the National Research Council’s
Committee on Separations Technology and Transmutation Systems published an independent
report that evaluated the relative effects, costs, and feasibility of employing separations and
transmutation technologies in DOE programs for managing spent nuclear fuel for civilian power
reactors and radioactive waste in tanks at selected existing defense production reactor sites.
Based on this research, DOE does not believe that transmutation represents a technically
achievable, cost-effective alternative for the elimination or disposal of TRU waste. Should such
atechnology be proven in the future, it could be used to treat and dispose of then-existing
stockpiles of TRU waste and newly generated TRU waste.

01.05 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

BO1 106 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
C-157 9 Wendy Lynne Botwin

C-159 18 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force
C-159 21 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force
DE1 15 Michael Hoffman

DE1 78 Sam Cole

DE1 117 Amy Rosser

DE1 171 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center

SF8 37 John Otter

SF8 57 Katherine Lage
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Comment:

Commenters suggested that DOE |eave the waste at the sites where it is currently stored and give
more attention to research on forms of treatment that could reduce the toxicity of TRU waste or
make it more safe.

Response:

Much research has already been conducted on treatment and disposal technologies. At thistime,
DOE is unaware of any proven physical or chemical process that will neutralize TRU waste (i.e.,
transform the waste into a nonradioactive form). Providing more money for research and
development of technologies to neutralize TRU waste would not necessarily produce a better
solution than the alternatives analyzed in SEIS-II.

DOE supports research that may eventually result in aternative treatment to the disposal of TRU
waste, and much research has aready been done on treatment and disposal technologiesin the
United States and other countries. Research that is currently in the conceptual stages for TRU
waste would include transmutation. DOE did consider all of the alternatives proposed during the
scoping process and public hearings, although some alternatives were not analyzed in detail.
Section 3.3 of SEIS-II briefly discusses the alternatives considered by DOE and the rationale for
the exclusion of alternatives such as transmutation, zircon technology, and alternative engineered
barriers. DOE believes that no viable innovative technologies are currently available. DOE
considers the risk of continued storage to outweigh potential advantages of a new technology, but
DOE will continue to consider and investigate new technologies.

A beneficial use of the TRU waste that would be emplaced in the WIPP repository has not been
demonstrated. Because the radioactive material in the waste is dispersed throughout the waste
matrix and is of relatively low concentration, it would not be economically feasible to separate
the radioactive materials from the waste matrix by chemical or physical means.

01.06 State Involvement

01.06 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-004 2 George Voinovich State of Ohio Office of the Governor

A-010 2 Justin P. Wilson State of Tennessee

A-010 21 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

A-010 23 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

C-130 3 Susan L. Gawarecki Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

OR2 15 Barbara A. Wadton Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee
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Comment:

Commenters said that any decisions made by DOE that involved transportation of more TRU
waste to their states should involve discussions with representatives from the affected states.
Some of the commenters were opposed to storage of TRU waste from other sites and were
concerned that RH-TRU waste would remain in Tennessee instead of being disposed of at WIPP.
One commenter said that adequate funding would be necessary to properly characterize, treat,
and package TRU waste in atimely fashion to ensure disposal at WIPP.

Response:

While present legal restrictions would prevent DOE from completely disposing of all TRU waste
under the Proposed Action, DOE is committed to honoring agreements with all host states and, at
the same time, working with the states to manage and dispose of TRU waste. Decisions
regarding the transportation of TRU waste to sites for management prior to disposal at WIPP
would be made based in part on the WM PEIS. Also, the preferred aternative of the WM PEIS,
upon which the consolidation configuration would be based, was identified after discussion with
state officials from all affected states. (See related discussions in the new SEIS-I1 Appendix Jfor
information on recent changes in DOE’s TRU waste management program). If DOE decidesto
open WIPP and consolidate waste at any site, necessary funds wold be provided to allow a site to
fulfill its obligations.

01.07 Disposal Operations Duration

01.07 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-008 9 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

ALB2 125 Deborah Reade

ALB5 4 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-130 8 Susan L. Gawarecki Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

C-135 6 William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory

C-152 53 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 105 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 106 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 110 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 146 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

OR1 14 Stanley Redl Oak Ridge Regiona Planning Commission

OR1 27 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance

OR2 17 Alfred Brooks

SF1 101 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

Comment:

Many commenters questioned the validity of planning disposal operations for an extended period
of time (e.g., 190 years) under the action aternatives. One commenter asked if the basic
configuration of the WIPP repository would change, require a second disposal shaft and
replacement of surface facilities, and cause operational and institutional problems. Some
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commenters said more information on lag storage and on ways to shorten the time periodsis
needed.

Response:

The operational timeframe of 150 to 190 years for the action aternatives provided a baseline to
which DOE could compare the impacts of all the SEIS-II aternatives. However, it would be
possible and more cost-effective for DOE to excavate additional shafts, construct additional
surface facilities, and increase the excavation rate at WIPP in order to shorten the operational
timeframe to within, for example, 70 years (see Chapters 3 and 5 of SEIS-II). A shorter
operational period would also allow DOE a greater probability of maintaining institutional
control.

Lag storage sites were assumed to be in amonitored condition and no releases to the environment
were anticipated, unless under accidental conditions (see Chapter 5 of SEIS-I1). Human health
impacts at the storage sites have been evaluated and are presented throughout Chapter 5.

01.07 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-131 12 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

“The D-SEIS-I1 also contains no adequate analysis of the environmental impacts of continued
operations of the storage/generator facilities over the timeframes included in the action
alternatives.”

Response:

DOE believes it has adequately analyzed the impacts of storage and treatment of TRU waste and
the cumulative impacts at each site.

01.08 Disposal Panels

01.08 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-013 17 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

C-132 11 Keith Tinno Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

E-052 1 Dr. Stanley E. Logan

Comment:

Commenters questioned why it would take 150 years to excavate 75 panels, when work rates
have been higher than the assumed two years per panel. They aso wondered why Action
Alternative 2 requires seven and one-half times the disposal panels, yet disposes of only
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two-thirds of the waste volume that is handled by the Proposed Action. One of the commenters
stated that the operational timeframes for the action alternatives were too long.

Response:

Under Action Alternative 2, the amount of RH-TRU waste is two and three-quarters times greater
than under the Proposed Action. As noted in Section 3.2.3.3, thermal treatment resultsin an
overall volume reduction of 65 percent. The same quantity of radionuclides would now be
present in 35 percent of the original volume; therefore, radionuclide concentration and thermal
power generation would increase by afactor of approximately three. Because of the increased
thermal power output, RH-TRU waste would need to be placed in separate panels to meet the
WIPP design specifications for thermal power (10,000 watts per surface acre).

The estimate of two yearsis based on an excavation rate of one shift per day, five days per week.
Among the activities to be performed during the one shift would be salt excavation, salt hoisting,
maintenance, and outfitting. The WIPP Panel One Utilization Plan highlights the distinction
between the time required to excavate the site and preliminary design validation (SPDV) rooms
and current projections for excavating another panel. When SPDV rooms were originally
excavated, activities occurred during all three shifts and often seven days a week.

The operational timeframe of 150 to 190 years for the action aternatives provided a baseline to
which DOE could compare the impacts of all the SEIS-II aternatives. However, it would be
possible and more cost-effective for DOE to excavate additional shafts and increase the
emplacement and excavation rates at WIPP in order to shorten the operational timeframe to about
70 years (see Chapters 3 and 5 of SEIS-II).

01.09 Compliance with NEPA Regulations

01.09 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-008 8 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

A-008 10 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

A-008 11 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

ALB2 6 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
ALB2 10 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
ALB3 46 David Mitchell

ALB5 3 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

ALB6 111 Dair Obenshain

C-125 8 BarbaraH. Johnson The Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club
C-131 10 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
C-131 15 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
C-141 15 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
C-152 4 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 16 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 104 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-163C 43 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive

Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

CAl 10 Richard Boren

CAl 20 Don Gray

OR1 11 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
OR1 25 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
RL1 11 F.R. Cook

SF1 6 Robert Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

SF1 42 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
SF1 50 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
SF1 100 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

SF1 102 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico

SF1 115 Peggy Prince

SF4 103 Kathy Sanchez

SF4 119 Corrine Sanchez

SF7 6 Carole Tashel

SF7 34 Amy Bunting

SF8 40 John Otter

Comment:

A number of commenters stated that SEIS-I1 does not present realistic, viable, or sufficient
alternatives, both for the WIPP facility and the generator-storage sites, and that the alternatives
involving the Total Inventory areillegal. Some commenters said that the alternatives should
assume more than 35 years of waste generation, should not assume facilities will last for

190 years, and should not assume the loss of institutional control after 100 years. Some
commenters said they wanted independently reviewed transportation alternatives.

Response:

The 1980 FEIS addressed several disposal options, including geologic repositories other than at
the WIPP site. With the 1981 ROD, the decision to construct a geologic repository at the WIPP
site, using phased development, was made; therefore, alternative locations to the WIPP site are
not the subject of SEIS-II. The purpose of SEIS-II has been to examine the environmental
impacts associated with the operation of the WIPP repository, including analyses of the different
types and amounts of waste, forms of waste treatment, and modes of TRU waste transportation.
DOE could analyze an unlimited number of alternatives using these variables. However, Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations do not require an analysis of every possible
alternative but only areasonable range of alternatives that must be analyzed and compared in the
EIS. By using multiple variablesin the alternatives, SEIS-I1 analyzes the full spectrum of
alternatives. These alternatives were expanded from those listed in the Notice of Intent (NOI),
based on public comments received at the scoping meetings. In Section 3.3 of SEIS-II, DOE
provides a discussion of the alternatives that were considered but not analyzed in detail. The
impacts for al of the analyzed aternatives are presented in Section 3.4 and in Chapter 5.

The action alternatives examine the potential impacts to both the repository and to
generator-storage sites from shipping TRU waste to the WIPP site. The no action aternatives
examine the impacts at the generator-storage sites, some of which may be used for waste
treatment, and from decommissioning at WIPP. DOE uses current descriptions of proposed
waste treatment technology and accepted scientific methods to analyze the potential impacts of
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waste treatment. Prior to the construction and operation of any waste treatment facility, an
appropriate site-specific NEPA review would be completed.

Under al of the SEIS-II alternatives, some facilities would have the capability to characterize
TRU waste and treat it in a number of ways, including volume reduction, vitrification, and
thermal treatment. The SEIS-I1 alternatives examine the impacts of three levels of treatment for
TRU waste: minimal treatment to meet current WAC, treatment by a shred and grout process,
and thermal treatment, which would destroy or immobilize the hazardous components of the
waste. Treatment by a shred and grout process and thermal treatment methods are in use or
development at thistime. These treatment methods are discussed in Section 2.2 of SEIS-II.

DOE separately analyzed the impacts attributable to the Basic Inventory (waste eligible for
disposal at WIPP) and the Additional Inventory (which includes waste not currently eligible for
disposal at WIPP) under each aternative. This comparison allowed DOE to examine the impacts
of each aternative, based on inventories, to that of the Proposed Action. The analyses were also
conducted separately for RH-TRU and CH-TRU waste by transportation option and inventory
type (Basic and Additional). Thus, it is also possible to discuss the impacts of the same
inventory used in the Proposed Action for each aternative.

CEQ regulations and guidance require federal agenciesto consider reasonable aternatives, even
if those alternatives are outside the scope of the agency’s legal authority. DOE needs to dispose
of al TRU waste in a manner that protects human health and the environment, and it is
reasonabl e to consider alternatives that would provide for the disposal of all TRU waste.

Monitored storage facilities designed for waste management and retrieval at the consolidation
sites are considered under No Action Alternatives 1 and 2 and are described in Sections 3.2.5 and
3.2.6 of SEIS-II. The Proposed Action and action alternatives each consider construction of new
storage facilities for excess RH-TRU waste and lag storage, respectively. The costs associated
with the construction of treatment facilities under the Proposed Action and action aternatives are
included in Appendix D of SEIS-II.

DOE acknowledges that TRU waste may be generated after the year 2033. The Department’s
complex-wide projections for TRU waste generation do not go beyond 35 years, and, for that
reason, SEIS-I1 does not have numerical estimates beyond those projections. The operational
timeframe of 150 to 190 years for the action alternatives provides a baseline to which DOE can
compare the impacts of all the SEIS-II alternatives. It would be possible to excavate additional
shafts and increase the excavation rate at WIPP in order to shorten the operational timeframe to
about 70 years. The assumption of the loss of institutional control after 100 years of active
control reflects the requirements of 40 CFR Parts 191 and 194. It is possible, and perhaps even
probable, that institutional control would extend beyond 100 years.

The economic impact analysis assumed complete reconstruction of lag storage facilities every
30 years. The cost of maintaining the WIPP facilities over the operations period was included in
the estimated WIPP annual operating budget. Repository disposal areas would be excavated as
needed. Walls and ceilings of operating areas would be monitored to ensure alow risk of wall
collapse. These areas would need to be periodically widened to account for salt creep. DOE has
added discussions of the actions that could be taken to significantly reduce operating periods
under Action Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 in Chapters 3 and 5 of SEISII.
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Transportation issues have been independently evaluated by several organizations, including the
NAS and the Environmental Evaluation Group (EEG). The transportation optionsin SEIS-I|
reflect the options (truck, maximum rail) developed and evaluated in the 1980 FEIS, SEIS-I, and
now in SEIS-1, with each document having undergone review by the public and by various
organizations and agencies.

01.10 NEPA Consideration of Alternatives

01.10 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB2 6 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

C-131 15 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

C-163C 43 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternativesto Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition

CAl 10 Richard Boren

DE1 195 Scott Hatfield

SF4 119 Corrine Sanchez

Comment:

Some commenters suggested that nongeol ogic and other geologic disposal aternatives have not
been fairly considered in the SEIS-II and that thisisin direct violation of NEPA.

Response:

DOE considered alternatives to geologic disposal and aternative sites to the Los Medafios site in
the 1980 FEIS and, in the 1981 ROD, chose to develop WIPP as the disposal site for defense
TRU waste. SEIS-II contains a discussion of aternatives considered and rejected in the context
of prior NEPA decisions. SEIS-II isintended to evaluate the decision of whether to dispose of
TRU waste at the WIPP site and other related decisions.
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20 TRUWASTE

02.01 General

02.01 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-010 15 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

Comment:

“Page S-6, Table S-1 Explain the order by which the sites have been listed. It seemsthat they
have been ranked based on the projected total of both the contact handled (CH) and remote
handled (RH) transuranic (TRU) waste through the year 2033. However, considering the
unreliability and speculative nature of projections, it may be more appropriate to use the current
inventory. In this case, the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) would place fifth.”

Response:

The order by which sites were given in Table S-1 has no significance other than to allow the
reader to see the differencesin volumes with ease. The 10 major generator sites are listed first
(in order of decreasing TRU waste volumes), followed by sites with relatively small volumes.
The intent of the table isto identify the waste volumes for the Basic Inventory at each site.

02.01 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 53 David Mitchell

Comment:

“The amount of gas, thisis on sheet [A-7] : the amount of gas generated [is] a function of the
amount of heat produced from the radioactive decay and the amount of plastic material present in
TRU waste.

“The amount of gas generated is afunction in the amount of heat in the radioactive material, I'm
assuming, and the amount of plastic material present in the TRU waste.

“1 do have a question about how this volume expansion in the drumsis calculated using this
equation here. The volume expansion is proportional to afactor based on watts per cubic meter
of heat that's generated, divided by the watts per cubic meter, that establishes some arbitrary limit
in something called TRUCON.

“I'm not sure | understand how there is a direct correlation between aratio of the wattage and
energy that's being dissipated, and a volume change. Thisison sheet A-12, this calculation.”
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Response:

The gas generation limit is expressed as the amount of heat produced per cubic meter of waste. |If
the waste form generates heat at a higher rate than the limit, then the waste must be diluted.
Consider awaste stream whose volume expansion factor is three. The amount of waste that
would have fit in one drum without considering the gas generation limit would now have to be
split between three drums to keep the heat generated within each drum down to the limit. The
three drums would each be one-third full, but each one would be counted as a complete drum
(0.208 cubic meters [7.35 cubic feet]) of emplaced waste for SEIS-11 analyses, for atotal waste
emplacement of 0.624 cubic meters (22 cubic feet).

02.01 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB4 26 Jeri Rhodes

ALB4 30 Jeri Rhodes

Comment:

One commenter said that high-level, low-level, and TRU waste has nothing to do in labeling with
the category associated with radiation. The commenter said the process by which these kinds of
waste are generated gives rise to these categories. The commenter said TRU waste really should
be labeled plutonium waste.

Response:

SEIS-11 uses the definition of TRU waste found in the LWA, Public Law 102-579. This
definition isaso given in SEIS-11. Even though the waste was generated primarily from
activities associated with the production and use of plutonium, tablesin Appendix A of SEIS-II
listing radionuclide inventories for stored CH-TRU and RH-TRU waste show that this waste
contains amounts of other nuclides, both heavier and lighter than plutonium.

02.01 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 67 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 1-1. Box entitted TRANSURANIC WASTE. Since the description of TRU waste
includes the maximum dose rate for CH-TRU waste, the description of TRU wastes should aso
include the maximum dose rate for RH-TRU waste, which is 1,000 rem/hour.”

Response:

The maximum dose rate for RH-TRU waste mentioned in this comment applies only to RH-TRU
waste that may be disposed of in WIPP based on provisions of the LWA. The discussion in the
text box of Section 1.1 is not limited to TRU waste eligible for disposal in WIPP. Thetext of the
document reflects the 1,000 rem/hour limit.
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02.01 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 69 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 1-1. Section 1.2 OVERVIEW. Sincethe SEIS describes the history of TRU waste
disposal, it should include the history of the unilateral decision by the DOE to redefine the
threshold of TRU from 10 nCi/g to 100 nCi/g.”

Response:

SEIS-11 uses the definition of TRU waste found in the WIPP LWA, Public Law 102-579. This
definition is aso given on page 1-1 in SEIS-II. Itisnot useful, in terms of understanding the
possible environmental impacts of disposing of waste at WIPP, to discuss the history of the
definition of TRU waste.

02.01 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 71 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 1-7. Footnote. Statement: * Overpacking involves placing the 55-gallon drumsinside
another container and essentially provides double containment of the TRU waste.” The statement
isincorrect. Overpacking does not provide ‘double containment’ of a Type A drum in the
context of the NRC packaging regulations 10 CFR Part 71.”

Response:
The statement in SEIS-I1 has been corrected.

02.01 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 168 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-6. Lines 22 through 25. Statement: ‘ Some heat is generated by TRU waste due to the
interaction of alpha radiation, emitted in the radioactive decay of plutonium isotopes, with the
walls of the waste container.” The heat is not generated in the wall of the waste containers. Itis
generated in the waste. The alpha particle range is too short to reach the walls of the waste
containers.”
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Response:
The amount of heat generated from radioactive processes is a function of the amount of decay
energy from the different isotopes. The statement has been revised in the text.

02.01 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 169 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-7. Lines2 and 3. Statement: ‘ The amount of gas generated is afunction of the amount
of heat produced from radioactive decay and the amount of plastic material present in the TRU
waste.” The amount of gas generated is not a function of the amount of heat produced from
radioactive decay. The amount of hydrogen gas generated is a function of the amount of energy
deposited by ionizing radiation in the hydrogenous material present in the TRU waste and from
anoxic corrosion of the drums.”

Response:

The amount of hydrogen gas generated from radioactive processes is a function of the amount of
energy deposited by ionizing radiation in the hydrogenous material present in the TRU waste. A
thermal power level, expressed in terms of watts per waste drum, has been developed in the
TRUPACT Content Codes (TRUCON) as a surrogate for direct calculation of the ionizing energy
deposition. The statement has been revised in the text.

02.01 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 176 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 179 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

It was not clear to one commenter how numbers and weights of drums were used to determine
the number of shipments. The commenter said that not all of the assumptions were presented in
the description of waste shipment calculations and that Table A-2 should contain additional data.

Response:

A detailed example calculation for the shipments for LANL CH-TRU waste has been added to
the end of Section A.3.9 in Appendix A. Table A-2 has been revised to more clearly indicate the
number of drums allowable per shipment, given ranges of weights per drum.
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02.01 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 180 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-23. Table A-14. The use of the term ‘Newly Generated Waste' for waste that doesn't
existismiseading. Use‘To be-Generated Waste.’”

Response:
The term “newly generated waste” is used in BIR-3. For consistency, thisterm remainsin
SEISHI.

02.01 (11)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 210 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page F-17, last paragraph. The statement that only a small volume of waste would require
packaging is perhaps miseading. ‘ Repackaging’ isintended, not ‘ packaging.” As mentioned
under page A-12 comments, about 14% of wastes exceed thermal limits even with bagless
posting and a significant percentage of existing wastes are believed to contain bags. Also note
that the Draft SAR Appendix A states that DOE plans to repackage or process 88% of the
existing CH-TRU waste.”

Response:

The paragraph the commenter described discusses the waste characteristics and some packaging
considerations relative to determining the external dose rate for involved workers. The last
sentence concerning the volume of waste was somewhat ambiguous and has been deleted. DOE
has reflected the Final WIPP Safety Analysis Report (SAR) where appropriate throughout the
Final SEIS-II.

02.01 (12)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF7 2 Carole Tashe

Comment:

“Therest of it [TRU waste] continues, as before, to contaminate the land in and around various
nuclear weapons facilities, so WIPP will contaminate yet another spot. This needs to stop.”
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Response:
In the 1980 FEIS and the 1990 SEIS-1, DOE examined alternatives to deep geologic disposal of
radioactive waste. The decision was made to continue with the phased development of WIPP.

02.02 Characterization

02.02 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB1 59 Lisa Sparaco

ALB2 17 Sean Asghar

ALB2 34 VirginiaKotler

ALB2 99 Lesley Weinstock

ALB2 128 Deborah Reade

ALB2 131 Deborah Reade

ALB2 156 Rick Packie

ALB3 37 Penny Mainz

ALB3 89 Karen Navarro

ALB4 6 Dory Bunting

ALB4 56 Lawrence Carter-Long

ALB4 65 Lawrence Carter-Long

ALB4 107 Mary Steele

ALB5 28 Susan Rodriguez

ALB6 29 Dan Kerlinsky

ALB6 40 Joan Robins

ALB6 64 David Pace

ALB6 109 Dair Obenshain

ALB6 119 Glenna Voigt

ALB6 140 Tom Metcalf

C-131 33 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

C-131 35 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

C-141 17 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

C-163E 4 No name provided Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping

C-163E 5 No name provided Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping

CAl 39 Christen Nuget

CAl 7 John Heaton

E-056 7 LindaHibbs

E-056 11 LindaHibbs

OR1 29 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance

SF1 48 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

SF3 99 AnharaLovato

SF4 29 BonitaMcCune

SF4 56 Deborah Reade

SF4 85 BonitaMcCune

SF5 86 Michael Collins

SF5 87 Michael Collins

SF7 9 LindaHibbs
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Comment:

Numerous commenters addressed the issue of the current knowledge of waste drum contents and
the ability to characterize the waste. Most commenters said that the contents of the drums are not
adequately known, and several said that DOE does not have the techniques and ability to
characterize them. The sampling and analysis, reliance on process knowledge, lack of records of
operations, and preliminary quality assurance requirements were inadequate and, thus, waste
could not be characterized acceptably. Some commenters said waste from environmental
restoration and decontamination and decommissioning activities are particularly poorly
understood.

A few mentioned a waste characterization exercise in 1991 during which 58 percent of the drums
surveyed were certified erroneously. Commenters stated that very little is known about the
characteristics of RH-TRU waste; the lack of information on RH-TRU waste at Battelle
Columbus L aboratories was cited as an example of this.

Several commenters stated that health risks and long-term impacts cannot be analyzed without
adequate knowledge of the waste. One commenter stated that if cost or danger to workers
prevents accurate determinations, then the real risk of implementing any of the aternativesis
impossible to assess. Another said that a safeguard has been lost because DOE is no longer
required to know the exact content of the containers.

Response:

DOE acknowledges that much of the existing waste destined for WIPP has not been
characterized, but it does not agree that DOE has insufficient knowledge of the composition of
this waste to do an impacts analysis. DOE does know what processes produced much of the
waste and that knowledge, combined with other data (including data derived from the
characterization that has been done) has been used to estimate radionuclide and hazardous
chemical inventories. DOE believes it has made an extensive effort to obtain TRU waste
characterization information; where this information is lacking, DOE has made conservative
estimates based on reasonable scientific practices. It should be noted that completely or
substantially characterizing the waste, as commenters suggest is necessary, would take at least
the 35-year planned operational life of WIPP, would involve substantial expenditure of funds on
characterization facilities, and would itself involve worker health impacts and require a DOE
decision based on an EIS using the same information that the commenters claim is inadequate for
the WIPP decision. DOE has used the best available information and adopted a conservative
approach in its analysis to ensure that impacts are not understated, and DOE is confident that it
has sufficient information to make an informed decision on TRU waste disposition. If, in the
future, based on new information or changed circumstances bearing on the environmental
impacts, DOE determines that the impacts of its action would be substantially different from
those set forth in SEIS-I, it would prepare another supplemental EIS and revise the ROD as
necessary based on that analysis.

The WAC give limits or restrictions for a number of physical characteristics of the waste that
would be disposed of at WIPP. Estimates are that about 60 percent of the waste volume contains
mixed waste. Even though much of the waste has not been characterized at this time, analyses
were carried out assuming 100 percent of the waste volume contained mixed waste, thereby
providing more severe results. DOE has also developed several estimates over the last few years
of the volumes, radionuclide content, and chemical characteristics of the TRU waste.
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These values were used in many aspects of the analyses. Where data were not available, an
attempt was made to select values that would lead to more severe, rather than less severe,
consequences.

SEIS-11 examines the environmental impacts of disposing of waste that meets the WAC. It is not
the intent of SEIS-I1 to determine how waste generation sites will certify the waste to the WAC.
Revision 5 of the WAC contains information about inspection and certification procedures that
have been developed to help ensure correct certification of the waste. DOE has funded
development of estimates of the volumes, radionuclide content, and chemical characteristics of
the TRU waste. Volume estimates for the different sites have changed with time as site missions
have changed and more plans for cleanup and disposal are finalized. A new Appendix J has been
added to SEIS 11 to address changes in volume estimates since BIR-3 was published.

With regard to the “lost” safeguard, all TRU waste must be characterized and then certified to
meet the WAC before being accepted at WIPP for disposal. The waste would be stabilized and
put in approved containers. Some existing waste has already been characterized for radionuclide
content and for hazardous chemicals that have WAC limits. DOE has also developed severa
different estimates of the waste volumes, radionuclide content, and chemical characteristics of
TRU waste across the DOE complex. DOE is now working to consolidate these estimates.
Human health impact analysesin SEIS-11 used existing information on radionuclide and chemical
content of waste. Where necessary, this information was used to extrapolate to areas where no
information was available; for example, SEIS-I1 uses sampling data for chemicals in waste at
INEEL and RFETS to extrapolate estimates for other sites where no data were available. In some
cases (e.g., when estimating impacts of accidents involving relatively small quantities of waste),
the chemicals and radionuclides were assumed to be present in quantities at the WAC limit or at
the maximum sampled concentration. In other cases, average quantities were used. DOE
believes that the intent of NEPA has been fulfilled by this approach by using the best available
datain analyses.

SEIS-11 used the latest data available for RH-TRU waste. The impacts of the RH-TRU waste
were handled in SEIS-I1 by making two inventory assumptions for waste for which no inventory
data are available. First, the radionuclide concentrations are assumed to be equal to the average
radionuclide concentrations for all RH-TRU waste for which data are available (seven sites).
Second, concentrations of volatile organic compounds are assumed to be the same as for
CH-TRU waste. By volume, the RH-TRU waste makes up only a few percent of the total
volume, so uncertainty in the RH-TRU waste data has a limited effect on the overall uncertainty.
In addition, the RH-TRU waste is remote-handled mainly due to the presence of high-activity,
but relatively short-lived, radionuclides. The RH-TRU waste inventory makes only a small
contribution to the total amount of long-lived radionuclides at WIPP and therefore accounts for
only asmall fraction of the long-term impacts. With regard to the potential for criticality, see the
text box in Section 5.1.10.1 of the Final SEIS-II.
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02.02 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB2 36 VirginiaKotler

Comment:

“My concern is the extreme concentration and the extensive amount of waste materials intended
to be emplaced in the salt beds.”

Response:

Sections A.4 and A.5in Appendix A of SEIS-II give detailed inventory estimates for radioactive
materials, hazardous metals, and volatile organic compounds for the Proposed Action and all
action aternatives. These values were used in the analyses to assess the potential impacts of the
emplacement of this waste in WIPP. The long-term performance estimates are provided to assist
in understanding the potential impacts for undisturbed performance and for the case where a
drilling event intersects the waste in the repository at some future date.

02.02 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB2 134 Deborah Reade

Comment:

“They do not have full information on the solubility values for many of the actinides in the waste,
crucial for determining how easy it would be for the waste to contaminate the accessible
environment.”

Response:

DOE has recognized the importance of actinide solubilities and has supported numerous studies
and experimental work by a number of reputable scientists who have published their work in
peer-reviewed journal publications. The results of these investigations reflect the state-of-the-art
understanding of actinide behavior and mobility from TRU waste and provide the basis of
actinide solubilities used in the Title 40 CFR 91 Compliance Certification Application for the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (CCA) and SEISHII.
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02.02 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB4 8 Dory Bunting

Comment:

“The announcement of these meetings in the paper still describes the waste as, quote, primarily
work items contaminated with plutonium.”

Response:

To be digible for disposal at WIPP, the waste must contain some plutonium or other transuranic
elements. Newspaper announcements are intended to convey to the public a general sense of the
nature of WIPP, rather than a precise technical definition. The reader is directed to Section 2.1.2
and Appendix A of SEIS-II for amore detailed description of TRU waste.

02.02 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB5 92 Janet Greenwald

SF7 104 Linda Hibbs

Comment:

Two commenters stated that it is not widely realized that WIPP waste is volatile, explosive, and
combustible and that SEIS-I1 should address these concerns.

Response:

The physical characteristics of the TRU waste have been grouped into 11 different categories
(see Table A-1 of SEIS-I1). One of the categoriesis combustible material. From the data
contained in Table A-16 of SEIS-1I, one can determine that approximately 9 percent of stored
CH-TRU waste is combustible waste, while less than 0.5 percent of RH-TRU waste is
combustible waste. By definition, combustible waste includes materials (such as plastic, rubber,
wood, paper, and cloth) that could burn given an adequate heat source for ignition.

In addition, some of the waste streams will contain volatile organic compounds that are
flammable. Information on the inventory of volatile organic compounds is provided in Tables
A-47 and A-48 of SEIS-II. A drum fireis also considered in the discussion of accidental release
of contaminants (for example, see Table 5-15 of SEIS-II).

The WAC prohibit the disposal of highly corrosive materials at WIPP.
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02.02 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 171 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-8. Lines 27 through 33 and Page A-10. Table A-4. The volumes of previously
disposed TRU wastes are based on manifests that were written before 1970. If the wasteis
excavated and repackaged, the volumes will be significantly different due to compaction and the
inclusion of contaminated soils. A discussion of the uncertainty in these volumes should be
included.”

Response:

The SEIS I analyses consider TRU waste to be generated in the future. The waste volumes
considered were based on the stored volumes and the volume expected to be generated between
the present and the year 2033 (see Section 2.1.3 of SEIS-II for the Basic Inventory and

Additional Inventory waste volumes). The waste volumes for future waste are estimated on a
site-by-site basis. Though the volume of waste to be excavated does not include adjustments for
compaction and admixture of soil, DOE believes the estimates are conservative because the
estimates assumed all buried waste would be excavated when, in fact, it is uncertain that all of the
currently buried waste would need to be excavated when human health and environmental
impacts are taken into account.

02.02 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
E-056 10 Linda Hibbs

Comment:

“They [DOE] do not know exactly what is in the drums of stored waste (CH-TRU waste).
“Some aspects of the waste that should be known, not assumed, are:

1. Thelevels of radioactivity in the waste which can have alarge effect on the
radioactive discharge from WIPP

2. The possihility that wastes could create a self-sustaining nuclear fission chain reaction
(acriticality) either in the repository or in an aquifer

3. The solubility of various radioactive e ements in unmodified waste forms should they
come into contact with brine, and

4. The gas generation potential of the waste. Volatile organic compounds present in
TRU mixed waste can vaporize after disposal. 1n addition, gases are generated
from waste corrosion, microbial activity and radiolysis. These gases could
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pressurize the contaminated brine and push it through natural, or even created
fractures out of the repository. Gas generation will also have an effect on the rate at
which storage rooms close around the waste and the rate at which brine flows into
and out of the rooms.”

Response:

Even though not all of the TRU waste that would be shipped to WIPP has been characterized,
much effort has gone into understanding the volume and characteristics of the waste. 1n addition,
procedures such as preparation and review of waste stream profile forms, real-time X-ray
analysis, and statistically based sampling of waste are designed to help ensure proper
characterization of the waste. DOE has funded many efforts to understand the radionuclide
concentration of TRU waste. The latest values available were used in the analyses in SEISII.
Specific radionuclide inventories are presented in Appendix A.

The WAC address the possibility of a nuclear criticality in TRU waste and impose limits that
would prevent acriticality. An overview of criticality concernsis presented in the “ Criticality”
text box in Section 5.1.10.1 of SEIS-II.

The latest solubility estimates available were used in the SEIS-11 analyses. These estimates were
based on DOE’ s design for WIPP that includes magnesium oxide additives around the waste
packages. The solubilities used accounted for both elemental solubility and the possible
generation of colloidal particles. Specific values by element are present in Table H-7 in
Appendix H of SEIS-II.

Gases are generated through the processes of waste corrosion, microbial activity, and radiolysis.
These gas generation processes were included in the models that calculated long-term
consequence analyses. The gas generation potential is tied most strongly to the mass of metal
and cellulose and plastics emplaced at WIPP. Even though the waste is not completely
characterized, bounds on the amount of metal can be easily derived from the number of waste
containers and the waste contents. BIR-3 contains information on the waste stream contents for
many waste streams. Gas generation model parameters are presented in Table H-10in
Appendix H of SEIS-II.

02.03 Generation

02.03 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-141 3 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Comment:

“However, for every cubic meter shipped, new waste is projected for existing storage. Indeed the
production numbers indicate that despite WIPP waste shipments, existing storage facilities will
be inadequate, requiring new construction. The Ten Y ear Plan concludes with the prediction that
nuclear waste production is expected to be ongoing.”
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Response:

One of the basic premises of SEIS-I1 isthat TRU waste will continue to be generated, consistent
with the Draft Ten Y ear Plan (Accelerated Cleanup: Focus on 2006). The projected Basic
Inventory total (see Table 2-3) is more than twice the stored inventory. SEIS-II examines the
environmental consegquences of placing TRU waste in WIPP, but it does not address the
scheduling and coordination between the sites required to make optimal use of existing storage
facilities. DOE’s 1996 National TRU Waste Management Plan does address scheduling
concerns.

WIPP would be used for disposal of TRU waste that already exists and TRU waste yet to be
generated. As the need arises, DOE would construct new storage facilities, following appropriate
NEPA review.

02.03 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-151 5 Don Moniak Serious Texans Against Nuclear Dumping
Comment:

“A number of questions arise from the possibility of the storage-generated TRU waste exceeding
estimates. Since the S& D PEIS states that TRU waste will be generated from ‘damaged PCV'’s
and contaminated glovebox panels, windows, and gaskets,” does thisimply that the waste will be
generated from small accidents? Is this waste within the context of normal operations? 1f normal
operations assume some accidental waste, then what is the possibility of increased waste which
exceed waste generated by normal operations? What is the possibility that more TRU waste will
need to be transported than the S& D PEIS estimates?’

Response:

Materials associated with glovebox operations would be contaminated during normal operations.
The TRU waste inventory estimates used for SEIS-I1 do not include estimates of waste that could
be generated by accidents. Asdiscussed in Section 3.1 and Appendix A of SEIS-II, TRU waste
inventory estimates, as used in the analyses throughout SEIS-11, account for many conservative
assumptions to ensure that maximum, reasonably foreseeable impacts are estimated. Every effort
has been made to incorporate reasonably foreseeable TRU waste generating activities, and SEIS-
Il does include the Storage and Disposition of Surplus Fissile Materials Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement in the analyses of cumulative impacts in Chapter 5. However,
there may be future, as of yet unknown TRU waste-generating activities for which appropriate
NEPA review will be conducted.
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02.03 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALBG6 154 James Bartosch

Comment:

“1 would like the Department of Energy to consider bringing in some pollution prevention, waste
minimization language regarding a discussion of the transuranic program and its pollution
prevention, waste minimization efforts. | would also like to see some language from the
Department of Energy regarding efforts to reduce the fuel consumption for the transportation of
all this material.”

Response:

The President issued Executive Order 12856, Federa Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and
Pollution Prevention Requirements, to 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. In response, DOE established a Department-wide
goal to reduce releases to the environment and off-site transfers by 50 percent by the year 2000.
Further, each site, including WIPP, has prepared waste minimization and pollution prevention
awareness plans that address minimizing waste generation. DOE currently implements fuel
conservation techniques including using governors on trucks to ensure speed is limited to no
greater than 65 miles per hour and, whenever possible, avoiding the shipment of partial loads.
Section 1.4 has been modified to more fully discuss the WIPP waste minimization and pollution
prevention efforts.

02.03 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-002 1 Gedi Cibas New Mexico Environment Department
Comment:

“The time frame for waste generation is inconsistent between the DSEIS and other documents
produced by or for DOE. While the DSEIS assumes 35 years of waste generation, the documents
used to support the inventory assumptions estimates projected waste volumes until the year 2022,
or for only 25 yearsinto the future (Table S-1). Likewise, the RCRA Part B Permit Application
describes operations at WIPP as lasting for 25 years, followed by an 8- to 10-year closure period.
DOE' s assumption of 35 years for waste generation (and therefore facility operation under the
Proposed Action) isinadequately justified in the DSEIS.”

Response:

SEIS-11 uses BIR-3 data, which contain waste generation estimates for 25 years. These
generation rates were extrapolated another 10 yearsto atotal of 35 years. The decision to
consider a 35-year waste generation period was made after the RCRA Part B Permit
Application was drafted. The National TRU Waste Management Plan also uses a 35-year
generation period. The 35-year period is an assumption that sets the basis for estimating
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environmental consequences and costs. A 25-year assumption would have led to fewer
consequences and lower costs.

02.04 Inventory

02.04 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-010 14 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

Comment:

“Page S-4, Thelast bullet, second sentence, at bottom ‘ SEIS-I1 includes analysis of CH-TRU
waste, RH-TRU waste, post-1970 defense TRU waste, nondefense TRU waste, commercial TRU
waste, pre-1970 buried TRU waste, and PCB-commingled TRU waste.” Several DOE ORNL
TRU waste documents mention ‘ Special Case TRU (SC-TRU)’ waste stored and/or disposed of
at SWSA 5 North and SWSA 5 South trenches at ORNL. Thereis no mention of SC-TRU
wastes in the SEIS-1I document. Are SC-TRU wastes of no concern/significance as ORNL TRU
wastes? Are SC-TRU wastes ‘lumped’ into another category, i.e.,, CH-TRU? Also, SC-TRU is
omitted from discussion of Transuranic waste on pages 1-1 and 1-2 (Chapter 1 -- Introduction).”

Response:
The “special-case” TRU waste isincluded in the SEIS-1I inventory as CH-TRU waste.

02.04 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

BO1 4 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
C-159 11 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force
Comment:

Two commenters asked how plutonium residue waste from RFETS and INEEL would be
considered and accommodated at WIPP.

Response:

The TRU waste plutonium residues at RFETS are included in the SEIS-11 analyses (separately
discussed in Appendix A) and are being analyzed in the Management of Certain Plutonium
Residues and Scrub Alloy Stored at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site
Environmental Impact Statement, which is referenced in Chapter 1 of the Final SEIS-I. In
addition, the plutonium residues from INEEL and other sites that were included in BIR-3 are
included in SEIS-II analyses.

2-15



TRU WASTE COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

02.04 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-028 3 C. M. Wood Centers for Disease Control
Comment:

“During [1995 to 2033], the inventory of INEL remains 28,000 and 220 cubic feet for CH and
RH-TRU. Most of the national |aboratories contain multiple facilities managed by different
Operations Offices around the country. Why isthe INEL the only laboratory that lists one
facility of itsfacilities, ANL-W, as a separate entity? Do the projected inventories for the other
DOE weapons facilities account for all the transuranics located at those sites? (Table 3-1 on
page 3-3 shows different values.)”

Response:

INEEL and Argonne Nationa Laboratory-West (ANL-W) are separate facilities. The INEEL
and ANL-W inventories are combined in SEIS-I1 to be consistent with the precedent set by the
WM PEIS. ANL-W isphysically located so close to INEEL that the waste inventory information
was combined for these two sitesin the WM PEIS.

02.04 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-132 8 Keith Tinno Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Comment:

“Footnote (@) on pg 3-3 states that Basic Inventory volumes take into account potential thermal
treastment at some sites, however, ‘ The thermal treatment does not necessarily include
PCB-commingled waste.” Accordingly, the [ Shoshone-Bannock] Tribes question whether PCB
waste will be included in the Basic Inventory.”

Response:

The footnote has been rewritten to clarify that waste exceeding 50 parts per million

(ppm) polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) cannot be part of the Basic Inventory. Some site waste
streams currently contain PCB levels above 50 ppm that may be treated to remove PCBs and
could become part of the Basic Inventory. Other waste streams contain PCBs, but the sites have
not indicated that treatment will remove the PCBs. The volumes of this PCB-commingled waste
areidentified in Table 2-3 in Section 2.1.3 of SEIS-II.
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02.04 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF3 16 Myla Reason

Comment:

“It’s my understanding that the waste from LANL that would go to WIPP would be waste that is
yet to be generated through plutonium pit production up at the lab, and that it would be waste
that's already contained in barrels, not the waste that's just thrown out in the ruins.”

Response:

The waste volumes at LANL considered in SEIS-II are summarized in Tables 2-2 and 2-3. For
CH-TRU waste, approximately 11,000 cubic meters (390,000 cubic feet) exist in storage and an
additional 10,000 cubic meters (350,000 cubic feet) would be generated by the year 2033 (called
the Basic Inventory). Approximately 14,000 cubic meters (500,000 cubic feet) of CH-TRU
waste at LANL are considered previoudy disposed of prior to 1970 (called the Additional
Inventory). Analyses are presented that consider the impacts of disposing of both the Basic
Inventory and the Additional Inventory from LANL.

LANL currently does not produce plutonium pits. However, LANL does maintain facilities that
would enable pit production in the future if needed. Reestablishment of pit production capability
at LANL was analyzed in the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Environmental Impact
Statement and is being analyzed in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Sitewide Environmental
Impact Statement, which is currently being prepared.

02.04 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-001 3 Michael Jansky United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6

Comment:

“The proposed action specifies shipment to WIPP of only post-1970 transuranic waste volumes,
consistent with the waste volume limitations of the Land Withdrawal Act. It isnot clear,
however, why the proposed action should be limited to post-1970 TRU when there are
‘additional inventories’ (including TRU from remedial actions) that will also need disposition.
The ‘additional waste’' volumes are similar to the ‘basic inventory’ volumes (for contact-handled
waste). The FSEIS may want to discuss what consideration has been given to these additional
volumes of TRU waste at each site and address what flexibility exists to prioritize which TRU
(post-1970, or ‘additional inventory’ or some combination) to send to WIPP. Discussion on this
matter should be provided in the Final SEIS.”

Response:
The Proposed Action has been limited to the disposal of post-1970 defense TRU waste on the
basis of the previous NEPA reviews conducted in 1980 and 1990; however, pre-1970 buried

2-17



TRU WASTE

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

TRU waste would become post-1970, newly generated waste upon excavation and would be

included in the Proposed Action. DOE intends to maintain sufficient flexibility to allow both
buried TRU waste (depending on when it may be excavated) and TRU waste currently stored
aboveground to be disposed of at WIPP.

02.04 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 3 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program

A-012 7 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program

BO1 9 Governor Phillip Batt

BO1 44 CharlesRice Citizens Advisory Board Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

BO1 50 CharlesRice Citizens Advisory Board Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

BO1 59 George Freund

BO1 69 Stan Hobson

BO1 110 Michele Kresge

C-087 4 CharlesRice Citizens Advisory Board Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

C-087 8 CharlesRice Citizens Advisory Board Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

C-159 20 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force

Comment:

Several commenters questioned the INEEL inventory estimates used in SEIS-1, stating that the
volumes for the Proposed Action appear to underestimate the waste available for disposal and are
different from those in the WM PEIS. Commenters also said that separating out the buried and
stored alphalow-level waste from TRU waste would be virtually impossible and stated that alpha
low-level waste was not included in the SEIS-II. Commenters also stated that the SEIS-I
volumes do not conform to the negotiated agreement between DOE and the State of 1daho. Some
commenters said that discussions of different inventories should be more consistent to avoid
confusion in comparing different time periods.

Response:

TRU waste volume projections continue to be refined and updated. Updates have occurred since
the time of the 1995 Idaho agreement, the Draft WM PEIS, and the Draft SEIS-II. Since
completion of the Draft SEIS-II, DOE has continued to update and improve the estimates of
existing and newly generated TRU waste volumes at the various generator sites. Appendix J
addresses new inventory estimates and associated environmental impacts. Both SEIS-I1 and the
Fina WM PEIS analyses include information from BIR-2 and BIR-3. The waste volumes are
different because SEIS-11 includes alonger period of future TRU waste generation and
environmental restoration waste, among other things. Appendix B in the Final SEIS-1I explains
these differences in more detail.

DOE intends to meet the commitments it made in the October 1995 agreement with the State of
Idaho, which requires the Department to ship “all transuranic waste now located at [INEEL],
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currently estimated at 65,000 cubic meters.” Appendix Jincludes the entire volume of TRU
waste addressed in the Idaho agreement.

Some of the buried waste at INEEL may be alphalow-level waste under current definitions.
Such waste is addressed in the cumulative impacts section in Chapter 5 of SEISII.

02.04 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 8 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Pages S-9to S-11, 3-49 and 3-50 The waste volumes on the bar graphs (figures S-2 and S-3;
3-9 and 3-10) for No Action Alternative 2 appear to be inconsistent with those in the associated
tables (for example, table S-3). Differences should be explained or corrected.”

Response:
These inconsistencies have been corrected.

02.04 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-001 1 Vernon J. Brechin

Comment:

“Final WIPP SEIS should contain two new tables that would be |abeled:
Table A-23b: Radionuclide Inventories (grams) for Stored CH-TRU Waste in 1995;
Table A-24b: Radionuclide Inventories (grams) for Stored RH-TRU Waste in 1995.

“Since the tables and text that describe the hazardous components of waste categories express
these quantitiesin terms of their mass, it would be useful to have the radionuclide quantities
expressed in terms of the mass.”

Response:

The regulations governing WIPP and the performance measures and cal culations used in SEIS-|
all use the activity of the radionuclides, rather than the mass. Providing the information in
activity as curies rather than mass allows easier comparisons with the regulations. However,
SEIS-11 has been revised to incorporate this information.
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02.04 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-131 36 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

“Thefinal SEIS-II should discuss how much of such RH-TRU waste [with an external dose rate
greater than 1,000 rem per hour] exists, in what locations, how that waste is stored and would be
disposed, and the environmental impacts of storage, treatment, and disposal.”

Response:
The LWA prohibits receipt of such RH-TRU waste at WIPP. The Department is not proposing
to dispose of this type of RH-TRU waste at WIPP.

02.04 (11)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-132 9 Keith Tinno Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Comment:

“In the box on pg. 3-19 it is stated that *the waste volumes to be disposed of under the action
alternatives would be much greater than the Proposed Action.” The data dispute that assertion.”

Response:

There are 143,000 cubic meters (5 million cubic feet) of CH-TRU waste associated with the
Proposed Action. The analysis scales this amount to 168,500 cubic meters (5.9 million

cubic feet) for the consequence analysis. There are 50,000 cubic meters (1.8 million

cubic feet) of RH-TRU waste associated with the Proposed Action; however, it is assumed that
only 7,080 cubic meters (250,000 cubic feet) would be disposed of under the Proposed Action.
These data are presented in Table 3-1. Tables 3-2 through 3-11 show that the action aternatives
would dispose of approximately twice the amount of CH-TRU waste and seven times the
RH-TRU waste than under the Proposed Action.

02.04 (12)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 51 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page S-9. Emplacement Volumes. The text and various tables give different values for
emplaced volumes of waste in No Action Alternative 2. Table S-3 says 135,000 m’ CH,
35,000 RH (32,000 being treated). The text (page S-16) says 170,000 m’ total. Table 3-16 and
the text (on page 3-42) say 135,000 m’° CH and 35,000 m° RH. It is unclear what becomes
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of the additional 15,000 m’ of RH-TRU in NAA 2 (which isincluded in the Proposed Action as
excess RH-TRU). Thisis confusing and needs to be clarified.”

Response:

The valuesin Table S-3 are correct. The 170,000-cubic-meter (6-million-cubic-foot) total given
in the text on page S-16 of the Draft SEIS-I1 is correct because it combines both the CH-TRU
and RH-TRU waste volumesinto atotal TRU volume. Table 3-16 contained some data entry
errors and has been revised. Thetext on page 3-42 aso incorrectly identified the Basic Inventory
as containing 50,000 cubic meters (1.8 million cubic feet) of RH-TRU waste volumes rather than
35,000 cubic meters (1.2 million cubic feet).

02.04 (13)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 86 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Proposed Action. Page 3-2. While thereis a clear understanding of the Proposed Action, the
description includes activities not in the Proposed Action described in the SEIS. The RH-TRU

waste increased considerably, from 7,000 m’ to 35,000 m3, and the volume projections show
thermal treatment of the waste reduces the volume. These are not included in the Proposed
Action submitted by DOE to EPA in the 10/28/96 Compliance Certification Application. Revise
this section on the Proposed Action to only include items that are in the Proposed Action.”

Response:

The inventory tables for the Proposed Action and the alternatives were prepared to acknowledge
the full inventory contained in BIR-3. The Agreement for Consultation and Cooperation (C&C
Agreement) limits the disposal of RH-TRU waste to 7,080 cubic meters (250,000 cubic feet). As
explained in SEIS-11 on page 3-2, the larger volume refers to the entire Basic Inventory.
However, as the text makes clear, the Proposed Action assumes disposal of RH-TRU waste up to
the limit provided in the C& C Agreement; the remaining RH-TRU waste is excess waste that
would remain in storage.

02.04 (14)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 87 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 3-2. Paragraph 2. The text indicates that the proposed volume of RH-TRU is much less
than that allowed by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act. Not so. While the expected number of
curiesin RH-TRU are less than the LWA permits, the volume of RH-TRU is considerably
greater and the WIPP repository's current design will not accommodate the greater volume.”
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Response:

With reference to the second paragraph on page 3-2 of SEIS-I1, the RH-TRU waste volume used
in analyzing impacts for the Proposed Action is set to the 7,080-cubic-meter
(250,000-cubic-foot) limit allowed by the C& C Agreement. Indeed, the 35,000 cubic meters
(2.2 million cubic feet) of RH-TRU waste in the Basic Inventory (see Table 3-1) greatly exceeds
the allowable volume and current design capacity of WIPP.

02.04 (15)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB3 47 David Mitchell

C-152 83 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 89 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 90 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 167 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

Two commenters said that uncertainties in the TRU waste inventory figures should be
incorporated in SEIS-I1 for al aternatives and that uncertainty in the inventory over the past
18 years should be discussed. One of the commenters said it is more accurate to consider the
inventory as uncertain, rather than overestimated (assuming larger inventory figures through
overestimation would permit larger releases under 40 CFR Part 191).

One commenter disputed DOE’s claim of conservatism of TRU waste inventory estimates. The
commenter said the SEIS-I1 assumption that 100 percent of the waste was TRU mixed waste
rather than the database estimate of 60 percent TRU mixed waste is not conservative, particularly
for volume reduction under thermal treatment.

A commenter stated that the discussion on criticality (text box on page 5-34) contains
fissile-gram equivalent information that is inconsistent with the source inventory in BIR-3. The
commenter stated that BIR-3 indicates an average of 218 fissile-gram equivalents per drum, but
the limit is 200 fissile-gram equivalents per drum. Furthermore, the commenter said BIR-3
indicates that some waste at INEEL, SRS, and Hanford exceed the limit of 200 fissile-gram
equivalents.

Response:

The inventory tables were prepared to acknowledge the full inventory contained in the BIR-3 and
the 1994 Integrated Data Base Report. Both of these sources were developed by DOE-funded
programs that solicited inputs from all of the generator sites when preparing the estimates.
Volume estimates for the different sites have changed with time, and as site missions and cleanup
and disposal plans have changed. A new Appendix J has been added to SEIS-I1 to address
changes in volume estimates since BIR-3 was published. Based on the later data call, the
volumesin BIR-3 appear to be larger than current estimates, especialy for RH-TRU waste.
Therefore, the volumes of waste used in SEIS-I1 analyses appear to be larger than the volumes
that may actually be emplaced.
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However, it does not appear possible to quantify uncertainties in waste volumes with any
accuracy. Theinability to quantify uncertainties was one of the reasons why the analyses for the
Proposed Action assumed that enough waste was available to fill WIPP to the maximum capacity
allowed under the LWA.

Emplacing more waste does allow more releases when one considers the requirements of 40 CFR
Part 191. However, the risks presented in SEIS-I1 were dose-based risks using the entire
emplaced inventory and did not make use of the release limits set by 40 CFR Part 191.

The assumption of 100 percent TRU mixed waste is conservative for waste treated to WAC and
for waste treated by a shred and grout process, where hazardous constituents remain in the waste.
Most hazardous constituents would be destroyed by thermal treatment, and the remaining
hazardous constituents would be concentrated into a smaller volume.

Regarding fissile-gram equivalents, SEIS-11 assumes that when the activity of awaste stream
exceeds 200 fissile-gram equivalents, the waste is repackaged until it meets the limits. The waste
would then be shipped to WIPP and disposed of. This explanation has been added to Appendix
A.214.

02.04 (16)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 91 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Second bullet. The Additional Inventory includes TRU waste burial prior to 1970 when the
definition of the threshold was 10 nCi/g rather than the current 100 nCi/g. Although DOE

indicates that 80,000 m° would be excavated from the 141,000 m’ that was previously disposed,
no indication is provided whether it is the higher or lower concentration waste. Logically it
would be the higher, making the calculation less conservative. No explanation is provided why

80,000 m° of buried waste would be exhumed and 60,000 m® of other buried waste left in place.”

Response:

The calculations are conservative in that all 141,000 cubic meters (5 million cubic feet) of buried
waste was used in SEIS 11 analyses rather than just 80,000 cubic meters (2.8 million cubic feet).
In addition, it was assumed that all 141,000 cubic meters (5 million cubic feet) of the waste had
radionuclide concentrations over the threshold of 100 nanocuries per gram. The radionuclide
concentration assigned to the buried waste was the average concentration of all of the stored
CH-TRU waste (the RFETS residues were not included in the average concentration calculation).
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02.04 (17)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 133 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-34. Thetext box on criticality contains information on the amount of Fissile Gram
Equivalents present in WIPP waste streams that is inconsistent with Table 1, Appendix B2 of the
Baseline Inventory Report, Revision 3. This table shows there are 2,800 m’ of RFETS residue
waste with an average concentration per 0.208 m’ drum of 13.7 Ci %°Pu and 53.6 Ci of 24Pu.
Thisis an average of 218 FGE per 0.208 m’ (55-galon) drum. The permissible limit is 200
FGE/55-gallon drum. Furthermore, Table 1 indicates there are about 151 m’ of waste at SRS
INEL and Hanford that have average concentrations that exceed 200 FGE/55-gallon drum. This

discrepancy needs to be reconciled and the Final SEIS-11 should use the values published in the
latest BIR. Also, thefinal disposition of wastes that exceed 200 FGE/drum should be stated.”

Response:

SEIS-1I assumes that when the activity of awaste stream exceeds 200 fissile-gram equivalents,
the waste is diluted (using partially empty drums) until it meets the limit. The waste would then
be shipped to WIPP and emplaced with other CH-TRU waste. The discussion of plutonium-239
equivalent curies (PE-Ci) calculations given in Section A.2.1.3 has been expanded in the new
Section A.2.1.4 to explain this more clearly.

The RFETS residues have some waste streams that will exceed the fissile-gram equivalent limits.
Special studies are being conducted to examine packaging and shipping options for this waste.
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) recently has approved the use of pipe
overpacks in the transuranic package transporter-11 (TRUPACT-I1) shipping container, allowing
each overpack to contain 200 fissile-gram equivalents (2,800 for the TRUPACT-II).

02.04 (18)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 170 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-8. Lines9 through 14. The estimated values for V
Vored T (3828 [V iecied = Voreal)- [N this form the writing of equation A-1 is consistent with the
writing of equation A-7 and A8. Also, to be consistent V., should be defined as TRU waste
volume stored at the generator storage site through 1995. The use of ‘in 1995’ is ambiguous.”

could also be expressed as: V_, =

site site
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Response:

The equation presented above is mathematically equivalent to equation A-1, so the choice
between the two is one merely of preference. Previous reviewers chose the expression given in
equation A-1 over the form presented in this comment. The term “through 1995” has been
incorporated in the text.

02.04 (19)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 173 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

Comment:

“Page A-12. Lines 8 through 17. The calculation of V., .., is discussed. The calculation of

V gpansion C@NNOL readily be followed since the input data are contained in other documents such as

TRUCON. Tables of adjustment factors similar to those provided in Tables B-2 and B-3 of
Appendix B should be provided.”

Response:
Converted watt limit values are given in Table A-16 in the column titled “ Thermal Power Limit
Bagless.” A footnote has been added to indicate where the converted values can be found.

02.04 (20)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 174 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-12. Lines 19 through 24. The statement is made that some of SRS waste would be
processed to become RH-TRU. Thereisno evidencein the SEIS I or other documents reviewed
that there will be any RH-TRU at SRS.”

Response:
Page C-22 of BIR-3 reports activities of RH-TRU waste at SRS.

SEIS-11 has been modified (Section A.4.1) to explain that four sites (the Nevada Test Site [NTS],
Argonne National Laboratory—East [ANL-E], SRS, and Sandia National Laboratories

[SNL]) provided RH-TRU waste radionuclide inventories in the Integrated Data Base (IDB) and
BIR-3; however, these sites did not identify any RH-TRU waste volumes and hence none has
been used for most of the SEIS-II analyses. SEIS-II has also been modified to explain that small
amounts of RH-TRU waste may be generated at SRS, consistent with the WM PEIS and Mixed
Waste Inventory Summary Report 1995.
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02.04 (21)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 177 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-16. Table A-8. Thevaluesfor INEL and total in the columns labeled Post-Treatment
Disposal Volume arein error. The values for INEL should be 10,000, 20,000, 30,000, instead of
10,000, 31,000, 41,000. The valuesfor total at the bottom of the page should be 47,000, 49,000,
96,000 in Tables A-8, A-9, and A-10.”

Response:

The volumes presented in Table A-8 of SEIS-II are consistent with the BIR-3 data as adjusted for
gas generation rates. An explanation of the impact of gas generation on waste disposal volumes
isgivenin Section A.3.3 of SEIS-II. Note also that INEEL isa consolidation site for these action
alternatives.

Volume estimates for the different sites have changed with time as more plans for cleanup and
disposal arefinalized. A new Appendix J has been added to SEIS-11 to address changesin
volume estimates since BIR-3 was published.

02.04 (22)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 178 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-20. Table A-12. The valuesfor RFETS Total in the columns labeled Post-Treatment
Disposal Volume arein error. The values for RFETS should be 13,000, ---, and 13,000 instead
of and 19,000, ---, 19,000, and the values for Total at the bottom of the page should be 162,000,
166,000 and 329,000.”

Response:

The volumes presented in Table A-12 are consistent with the BIR-3 data as adjusted for gas
generation rates. An explanation of the impact of gas generation on waste disposal volumesis
given in Section A.3.3.
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02.04 (23)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 182 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“The method described here for scaling up radionuclide inventoriesis said to rely heavily on the
Baseline Inventory Report, Revision 2 and the 1995 Integrated Data Base. Y et the results are
different from those presented in the CCA and BIR Revision 3. Vaues are also different for
Pu-241, Am-241, Pu-240, Co-137 and Sr-90. We were not able to reproduce the volume factors
reported in Table A-25 for the Proposed Action. Our values were about 3.5% higher for
CH-TRU at LANL and SRS when using V pg values from the 1994 IDB in equation A-8. This
Appendix did not specify what volumes were used or how the inventory was scaled to afull
repository. More importantly, we do not see any reason for SEIS-11 to derive a different disposal
inventory for the Proposed Action. The Final SEIS-11 should use the same values as the CCA.”

Response:

The disposal inventory for the CCA is dlightly different from the inventory given in SEISII.
Both started with the datain the inventory report and the 1995 IDB . However, the scaling
factors used in SEIS-11 used volume projections on a site-by-site basis rather than generating one
overall scaling factor for future generated waste. Both calculations treated the RFETS residue
data as a special case that was not representative of the other CH-TRU waste. The general
approaches were as follows:

CCA: Calculate an average radionuclide concentration for all stored data, calculate
the total stored volume, and then use the average concentration to adjust for the
difference between the stored volume and WIPP capacity.

SEIS-1I: Calculate an average concentration for a site, then use that average
concentration to adjust for future waste generation at that site. Once all sites have
been adjusted for future waste generation, scale the total curies by the factor (stored +
generated volumes)/(WIPP capacity).

These two approaches lead to dightly different radionuclide inventory estimates; however,
differencesin the estimated impacts are negligible.

02.04 (24)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 253 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page|-12. Lines 23 through 25. Statement: ‘These relative quantities were multiplied by the
total TRU waste volumes for the site (see Appendix A) to determine final site volumes for each
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TRU waste form category. Volumes are also reported in Table I-2.” It is not possible to obtain
the waste volumes reported in Table [-2 (columns 3 and 4) by multiplying the waste volumes of
Table A-14 by the relative quantities given in Table 1-2 (columns 1 and 2).”

Response:

The volumes given in Table I-2 were derived from the combined CH-TRU and RH-TRU waste
identified in Table A-14 in the column titled “ Site Volume Through 2033.” When the combined
waste is considered, the valuesin Table I-2 can be obtained (within rounding error
considerations) by multiplying the relative quantities in Table I-2 and the volumes given in Table
A-14. Thevaluesfor ANL-W must be added to the values for INEEL from Table A-14. Two
corrections have been made in Table I-2 in the Final SEIS-II: the volumes for ORNL are 3,610
for Soil/Debris and 1,140 for cement, and the RFETS Soil/Debris volume is 8,430. Additional
clarification has been added to TableI.2.

02.04 (25)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-153 3 Martin Huebner Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs
Comment:

“The SEIS-11 should be revised so that projections of the amount of TRU-waste storage space in
the WIPP are consistent not only with current TRU-waste inventories, but of those anticipated to
meet the nation’ s defense needs (and perhaps energy needs, also).”

Response:

Volume estimates for the different sites have changed with time as more plans for cleanup and
disposal arefinalized. A new Appendix Jhas been added to SEIS-I1 to address changesin
volume estimates since Revision 3 of the BIR was published. The volume estimates are related
to defense needs.

02.04 (26)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
NA2 11 Lee Poe

Comment:

“When we begin to regionalize the material, as| believe was indicated in the Waste Management
PEIS, you bring alot of waste to this region of the country, to Savannah River, for treatment. It
turns out that’s about 35 percent of the total waste that’s currently stored here at SRS. Y ou need
to look at those things to be sure that they are correct.”

Response:

Under Action Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 3, CH-TRU waste is consolidated at SRS for treatment
before shipment to WIPP. Thisleadsto a pretreated waste volume increase at SRS of
something less than 20 percent (see Table 3-10, for example) over the total of stored and
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projected volumes, less than the 35 percent estimated by the commenter. However, in the Final
SEIS-11, DOE has identified the Proposed Action, not Action Alternative 2 or 3, asits Preferred
Alternative.

02.04 (27)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-104 4 Bob Say Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board
E-083 1 Lee Poe

NA1 3 Todd Crawford

NA1 5 Todd Crawford

NA2 9 Lee Poe

NA2 10 Lee Poe

Comment:

Several commenters stated that SEIS-I1 focuses its analyses on the volume of TRU waste rather
than on the activity of the waste. These commenters cited the higher activity and heat content of
plutonium-238, relative to plutonium-239, in waste at the SRS. The commenters also questioned
SRS Basic Inventory volumes reported for each alternative given the adjustments based on the
WM PEIS inventory, the proposed TRU waste consolidation, and the projected volumes when
considering the historical rates (1970 through 1995) when many more facilities werein
operation. Commenters also said the SRS inventory reported in SEIS-I1 should be validated by
appropriate site personnel.

Response:

SEIS-11 analyses consider both volumes and activities. The volumes are important for some
calculations (e.g., the number of shipments and the size of the mined area), and the activity is
important for other calculations (e.g., involved worker dose and long-term performance
estimates).

The activity and heat loading calculations were al done on an isotope-specific basis. Therefore,
differences in the properties of plutonium-238 and plutonium-239 were accounted for. For
example, the thermal power loading values identified in Table A-16 for each of the aggregate
waste streams were developed using isotope-specific properties. These power loading values
were used when considering the gas generation limits imposed by shipping criteria

The waste volumes identified in Table S-1 are consistent with volume estimates provided for
BIR-3 by SRS. Volume estimates for the different sites have changed with time as more plans
for cleanup and disposal are finalized. A new Appendix J has been added to SEIS-II to address
changes in volume estimates by SRS and other sites since BIR-3 was published. Newer
estimates have SRS with 9,160 cubic meters (323,000 cubic feet) of stored CH-TRU waste and
3,770 cubic meters (133,000 cubic feet) of CH-TRU waste yet to be generated.

2-29



TRU WASTE COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

02.04 (28)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB1 67 Jm Lewis

ALB2 130 Deborah Reade

BO1 91 Beatrice Brailsford

C-141 16 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
E-056 6 LindaHibbs

E-056 9 LindaHibbs

SF1 45 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Comment:

Severa commenters referenced changes and document-to-document variations in DOE’s
reported TRU waste inventory. Commenters stated that CH-TRU and RH-TRU waste storage
volumes and activities are unknown or uncertain, and that discrepancies exist between published
DOE documents such as SEIS 11, the National TRU Waste Management Plan, and the WM PEIS.
More specifically, acommenter provided a comparison between the CH-TRU waste volume
estimates for LANL that showed a discrepancy of more than 3,000 cubic meters (100,000

cubic feet) between SEIS-11 and the National TRU Waste Management Plan.

Response:

Appendix A of SEIS-II contains detailed information on the steps used to make volume and
inventory estimates for each of the aternatives. The basic data for waste volumes, grouped by
waste category, are provided in Tables A-16 through A-20, A-22, and A-23. The radionuclide
basisfor al calculations are provided in Tables A-24 and A-25.

SEIS-11 impact analyses used the most recent information on radionuclide and chemical content
of waste. Where necessary, this information was used to extrapolate where full information was
not available.

Volume estimates for the different sites have changed with time as site missions have changed
and more plans for cleanup and disposal are finalized. A new Appendix J has been added to
SEIS-11 to address changes in volume estimates since BIR-3 was published. The recent estimates
indicate that the WIPP capacity would be sufficient for disposal of the RH-TRU waste.

02.04 (29)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-009 9 Sally Rakow Cdifornia Energy Commission
Comment:

“The State needs accurate projections of the quantities and types of shipments to be madein
Californiain order to appropriately prepare for these shipments. The WIPP SEIS-I1 provides
estimates of the radionuclide inventory and number of shipment anticipated for LLNL, ETEC,
and LBL. The recent Integrated Data Base Report-1995 (DOE/RW-0006, Rev. 12) shows
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transuranic waste stored at General Electric at Vallecitosin California. However, the WIPP
SEIS-11 does not provide information on the characteristics and plans for shipments from this
facility.

“DOE should provide accurate and updated projections of TRU shipmentsin California,
including total alpha curies per shipment (including bounding or maximum alpha-curie levels
feasible). Plansfor transuranic waste shipments from GE Vallecitos should be included in the
fina WIPP SEIS-I1.”

Response:

Even though TRU waste is stored at General Electric at Vallecitos, California, it was not included
in BIR-3; thus, it was not included in the Draft SEIS-I1. Thiswaste was also identified in DOE’s
1996 National Transuranic Waste Management Plan. A new Appendix J has been included in
the Final SEIS-II that addresses the changes in the estimated impacts of the waste volumes from
that plan. The volume of waste at General Electric at Vallecitosis discussed in the new
appendix, and the number of shipments required to transport the waste is estimated.

02.04 (30)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

OR1 3 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
OR1 28 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
Comment:

Two commenters questioned the reported inventory for Battelle Columbus Laboratories. One
wondered why volume and curies were not reported and the other said he was concerned about
the purported change from 71 cubic meters (2,500 cubic feet) to 580 cubic meters (20,500
cubic feet) in less than three years.

Response:

The volume of TRU waste at Battelle Columbus Laboratories increased because of
decontamination and decommissioning activities. Battelle Columbus Laboratories has not
provided radionuclide inventory information to DOE for this waste, so RH-TRU waste at this site
was assumed to have the average radionuclide inventory of RH-TRU waste in the IDB.

02.04 (31)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 107 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 3-15 and A-14. Tables 3-2 and A-6. Thetotal volume for column 2, Additional Inventory,
should be 139,000 not 136,000.”
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Response:
The table entries have been corrected.

02.04 (32)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-167 8 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-28. Table A-17. The PE-Ci/m" values for RFETS residues in Table A-17 are incorrect.
From the inventory in Table A-23 it is apparent that the concentration should be about 17.3 PE-

Ci per 55-gallon drum or 83.7 PE-Ci/m"®.”

Response:
The value has been corrected.

02.05 Storage

02.05 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB3 45 David Mitchell

ALB4 29 Jeri Rhodes

BO1 96 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
C-129 11 Richard A. Kenney Codlition 21

C-141 9 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
C-162 8 Kathleen Sullivan

CAl 103 Mark Schinnerer

DE1 72 Sam Cole

DE1 120 Kathleen Sullivan

DE1 162 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
E-084 6 Bill Lawless Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board
SF2 13 Kathleen Sullivan

SF4 84 BonitaMcCune

SF6 3 Ann Dasburg

Comment:

A few commenters stated that TRU waste should be stored at the generator sites using
engineered, improved facilities to overcome current deficiencies. Other commenters said that
aboveground storage was not appropriate, because drums can corrode when exposed to the
elements (some are already leaking), and concrete storage facilities will degrade. Many
commenters said that storage conditions are poor (RFETS was most frequently mentioned) due to
the fact that the sites are waiting for WIPP to open and that there have been many delays.
Alternatively, acommenter said that the waste has been carefully stored, but the waste should be
taken to WIPP and no more money should be spent on upgraded storage conditions.
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Response:

DOE considered aternatives to geologic disposal in the 1980 FEIS and, in the 1981 ROD, chose
to develop WIPP as the disposal site for defense TRU waste. In SEIS-II, two no action
alternatives have been assessed that provide for storage of the waste, instead of disposal.

The analysisin SEIS-II shows that the opening of WIPP would result in the reduction of long-
term risk associated with the continued storage of TRU waste at the sites. In the interim, and
even during disposal operations when storage would be required, the sites are required, by federal
and state law and DOE orders, to maintain TRU waste in safe and secure storage. Thus, facilities
would be maintained, upgraded, or replaced as necessary.

02.05 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

BO1 28 Robin Blaisdell Snake River Alliance Education Fund
Comment:

“INEL’s WIPP waste (65,000 cubic meters according to the Governor’s [ Settlement] Agreement;
28,000 cubic meters according to the DOE) is containerized and stored above ground. It is not
this waste that most directly imperils the Snake River Aquifer.”

Response:

Volume estimates for the different sites have changed as plans for cleanup and disposal have
changed. A new Appendix J has been added to SEIS-I1 to address changes in volume estimates
since BIR-3 was published. The CH-TRU waste volume for INEEL in Appendix Jis 65,200
cubic meters (2.3 million cubic feet), which is consistent with the volume identified in the
settlement agreement between DOE and the State of I1daho. Shipments, impacts, and costs
associated with this waste are also addressed in Appendix J.

The WIPP facility has been proposed for the disposal of defense-related TRU waste. DOE
recognizes the existence of radioactive waste in other categories such as low-level waste and
high-level waste. Disposal of TRU waste at WIPP would not completely solve, and was never
intended to solve, al radioactive waste disposal problems around the country.

02.05 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-141 4 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Comment:

“According to the Ten Y ear Plan, New Mexicans can expect ongoing storage of waste at LANL
throughout WIPP's 35-year operational lifetime, and continued nuclear waste disposal at LANL
beyond WIPP'slife. In other words, New Mexicans can expect two permanent nuclear waste
disposal facilities, not one. Instead of alleviating waste disposal sites, WIPP would only seem to
add one more site to existing sites.”
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Response:

AreaG at LANL isalow-level waste disposal site and LANL is one of six possible regional
disposal sites under the preferred alternative identified in the WM PEIS. Continued disposal at
Area G will be addressed in the Los Alamos National Laboratory Sitewide Environmental Impact
Statement. 1f WIPP opens, then New Mexico would have two permanent nuclear waste disposal
facilities.

02.05 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 48 David Mitchell

ALB3 49 David Mitchell

Comment:

One commenter said that the Proposed Action was described as not requiring lag storage, yet
some of the waste would wait 35 years for emplacement. In addition, the commenter said text in
the Summary and Section 1.2 states that storage at the generator sites poses potential health
problems.

Response:
The commenter is correct that lag storage for 35 years would occur for some waste under the
Proposed Action. The impacts of this storage are analyzed in SEIS-II.

02.05 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-010 27 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

C-135 4 William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Comment:

Commenters stated that SEIS-I1 should provide an estimate of the volume of CH-TRU and
RH-TRU waste that would remain in storage at ORNL under the Proposed Action and the no
action aternatives. One commenter aso requested that the costs for waste treatment and storage
beincluded in SEIS-II.

Response:

Asexplained in SEIS-11 Appendix J, more recent estimates show that all RH-TRU and CH-TRU
waste currently stored and to be generated could be emplaced at WIPP under the Proposed
Action, and thus would not remain in storage at ORNL. Costsfor all SEIS-II alternatives
consider treatment and storage and are reported, by aternative, in Chapter 5.
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02.06 Treatment

02.06 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-118 14 David Proctor

Comment:

“If the integrity [of the repository] cannot be assured for untreated waste emplacement in
ordinary 55-gallon drums, more robust containers and waste treatment may be needed.”

Response:

One of the desirable features of a salt repository is the ability of the salt to creep inward and
encapsulate the waste. As such, the repository isolation performance is based on the capacity of
the salt to immobilize the waste rather than on the ability to develop along-lived waste container.
The performance analyses of SEIS-I1 and those of the CCA indicate that the performance of the
repository is sufficient to meet regulatory guidelines using the 55-gallon drum, storage waste
box, and other disposal canisters.

02.06 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-132 10 Keith Tinno Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Comment:

“On pg 3-20 it is stated that it will take twelve years to design and construct a treatment facility
for Action Alternative 2A. An Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Facility has already been
contracted at INEL.”

Response:

The assumption is that treatment facilities would have to be designed and constructed at up to 10
locations. The 12 yearsis an estimate of the time it would take to make the decisions to build the
plants, choose building locations, and then design and construct the facilities. Even though
INEEL has started the process, other sites have not.

02.06 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 93 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“[Page 3-6 text box] Fifth bullet. The assumption that 100% of the TRU waste would be treated
as TRU mixed waste is no longer true.”
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Response:

The bullet dealing with TRU mixed waste has been deleted. Treating all of the waste, rather than
just 60 percent of the waste, reduces the volume, but it does not necessarily lead to lower risk
when one considers the combined impacts of treatment, handling, transportation, and disposal.
However, SEIS-1I did make the assumption in Action Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2C and No Action
Alternative 1 that 100 percent of the waste would be treated.

02.06 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-159 19 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force
Comment:

“In the absence of specific datain the SEIS, the following questions remain regarding the
viability of WIPP:

“1. Isthereapossibility that TRU waste levels would DECREASE if onsite ‘ treatment’
occurred?

2. What types of P2 programs are in effect at DOE facilities that would encourage
decreases in future waste destined for WIPP?

3. What amount of TRU waste would remain after ‘ treatment?

“Consequently, if TRU waste would be significantly reduced by an environmentally safe
technology, could this reduced amount of waste be stored indefinitely until technologies are
developed that would totally treat this type of waste, preferably onsite, and with acceptance by
the community?’

Response:

Thermal treatment technologies typically result in the greatest reduction in waste volumes. For
Action Alternative 2, in which waste would be treated thermally, SEIS-1I assumed that the
treated volume would be about 35 percent of the untreated volume of TRU waste (see
Appendix A.3.5). Thisreduced volume, however, would still contain essentially the same
amount of radioactivity (measured in curies) as before treatment.

The President issued Executive Order 12856, Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and
Pollution Prevention Requirements, to 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. In response, DOE established a Department-wide
goal to reduce releases to the environment and off-site transfers by 50 percent by the year 2000.
Each site has prepared waste minimization and pollution prevention awareness plans that address
minimizing TRU waste generation, as well as other waste types. Section 1.4 has been modified
to more fully discuss the WIPP waste minimization and pollution prevention efforts.

2-36



COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT TRU WASTE

Under No Action Alternative 1 (Section 3.2.5), DOE would consolidate and thermally treat TRU
waste, which would then be managed indefinitely in newly engineered and constructed monitored
storage facilities at the consolidation sites. About 107,000 cubic meters (3.8 million cubic feet)
of CH-TRU waste and 19,000 cubic meters (671,000 cubic feet) of RH-TRU waste would remain
at the sites after treatment.

02.06 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

OR1 2 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

“Isit possible that there would be Remote-Handled (RH) Transuranic (TRU) waste that could not
be put in aform suitable for disposal a WIPP?’

Response:
RH-TRU waste within the scope of SEIS-11 could, without regard to cost considerations or other
factors, be diluted, packaged, or shielded to meet WAC.

02.06 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
OR1 46 James Phelps

Comment:

“How well are the wastes of strontium-90, which is one of the more dangerous ones that you
should be concerned with, bound up either using good vaulting, or classification systems, or
other technologies so that these things can’t escape into the environment through disaster,
terrorist actions, asteroids, floods, earthquakes, et cetera, et cetera?’

Response:

SEIS-1I analyzes the impacts of storage accidents, including a potential accident triggered by an
earthquake or other natural phenomenon. The impacts include those associated with a rel ease of
radionuclides present in the waste, including strontium-90. 1f WIPP were to open, TRU waste,
including that containing stronium-90, would be permanently isolated from the environment,
even in the event of natural disasters or terrorist action, as demonstrated by the SEIS-I1 analyses.
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02.06 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 251 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Pagel-12. Line3. The effective lifetime of 500 years for cemented TRU waste forms in this
analysis may not be conservative.”

Response:

In analyzing the near-surface disposal of low-level waste, the NRC has used 500 years as a
reasonable lifetime for cement waste. The NRC value formed the basis for choosing 500 years.

If the lifetime of cement is significantly less than 500 years, the waste form could rel ease mobile
contaminants with short half-lives that would not have yet decayed, thereby increasing the
estimated health impacts. If the cement lifetime is significantly longer than 500 years, then doses
would be expected to decrease from those reported.

02.06 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-163C 45 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition

Comment:

“DOE rejected vitrification because of the large volume of CH-TRU, again failing to address the
feasibility of the process for RH-TRU and HLW. DOE argued that a vitrification program would
delay TRU waste disposal, skewing the decision-making process in favor of geologic disposal.”

Response:

Vitrification is described in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3 of SEIS-1I as one of the potential thermal
treatment processes. DOE will select alevel of treatment for TRU waste that is necessary to
satisfy disposal and storage criteria. Thermal treatment, possibly including vitrification, could be
implemented, particularly at certain sites. Under Action Alternative 2 (Section 3.2.3 of SEIS-II),
waste would be treated with athermal process designed to meet the LDRs. Under No Action
Alternative 1 described in Section 3.2.5, waste would be treated in the same way but would not
be disposed of at WIPP. Therefore, these two alternatives include vitrification of TRU waste as a
possible trestment option.

The WIPP site is proposed for disposal of CH-TRU and RH-TRU waste, but not high-level
waste. The feasibility of vitrification for high-level waste is outside the scope of SEIS-II.
However, vitrification of high-level waste is ongoing at DOE sites, including SRS and the West
Valley Demonstration Project.

2-38



COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT TRU WASTE

02.06 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-013 10 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

A-013 11 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

NA2 8 Lee Poe

OR1 5 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center

Comment:

Commenters requested that the Final SEIS-11 expand upon the waste treatment discussion.
Specifically, the commenters asked DOE to identify existing or planned waste treatment facilities
for the sites, elaborate upon treatment processes for planning-basis WAC, consider additional
treatment technologies such as vitrification, and identify benefits (besides volume reduction) of
treatment.

Response:

No specific treatment facilities or specific facility locations were assumed. In general, especially
for purposes of developing costs, it was assumed that new facilities would be developed at the
generator or consolidation sites. Information about existing and planned treatment facilities can
be found in the National TRU Waste Management Plan (DOE proposals to construct and operate
treatment facilities would be subject to appropriate NEPA review). Vitrification is described in
Section 2.2.3 as one of the potentia thermal treatment processes. Section 2.2 has been modified
to elaborate upon treatment processes for planning-basis WAC and to identify the benefits of
various treatment processes.

02.06 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-137 5 Herbert Arthur

C-141 10 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
C-141 36 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
C-141 38 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
C-152 9 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
CAl 27 Don Gray

DE1 39 Tim Holeman

DE1 52 Vince Likar

E-021 6 Ruth Weiner

E-021 9 Ruth Weiner

SF1 51 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
SF1 113 Peggy Prince

SF4 27 BonitaMcCune

Comment:

A number of commenters expressed various opinions about waste treatment processes
considered by SEIS-I1. A few said that waste treatment is not necessary and, if undertaken,
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would only serve to provide additional jobs and to improve knowledge of treatment technologies.
Other commenters stated that waste should be treated, suggesting that treatment would reduce
volumes (alowing additional TRU waste to be disposed of) and would reduce the likelihood and
conseguences of exposure to radioactive, organic, and inorganic releases and spills during
transport and disposal. Still other commenters promoted treatment, but only on alimited scale
until health and safety standards for each treatment process are devel oped, stating that workers
and the public are at risk until technologies are fully proven.

Response:

Asdiscussed in Section 2.2, SEIS-I1 considers three types of treatment to reasonably bound the
potential environmental impacts for other types of treatment that might be devel oped for future
TRU waste application. Treatment requirements include provisions to ensure compliance with
requirements established by law, regulations, and DOE internal orders that are designed to
protect the safety and health of workers. One of the decisions that SEIS-11 will support iswhich
minimal level of treatment should be required in the WAC. Costs, impacts, and other factors also
will be weighed in any decision regarding the extent of treatment required for waste to be
disposed of at WIPP.

For each type of treatment considered in SEIS-I1, the potential environmental consequences of
storage, treatment, transportation, and disposal are estimated (see Chapter 5). These impacts
vary; however, in genera the long-term performance analyses indicate that TRU waste could be
isolated from the environment with minimal treatment (i.e., treatment to meet planning-basis
WAC).

02.06 (11)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 4 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program

A-012 5 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program

BO1 30 Robin Blaisdell Snake River Alliance Education Fund

BO1 117 Michele Kresge

BO1 129 Dallas Gudgell

C-053 4 David Hensdl

C-129 12 Richard A. Kenney Codlition 21

C-129 13 Richard A. Kenney Codlition 21

C-130 9 Susan L. Gawarecki Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

C-152 175 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-159 16 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force

E-069 8 Pat Clark Snake River Alliance

SF4 59 Deborah Reade

SF4 126 Juan Montes

Comment:

Several commenters focused on plans to use thermal treatment technologies, particularly plans
at INEEL to thermally treat TRU and alpha-low-level waste. Some commenters stated that
SEIS-11 should consider the consequences from the potential treatment at INEEL of an
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additional 120,000 cubic meters (4.2 million cubic feet). Others stated that the volumes of waste
to be treated at INEEL and shipped to WIPP for disposal appear to violate the negotiated
settlement between DOE and the State of Idaho Rules and Standards for Hazardous Waste.

Other commenters said they were concerned about thermal treatment at INEEL, fearing the use
of an incinerator and its potential adverse impacts on radon releases from accidents. Others
indicated that SEIS-1I stated that treatment at INEEL will either increase waste volumes or
decrease waste volumes; one commenter requested justification for the assumed 65 percent
volume reduction. Some of these commenters requested that DOE clearly indicate why thermal
treatment at INEEL is necessary, while another commenter asked DOE to clarify that only waste
at INEEL that cannot meet the WA C would be thermally treated.

Response:

An exact thermal treatment process was not identified in SEIS-11; however, potential thermal
processes are discussed in a 1996 DOE publication titled Alternatives to Incineration Technical
Area Status Report, DOE/MWIP-26. DOE assumed (see Section 2.2.3) that athermal process
would heat the TRU waste to at least 3,000°C (5,400°F). This process would destroy organic
materials and transform the inorganic materials into either aglassy slag, a metal phase, or a
consolidated waste form. The thermal process cannot eliminate the radioactivity in the waste, but
it will change the physical characteristics of the waste. Merely converting the waste to a slag will
eliminate much of the void space and increase the activity per unit volume.

Thermal processing does have the potentia for releasing radioactive constituents into the air.
The impacts of these rel eases were considered in SEIS-II. For example, Table 5-46 in
Section 5.3.9.1 gives the estimated impact to members of the public for thermal processing of
waste for Action Alternative 2.

The basis of the 65 percent reduction is discussed in the following reference:

DOE (U.S. Department of Energy), 1995, Engineered Alternative Cost/Benefit Study
Final Report, WIPP/WID-95-2135, September, Carlsbad, New Mexico.

Regarding thermal treatment at INEEL, the decision to begin planning to thermally process waste
at INEEL was made through mechanisms other than SEIS-I1. However, the impacts of thermal
processing at the sites were considered in this document in the event that thermal processing was
performed. For example, Table 5-46 in Section 5.3.9.1 discusses the impacts to members of the
public for thermal processing of waste.

The assumption of treatment of the INEEL waste for the Proposed Action generally does not
include thermal processing; hence, the treatment increases the volume dlightly due to the
imposition of PE-Ci limits on the filter waste. In addition, no thermal processing is assumed
for Action Alternatives 1 and 3, again leading to a volume increase for the INEEL waste.
However, the thermal processing assumptionsin Action Alternatives 2A, 2B, and 2C lead to a
significant volume reduction for INEEL waste. The assumption isa 65 percent volume
reduction averaged over all of the waste forms at INEEL (35 percent of the volume remains
after trestment). This assumption is discussed in Section A.3.5. Some waste forms, such as
those composed of combustible materials, should have very high volume reduction. Other
waste forms, such as solidified inorganics, may have very little volume reduction. No specific
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treatment facilities or specific facility locations were assumed in SEIS-11. Therefore, the
Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Facility at INEEL was not discussed.

Volume estimates for the different sites have changed with time as more plans for cleanup and
disposal arefinalized. A new Appendix J has been added to SEIS-11 to address changesin
volume estimates since BIR-3 was published. The CH-TRU waste volume for INEEL in
Appendix Jis 65,200 cubic meters (2.3 million cubic feet), which is consistent with the volume
identified in the settlement agreement between DOE and the State of I1daho. Shipments, impacts,
and costs associated with this waste are also addressed in Appendix J.

With respect to the comment concerning Idaho’ s hazardous waste regulations, DOE’ s Preferred
Alternative is to dispose of TRU waste at WIPP, including mixed TRU waste from INEEL.

02.06 (12)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB6 32 Dan Kerlinsky

C-141 39 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Comment:

Two commenters offered differing opinions about shred and grout treatment technology. One
favored this type of treatment because its selection would drive technology development and
because the treated waste would provide another layer of containment. The second commenter
stated that this treatment was inadequate because it increases the volume of waste, increases
transportation risks because of consolidation, has a high risk of fire because of the pyrophoric
content of TRU waste, and results in emissions dangers to the public.

Response:

The primary benefit of shred and grout treatment would be to immobilize the waste and provide
additional shielding for workers and the public. However, the cement matrix would likely fail
over the course of 10,000 years. In addition, cement is porous and can be penetrated by water in
much the same way aresidential basement can be penetrated during a flood.

Regarding the risks of shred and grout, SEIS-11 analyzes the impacts of disposal of TRU waste at
WIPP under several trestment options. Table S-7 in the Summary summarizes the impacts to
workers and members of the public under the different treatment options, which include shred
and grout of the TRU waste. None of the treatment optionsis risk-free, and one must consider
competing risks when developing the overall disposal strategy.
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02.06 (13)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-001 5 Michael Jansky United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6

Comment:

“Action Alternative 2 includes thermal treatment to meet the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) land disposal restrictions (LDRs) and also has the effect of volume
reduction. Clarification is needed in the Final SEIS to discuss whether simple treatment for
volume reduction alone is a viable aternative to the proposed action. Volume reduction by a
factor of 2 would mean that most of the ‘previously disposed” TRU waste could be addressed
under the waste volume limitations of the Land Withdrawal Act aswell asthe ‘basic inventory.’
Discussion of this matter should be included in the Final SEIS.”

Response:

The waste streams are grouped into 11 separate categories (see Table 2-1 in Section 2.1.2 of
SEISI1). The waste forms are such that consolidation of some categories of waste could reduce
the overall volume, while repackaging might increase the volume of other waste streams. The
estimate of the overall volume change for treatment to planning-basis WAC, which isaminimal
level of treatment that includes volume reduction, is an increase in waste volume (see Section 3.1
of SEIS-I).

02.06 (14)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-048 2 Ronald Forthofer

Comment:

“Other solutions that seem more reasonable include vitrifying the waste and storing it above the
ground where it can be retrieved if new technology for disposing it becomes available.”

Response:

Vitrification is described in Section 2.2.3 of SEIS-II as one of the potential thermal treatment
processes. The no action alternatives examine the environmental consequences of continued
storage in aboveground configurations, both in monitored and retrievable fashion and as stored
under current practices. No Action Alternative 1 includes thermal treatment of TRU waste prior
to storage. The potential environmental impacts from the no action alternatives can be found in
Sections 5.5 and 5.6.
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02.07 Waste Acceptance Criteria

02.07 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SFH4 28 Bonita McCune

Comment:

“Packaging to meet WIPP's Waste Acceptance Criteria standards has not been completed.”

Response:

Much of the waste to be placed in WIPP has not yet been generated, |et alone packaged at this
time (see Table 2-2 for the TRU waste volumes for the Basic Inventory). However, prior to
shipment to WIPP, the waste would be packaged to meet WAC.

02.07 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-028 6 C. M. Wood Centers for Disease Control
Comment:

“The Waste Acceptance Criteriain Appendix A do not prohibit liquid or gaseous waste. Are
these waste forms prohibited?’

Response:

The planning-basis WAC for WIPP limit free liquids to 1 percent of the disposal volume.
Gaseous waste forms are not permitted. Only the portions of the WAC considered to be the most
important in developing and explaining projected waste inventories are reproduced in

Appendix A of SEIS-II.

02.07 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 81 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 2-5. 1800 PE-Ci/Drum. It is correct that the WAC allows 1800 PE-Ci CH-TRU drums if
the waste is overpacked or solidified. EEG has expressed some reservations about this limit.
Also, an 1800 PE-Ci drum could not be shipped in TRUPACT-II because the drum would exceed
the 40 watt thermal limit.”

Response:
The list of waste package requirements given in Section 2.1.2 comes from the WAC and
addresses a number of separate criteria. SEIS-I1 considered all the criteria when considering
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waste transportation and disposal. Indeed, an 1,800 PE-Ci drum would exceed the 40-watt
thermal limit per CH-TRU waste drum. However, the disposal volumes and number of
shipments were calculated using the more restrictive of the 40-watt or 1,800 PE-Ci limits.

02.07 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 172 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page A-12. Lines5-7. The statement is made that ‘only a few waste forms need packaging to
meet thermal power limits, provided that plastic wrap is not used when the drums are filled
(bagless posting).” Table A-16 indicates that average concentrations in about 19,400 m’ (about
14%) of stored plus projected wastes do exceed the thermal power limits for bagless posting.
Furthermore, our understanding is that the majority of presently stored wastes containers use
bags. Please comment. Does DOE plan to repackage wastes to remove bags? The plansto
repackage and treat stored waste in order to meet the WIPP WAC limits should be explicitly
addressed in detail in the SEIS-I1.”

Response:

SEIS-11 assumed that all waste would be packaged to meet the requirements of the WAC.
Indeed, waste cannot be accepted at WIPP unless it meets the requirements of the WAC. Itis
correct that a significant portion of the waste volumes identified in Table A-16 would not meet
the gas generation limits for the transportation requirementsin the WAC. In SEIS I, it is
assumed that the waste is diluted (by using partially full drums) until it does meet the gas
generation limits. The volume expansion associated with this action is explained in

Section A.3.3. The text has been revised to clarify that less than 4 percent of the stored CH-TRU
waste (other than the RFETS residues) requires volume expansion when bagless posting is
assumed. When the residue waste is added, this total climbs to nearly 9 percent.

02.07 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
NA2 1 Ed Moore

Comment:

“Thereis very little reference to criticality. The one reference | could find was that there would
be 325 gramsin a TRUPACT and that there would be no more than two Rocky Flat drums
located in that TRUPACT going to WIPP.

“Currently, the baseline plans at Rocky Flats are seeking approval for alimit of 2.8 kg's per
TRUPACT, or essentially 200 grams in adrum. And my question is: Has that been addressed in
the environmental impact and in the various supporting safety analysis documents for WIPP?
And if not, how will it be addressed and how will that impact affect us?’
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Response:

The NRC recently has approved the use of pipe overpacksin the TRUPACT-II shipping
container, allowing each overpack to contain 200 fissile-gram equivalents (2,800 for the
TRUPACT-II). Appendix A.2.1.4 has been modified to address this change and provide
information relative to the resulting change in the number of shipments. Criticality is addressed
in atext box in Section 5.1.10.1.

02.07 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-141 37 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
CAl 81 John Heaton

SF2 56 Mary Barr

SF3 67 Bill Gould

SF7 103 Linda Hibbs

Comment:

Commenters stated that the WAC (1) were not sufficiently restrictive because they allow the use
of the HALFPACK and (2) were not adequate because they do not provide for appropriate waste
characterization. One commenter said that the WAC do not encompass transportation
requirements, while another commenter said that the WAC were sufficient as currently

devel oped.

Response:

The WAC establish conditions that govern the physical, radiological, chemical composition, and
packaging requirements for TRU waste. WAC Revision 5 provides all of the requirements for
TRU waste packaging, transportation, and disposal. The WAC, athough not requiring specific
waste characterization activities, nonetheless require characterization sufficient to demonstrate
that the subject waste can be certified as having met the WAC. Also, the WAC do not identify
specific packages but rather provide the relevant provisions from the Certificate of Compliance
for the TRUPACT-II asissued by NRC; when NRC issues Certificates of Compliance for the
HALFPACK and the RH-72B, additional relevant provisions would be added to the WAC. The
WAC have been used in the SEIS-I1 analyses, which demonstrate that the packaging,
transportation, and disposal of TRU waste would be protective of human health and the
environment.

02.07 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB5 7 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 7 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
SF1 8 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
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Comment:
One commenter stated that SEIS-I1 should discuss the history of the development of the WAC,
starting with the issuance of the first set of WAC in 1979.

Response:

SEIS-1 references the most current WAC for WIPP, Revision 5, which was published by DOE in
1996. Revision 5 of the WAC contains requirements that are a result of many years of effort on
the part of DOE and severa other entities. SEIS-II does not attempt to survey and summarize the
historical development of the WAC.

02.07 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 76 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 88 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

One commenter said SEIS-11 was incorrect in stating that compliance with the planning-basis
WAC requires treatment.

Response:

There are no requirements in the WAC to treat waste, but some waste forms, such as those
containing more than 1 percent free liquids, would require treatment to meet the planning-basis
WAC. The statement referred to in the comment has been revised.

02.07 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

CAl 26 Don Gray

SF1 12 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

Two commenters stated that the WAC have been changed, eliminating the 20-year longevity
requirement for drumsin contrast to the NRC-required 300-year design life for high-level waste
containers or waste forms. These commenters also stated that the limitations on the amounts of
respirable forms have been eliminated from previous versions of the WAC.

Response:

The analyses in SEIS-11 use the assumption that all waste is packaged in appropriate containers
and are certified as meeting the WAC. The drums would be inspected at the shipping facility
and again at WIPP to ensure that they are intact. Once they were emplaced in WIPP and the
emplacement room closed, reliance would be placed on the ability of the salt to control waste
movement, rather than relying on along-lived waste container. The long-term analyses for
WIPP assumed that containers failed soon after emplacement. Even with this assumption, the
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analyses did not show the need for along-lived waste package in order to reduce the
environmental impacts from WIPP.

02.07 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-131 34 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

“It al'so does not adequately discuss what measures would be taken to ensure that future wastes
generated conform to prescribed waste acceptance criteria.”

Response:

Under any of the alternatives, the TRU waste sites would maintain the capability to manage TRU
waste generated in the future. In general, management facilities would vary by site, depending
on the waste streams and volumes generated, and would have the capability to (1) safely store
TRU waste, (2) characterize waste, (3) treat and certify waste to meet planning-basis WAC, and
(4) package and load TRU waste containers. Additional information can be found in

Section 2.1.3 of SEIS-II.

To ensure that newly generated (and stored) waste meets the WAC, DOE has developed a
certification program that provides the procedures, protocols, and quality assurance requirements
that would enable each site to certify itswaste. Details of the certification program are included
in DOE’s RCRA Part B Permit Application and its CCA, which are undergoing review by the
State of New Mexico and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), respectively.
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DOE CREDIBILITY

3.0 DOE CREDIBILITY

03.01 General

03.01 (01)
Document Comment
Number Number Name Organization
ALB1 77 Janet Greenwald
ALB2 61 Jeff Radford Business People Concerned about WIPP
ALB2 144 Janet Greenwald
ALB2 147 Janet Greenwald
ALB3 16 Bruce Trigg New Mexico Public Health Association
ALB3 33 Robin Seyde
ALB3 43 Harry Willson
ALB3 77 Jack Uhrich
ALB3 108 LoisPribble
ALB4 42 Jeri Rhodes
ALB4 46 Jeri Rhodes
ALB4 66 Lawrence Carter-Long
ALB4 70 Richard Clark
ALB4 9 Jerry Messick Local 1199NM/AFSCME
ALB4 118 Janet Greenwald
ALB5 86 David Shepard
ALB5 93 Janet Greenwald
ALB6 45 Joan Robins
ALB6 46 Joan Robins
ALB6 48 David Pace
ALB6 72 Tsosie Tsinhnahjinnie
ALB6 85 Debra Tenney
ALB6 101 Sharon Williams
ALB6 102 Dair Obenshain
ALB6 146 Tom Metcalf
BO1 38 Pat Clark Snake River Alliance
BO1 79 Kerry Cooke
BO1 9 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
C-086 5 Shelley T. Buonaiuto
C-163G 10 Jeff Radford Business People Concerned about WIPP
C-166 9 Elliott H. Libman
CAl 59 Betty Richards
DE1 57 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
DE1 83 Benjamin Corbett
DE1 89 Ben Lipman
DE1 100 LauraKriho
DE1 101 Robert Kinsey
DE1 114 Amy Rosser
DE1 138 Andrew Thurlow
DE1 146 Magdalen Seaman
DE1 160 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
E-005 1 Maurice Weisberg
E-012 13 Charles Hyder
E-056 61 LindaHibbs
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Document Comment
Number Number Name Organization
SF1 34 Lety Seibel
SF1 65 VirginiaMiller
SF1 71 Mark Lee
SF1 121 Stan Rosen
SF2 19 Tai Bixby
SF2 37 Sam Harris
SF2 59 Mary Barr
SF3 13 Myla Reason
SF3 17 Myla Reason
SF3 22 Eleanor Ponce
SF3 31 Jai Lakshman SEVA Foundation
SF3 37 Jai Lakshman SEVA Foundation
SF3 50 Jai Lakshman SEVA Foundation
SF3 51 Michael Motley
SF3 52 Michael Motley
SF3 72 Bill Gould
SF3 7 Sasha Pyle Religious Society of Friends
SF3 80 Sasha Pyle Religious Society of Friends
SF3 90 Sasha Pyle Religious Society of Friends
SF3 121 AnnaKatherine
SF3 124 Shannyn Sollitt
SF4 60 Deborah Reade
SF4 125 Juan Montes
SF4 134 Pat Larragoite
SF5 2 Scott Shuker
SF5 10 Marilyn Hoff
SF5 26 Susan Curtis
SF5 52 Jeff Berg
SF5 67 Sharon Laurie
SF5 92 Peggy Prince
SF5 97 Caroly Mae Lassiter
SF6 36 Pamela Baumgertel
SF6 49 Janet Degan
SF6 68 Garland Harris
SF7 18 Sister Penelope
McMullen
SF7 22 Suzanne Phillips
SF7 38 Rosemary Lowe
SF7 71 MelissaMcDonad
SF7 76 Bonnie Bonneau Legions of Living Light
SF7 7 Bonnie Bonneau Legions of Living Light
SF7 102 LindaLarson
SF7 109 Jill Cliburn
SF7 139 Barbara Conroy
SF7 153 Norah Pierson
SF8 16 Carl Tsosie Picuris Pueblo Tribal Council
SF8 20 Jean Nichols
SF8 36 Ame Solomon
SF8 50 Katherine Lage
SF8 76 Willem Malten
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Comment:

Many commenters questioned the honesty, integrity, and conduct of DOE and the federal
government in general and with regard to WIPP specifically. Examples of concerns were that
(1) DOE and industry lie and provide misinformation about the safety of WIPP and waste
transportation, (2) DOE spends funds just to overcome opposition to WIPP, (3) the public cannot
trust DOE because of its track record in avoiding cleanups, contaminating lands, providing
unsafe working conditions, and conducting radiation experiments on workers and members of the
public, and (4) DOE actions were schedule-driven to support opening WIPP, neglecting needed
site characterization work because it did not meet the schedule. Other commenters stated that
DOE was ignoring safety concerns and technical information on WIPP and its related operations
if that information was contrary to DOE’ s objective of opening WIPP for disposal of TRU waste.
The commenters said that DOE shows callous disregard for citizen health and welfareand is
endangering the lives of New Mexico residents.

Response:

For the last several years, DOE has implemented many programs designed to improve the
public’s confidence in the way it conducts its operations. Comprehensive stakeholder
involvement activities, such as site advisory boards, have served to more fully engage the
interested public in DOE’ s decisionmaking activities. The involvement of external oversight
organizations and the regulation of many DOE activities by external agencies such as the EPA
provide assurance to the public that DOE is conducting its activities in a safe and prudent
manner. The continuing involvement of the NAS and independent, internationally recognized
peer reviewers in the WIPP experimental and compliance programs provide further assurance of
DOE' s commitment to obtaining appropriate and sufficient information to comply with the
regulations, and to manage TRU waste in an environmentally responsible manner. DOE is
committed to following all safety, health, and environmental protection regulations and in many
instances it has exceeded the regulations by incorporating additional suggestions provided by the
public. For example, various stakeholders participated in the development of the System
Prioritization Method, the formal decision method that enabled DOE to complete its performance
analyses for WIPP.

DOE believes that operations and activities associated with WIPP to date are in full compliance
with all applicable laws and regulations. The WIPP site would be eligible to open and receive
TRU waste for disposal only after several additional conditions are met. These conditions
include at least the following: (1) receipt of a RCRA Part B Permit from the State of New
Mexico; (2) receipt of CCA certification from EPA pursuant to 40 CFR Parts 191 and 194;

(3) completion of SEIS-11 and issuance of a ROD; (4) completion of transportation emergency
response and preparedness provisions of the LWA; and (5) completion of any other relevant
operating requirements pursuant to DOE orders (e.g., operational readiness review).

DOE agrees with commenters that TRU waste should be disposed of in a manner that protects
public health and the environment. In 1980, Congress recognized the need to dispose of TRU
waste from defense programs and activities and, in response, DOE has studied the feasibility of
disposing of TRU waste at WIPP for the last 20 years. During thistime, DOE has undertaken
an extensive site characterization and experimental program designed solely to demonstrate
whether TRU waste can be isolated from the environment in compliance with the applicable
regulations. The WIPP characterization and experimental program has been overseen by state
and federal regulatory agencies, the EEG, the NAS, and others. Comprehensive stakeholder
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involvement activities have also served to more fully engage the interested public in DOE’s
decisionmaking activities. DOE believes that the WIPP repository would be the first step toward
asolution to the nation’s TRU waste disposal problem.

03.01 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 7la Jack Uhrich

ALB3 97 Jeffrey Rich

ALB4 32 Jeri Rhodes

ALB6 147 Tom Metcalf

C-141 13 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
SF4 43 Deborah Reade

SF5 16 Mark Lee

SF5 63 Reno Myerson

SF7 22 Suzanne Phillips

SF7 102 LindaLarson

Comment:

Several commenters stated that DOE was continuing to ignore public comments contrary to
DOE' s position that WIPP should be the site for TRU waste disposal. Two commenters noted
the presence of pro-WIPP speakers in Albuguerque and Santa Fe, implying preferential treatment
by DOE for those who support DOE positions.

Response:

DOE recognizes the importance of the public comment period and public hearings in the NEPA
process and has not tried to limit the airing of dissenting opinions or comments. DOE assigned
comment times on a first-come, first-served basis and did its best to accommodate all individuals
who wished to speak either in favor of or in opposition to WIPP, regardless of whether or not
they had signed up in advance. For instance, in Albuquerque and Santa Fe there was available
time and space to accommodate many additional speakers wishing to provide oral testimony.

03.01 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB1 73 Janet Greenwald

ALB1 74 Janet Greenwald

E-012 1 Charles Hyder

E-012 26 Charles Hyder

E-056 1 LindaHibbs

OR1 47 James Phelps

SF4 128 Juan Montes
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Comment:
A few commenters stated that DOE had placed an inordinately high emphasis on public relations
in an effort to promote the WIPP program.

Response:

DOE’ s continuing commitment to informing its stakehol ders requires a comprehensive public
affairs program for the WIPP program. The WIPP public affairs staff (1) support public
involvement activities germane to its regulatory compliance activities, such as SEIS-I;

(2) prepare technical, regulatory, and financial materials for the interested public, agencies,
organizations, and local educational interests; (3) ensure continued availability of information to
the public through the establishment and maintenance of various electronic links (e.g., WIPP
Internet web site, toll-free phone number); (4) encourage and conduct public tours of the WIPP
facility; and (5) prepare and conduct other media-related information such as press releases and
interviews. Overal, the fulfillment of DOE’s commitment to its stakeholders and compliance
with its “ openness’ initiatives require an experienced and knowledgeable staff at the WIPP site.

03.01 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-006 1 Frank J. Deckert U.S. Department of the Interior

A-013 22 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

ALB1 9 Blaine Hadden

ALB1 38 Joe Rose

ALB1 80 Mark Hoover

SF3 2 Robert S. Light New Mexico Representative (District 55)

SF4 16 Cliff Stroud

SF4 39 Bob Forrest

SF4 68 Bill St. John

SF7 86 Tony Marlow

Comment:

Many commenters stated their confidence in DOE and indicated that SEIS-11 provides an
objective and exhaustive review of the affected environment and the environmental impacts of
the WIPP project.

Response:
Thank you for your comments.

03.01 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB4 5 Dory Bunting

ALB4 95 AngelaWiebak
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-163E 7 No name provided Citizens for Alternativesto Radioactive
Dumping

E-056 55 Linda Hibbs

E-071 2 Patricia Hall

NA1 12 Dennis Lee Better World Technologies

SF7 46 Marvin Mattis

SF7 58 Peli Lee

SF8 10 Susan Diane

Comment:

A few commenters suggested that DOE is moving too quickly to open WIPP, that the decision
might be politically motivated rather than scientifically based, and that significant technical
uncertainties need to be addressed prior to opening the facility.

Response:

It isnot possible for DOE to eliminate all of the uncertainties regarding WIPP's performance as a
repository. However, based on its current knowledge of the WIPP site from extensive studies on

TRU waste disposal conducted over the past 20 years, DOE has a high degree of confidence that

the WIPP repository would limit the movement of TRU waste, as it was designed to do.

The WIPP site would open and receive TRU waste for disposal only after several conditions are
met. These conditionsinclude at least the following: (1) receipt of a RCRA Part B Permit from
the State of New Mexico; (2) receipt of CCA certification from EPA pursuant to 40 CFR Parts
191 and 194, (3) completion of SEIS-11 and issuance of a ROD; (4) completion of transportation
emergency response and preparedness provisions of the LWA; and (5) completion of any other
relevant operating requirements pursuant to DOE orders (e.g., operational readiness review).

03.01 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF3 97 Anhara Lovato

Comment:

“And that WIPP, they want to put a WIPP three times as big asWIPP up in Los Alamos. That's
totally insane.”

Response:
DOE has no plans to construct a geologic repository similar to the WIPP facility in Los Alamos,
New Mexico.
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03.01 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-012 8 Eleanor Ponce

SF8 84 Katherine Montano Las Vegas Environmental Coalition
Comment:

Comments were made that DOE has broken the law by transporting nuclear waste by regular
truck and that some waste has aready been moved to WIPP.

Response:

DOE has moved some TRU waste between its facilities in accordance with U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) shipping regulations. The use of TRUPACT-II containersis required only
for shipments to the WIPP site, and no TRU waste has been transported to, disposed of, or
emplaced at WIPP.

03.01 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB1 29 Eric James

ALB4 2 Charles Goad

ALB4 14 Charles Goad

ALB4 44 Jeri Rhodes

ALB5 88 David Shepard

ALB5 98 Janet Greenwald

BO1 40 Pat Clark Snake River Alliance
C-060 7 Jeff Moyers RPM2 Building Services Ltd.
CAl 64 Betty Richards

SF5 8 Marilyn Hoff

SF5 15 Mark Lee

SF5 39 Louise Baum

SF5 42 Michael Buonaiuto

SF5 83 Michael Collins

Comment:

Commenters expressed concerns about the corporations that support DOE in general and WIPP
in particular. Commenters stated that companies unfairly benefit by being paid to clean up waste
that they generated, that companies are indemnified and absolved of any responsibilities if
problems occur, that these companies have poor health and safety records, and that they cannot
objectively evaluate environmental impacts.

Response:

Since the 1940s, thousands of companies have been involved in supporting the U.S.
government in its nuclear weapons complex. Many of these larger companies are also the
companies that have the demonstrated experience and expertise to manage and dispose of
waste. It isalso true, however, that over the last two decades the increased demand for
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restoration and waste management services has resulted in the growth of new companies having
specialized services that also are necessary for the successful management and disposal of
nuclear waste. For waste management and environmental restoration services, DOE typically
selects companies in open competition, based upon their demonstrated experience and abilities,
quality of personnel, and other factors. In addition, the management companies that operate
DOE sites are directly liable for violations of environmental and health and safety laws and
regulations; indemnification provisions apply only in certain and limited circumstances, such as
accidents that occur that are not caused by violations of health and safety laws or regulations.

CEQ regulations require contractors preparing EISs to execute a disclosure statement specifying
that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project for which the EISis
being prepared. Battelle and its subcontractors have signed such disclosure statements with
regard to the WIPP SEIS-I1. Battelle' s role has been exclusively to prepare SEIS 11, while
Westinghouse is the management and operations contractor at WIPP. Westinghouse staff have
provided input to DOE staff regarding the accuracy of the factsin SEIS-1I. CEQ regulations
require federal agencies to independently evaluate the contractor-prepared EIS prior to its
approval and to take responsibility for its scope and contents. Thus, DOE, not Battelle or
Westinghouse, will make decisions on WIPP, based in part on the environmental analyses of
SEISHI.

03.01 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB1 86 Janet Greenwald

ALB3 71b Jack Uhrich

Comment:

Commenters stated that workers at the WIPP facility as well as other employees of DOE and its
contractors were afraid to raise safety concerns for fear that they would lose their jobs.

Response:

DOE appreciates the commenters concern for the safety and fair treatment of DOE and
contractor employees. Federal “whistleblower” laws serve to protect the identity and well-being
of those who step forward with legitimate safety or other concerns. Those who wish to express
their concerns regarding the WIPP project but also wish to remain anonymous can contact the
Carlsbad Area Office at 101 W. Greene St., Carlsbad, New Mexico 88220 or call
1-800-541-1625.

03.01 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

BO1 31 Robin Blaisdell Snake River Alliance Education Fund
BO1 118 Michele Kresge
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Comment:

Two commenters said thermal treatment of TRU waste at the proposed Advanced Mixed Waste
Treatment Facility in Idaho has not been justified and does not appear to be required for safe
disposal at WIPP.

Response:

Waste destined for WIPP must meet the minimum level of waste treatment required prior to
disposal. Based in part on the SEIS-11 analyses, DOE will decide what level of treatment would
be required for waste disposed of at WIPP. The comments are based on the assumption that
DOE would choose treatment to the planning-basis WAC, which, in many cases, would require
little or no treatment of TRU waste. If thisis DOE’s decision, sites would have the latitude to
select waste treatment methods that exceed the WAC, such as thermal treatment or incineration.
DOE will conduct a site-specific NEPA review before deciding whether to construct and operate
treatment facilities.

03.01 (11)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

E-015 4 Jerry Messick Local 1199NM/AFSCME
Comment:

“The WIPP Medical Working Group has not given equal representation to all the citizens of New
Mexico. Infact, the Working Group is biased in favor of the Department of Energy and the
Westinghouse Corporation and does not reflect the views of many of the people who will be
confronted by a possible WIPP disaster.

“A very serious situation exists when the health and safety of first responders and health care
workers depend on the decisions made by an organization which does not consider all of the
facts, or makes decisions contrary to the facts available.

“Since the WIPP Medical Working Group was created with no decision-making process many
issues that have been raised numerous times have been conveniently dismissed or ignored.”

Response:

DOE recognizes that members of the WIPP Medical Working Group often have differing
opinions as to the conduct of the group’s activities, approaches to health and safety training for
first responders, decisionmaking procedures, and the like. DOE’ s obligation has been to
determine the merits of each viewpoint and proceed accordingly.
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03.01 (12)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 6 Don Schrader

Comment:

“It'simpossible to get homeowner's insurance covering nuclear contamination and disaster.
These are specifically excluded in most policies. Now, if you experts cannot convince the
insurance companies of the safety of WIPP and any nuclear transport across our highways to
WIPP, why should we believe you?’

Response:

The type of exclusion the commenter is referring to is common to all insurance policies, not just
those for residents that may be affected by WIPP. It is DOE’s understanding that, in general, this
type of exclusion isintended to protect an insurance company from massive claims that might
result from events with widespread consequences such as anuclear war. TRU waste carriers are
required to carry a minimum of $5 million insurance, which covers, among other things,
environmental restoration expenses. In addition, to the extent that cleanup costs might exceed
the carrier’ sinsurance coverage, the government is also responsible for certain cleanup costs
resulting from nuclear accidents under the Price-Anderson Act.

03.01 (13)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-075 2 Louise Hess

Comment:

“Hey, you don’t need to worry about EPA. What do they know about the dangers of low level
radiation trash? EPA will surely find away to make WIPP a‘safe’ money-maker.”

Response:

The EPA’sroleisto certify whether the WIPP program complies with radiation protection
standards in 40 CFR Part 191. The WIPP repository is designed for the safe disposal of TRU
waste generated as aresult of DOE’s missions. The impacts anticipated under the Proposed
Action are addressed in Section 5.1 of SEISI.

03.01 (14)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 128 Janet Greenwald

ALB5 94 Janet Greenwald
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Comment:

One commenter said that DOE is covering up the fact that New Mexico is aready contaminated.
She stated that if health studies were conducted and New Mexicans knew how contaminated the
state already is, they would not let the WIPP project happen.

Response:

DOE routinely produces annual site environmental monitoring reports that contain the results of
ongoing monitoring programs for its facilities. Although there are localized areas of
environmental contamination at DOE sites, DOE does not believe that DOE operations in New
Mexico have resulted in widespread environmental contamination and serious health impacts to
members of the public.

03.01 (15)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 76 Jack Uhrich

Comment:

“We know that Sandia and Westinghouse covered up the fact that WIPP waste generated
explosive gases that could lead to a dangerous explosion, either en route or at the WIPP site.
Thiswas kept secret until it was exposed by Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping
and by aresearcher for the Environmental Evaluation Group.”

Response:

DOE is unaware of any attempts by its contractors, SNL or Westinghouse, to deny that some
gases generated by TRU waste are flammable and may, under certain conditions, pose an
explosion potential. 1n 1990, DOE discussed and analyzed potential accidents involving
flammable gasesin SEIS-| (see SEIS I, Appendix F). SEIS-1I discusses the generation of gasin
TRU waste relative to waste transportation and to long-term performance of the WIPP repository.
Section A.2.1.2 discusses how hydrogen gasis generated in TRU waste. Appendix H presents
information on how gas generation was considered in the SEIS-I1 performance assessment.
Additional information is provided in the WIPP CCA.

03.01 (16)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF4 117 Corrine Sanchez

Comment:

“DOE isfighting the lawsuit which found them liable of discrimination in their hiring practices.
And if that is the way they treat their work force, how do they treat people that are not
represented in that work force, that are outside their boundaries?’
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Response:

SEIS-I1 analyzes impacts to workers, maximally exposed individuals, and populations within

80 kilometers (50 miles), without regard to race, ethnicity, or economic status. In addition, the
Department has considered whether there would be disproportionately high and adverse impacts
to minority and low-income populations. Results are presented in Chapter 5. Hiring, promotion,
and termination practices, as well asthe legal action to which DOE understands the commenter is
referring, are not within the scope of SEIS-II.
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4.0 EDITORIAL

04.01 General

04.01 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 27 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 30 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 31 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 32 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 33 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 34 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 35 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 39 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

One commenter stated that the SEIS-11 Glossary either included incomplete or incorrect
definitions, omitted definitions that should have been included, or contained typographical errors,
including the following:

Response:

The definition of backfill as“materials placed in storage panels or drifts’ istoo
ambiguous.

The definition of contact-handled waste should start with the term “TRU waste’
instead of the word “waste.”

The spelling of sievert isincorrect; the sievert is abbreviated as Sv.
The definition of disposal should use the definition in the WIPP LWA.
The definition of disposal phase should use the definition in the WIPP LWA.

The definition of absorbed dose should also include the mks unit known as the gray
and abbreviated as Gy.

The definition of dose conversion factor should use “resultant dose equivalence”
instead of “resultant radiation dose.”

The definition of WIPP should be changed as WIPP is no longer an experimental
facility.

The SEIS-I1 Glossary has been revised to incorporate the commenter’ s suggestions as
appropriate.
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04.01 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 29 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page GL-2. Line 12. The glossary should include a definition for the Becquerel since it includes
adefinition for the curie.”

Response:
Activity units of becquerel are not used in SEIS-I1; therefore, the SEIS-11 Glossary has not been
modified to include this term.

04.01 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 36 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page GL-9. Lines 4 through 7. The definition of high-level waste should include unreprocessed
spent fuel.”

Response:

Theinitial part of this definition isfrom DOE Order 5820.2A. Unreprocessed spent nuclear fuel
could be included under the second part of this definition but may not be considered waste in al
Cases.

04.01 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 37 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page GL-9. Lines 22 through 26. The definition of the phrase ‘immediately dangerous to
health’ only includes * maximum airborne concentration.” The phrase also applies to a dose rate,
e.g. 1,000 rem/hour.”

Response:

The acronym for the term “immediately dangerousto life or health (IDLH) has been added to
distinguish this as a specific term, not a phrase. The concept and values for the IDLH were
originally developed by Nationa Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) for
hazardous chemical exposures and emergency response purposes. Use of the term for high dose
rates is not appropriate.
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04.01 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 40 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 42 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 43 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 44 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

One commenter requested the revision of three terms and the addition of one term to the
“Acronyms and Abbreviations’ section of SEIS-1I. The commenter said to do the following:

Add the definition for BIR-3.
Change the acronym for Preliminary Performance Assessment to “PPA.”
Change the definition of SWIFT-II to indicate that it is computer software.

Revise to show that the RH-72B cask is only a proposed RH-TRU waste shipping
container.

Response:
The SEIS-II “Acronyms and Abbreviations” section has been revised to incorporate the
commenter’ s suggestions as appropriate.

04.01 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB4 25 Jeri Rhodes

Comment:

“Someonetrained as | am in language has trouble with all your acronyms, has trouble with your
euphemisms.”

Response:

SEIS-11 includes technical jargon, acronyms, and abbreviations that may be unfamiliar to awide
audience. DOE hasincluded an “Acronyms and Abbreviations’ section and a*“Glossary” section
at the beginning of SEIS-11 and has placed text boxes throughout the document to assist the
reader with various technical concepts.
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04.01 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 41 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page AC-1. Line 42. The AC-section has an acronym for design-basis earthquake, but it does
not have an acronym for design-basis criteria.”

Response:
An acronym for the term “design-basis criteria” was not created for SEIS-I1 because the term was
used infrequently.

04.01 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-028 8 C. M. Wood Centers for Disease Control
Comment:

“Theindex to this publication contains some invalid references. Other key words such as
‘exposure path’ aso cite pages that have no apparent reference to that subject.”

Response:
The SEIS-II index has been corrected to address the commenter’ s concern.

04.01 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 45 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 181 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 222 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

One commenter stated that various tables in SEIS-11 needed revising, citing incorrect word usage
and omission of relevant information, which include the following:

Table MC-1 should include a conversion factor from psi to pascal and conversion
factors from darcy to other units of permeability.

The values in Table A-14 should be rounded off, and the columns labeled * Existing
Stored Volume” should be relabeled * Stored (1995).”

If plutonium-238 and plutonium-240 in Table G-4 are considered to be major
contributors to dose at ORNL, plutonium-239 should aso be listed in that category.

4-4



COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT EDITORIAL

Response:
The tables cited by the commenter have been revised to incorporate his suggestions.

04.01 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 206 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 207 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 208 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 221 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

One commenter said that in four instances SEIS-I1 contained inconsistencies and typographical

errorsin egquations, mathematical terms, and mathematical units of measure. These include the

following:
Equation E-1 has a parameter named FMPI while the explanatory text names the
parameter FMRPI.
Equation E-2 has a parameter named FMRT while the explanatory text names the
parameter FMRPT.
Section E.8.2 has a conversion error in that 3.4 x 10° cubic metersis equal to 1.2 x
10° cubic feet.
On page G-2, the dose-to-risk conversion factor for a population incorrectly uses * per
rem” asthe unit.

Response:

The errors in the mathematical equations, terms, and units noted by the commenter have been
corrected.

04.01 (11)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-087 7 CharlesRice Citizens Advisory Board Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

Comment:

“The [Citizens Advisory] Board also recommends the final SEIS include explanations of the
probabilities associated with the accident scenarios. There is no discussion in the Executive
Summary of the probabilities of the bounding accidents presented; it appears that they are
probable or possibly inevitable. Risks associated with very low probability events must be
presented carefully and concisely.”
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Response:

Facility accident probabilities are included in Chapter 5 and Appendix G, and transportation
accident probabilities are included in Chapter 5 and Appendix E. For the sake of brevity, neither
has been included in the SEIS-II Summary.

04.01 (12)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-002 7 Gedi Cibas New Mexico Environment Department
Comment:

“Although the DSEIS indicates it was published in November 1996, and includes information
reflecting changes in the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act as of September 23, 1996, it contains
inconsistent references to the correct versions of both the Final No-Migration Variance Petition
and the RCRA Part B Permit Application. Page S-3 refersincorrectly to the Final Draft
No-Migration Variance Petition; pages 1-8 and 1-15 refer to the RCRA application incorrectly as
being Revision 5.2 and issued in 1995; and subsequent chapters reference the superseded RCRA
application Revision 5.2 instead of the current Revision 6 issued in April 1996. These are
relatively minor errors which nonethel ess should be corrected.”

Response:
The references noted by the commenter have been updated.

04.01 (13)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-013 3 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

C-132 16 Keith Tinno Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

C-152 52 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 130 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 252 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

C-152 256 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

Comment:

Three commenters cited errors in the chapters and appendices of SEIS-II involving misspellings,
incorrect word usage, omission of relevant information, typographical errors, and one
inappropriately placed callout. These errors include the following:

The footnote on page 1-1 should read “. . .WIPP could begin disposal operationsin
November 1997, as encouraged in Public Law 104-201, provided the DOE receives
all regulatory approvals by that date.”

Lines 19-20 on page S-13 should read that the berm isto be constructed around the
perimeter of the waste panel footprint (not of the site).
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Lines 18 and 19 on page 5-21 should state the population density as “ 3,861 persons
per square kilometer.”

On line 9 on page 1-12, the parenthetical reference to Table I-1 should be moved to
the end of the second sentence.

On page 1-31, the reference to maximum dose of 14.5 rem per year should be 14.5
rem per lifetime.

Response:
The text in the SEIS-11 chapters and appendices has been corrected to incorporate the
commenters suggestions as appropriate.

04.01 (14)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
NA2 6 Lee Poe

Comment:

“I found that the environmental effects, the summary in the document itself is very difficult to
read and understand the significance of the environmental effects. It’s buried in the text, and the
text is many, many pages and you' re flipping back and forth as you try to find that.

“Y ou ought to simplify the document and summarize the material in tabular form so that people
can see the significance of the impact.”

Response:

DOE has attempted to summarize and simplify the environmental impacts in the summary and
has included a table of impacts as part of the summary. However, because of the nature of the
analysis and the wide range of impacts examined, it is difficult to summarize the impacts
succinctly.

04.01 (15)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB5 10 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“The glossary, acronym, and measurement section appear hastily done. Even the title of the
document dealing with the disposal phase isincorrect. The disposal phase was defined by
Congress in Public Code 96-02, as beginning with the emplacement of waste and ending when
the last amount of wasteisin place. Then there's eleven years to backfill arepository, close it
up, and then disposal begins.
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“So there are many illustrations in here where one has come up with new definitions, rather than
relying upon existing definitions in there.”

Response:

The front sections of SEIS-11 have been revised to incorporate changes based on specific
comments by this and other commenters. The document’ stitle includes “disposa phase”

because the intent has been to focus on the disposal of TRU waste at the WIPP site, thereby
differentiating SEIS-1I from SEIS-I. Other than changing the word “draft” to “final,” thetitle has
been left asiis.

04.01 (16)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 126 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 189 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

One commenter stated that the process of rounding off estimates resulted in inconsistenciesin
some tables contained in Appendix D and Chapter 5. The commenter suggested that a consistent
system be used.

Response:
The revised life-cycle cost estimatesin the Final SEIS-11 have been checked in Chapter 5 and
Appendix D, and any rounding inconsi stencies have been corrected.

04.01 (17)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 38 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page GL-14. Lines 16 through 20. The definition of remote-handled transuranic waste should
start with theterm ‘ TRU waste’ instead of the word ‘waste.” Also, while the radiation level at
the outer surface of the container is less than 1,000 rem/hour, there is avolume limit of 12,500 cu
ft for wastes that have radiation doses that are greater than 100 rem/hr at the outer surface.”

Response:
The term “Waste” has been changed to “TRU waste.” WIPP volume limits are not relevant to
the definition of RH-TRU waste and are therefore not included.
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04.01 (18)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-028 5 C. M. Wood Centers for Disease Control
Comment:

“What is‘lag storage?”

Response:

For the purpose of SEIS-II, “lag storage” refers to the storage of TRU waste that has been
certified to the WAC and is awaiting shipment to the WIPP facility for disposal. Thisterm has
been added to the SEIS-I1 Glossary.

04.01 (19)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 28 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page GL-2. Line 4. The definition of background radiation does not include global fallout as it
exists in the environment. Global fallout is considered to be man-made radiation.”

Response:

DOE considers “background” radiation to include all sources of radiation to which a population
could be exposed, including natural and enhanced sources normally considered to be man-made.
The definition of “natural background radiation,” however, would not include these enhanced
SOurces.

04.01 (20)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-163F 1 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternativesto Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition

SF8 58 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition

Comment:

One commenter said he was disappointed that SEIS-11 gives only a cursory overview of geology
and hydrology.

Response:

For the sake of brevity, and to provide an explanation understandable to a nontechnical reader,
DOE summarized the geological and hydrological features of the WIPP site and region, then
directed the interested reader to more detailed, comprehensive, and technical treatments of the
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subject matter. These include the documents incorporated by reference in SEIS-I1; namely, the
1980 FEIS, the 1990 SEIS, the Preliminary Performance Assessment for the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant by SNL, the WIPP SAR, and the CCA.

04.01 (21)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-010 16 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

Comment:

“Page S-27, paragraph 7 The primary aquifersin the Oak Ridge area are (asin all the Valey and
Ridge province in East Tennessee) bedrock aquifer in carbonate rock. The total dissolved solids
in these aquifers range from about 150 to 400 PPM. Only in the clastic rocks or at depths of
many hundred[s] of feet in the carbonate rock will total dissolved solids limit the use of
groundwater.”

Response:

Background groundwater quality in the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) bedrock aquifer is
considered poor at depths greater than 300 meters (1,000 feet) due to high total dissolved solids.
The * Affected Environments’ section of the Summary and Section 4.2.8 of SEIS-I1 have been
changed to reflect this.

04.01 (22)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 25 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 61 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 240 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

One commenter said that the Draft SEIS-I1 used an incorrect conversion factor (curies per cubic
meter to picocuries per liter) in figuresin the Summary, Chapter 5, and Appendix H and stated
that the correct conversion factor is 1 pCi/L = 10° Ci/m>. The commenter cited the importance
of the correct use of this conversion factor, particularly on pages S-51 and 5-43.

Response:

All calculations were performed correctly. The incorrect parenthetical of (1 pCi/L) was
introduced during the creation of the graphics and has been removed or corrected in all applicable
figures.
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04.01 (23)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALBG6 156 James Bartosch

Comment:

“Also under Section 5.12, please consider adding a statement that WIPP represents short-term
use of resources to achieve the long-term goal of safer transuranic waste management.”

Response:

DOE does not generally consider actions that take place over 35 yearsto be “short term,”
although 35 years could be viewed as short term relative to the period of disposal operations. In
addition, the results of the SEIS-11 analyses already support the view that WIPP represents a
short-term use of resources to achieve the long-term goal of safer TRU waste management.
Therefore, it would be redundant to restate this point as the commenter has suggested.

04.01 (24)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 100 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 3-12 Closure and decommissioning. Use the definitions of disposal phase and disposal
used in the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act. The definitionsin the text do not match those in the
Act.”

Response:

The use and definitions of the terms “disposal” and “disposal phase” as defined in the LWA can
be confusing to members of the public unfamiliar with the LWA. The definitions used in SEIS-I
were selected because they were more intuitive and easier to understand. Therefore, the
requested modifications have not been incorporated.

04.01 (25)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 15 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Page E-62 to E-63 In the bullet items, ‘...a breached TRUPACT-II..." or ‘...a breached
RH-72B..."” should be changed to ‘...two breached TRUPACT-IIs...” or ‘...two breached
RH-72Bs...” to make it more clear that, as discussed on p. E-62, the breach of two containers was
modeled in each case.”
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Response:
Section E.7.3 has been modified to reflect the comment.

04.01 (26)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 13 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Page E-28 ‘ACCIDENTS should be deleted from the header for E.4, since this section deals
with accident-free transportation as well as with accidents.”

Response:
The heading for Section E.4 has been modified as suggested in the comment.

04.01 (27)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 12 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Appendix E Theword ‘TRUCK’ should be added to headers E.2 through E.5, sincerail
transportation is discussed only in Section E.7.”

Response:
The headings for Sections E.2 through E.5 have been modified as suggested in the comment.

04.01 (28)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 11 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Page 5-59, paragraph 7 (first paragraph following second list of bullet items) ‘ The standard
method of calculating the number of accidents and fatalities per commercial train isto divide the
average number of rail cars per train by 70." This sentence is unclear (dividing the average
number of rail cars per train by 70 will result in 1). What is probably intended is something to
the effect of: ‘ The standard method of calculating the number of accidents or fatalities per rail car
isto divide the number of accidents or fatalities per train by the average number of rail cars per
train, whichis 70."”

Response:
The determination of accidents and fatalities per rail car was incorrectly identified in the Draft
SEIS-1I. Thetext has been modified as suggested in the comment.
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04.01 (29)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-013 4 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

Comment:

“Page 1-2, Table 1-1: Neither this table nor the corresponding text provides a source for the
DOE TRU waste volumes listed.”

Response:
This omission has been corrected.

04.01 (30)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 209 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page F-14. Section F.2.3.3. External dose of Involved Workers. No units are given in Tables
F-11 through F-15. This should be corrected in the Final SEIS-I1.”

Response:

Tables F-11 through F-15 list screening values cal culated to determine the radionuclides of
greatest importance for the direct external exposure pathway. Each table contains afootnote
indicating that the values are unitless.

04.01 (31)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 131 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-26. Table5-11. Footnote ‘d’ states that the MEI for RH-TRU islocated at SRS. There
isno RH-TRU at SRS.”

Response:
The error was actually under the maximally exposed individual (MEI) for RH-TRU waste in
Table 5-11 (not the footnote) of the Draft SEIS-II. It has been corrected in the Final SEIS-II.
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04.01 (32)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 183 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 184 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 185 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 186 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 187 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

One commenter said that the nomenclature and formatting of the equations in Section B.5 were
confusing, incomplete, and inconsistent. The commenter also requested additional clarification
of the calculations.

Response:
The method of adjustment was revised and reflected in Section B.5.

04.01 (33)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 142 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-43. Figure5-1. Thereisa 10° conversion error on this Figure (and on lines 18-19 on
page 5-42) that is repeated on numerous other Figures in this Chapter and Appendix H. A
concentration of 1 pCi/1 isequal to 10° Ci/m’ [(1 pCi/l) (10" Ci/pCi)(10° I/m°) = 10° Ci/m)],
not 10" Ci/m°. This mistake raises an uncertai nty about which value was used in plotting the
extent migration areas in the various figures. Thisisimportant; it must be clarified, corrected,
and the areas re-plotted if necessary.”

Response:
These sections and figures have been modified to correct this error.

04.01 (34)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 248 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 1-6. Equation 1-2. The convolution integral appearsfirst in equation I-2. All the
explanations pertaining to the convolution integral given much later with equation I-7, should be
given first with equation 1-2.”
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Response:
This recommended change has been incorporated.

04.01 (35)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 249 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page1-9. Equation I-7. The symbol for the convolution operation is used twice, the second
timeinside anintegral. The use of the convolution symbol inside the integral isincorrect. A
symbol representing multiplication should be used inside the integral .”

Response:
This recommended change has been incorporated.

04.01 (36)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 242 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page H-57. Last paragraph. Because of the pCi/1 to Ci/m” conversion error mentioned, we are
unsure whether the 1 pCi/1 value quoted hereis correct or whether the valueis 10° pCi/1.”

Response:
The error noted by the commenter has been corrected.

4-15



EDITORIAL COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

This page intentionally left blank.

4-16



COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT ENDORSEMENT/OPPOSITION

5.0 ENDORSEMENT/OPPOSITION

05.01 General

05.01 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-001 6 Michael Jansky United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6

Comment:

“The EPA ratesyour DSEISas‘LO, i.e, EPA has‘aLlack of Objections' to the DOE preferred
aternative. Our classification will be published in the Federal Register according to our
responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, to inform the public of our views on
proposed Federal actions.”

Response:

Thank you for your comment. EPA’s specific comments on the Draft SEIS-I1 have been
addressed in appropriate sections of the Final SEIS-II.

05.02 Endorsement of Alternatives Involving Disposal of Waste at WIPP

05.02 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-004 1 George Voinovich State of Ohio Office of the Governor

A-010 1 Justin P. Wilson State of Tennessee

A-010 6 Elgan H. Usrey State of Tennessee

A-013 1 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

A-013 21 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

ALB1 8 Mark Miller

ALB1 11 Blaine Hadden

ALB1 14 Ron Beethe

ALB1 16 Noel Savignac

ALB1 19 George Newton

ALB1 39 Joe Rose

ALB1 79 Mark Hoover

ALB2 44 Harry Kinney

ALB2 66 Rex Allender

ALB2 78 Don Kidd

ALB4 13 Subhas Shah

ALB5 14 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

ALB5 23 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group

ALB5 57 Richard Groff

ALB5 74 Paul Anderson

ALB5 77 Paul Anderson
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Document Comment
Number Number Name Organization
ALB5 78 Paul Anderson
ALB5 80 Melinda Stanley
ALB6 5 Ruth Weiner
ALB6 6 Ruth Weiner
ALB6 83 Robert Richards
ALB6 153 James Bartosch
BO1 5 Governor PhillipBatt ~ State of 1daho
BO1 11 Congressman Mike State of Idaho
Crapo
BO1 17 Senator Larry Craig State of Idaho
BO1 19 Brian Whitlock
BO1 35 Delbert Farmer
BO1 53 Representative Jack State of Idaho
Barraclough
BO1 56 Fred Sica
BO1 58 George Freund
BO1 61 John Commander
BO1 66 Martin Huebner Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs
BO1 68 Stan Hobson
BO1 136 Martin Huebner Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs
C-002 1 Keith W. Marlow
C-004 1 James K. Sprinkle, Jr.  Los Alamos National Laboratory
C-006 1 Stephen C. Tadolini
C-007 1 Marge J. Baker
C-009 1 Robert D. Watson, Ph.
D.
C-010 1 James Matthews, DDS
C-011 1 Lois Pohl
C-013 1 Tom VanZandt
C-014 1 Nancy Wilson and
William Ohs
C-015 1 Geri Velasguez
C-016 1 Craig Martin
Cc-017 1 James F. Van Hecke,
Jr.
C-018 2 Mark Cummings
C-019 2 Tom Sandford
C-023 1 E. Johnson
C-025 1 James F. Mesite, Jr.
C-029 1 Jan and Judith Novak
C-043 1 Larry Avens
C-045 1 Dorothy and Robb
Minor
C-046 1 William Ohmstede
C-047 1 Wayne Morris
C-050 1 Howard B. Kreider, Jr.
C-054 1 Mark Trump
C-055 1 Paul E. Sanchez
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-059 2 Sam Vol pentest Tri-City Industrial Development Council

C-062 1 R. J. Peterson, Ph. D.

C-063 1 Michael (No last name

provided)

C-064 1 Michael Potvin

C-066 1 Ralph W. Maughan

C-067 1 Norling Anderson

C-069 1 William Schaefer

C-072 1 Carl W. Buckland

C-073 1 Warren E. Quinn

C-074 1 W.E. Briggs

C-077 1 Jim Harless

C-078 1 Alethea L. Hill

C-079 1 Erwin Reinhardt

C-080 7 Mike Dempsey

C-081 1 Robert Thrasher

C-082 1 Alfred Brooks

C-083 2 DianthaF. Pare League of Women V oters Environment
Committee

C-084 1 Fay M. Martin

C-087 1 CharlesRice Citizens Advisory Board Idaho National
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory

C-089 1 Tim M. Greager

C-096 1 W. L. Hampson

C-097 1 Robert Owen

C-099 1 Bruce Rippeteau

C-100 1 Larry Weaver

C-101 1 William R. Stratton

C-108 1 Richard Shropshire

C-113 1 Victor Holm

C-115 1 Melvin M. Vuk

C-120 1 Anonymous

C-129 5 Richard A. Kenney Codition 21

C-129 6 Richard A. Kenney Codition 21

C-130 1 Susan L. Gawarecki Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

C-132 1 Keith Tinno Shoshone-Bannock Tribes

C-135 1 William Fulkerson Friends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory

C-140 1 Barbara H. Fitzharris

C-142 1 Morris B. Pongratz

C-143 1 Roger Wishau

C-144 2 Robb Minor

C-146 1 W.L. Hampson

C-153 1 Martin Huebner Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs

C-161 1 William L. Partain

CAl 2 Al Hickerson

CAl 34 Mike Currier

CAl 35 Robert Lee

CAl 38 Christen Nuget

CAl 43 Jack Black
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

CAl 44 Jack White, Jr.

CAl 49 Dick Means

CAl 52 Jon Tully

CAl 54 Mike Garringer

CAl 56 Claude McCausdland

CAl 57 Bill St. John

CAl 75 John Heaton

CAl 83 John Heaton

CAl 84 Alexis Hilty

CAl 85 Alexis Hilty

CAl 86 Dr. George Markle

CAl 87 Fred Bloss

CAl 88 Tom Duffin

CAl 91 James Kaoch

CAl 92 Bob Murray

CA1l 95 Tom Quintela

CA1l 97 Tom Quintela

CAl 98 Mayor Perkowski

CAl 99 Lorraine Allen

CAl 104 Mark Schinnerer

CAl 108 Cliff Stroud

CAl 109 Don Kidd

CAl 114 Carroll Leavell

CAl 117 Dan Funchess

DE1 2 Jeffrey Pecka

DE1 36 Tim Holeman

DE1 54 Vince Likar

DE1 190 Victor Holm

E-021 1 Ruth Weiner

E-032 1 Robert S. Light New Mexico Representative (District 55)

E-033 1 Robert S. Light New Mexico Representative (District 55)

E-038 1 Steve Massey Eddy County

NA1 8 Todd Crawford

NA2 2 Lee Poe

OR1 17 Stanley Redl Oak Ridge Regiona Planning Commission

OR1 38 Bob Pecle

OR1 41 Karl Shendall

OR1 43 Karl Shendall

OR1 48 Fred Maienschein

OR2 4 John Croes

OR2 5 Lorene Sigd

OR2 6 Doug Turner

OR2 7 Barbara A. Wadton Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

OR2 16 Alfred Brooks

OR2 19 Fred Peretz

OR2 20 Ken Preston

RL1 2 Ken Niles

RL1 3 Pam Brown

RL1 6 F.R. Cook
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF1 20 Robert Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
SF1 122 Tom Baca

SF1 123 Tom Baca

SF2 5 John Dendahl

SF2 22 Benny Atencio

SF2 25 Jimmy Joe Gonzalez
SF2 26 John Elling

SF2 36 Jay Shelton

SF3 1 Robert S. Light New Mexico Representative (District 55)
SF4 1 Terry Marshall

SF4 11 John Heaton

SF4 13 John Heaton

SF4 15 Lorraine Allen

SF4 17 Cliff Stroud

SF4 18 George Shoup

SF4 35 Milton G. Lockhart
SF4 36 Jon Mack

SF4 37 Bob Forrest

SF4 41 Bruce LeBrun

SF4 42 Steve Massey Eddy County
SF4 67 Bill St. John

SF4 69 Chuck Wiggins

SF4 74 L es Shepherd

SF5 1 Milton G. Lockhart
SF5 18 Chris Chandler

SF5 20 Chris Chandler

SF5 21 Lawry Mann

SF6 2 Louis Rosen

SF7 41 Stanley E. Logan
SF7 61 Bruce Barnaby

SF7 85 Tony Marlow

SF8 73 Thomas Morgan

V1 2 Ed Stein

V1 8 Glen Graves

V1 10 Mike Dempsey

V1 13 Glen Lockhardt

V1 18 Wally McCorkle

V1 22 Bruce LeBrun

V1 23 Robb Minor

V1 24 David Wass

V1 26 Glen Graves

V1 28 Lawry Mann
Comment:

Severa individuals, organizations, committees, and agencies endorsed TRU waste disposal at the
WIPP site. Some commenters endorsed the Proposed Action, while others supported one of the
other action aternatives. The following are some of the reasons why commenters said they
support the opening of WIPP.
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INAPPROPRIATE CURRENT STORAGE OF TRU WASTE: Commenters expressed the
following endorsements regarding the disposal of TRU waste at the WIPP facility:

TRU waste is currently stored aboveground at 22 sites, with the potential to adversely
impact the surrounding populations.

The environmental problems at some generator sites cannot be solved without the
WIPP facility.

At present, the climate and geology at some sites are unsuitable for waste storage,
making the temporary storage of TRU waste dangerous.

TRU waste is much safer in ageologic repository like WIPP than in aboveground
storage facilities where it is susceptible to natural and human-induced catastrophes.

The waste containers were not designed for long-term storage and any delay in
moving the waste would only increase the chances of arelease and the possible
contamination of groundwater or surface water near the generator sites (e.g., Snake
River, Rio Grande River).

The cost of maintaining continuous repackaging would also be substantial and would
increase until a permanent repository, such as WIPP, is available for the safe and
effective disposal of waste.

Cleanup activities are al'so a source of waste generation; therefore, more, not less,
TRU waste should be considered for disposal.

To delay the WIPP facility’ s opening in the hope that a better alternative will emerge
would be irresponsible

WIPP SITE SUITABILITY/SAFETY: Commenters expressed the following endorsements for
the suitability and safety of the WIPP site for TRU waste disposal:

Bedded salt formations (such as the Salado Formation at the WIPP site) are the best
means to safely and permanently dispose of TRU waste because radionuclide
transport of TRU waste would be isolated, barring human intrusion.

The performance analyses in SEIS-I1, which assume worst-case scenarios, show that
no contamination to the Pecos River Basin would be expected.

The geohydrology of the WIPP site is favorable; that is, thereis no karst and the area
has alow water table.

The WIPP site is favorable because the popul ation density is low.

The WIPP facility meets the performance standards established by the law and its
regulators and has won numerous safety awards and the endorsement of the NAS.

The air monitoring program at WIPP is excellent.
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No waste repository will be perfect and the United States needs to support a site that
has aready been demonstrated to be safe through scientific analysis (i.e., the WIPP
site).

TRANSPORTATION: Commenters endorsed DOE’ s plans for transporting TRU waste to the
WIPP site, stating that exhaustive testing of the TRU transportation containers has demonstrated
that they are adequate to prevent the release of waste from credible potential transportation
accidents; that truck drivers have been well-trained and have clean, safe trucks; and that countless
hours of training of emergency personnel have been conducted to ensure the safe transportation

of TRU waste to WIPP.

OVERSIGHT: Commenters said that, because of the DOE and SNL (Lockheed Martin) team,
New Mexico has the personnel most qualified to manage TRU waste. They also stated that EEG
has been providing more than adequate oversight of WIPP to protect the interests of the people of
New Mexico.

UNACCEPTABLE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES: Commenters stated that No Action
Alternatives 1 and 2 in SEIS-11 are unacceptable for the following environmental, public health,
safety, and policy reasons.

The no action aternative scenarios do not effectively isolate the waste and would not
meet cleanup objectives.

It would cost approximately $10 billion to properly store defense-generated TRU
waste, more than twice the cost of disposing of it at WIPP. Increased costs, increased
volumes of processed waste, and requirements for on-site storage for the next 150 to
160 years is unacceptable.

Leaving the waste on site for this period of time would redlistically result in
permanent disposal of waste in temporary storage.

No Action Alternative 2 would have the greatest long-term health impacts of any
alternative considered. A projected potential 2,325 deaths over 10,000 yearsis
unacceptable and unnecessary when we can accept the other alternatives.

The no action aternatives leave us with a problem that has to be addressed in the
future.

If the no action alternatives were chosen, then no TRU waste would be shipped from
Idaho to WIPP, which would violate the Governor’s Settlement Agreement. In
addition, the associated costs of doing nothing could increase to $400 million per
year (four times the cost of sending the waste to WIPP).

COST TO THE PUBLIC: Commenters said that too much taxpayer money has been spent on the
WIPP project to decide not to use it at all. Some stated that it would be a dlap in the face of
taxpayers who have been supporting something the NAS believesis safe.

Response:
Thank you for your comments.
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05.03 Opposition to WIPP; Endorsement of Alternatives Not Involving Disposal of
Waste at WIPP

05.03 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB1 3 Mark Rudd

ALB1 20 Maria Santelli

ALB1 37 Eric James

ALB1 41 Sally Alice Thompson

ALB2 15 Sean Asghar

ALB2 30 VirginiaKotler

ALB2 41 VirginiaKotler

ALB2 54 Jeff Radford Business People Concerned about WIPP
ALB2 63 Jeff Radford Business People Concerned about WIPP
ALB2 64 Elaine Regan

ALB2 65 Madeline Aaron

ALB2 68 Charles Hyder

ALB2 91 John Leahigh

ALB2 97 Lesley Weinstock

ALB2 102 Lesley Weinstock

ALB2 116 Judy Kaul

ALB2 117 Judy Kaul

ALB2 122 Deborah Reade

ALB2 132 Deborah Reade

ALB2 153 Rick Packie

ALB3 8 Don Schrader

ALB3 15 Bruce Trigg New Mexico Public Health Association
ALB3 19 Bruce Trigg New Mexico Public Health Association
ALB3 20 Robin Seyde

ALB3 29 Robin Seyde

ALB3 34 Penny Mainz

ALB3 42 Harry Willson

ALB3 66 Chuck Hosking

ALB3 68 Linda Sperling

ALB3 81 Maryann Fiske

ALB3 99 Jeffrey Rich

ALB3 102 LoisPribble

ALB3 109 Peter Kalberer

ALB3 114 Peter Kalberer

ALB3 118 Michael Dooley

ALB4 7 Dory Bunting

ALB4 15 Don Thompson

ALB4 28 Jeri Rhodes

ALB4 20 Wendy Cory

ALB4 102 Merida Wexler

ALB4 124 Jon Thomas-Weger

ALB5 24 Susan Rodriguez

ALB5 42 Susan Rodriguez

ALB5 43 Lilly Rendt

ALB5 51 AanyaAdler Friess
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB5 54 John McCall

ALB5 68 Pere Barber Gormley

ALB5 69 Kent Gormley

ALB5 71 Kent Gormley

ALB5 84 Pere Barber Gormley

ALB5 90 David Shepard

ALB5 96 Janet Greenwald

ALB6 1 William Beems

ALB6 19 VictoriaMichelle

ALB6 26 Dan Kerlinsky

ALB6 34 Joan Robins

ALB6 67 David Pace

ALB6 71 Tsosie Tsinhnahjinnie

ALB6 76 Judy Pratt

ALB6 81 Judy Pratt

ALB6 84 Debra Tenney

ALB6 100 Sharon Williams

ALB6 112 Dair Obenshain

ALB6 113 Glenna Voigt

ALB6 121 Glenna Voigt

ALB6 122 Alan Moskowitz

ALB6 129 Alan Moskowitz

ALB6 136 Amy Nixon

ALB6 149 James Emmett Garrity

ALB6 163 Rich Weiner

BO1 25 Robin Blaisdell Snake River Alliance Education Fund

BO1 42 Patricia Hall

BO1 52 Liz Paul

BO1 72 Steve Hopkins

BO1 88 Rebecca A. Nebelsick

BO1 89 Beatrice Brailsford

BO1 93 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center

BO1 125 Michele Kresge

BO1 128 Dallas Gudgell

C-003 1 Alexis Higginbotham/
Archie Tew

C-008 1 Linda Whittenberg

C-012 2 Eleanor Ponce

C-020 1 Brian V. Ellison

C-021 1 Kayce Cole

C-022 1 Pam Lytle

C-024 5 Barbara Conroy

C-026 1 Tom and Nancy
Florshein

C-030 3 Carole J. Suderman

C-031 2 Nina Johnson and H.
Lopez

C-032 2 Joan O. King

C-033 2 Kent Williamson

C-034 2 Linda Seese
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-036 la Sarah Stout

C-037 1 Erica Simonov

C-038 1 Blanche Brody

C-039 3 Jm Lysne

C-040 2 Christine Ortiz

C-042 1 Marie Ortiz

C-044 1 Sally Spencer

C-048 1 Ronald Forthofer

C-049 1 Lorraine Hanley

C-051 1 Tom Williams, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma
Director

C-057 1 Diana Reimers

C-060 1 Jeff Moyers RPM2 Building Services Ltd.

C-071 1 Diane Stayner

C-088 7 Victoria Parrill

C-090 8 Linda Ewald

C-091 1 Niels Schonbeck

C-092 1 John Savorra

C-093 1 Hugo Bertini

C-098 1 Jill M. Cowley

C-105 1 Valerie Hookham

C-106 1 Jerry L. Gerber

C-107 1 Deborah M. Brink

C-109 1 Dana Middleton

C-110 1 Rafaelita Bachicha

C-111 6 Scott W. Estep

C-114 1 Cecil Cadwell

C-116 1 Lauren O’ Neal

C-118 1 David Proctor

C-121 2 Bob McEnaney

C-122 1 Ross Lockridge Concerned Citizens of Cerrillos

C-122 4 Ross Lockridge Concerned Citizens of Cerrillos

C-123 3 Carol Merrill

C-124 6 Roy Young

C-125 20 BarbaraH. Johnson The Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club

C-126 1 Richard Dant, Jack
Dant, Christi Schackel

C-128 1 Mary Fran O’ Connor

C-131 46 Don Hancock

C-134 1 JessicaA. Giglia

C-136 1 N. Watson

C-137 2 Herbert Arthur

C-139 1 Judy Herzl

C-141 8 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety

C-147 1 Nena Hoeprich

C-148 3 Landi Fernley

C-149 1 Lindy Lyman

C-150 7 Mary Olson

C-151 22 Don Moniak Serious Texans Against Nuclear Dumping
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Document Comment
Number Number Name Organization
C-154 1 Tom Marshall, Jack Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
Mento, et al.
C-155 1 Peggy Finch,
Jerry J. Finch Jr.,
James Finch
C-156 13 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
C-157 8 Wendy Lynne Botwin
C-158 3 Maureen Eldredge Military Production Network
C-160 6 Julie R. Sutherland
C-162 1 Kathleen Sullivan
C-163A 82 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition
C-163B 5 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition
C-163B 7 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition
C-163B 8 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition
C-163C 39 Richard H. Phillips Citizens for Alternativesto Radioactive
Dumping/All Peopl€e’s Coalition
C-163G 3 Jeff Radford Business People Concerned about WIPP
C-164 1 Mansi Kern
C-164 6 Mansi Kern
C-166 1 Elliott H. Libman,
MSW
C-166 12 Elliott H. Libman,
MSW
C-166 13 Elliott H. Libman,
MSW
CAl 11 Richard Boren
CAl 58 Betty Richards
CAl 68 Charles M. Loftus
DE1 10 Leroy Moore
DE1 20 Nicholas Helburn
DE1 27 Kathleen Sullivan
DE1 29 Jack Mento
DE1 30 Michael Dolan
DE1 84 Ben Lipman
DE1 95 LauraKriho
DE1 102 Michelle Foy
DE1 115 Amy Rosser
DE1 121 Judith Mohling
DE1 124 Kathleen Sullivan
DE1 132 Kathleen Sullivan
DE1 133 Andrew Thurlow
DE1 140 Kenneth Worth
DE1 143 Magdalen Seaman
DE1 154 James Ciarlo
DE1 161 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

DE1l 164 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
DE1 170 Tom Marshall Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center
DE1 176 Kathryn Becker

DE1 188 Scott Polanchyck

DE1 192 Scott Hatfield

E-012 27 Charles Hyder

E-012 30 Charles Hyder

E-012 32 Charles Hyder

E-063 1 Tom Moore

E-069 1 Pat Clark Snake River Alliance

E-077 4 Rebecca A. Nebelsick

E-077 5 Rebecca A. Nebelsick

OR1 30 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
OR1 37 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
SF1 3 Richard Deyo

SF1 23 Ray Schmidt

SF1 33 Nausika Richardson

SF1 36 Lety Seibel

SF1 46 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
SF1 59 VirginiaMiller

SF1 89 Chris Moore

SF1 108 Basia Miller

SF1 111 Peggy Prince

SF1 124 Clan lanaeby

SF1 127 Peggy Prince

SF2 6 Kathleen Sullivan

SF2 31 Shawn Sigsredt

SF2 45 Elliott Skinner

SF2 60 Nancy Judd

SF3 8 Cathy Swedlund

SF3 19 Myla Reason

SF3 48 Jai Lakshman SEV A Foundation

SF3 73 Bill Gould

SF3 74 Sasha Pyle Religious Society of Friends
SF3 78 Sasha Pyle Religious Society of Friends
SF3 91 AnharaLovato

SF3 112 AnharaLovato

SF3 125 Shannyn Sollitt

SF3 126 Shannyn Sollitt

SF3 131 Norman Budow

SF4 70 Mary Riseley

SF4 102 Kathy Sanchez

SF4 120 Corrine Sanchez

SF4 122 Vicki Downey

SF4 130 Juan Montes

SF4 137 Pat Larragoite

SF5 13 Marilyn Hoff

SF5 29 Jeanne Wheeler

SF5 31 Louise Baum

SF5 57 Amy Mohr
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

SF5 61 AliciaKatz

SF5 64 Reno Myerson

SF5 66 Sharon Laurie

SF5 72 Michael Collins

SF5 89 MariaMoreno

SF5 91 Peggy Prince

SF5 95 Sonja Swanson

SF5 98 Caroly Mae Lassiter

SF5 100 Stephanie Clifton

SF6 8 Sheldon Herman

SF6 12 Rebecca Henderson

SF6 14 Alfred Fuller

SF6 17 Guy Fuller

SF6 23 Susannah Harrison

SF6 25 Amy Stix

SF6 30 Laura Center

SF6 31 Mariel Kinsey

SF6 33 Pamela Baumgertel

SF6 39 Pamela Baumgertel

SF6 41 lan Duncan

SF6 45 Burleigh Shepard

SF6 438 Janet Degan

SF6 65 Anna Hansen

SF6 67 Garland Harris

SF6 75 Garland Harris

SF6 81 Pia Gallegos

SF6 93 Deborah Hibbard The Sierra Club

SF7 4 Carole Tashe

SF7 10 Sister Penelope
McMullen

SF7 21 Suzanne Phillips

SF7 40 Rosemary Lowe

SF7 48 Eric Ericson

SF7 53 Todd Macon

SF7 56 Peli Lee

SF7 66 Margaret Cohen

SF7 68 MelissaMcDonad

SF7 72 Nate Downey

SF7 74 Bonnie Bonneau Legions of Living Light

SF7 91 Linda Hibbs

SF7 98 LindaLarson

SF7 106 Jill Cliburn

SF7 113 Monika Steinhoff

SF7 115 Julie Sutherland

SF7 116 Bren Bacon

SF7 131 LeeLysne

SF7 133 Dominique Mazeaud

SF7 142 Barbara Conroy

SF7 144 Nancy Brown

SF7 146 Naomi Mattis
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

SF8 7 Susan Diane

SF8 18 Carl Tsosie Picuris Pueblo Triba Council
SF8 19 Robin Laughlin Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
SF8 22 Jean Nichols

SF8 27 Ruth Sougstad

SF8 32 Allen Lytle

SF8 41 John Otter

SF8 46 Karin Salzmann

SF8 56 Katherine Lage

SF8 78 Michagl Combs

SF8 82 Quinn Evans

Comment:

Several individuals, organizations, and committees stated their opposition to TRU waste disposal
at the WIPP site in favor of leaving the waste aboveground in monitored, retrievable storage until
a better alternative was proposed (e.g., transmutation). Some commenters supported one of the
no action alternatives, while others rejected all of the alternativesin SEIS-1I. The following are
some of the reasons why commenters said they oppose the opening of WIPP.

COST: Commenters stated that the WIPP project is an enormously wasteful expenditure of
money.

UNCERTAINTIES: Commenters stated that the WIPP program lacks the most fundamental
aspect of science: logic. They said that WIPP is a huge experiment in deep geological burial of
nuclear waste and, as it has not been tried anywhere else in the world, it is unproven and
controversial. They also stated that WIPP has too many unanswered questions for the public to
feel safe for themselves and the environment. Some of these unanswered questions concern the
following:

The lack of knowledge regarding TRU waste and TRU waste treatment

Technical issues, including human health and safety; geology; hydrology; operational
safety; backfill; facility design; engineered barriers; transportation health risks; water
intrusion; criticality; potential explosions; radioactive gas containment; and
performance issues

The ability to deter future inadvertent human intrusion

FUTURE: Some commenters said that the WIPP program is a symbol of DOFE’ stotal disregard
for future generations and ecological integrity and that it makes that section of the earth forever
unusable.

ATTITUDE: Some commenters said that the WIPP program is just one more example of an “out
of sight, out of mind” mentality. In addition, they stated that this enormous problem would not
be solved by burying the waste permanently, but that DOE is merely repositioning the waste in
order to avoid the problem.
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PROBLEMSWITH THE SITE: Commenters stated that waste cannot be monitored or retrieved
onceit is emplaced in the WIPP repository and that, if any problems arise with the storage due to
water seepage, earthquakes, or nearby oil drilling, it might be infeasible or impossible to retrieve
the waste. They said the site also has permeable and corrosive salt beds positioned over water
and that, in time, the water would dissolve the salt and form aslurry. They said that the waste
containers in the WIPP repository would corrode, and people in southern New Mexico, Texas,
and Mexico would die because TRU waste would contaminate the water (e.g., the Pecos River,
the Rio Grande, the Gulf of Mexico). They also stated that it isirresponsible to dump TRU waste
into one of the poorest states.

TRU WASTE: Some commenters said that TRU waste is an astonishingly toxic material with an
unbelievably long half-life, that it would be unsuitable to bury long-lived radionuclides like
plutonium, and that until TRU waste can be fully characterized, quantified, treated, and stored
temporarily or permanently, DOE cannot claim an adequate analysis of the action alternativesin
SEIS-11 has been performed.

TRANSPORTATION: Some commenters who live near transportation routes strongly opposed
the transportation of TRU waste to the WIPP site. They stated that highways are not safe and
that transporting nuclear waste would only add to the danger on the nation’s highways, putting
thousands of people at an even greater risk.

RESOURCES: Some commenters said that it isirresponsible to contaminate the environment of
the western states, particularly the beautiful natural formations (the Carlsbad Caverns system) in
New Mexico. They said that the land is valuable to the people of New Mexico, particularly the
WIPP sitein terms of oil and gas.

CONTAMINATION: Many commenters stated that TRU waste should remain at the generator
sites. They stated that many sites are already contaminated, so it does not make sense to
contaminate another site.

RELIANCE: Commenters said that areliance on the WIPP project has created poor storage
conditions for TRU waste at the generator sites (e.g., Rocky Flats).

RUSHING TO OPEN THE WIPP FACILITY: Many commenters stated that an emphasis has
been placed on the completion of an unsound facility and transportation plan, at the expense of
moving radioactive materials out of the facilities where they are currently stored. Commenters
urged DOE to immediately change its policy and consider retrievable storage at the generator
sites, with minimal transportation for the period of the next 100 years or so until the waste can be
properly treated without danger and stored or made benign.

Some commenters preferred No Action Alternative 2 because they said it was the safest and
cheapest alternative. Others stated that the six alternatives presented in SEIS-I1 were
inappropriate and that new alternatives should be developed. Some of the aternatives to WIPP
that were specifically mentioned included the following:

Storage of radioactive waste aboveground on or near the generator sites, so that it is
not transported on the highways of the country, harming the ecosystem
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Response:

Creation of a safer disposal procedure for TRU waste rather than deep geologic burial
at the WIPP site

Constant monitoring of TRU waste for 100 years until technology has had time to
mature

Cleanup of the generator sites and aboveground storage of all waste, whether treated
or not

Planning by DOE for safe, monitored, retrievable storage of TRU waste at the point
of generation

Acceptance of nuclear waste by the people of New Mexico, for the purpose of
incinerating, transmuting, or destroying the waste to eliminate its danger

A 10-year moratorium, during which WIPP would be sealed and reopened to assess
the condition of the site. Meanwhile, address priorities such as effective waste
storage at the generator sites

Thank you for your comments.

05.04 WIPP SEIS-I1 Public Hearing Process

05.04 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB1 78 Janet Greenwald
ALB2 152 Rick Packie
ALB3 21 Robin Seyde
ALB3 79 Jack Uhrich
ALB3 83 Karen Navarro
ALB4 47 Lawrence Carter-Long
ALB4 111 Virginia Corazon
ALB5 61 Lilly Rendt
ALB5 91 David Shepard
ALB5 95 Janet Greenwald
ALB6 9 Catherine O’ Neill
ALB6 22 Dan Kerlinsky
ALB6 27 Dan Kerlinsky
ALB6 158 James Bartosch
ALB6 170 Julie Ahern

BO1 127 Dallas Gudgell
C-085 1 Sam W. Booher
C-111 4 Scott W. Estep
CAl 17 Richard Boren
E-071 1 Patricia Hall
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

SF3 26 Jai Lakshman SEV A Foundation
SF3 29 Jai Lakshman SEV A Foundation
SF3 118 AnnaKatherine

SF4 %! Joseph Oliaro

SF4 118 Corrine Sanchez

SF5 35 Louise Baum

SF5 40 Louise Baum

SF5 41 Michael Buonaiuto

SF5 20 Peggy Prince

SF6 56 AnnaHansen

SF7 35 Amy Bunting

SF7 59 Peli Lee

SF7 73 Nate Downey

SF7 152 Norah Pierson

SF8 3 Elliott Skinner

SF8 14 Carl Tsosie Picuris Pueblo Triba Council
SF8 23 Jean Nichols

SF8 44 Karin Salzmann

SF8 79 Michagl Combs

SF8 80 Michagl Combs

V1 12 Glen Lockhardt

Comment:

A number of commenters said they were skeptical of the purpose of the hearings, some
commenters asked if public input was taken into account. Some commenters stated that the
hearings were being held for political reasons, that comment identification is biased, that
commenters were not being taken seriously, and that DOE had already decided to open the WIPP
facility for the disposal of TRU waste. Some commenters voiced their appreciation for the
hearings and stated that public comments can affect the outcome of the NEPA process.

Response:

According to the CEQ regulations that implement NEPA, opportunities for public comment must
be provided as part of developing an EIS. The CEQ regulations do not specifically require public
hearings, DOE regulations require a minimum of one public hearing. The public hearing process
isavehicle by which individuals, organizations, and agencies may provide comments and voice
concerns regarding the WIPP program.

DOE has made every reasonable effort to ensure that the comments received on SEIS-1I have
been responded to without bias. DOE identified and categorized each comment into issue areas
(e.g., NEPA process, legal, performance assessment) and prepared responses, including
appropriate changes to SEIS-I1. All comments and responses, as well as environmenta impacts
and other factors, will be considered by the Secretary of Energy in rendering a decision on
whether to dispose of TRU waste at the WIPP facility.

Although not reprinted in the Final SEIS-11, acopy of all public comment letters and all public
hearing transcripts is available in one volume in the SEIS |1 reading rooms. A list of these
reading rooms s included in Section 2.3 of SEIS-II.
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It should be recognized that DOE is not the sole decisionmaker as to whether and when WIPP
should open for disposal operations. Before it could open WIPP, DOE must, at a minimum,
(2) receive a RCRA Part B Permit from the State of New Mexico to operate WIPP as a storage
and disposal facility and satisfy any relevant permit conditions; (2) receive CCA certification
from EPA (i.e, afinding that there is a reasonable expectation that TRU waste would be
contained), as well as satisfy any conditions issued pursuant to 40 CFR Parts 191 and 194;

(3) complete SEIS-I1 and issue a ROD to begin disposal operations; (4) comply with the
transportation emergency response and preparedness provisions of the LWA; and (5) complete
any other relevant operating requirements pursuant to DOE orders (e.g., operational readiness
review).
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

06.01 General

06.01 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-159 3 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force
E-012 20 Charles Hyder

SF4 66 Deborah Reade

SF4 107 Kathy Sanchez

SF4 124 Juan Montes

Comment:

Commenters said that TRU waste transportation routes throughout the United States, and
particularly in New Mexico, would run next to or through low-income and minority
communities. Thus, these communities would have a higher-than-average likelihood of being
impacted by an accident. Some commenters stated that SEIS-11 does not adequately address the
impacts to these communities in the event of a shipping accident and that there must be
assurances that these communities receive emergency response training.

Response:

The routes presented and analyzed in SEIS-11 are proposed routes based upon DOT regulations
(49 CFR Section 177.825). The regulations require the carriers to use the interstate highway
system, to the extent possible and reasonable, as the preferred route for shipping hazardous
material. Where no interstate highway exists, the shortest reasonable route must be used. States
or other recognized routing authorities also may designate alternate routes in accordance with
procedures stated in 49 CFR Section 177.825. Additionally, the State of New Mexico invited
tribes to participate in routing decisions, though none chose to do so. Section 5.8 of SEIS-I|
analyzes the environmenta impacts, specifically looking for potential high and adverse impacts
to low-income and minority populations.

Potential impacts to popul ations along specific routes would be small because of the few
shipments transported along those routes. For instance, along St. Francis Drive in Santa Fe,
5,000 shipments would be expected throughout the campaign, resulting in an estimated

3 additional accidents, 3 injuries, and 0.4 fatality. In view of the conservatism of the estimates,
the most likely impact would be zero fatalities. In addition, accidents would be random events
that could occur on any segment of the transportation route and thus would not be likely to
disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations.

DOE has conducted emergency response training for several communities along the
transportation routes. DOE provides field incident/accident response exercises through its
Transportation Accident Exercise (TRANSAX) and WIPP Transportation Exercise
(WIPPTREX) programs. The purpose of the TRANSAX program is to demonstrate that
participating tribal, state, local, and DOE emergency preparedness systems are capable of
responding cooperatively and effectively to a transportation emergency involving a
TRUPACT-II transporter. The WIPPTREX program is designed to help states and tribes
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achieve readiness for response to WIPP transportation emergencies and to assure them of DOE’s
ability to provide specialized technical assistance. Training will continue as required by the
LWA in order to ensure that all communities are adequately prepared to deal with potential
emergencies.

06.01 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB1 6 Mark Rudd

ALB1 84 Janet Greenwald

ALB2 114 Sandra Schroeder

C-105 4 Valerie Hookham

C-166 11 Elliott H. Libman,
MSW

CAl 7 Richard Boren

SF3 5 Cathy Swedlund

SF4 133 Juan Montes

SF6 84 Pia Gallegos

SF7 50 Eric Ericson

SF7 70 MelissaMcDonald

SF7 101 LindaLarson

SF8 75 Willem Malten

Comment:

Commenters said that New Mexico was chosen for the WIPP site because it is a poor and
politically weak state, or that the government favors states with higher populations. Some stated
that the WIPP site is located near the low-income and minority community of Loving, New
Mexico, which has a higher-than-average likelihood of being impacted by releases from the
facility. Other commenters stated that more attention needs to be paid to environmental justice
analysesin SEIS-II.

Response:

The site selection process, described in Subsection 2.2 of the 1980 FEIS, relied on a series of
criteriathat included characteristics of the salt beds and surrounding geological layers, tectonics,
hydrology, mineral potential, existing boreholes, population density, and land availability. With
the exception of mineral potential (oil, gas, potash), none of the criteria were based on socidl,
political, or economic factors. Low population density in the vicinity of the WIPP siteisa
desirable safety factor, not a political consideration.

Section 5.8 of SEIS-I1 indicates that potential high and adverse impacts (described in

Section 4.1.6) may occur as aresult of waste transportation activities. However, accidents would
be random events that could occur on any segment of the transportation routes within and outside
of New Mexico and thus would not be likely to disproportionately affect minority or low-income
populations. For disposal at WIPP, normal disposa operations would not cause significant
adverse human health or environmental impacts, and there would be no impacts that could
disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations, including those in Loving or
Carlsbad, New Mexico. Although possible, the very low probability of the more severe
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accidents would not be expected to result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority or low-income populations (see Section 5.8). Both Carlsbad and Loving have high
percentages of minority populations (see Figure 4-11). Carlsbad is dlightly farther from WIPP
than Loving, but its larger population results in greater cal culated impacts than Loving from
exposure to a postulated accident at WIPP.

06.01 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-001 1 Michael Jansky United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6

Comment:

“The Council on Environmental Quality has issued a draft guidance for addressing
Environmental Justice (EJ) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The guidance
seeks to advance the goals of Executive Order 12898: Federal Actionsto Address Environmental
Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations. EPA believes that there are elements of the
guidance that relate to this SEIS, for example, the Rocky Flats Technology Site and the Savannah
River Site. Both of these sites have been reported as having environmental justice concerns. EJ
should be considered in evaluating the aternatives in the Final Statement.”

Response:

Section 5.8 of the Final SEIS-11 assesses the potential for environmental justice impacts at all
treatment sites, including RFETS and SRS, and at WIPP. This analysisis consistent with draft
guidance from both CEQ and DOE.

06.01 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-013 5 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

Comment:

“Page 1-7: In the last bullet (Changes in the Status of Relevant Regulations) of the section
discussing the need for a second Supplemental Environmental |mpact Statement, there is mention
of Presidential Executive Order 12856 -- Federal Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and
Pollution Prevention Requirements. DOE should similarly include areference to Presidential
Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994 -- Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.”

Response:
The discussion of executive ordersin Section 1.4 has been deleted to focus on the regulations of
40 CFR Parts 191 and 194.
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06.01 (05) General

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-157 7 Wendy Lynne Botwin

Comment:

“I am concerned about the impacts on the cultural resources on the WIPP land and about the
impacts on minority and low-income people in the surrounding area.”

Response:

SEIS-11 examined the entire range of reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts, including
those to cultural resources in the vicinity of the WIPP facility. Under some alternatives,
decommissioning activities may adversely affect some cultural sites and mitigation measures
would be taken to protect them. Impacts to cultural resources are discussed in Sections 5.1.4,
5.2.4,5.3.4,5.4.4, and 5.5.4 of SEISII.

For disposal at WIPP, normal disposal operations would not cause significant adverse human
health or environmental impacts, and there would be no impacts that could disproportionately
affect minority or low-income populations (described in Section 4.1.6). Although possible, the
very low probability of the more severe accidents would not be expected to result in
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations (see
Section 5.8).
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7.0 FACILITY ACCIDENTS

07.01 General

07.01 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 16 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Page G-2, Second paragraph The text states ‘ Impacts from external dose pathway ... are not
included in the impacts reported here.” Asdefined by EPA 400 for emergency planning
purposes, the plume phase of an accident includes the contribution from inhalation, ground
surface deposition, and immersion or external exposure from the plume. To be consistent with
the format of other EIS documents published by the DOE, we suggest including these pathways
even if they are several orders of magnitude below the inhalation dose.”

Response:

For the overall WIPP SEIS-I1 analysis, most of the calculations were performed using the PE-Ci
unit of activity, which is based on the relative inhal ation hazard of a radionuclide compared to
plutonium-239. External dose calculations were not possible because radionuclide-specific
inventories were not available. Thisis not a problem, however, because screening calculations
were performed that demonstrated that doses from the inhalation pathway are much greater than
those from the external pathway. On aradionuclide-specific and consolidation site-specific
screening basis, the dose from the external pathway is less than 0.003 percent of the inhalation
dose, even in the RH-TRU waste inventory. For the CH-TRU waste inventory, the inhalation
dose was 36,000 times the greatest external dose. If the external doses were to be included in the
reported values, they would be lost in the rounding off of the numbers.

07.01 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 21 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Page G-19, Thefinal SEIS should describe the location of the nearest public access point for the
maximally-exposed individual (MEI). Also, was INEL-specific 95% annual meteorological data
used to determine highest concentration factors?’

Response:

The final SEIS-1I contains an additional column in Table G-12 that describes the general release
location and presents the location of the MEI. All sites’ meteorological data were used in
determining the highest concentration factor; 95 percent annual meteorological conditions were
assumed for all cases.
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07.01 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 225 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page G-17. Line4. Q isdefined asthe radionuclide or hazardous metal inventory of awaste
container (from Appendix A). Appendix A provides radionuclide inventories only on a per
trestment Site basis. Additional math is required to convert the data to a per drum basis. It isnot
possible to verify independently the health impacts data presented in Tables G-13, G-16, and
G-19”

Response:

In SEIS-II, the radionuclide “ Q" values are indicated in Table G-4 and the metal “Q” values are
indicated in Table G-6. Thetext of the description of the “Q” term has been changed to refer to
these specific tables.

07.01 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 22 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
C-152 228 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

Two commenters questioned DOE’ s method for cal culating impacts from treatment accidents, as
discussed in Section G.2.4. One of the commenters said that the maximally impacted sector
should be based on the highest x/Q for that particular area. The commenter said that

popul ation-weighted sectors produce the highest person-rem exposure used in determining L CFs,
but the MEI and nearest public access should be based on the highest annual average x/Q. The
other commenter stated that the description of consequences of treatment accidentsin

Section G.2.4 does not allow the reader to independently verify the calculations. The commenter
suggested that the discussion include the equations used for the calculations of the

popul ation-weighted atmospheric dispersion values and for the cal culations of the population
consequences in a single 22.5-degree sector.

Response:

DOE used 95th percentile acute atmospheric dispersion factors (E/Q) to cal culate consequences
to the MEI from acute release scenarios. The population-weighted dispersion factors were
computed by the GENII code and are presented in Table G-11. For those interested in the
specific details of the code algorithms, the code documentation is available in the public reading
rooms listed in the Final SEIS-II.

For a given acute release, the code determines which of the sixteen compass-direction sectors
would receive the greatest population dose. GENII calculates and compares the sums of the
[population in sector i] multiplied by the [air dispersion factor not exceeded 5 percent of the

7-2



COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT FACILITY ACCIDENTS

time in sector i] for each sector. Each sector calculation is composed of calculations for
10 segments with linked populations and dispersion factors.

07.01 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 229 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page G-30. Lines3through 5. Statement: ‘Intakes of radionuclides could result in a dose of up
to 14,800 rem, with a corresponding probability of an LCF of greater than 1. Numerically, a
probability is a dimensionless number with values between 0.0 and 1.0. 0.0 indicates that the
event cannot occur and 1.0 indicates that the event will occur with absolute certainty. A
probability cannot be greater than 1.0. Also, a TEDE of 14,800 rem may be aletha dose (rather
than an LCF) even for transuranic wastes where internal doses are delivered over many years.”

Response:
Text in Section G.2.4.2 of SEIS 11 has been revised to correct the inaccurate statement and clarify
the potential consequences.

07.01 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB2 95 John Leahigh

ALB6 13 Catherine O’ Neill

ALB6 66 David Pace

C-141 40 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
E-056 15 LindaHibbs

SF4 51 Deborah Reade

SF7 95 LindaHibbs

SF7 110 Jill Cliburn

Comment:

A number of commenters raised the issue of human error as a cause of accidents, stating that
SEIS-11 had not adequately analyzed human error as an accident initiator and therefore
underestimated potential consequences. One commenter stated that the consequences of
“high-probability, high-consequence” events needed to be analyzed.

Response:

The estimated accident frequencies presented in Appendix G of SEIS-II reflect a number of
accident initiators, including human error. DOE does not believe there are any * high-probability,
high-consequence” accidents that could occur under the SEIS-I1 alternatives. Facilities and
operations are designed to prevent such accidents.
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SEIS-1I analyzed the consequences of a spectrum of postulated accidents with low to high
frequencies of occurrence that could occur at treatment sites, storage sites, and at the WIPP
facility (see Section 5.1.10 for the Proposed Action and Appendix G in SEIS-I1). DOE believes
that the risk of these accidentsislow, taking account of the frequency of their occurrence and
their potential consequences. DOE facilities maintain administrative controls, including standard
operating procedures and active health and safety programs, to prevent or minimize the
occurrence of accidents and their potential consequences. The currently existing and proposed
facilitiesincluded in the SEIS-11 alternatives use engineered safety systems, barriers, and
administrative controls to prevent accidents and to minimize consequences if they were to occur.

07.01 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

SF1 99 Tom Udall Attorney Genera of New Mexico
SF5 82 Michael Collins

Comment:

Two commenters said that SEIS-I1 failed to address consequences on facilities caused by
sabotage or nuclear terrorism.

Response:

DOE does not believe that sabotage or terrorist actions directed at TRU waste on DOE sites (i.e.,
trestment or storage facilities) are credible scenarios because the consequences would not
warrant such an effort. Numerous accident scenarios have been included in SEIS-II that would
have consequences similar to or greater than those from any terrorist activities.

07.01 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 59 David Mitchell

E-056 19 Linda Hibbs

SF4 51 Deborah Reade

Comment:

A few commenters said the examination of drum fires for lag storage and in the WIPP
underground was inadequate. For lag storage, one commenter said that DOE did not consider a
drum fire to be a credible accident. The commenters stated that the long storage periods of some
alternatives, combined with the possibility of imperfect, corroded, or incorrectly installed drum
filters, would result in the accumulation of flammable gases in some drums, leading to fires or
explosions. One commenter also stated that drum fires have aready occurred in unvented
storage drums. Another commenter stated that in the underground during the operational period,
such afire could occur from such causes as spontaneous combustion from brine interaction with
the metal waste drums. The underground scenario of afire inside a closed waste drum and
involving a single drum was considered optimistic by the commenters.
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Response:

The consequences of a drum fire in each lag storage facility were evaluated for waste meeting the
planning-basis WAC and treated by shred and grout (see Section G.3.2, scenario S2 in SEIS-II;
the consequences are reported in Section G.3.3). The waste treated to WAC in the lag storage
facilities would have a greatly reduced flammability hazard compared to that of uncharacterized
or untreated waste. Uncharacterized waste not meeting the WAC, stored in sealed drums, would
be much more susceptible to an accumulation of flammable gases. As that waste treated to WAC
remained in lag storage, it would be routinely monitored for bulging or other signs of gas
accumulation. Although the lag storage periods could last for long periods of time, the amount of
time any one drum would spend in storage would be 20 years or less, assuming a “first-in,
first-out” storage strategy to limit the need for repackaging or overpacking. Additional
discussion has been added to Appendix F, presenting the analysis of waste |ag storage times.

All drums of TRU waste would be fitted with a carbon composite, passive filter to allow gasesto
escape. Each drum would have a new filter, and it is very unlikely that the new filters would
corrode and prevent agas release. Improper installation of afilter, although unlikely, would also
not prevent gas release.

The consequences of a single container fire in the underground are described in Section G.4.2
and its consequences are presented in Section G.4.3. No sources of externaly initiated fires that
would affect numerous waste containers were identified. A spontaneous firein asingle waste
drum was considered possible, although unlikely because such afire would probably extinguish
itself. No mechanism was identified that would allow thisfire to breach its own container or to
initiate afire in another container. If such a mechanism were to be identified, DOE would
evaluate the likelihood and consequence of its occurrence.

07.01 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF4 52 Deborah Reade

Comment:

“You aso don't include storage building fire scenarios or a waste handling building fire, even
under your earthquake scenarios. Firein astorage facility building or in the repository itself isa
distinct possibility with the amount of flammable gases that are present. Earthquakes are often
associated with fire.”

Response:

SEIS-1I analyzed the consequences of a spectrum of postulated accidents, in categories that can
be described as high-probability, low-consequence; moderate-probability,
moderate-consequence; and low-probability, high-consequence. There was no intent to analyze
consequences of all potential facility accidents but rather to show the range of accident
conseguences over the entire scope (treatment, storage, disposal) of multiple aternatives,
providing the public and decisionmakers with information on the relative and absolute
consequences of a spectrum of potential accidents for each aternative.
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To evauate the category of low-probability, high-consequence accidents that would include total
building fires, the SEIS-1I analysis evaluated a beyond-design-basis earthquake. This accident
was selected, in part, to maintain comparability between alternatives with different final waste
forms and between treatment and storage accidents. Storage facilities, considered to be a metal
shell or air support building with few accident-initiating energy sources available, were
considered to have aminimal fire hazard even for waste treated to WAC. Accumulation of
flammable gases in these facilities, which were assumed to be subject to daily operations
involving waste movement and monitoring (for evaluating consequences to workers as well), was
considered unlikely. The WIPP Waste Handling Building has an active ventilation system that
would prevent buildup of gases.

07.01 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF4 54 Deborah Reade

Comment:

“Under the Proposed Action and Action Alternative 1 for disposal accidents at WIPP, you state
that radionuclide impacts would predominate in all accidents, yet the drum drop and the puncture
scenarios, for both disposal and storage accidents which you say would be high-frequency,
low-impact accidents, predict life-threatening effects to the maximally-exposed involved worker
for methylene chloride as well as irreversible nonlife-threatening impacts from other volatile
organic compounds. Thisis not alow-impact accident, and it appears to be more severe than
your predicted radiological effects.”

Response:

The commenter is correct. Radionuclide consequences would dominate for members of the
public and the noninvolved worker, but chemical consequences could dominate for workers.
Section G.4.3.1in SEIS-1I has been revised to clarify the description of the consequences.

07.01 (11)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB4 22 Andy Lenderman

Comment:

“It just can’t possibly be safe. There have already been 13 accidents, as | understand, at the
WIPP site.”

Response:

Thirteen industrial accidents, including falls, back strain, and insect bites, occurred at WIPP
during 1996 and were reported to the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA).
DOFE’s SEIS-I1 accident evaluation found no consequences to the public as a result of
anticipated or unlikely accidents from routine WIPP operations. DOE a so evaluated some
extremely unlikely operational and transportation accidents and found that these could have
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adverse conseguences on members of the public. DOE’s policy is to operate all facilities and
conduct all DOE activities in a manner that provides the highest level of safety for members of
the public and workers. Detailed information is presented in Appendix G in SEISII.

Section 5.1.11 of SEIS-II shows that the occupational injury and fatality rate is more than
50 percent lower for DOE and its contractors than for private industry.

07.01 (12)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB6 86 Debra Tenney

C-164 3 Mans Kern

Comment:

Commenters stated that one major accident could devastate the health of families, particularly
fetuses, and acutely affect environmental air quality and the local economy.

Response:

DOEFE’s SEIS-I1 accident evaluations found no such consequences to the public as a result of
accidents from routine WIPP operations. DOE also evaluated unlikely operational accidents,
including likely and unlikely transportation accidents, and found that these could have adverse
consequences (including deaths) on members of the public, in the event that such an accident
occurred. DOE’s policy isto operate all facilities and conduct all DOE activities in a manner that
provides the highest level of safety for members of the public and workers. Detailed information
is presented in Appendix G in SEIS-II.

07.01 (13)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 18 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program

A-012 19 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program

ALB3 58 David Mitchell

C-151 27 Don Moniak Serious Texans Against Nuclear Dumping
Comment:

Commenters stated that WIPP waste accident and exposure scenarios minimized consequences.
One commenter said that according to the scenarios, workers evacuated just in time, which would
be inconsistent with the chaotic and random nature of accidents. Another commenter said the
exposure of four average breaths by workers seemed inappropriate, as did the assumption that all
radionuclide releases would plate to the walls, thereby reducing consequences to the public and
noninvolved workers. Commenters requested that a reference and explanation be provided for
the estimated airborne release fraction of 0.001 of the entire inventory and for the plateout of
released particles onto interior building surfaces.
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Response:

DOE disagrees that WIPP accident scenarios minimized consequences. For example, under the
waste hoist failure accident scenario, SEIS-II states that any involved workers near the base of
the waste shaft would be killed in the accident. However, DOE has revised some calculations of
involved worker consequences. Estimates of involved worker consequences have a great deal of
inherent uncertainty: if the worker is nearby, the accident consequences may be catastrophic; if
the worker is not in the vicinity, the accident consequences may be zero. The use of four average
breaths in the SEIS-I1 accident scenarios has been replaced by an exposure time period, in order
to better assess worker exposure to an average concentration of radionuclides or hazardous
chemicals contained in a plume released prior to activation of a nearby continuous air monitor.

References have been added to SEIS-I1 for the release fractions. The plateout factors have been
deleted from all accident scenarios involving intact facilities, increasing the overall release.

07.01 (14)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 132 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-33. Lines 3 and 4 from bottom. The assumption that there would be no dose to the
maximally exposed involved worker in the T1 and T2 accidents is apparently based on the
assumption stated on page G-11 (‘ The involved workers, positioned outside of the glovebox,
were assumed to exit the facility immediately and thus would escape impact’). The assumed
geometry and operational procedures need to be described in more detail so that the
reasonableness of this assumption could be evaluated.”

Response:

Accident T1 isthe mispositioning of a drum about to be filled with TRU waste treated to
planning-basis WAC. Accident T2 isafire occurring in awaste drum just after it has been
opened during the characterization process. Although the exact design of the waste-handling
facilities may vary, based on existing facilities, it is reasonable to assume that such operations
would occur within a glovebox-type containment structure. Some TRU elements may be
pyrophoric as fine powders and present a hazard from inhalation; it was assumed that afire
suppression system within the glovebox would effectively contain resuspended radionuclides.
Under both of these accident scenarios, breaching of the glovebox is not anticipated and involved
workers would be expected to remain free of contamination. Additional explanation has been
provided in SEIS-II.

7-8



COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT FACILITY ACCIDENTS

07.01 (15)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 134 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-35. We were able to approximately reproduce the LCFs for the RH-TRU Waste Storage
Accident in Table 5-17 by using the overall release factor for stored CH-TRU waste from

Page G-40 (3.125 x 10°®) rather than the values described on this page for RH-TRU (6.25 x 10°®).
Thisoverall RH-TRU release factor seems unreasonably low. Once again, the SEISI
calculations are difficult to check because the specific input values are not given. It was
necessary to retrieve numbers from two locations in Appendix 6 and one in Appendix A. We
trust these were the values used in the calculation. Please provide more detail to enable the
reader to reconstruct the calculation.”

Response:

Additional details of the calculations used to determine RH-TRU waste accident consequences
under the Proposed Action during a severe seismic event at Hanford and ORNL have been added
to Appendix G of SEIS-II. The average PE-Ci content of RH-TRU waste at these sitesis lower
than that of CH-TRU waste. Also, alowered release fraction was used for RH-TRU waste,
accounting for the greater integrity of the RH-TRU waste container, which has quarter-inch-thick
steel walls, compared to the integrity of anorma CH-TRU waste drum.

07.01 (16)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 135 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-35 to 37. WIPP disposal accidents and their consequences are summarized in this
section. More detail is provided in Appendix G.4. The WIPP Safety Analysis Report also
contains a suite of WIPP disposal accident consequences. The SEIS-I1 scenarios and SAR
scenarios are not identical. They differ in numbering, description, assumptions, and
conseguences. MEI and Involved Worker consequences are mostly greater in SEIS-I1, while
non-involved worker consequences are mixed. It is unnecessary and confusing to use different
scenarios and assumptions in the SEIS-11 than were used in the SAR. The scenariosin the SAR
evolved over a number of years and influenced by discussions between DOE/Westinghouse and
EEG. These SAR scenarios are more specific to WIPP conditions and should be used in the final
SEIS I

Response:

The intent and level of detail of the accident analysesin a SAR and a NEPA document such as
SEIS-II differ greatly. The SAR provides a detailed identification, selection, and analysis of all
potential accidentsin afacility, from initiation to consequence, in order to identify areas where
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engineered barriers, safety systems, and controls are necessary to prevent accidents or mitigate
their consequences. The SAR helps determine the level of system or control needed. While the
SAR isvery useful as a source of information, there is no need to duplicate WIPP SAR analyses
in SEIS-I1, and more information may be gained by not using previous analyses. The SEIS-II
NEPA accident analyses are more broad-based, covering the entire scope (treatment, storage,
disposal) of multiple alternatives, providing the public and decisionmakers with information on
the relative and absol ute consequences of a spectrum of potential accidents for each alternative.
The SAR is more detailed for specific facilities, but the SEIS-I1 analyses use a prudently
conservative approach to estimate a reasonable upper limit of potential accident consequences.

The Draft SEIS-II analyses used information from the 1995 final WIPP SAR. The 1996 draft
WIPP SAR was not used because it was preliminary and presented material that was subject to
change. Since publication of the Draft SEIS-1, the 1996 WIPP SAR has been finalized and has
become available. For the Final SEIS-II, the 1996 final WIPP SAR was examined and
incorporated for changes critical to SEIS-I1 analyses and information.

07.01 (17)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 136 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-36. The frequency of various accident scenarios [ig] different in SEIS-II than in the
1996 Draft Safety Analysis Report (SAR). An explanation should be provided.”

Response:

The accident frequency estimates were based on the documents cited in Section G.4.3 of SEIS|
and are shown below compared to the valuesin the 1996 Final SAR, which wasfinalized in
March 1997. Accident frequency values have been changed in SEIS-I1 to reflect the 1996 SAR
updates.

SEISHI 1996 SAR
Accident Frequency Accident Frequency
W1 0.01 CH4 001to1x 10"
w2 0.01 CH3 00lto1x 10"
W3 0.01 CH9 00lto1x 10"
w4 0.01 [not eval uated]
W5 1x10* <1x10° CH7 1x10*to1x 10°, and <1 x 10° for CH-
TRU waste drums with <8 PE-Ci
W6 1x10° CH5 <1x10°
W7 0.01 (Panel 1) CH115x 10"
<1x10° (other panels)
W8 1x10*to1x 10° [not evaluated]

All SEIS-II accident frequencies fall within the range of the 1996 SAR estimates.
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07.01 (18)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 17 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Page G-6, Section G.1.3 If the information is available, the final SEIS should include the
estimated probability of the selected accident scenarios (e.g. probability of a beyond-design-basis
earthquake with a given magnitude.”

Response:

Table G-7 in SEIS-I provides the estimated frequencies of the accident scenarios. The actual
magnitude and frequency of a design-basis earthquake is different at each site, because each
facility may have adifferent design base. A beyond-design-basis earthquake was selected for the
SEIS-1I analysis because the accident consequences would be comparable among different sites
and final waste forms and with facilities being destroyed in all cases. A beyond-design-basis

earthquake frequency of 1~ 10° or less was assumed to cover a catastrophic accident at all sites.

07.01 (19)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 152 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-67. The Radiological |mpacts storage accidents for Action Alternative 1 in Table 5-34
arefrom Table G-28. We reproduced the calculation for population and MEI LCFs from the
Earthquake Scenario. However, the maximally exposed non-involved worker should have only
0.4 LCFsand not 0.7 LCFsfor adose of 1,050 person-rem. We calculated only 760 person-rem
for this calculation.”

Response:

The difference in the calculated probability of an LCF to the maximally exposed noninvolved
worker isthe result of the analytical approach used in SEIS-11 and described in Section G.1.1.
This approach did not include the dose and dose-rate effectiveness factor (DDREF) for any year
in which the annual effective dose equivalent (EDE) would be greater than 20 rem. The effect is
to double the dose-to-risk conversion factor during these years. Annua doses above 20 rem EDE
do not include a DDREF (see Section G.1.1).
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07.01 (20)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 220 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page G-1. Lines31 and 32. Statement: ‘The health impacts from acute exposures to
radionuclides from accidental releases were calculated as described in Appendix F.” The
statement isincorrect. Appendix F deals with human health impacts that may result from
exposures to radioactive materials and hazardous chemicals during routine storage operations at
waste storage sites and during routine disposal operations at the WIPP.”

Response:
The reference “ as described in Appendix F’ isindeed incorrect and has been deleted.

07.01 (21)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 223 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page G-13. Line40. Statement: ‘Because of the serious nature of the accident, the involved
workers were assumed to be fatally injured.” There should be an indication of the number of
workers involved.”

Response:

The text has been revised to state that any involved workers present at the time of the accident
would be killed; however, it is not possible to present a more exact estimate of the number of
fatalities that could occur.

07.01 (22)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 231 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“G-42. Table G-28. Insufficient data are provided in the text to verify the dose calculations.

The text does not provide areference for the dose conversion factor, DCF, for PE-Ci, and it is not
possible to calculate the source term for accident scenario 3 (earthquake) because there is no
reference to the number of waste drumsinvolved.”
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Response:

Section G.3.2 of SEIS-II has been updated to include parameters used in the cal cul ations of
accident impacts (see Table G-28). In cases where intermediate values that are not explicitly
tabulated in the document were used (i.e., the number of waste drumsinvolved in a seismic event
being the equivalent to the total site waste volume divided by the container waste volume), new
tables have been added. Dose conversion factors are given in Section G.1.1.

07.01 (23)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 224 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page G-14. Table G-9. Thetext on page G-13 states that thermally treated waste is placed in 5
drums simultaneously. Cell (T4, Number of Drums) shows 4.9 drums. The differenceis small,
but the lack of consistency is confusing.”

Response:
The text in Section G.2.2.2 of SEIS-II has been revised to reflect the use of 14 drumsin this
analysis.

07.01 (24)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 230 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page G-36. Lines28 and 29. Statement: ‘The fission products contributing the most to
external dose rates were Cs-137/Ba-137m and Co-60.... Co-60 is an activation product and not a
fission product.”

Response:

Use of the term “fission product” has been changed to “fission and activation product”
throughout Section G.3.1.1 to more accurately describe the origin of all radionuclides emitting x-
or gamma radiation.

07.01 (25)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 20 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
C-152 226 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
C-152 227 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
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Comment:

One commenter said that the quantities “E/Q” and “ Population-Weighted E/Q” should be defined
in the SEIS-II Glossary and that “E/Q” should be added to the “ Acronyms and Abbreviations’
section of SEIS-II. Also, one commenter said that the use of E/Q terminology should be replaced
with “X/Q” to avoid confusion.

Response:
The SEIS-II Glossary and the Acronym and Abbreviations section have been revised to
incorporate the commenters’ suggestions.

07.01 (26)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 57 David Mitchell

Comment:

“In Appendix G, it says, ‘A waste [drum] fireis not an anticipated event during the lifetime of
any of the waste treatment.” What happened to Rocky Flatsin 1969 to cause that?’

Response:

The Rocky Flats fire of 1969 occurred in a plutonium production facility, not a waste treatment
facility. New waste treatment facilities would be constructed to current construction standards,
which have changed markedly since 1969. Existing facilities that may be used for repackaging
TRU waste to meet the WAC must meet all current building standards for fire prevention and
suppression. The environmental consequences of waste treatment, including potential
consequences of accidents involving fires, would be evaluated at all waste treatment sites.

07.01 (27)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-141 35 Margret Carde Concerned Citizens for Nuclear Safety
Comment:

“WIPP waste includes 141 radioactive elements, 47 organic and 13 non-organic contaminants of
concern (CoCs). Anindividual exposed for one hour to organic and inorganic CoCs at
concentrations meeting emergency response 3 (ERG3) guidelines would develop or experience a
life-threatening effect. Exposure to ERG2 concentrations for one hour result in an individua
‘experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious health effects or symptoms which could
impair an individual’s ability to take protective action.” Although exposure time for SEIS |1
accident scenariosis considered to be less than 30 minutes, the ERG guideline concentration
values indicate how dangerous these chemicals are. DOE's failure to consider exposure to these
chemicals beyond a %z hour limit seriously underestimates real dangers which could occur
underground.”
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Response:

These concentrations in the WIPP underground are very unlikely and could occur only during an
accident situation. Taking into account the size of the WIPP underground, the nature of the
hazardous chemicals, and the operation of the ventilation system, DOE believes that a scenario of
dangerously high chemical concentrations in the WIPP underground for extended periods of time
is not reasonably foreseeable.

07.01 (28)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF4 55 Deborah Reade

Comment:

“Y ou state that ingestion pathways are not analyzed for effect because DOE would buy up all the
contaminated foods. But for how long?’

Response:

The potential widespread contamination of foodstuffs from a severe transportation accident
involving TRU waste was not specifically evaluated in SEIS-11, because this type of accident
would be extremely unlikely (i.e., result only from a series of severely unlikely circumstances).
If such an incident were to occur, DOE plans call for the excavation of the contaminated soil and
implementation of appropriate measures to mitigate the consequences for as long as necessary to
ensure protection of the public health and safety.

07.01 (29)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-012 23 Kathleen E. Trever State of 1daho Oversight Program
Comment:

“Page G-53, Section G.4.2 Theimpact from awaste box accident should also be described
using a probability based on the number of waste boxes received, relative to the total number of
shipments made to the facility.”

Response:

The relative amount of waste that may be packaged in standard waste boxes as compared to
drums is not known. Probabilities of facility accidents are presented for the reader and are not
considered in the calculation of conseguences. As noted in Section G.4.2, consequences from an
accident involving a standard waste box would be approximately 60 percent higher than the same
accident involving adrum. Also in Section G.4.2, standard waste boxes would not be used for
the higher-density waste of Action Alternatives 2 and 3.
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8.0 GENERATOR SITE OPERATIONS

08.01 General

08.01 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB2 45 Harry Kinney

ALB2 79 Don Kidd

ALB4 12 Subhas Shah

C-012 7 Eleanor Ponce

SF2 32 Alonzo Gallegos

SF4 38 Bob Forrest

Comment:

Several commenters raised concerns about the possibility of natural or externally initiated
accidents at LANL, including wild fires (such as those recently experienced near LANL),
tornadoes, and an airplane crash. Several commenters said tornadoes were of particular concern
because of the current temporary storage configuration.

Response:

Across the DOE complex, TRU waste is found in a variety of forms and in avariety of containers
and storage facility designs. For the most part, TRU waste at LANL isin combustible forms.
Each site, including LANL, maintains safety programs that reduce the risk and consequences of a
fire. The natural disaster analyzed in SEIS 1 is an earthquake, which has alow probability of
occurrence. The probability of atornado at LANL islower than that of an earthquake, such that
risks are correspondingly low.

LANL’s TRU waste storage areais located at TA-54 (Area G) on Mesitadel Buey. The
vegetation on the mesatop is characterized as a pinon pine/juniper woodland with a blue grama
grass understory. Mesita del Buey is located between Pajarito Canyon on the south and Cafiada
del Buey to the north. The actual TRU waste storage areas are located on cleared land areas
within temporary dome structures that have been built with afire-retardant fabric material. Each
dome building is equipped with an emergency sprinkler system. In addition, TA-54 personnel
maintain a 30,300-liter (8,000-gallon) water tanker for fire emergencies. Brush, weeds, and trees
have been cleared away from the temporary dome buildings to reduce the threat of wildfire.

Y early ground maintenance keeps fire fuels at a manageable level.

The most recent major NEPA document for LANL, the final EIS for the Dual Axis Radiographic
Hydrodynamic Test Facility (DARHT) (DOE/EIS-0228) at LANL, evaluated the need for
assessing the impacts of an aircraft crash. The preliminary hazards analysis of the DARHT EIS
found an aircraft crash at the site to be not reasonably foreseeable, therefore requiring no further
evaluation. Major factors were the limited number of flights over LANL, the small amount of
aircraft traffic in the area, and the distance of the facility from the airport. These factors would
also apply to waste treatment and storage facilitiesat LANL. DOE is preparing a site-wide EIS
for LANL that examines accident impacts for the entire site.
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The WIPP facility is intended to provide a permanent solution to the disposition of TRU waste
and would reduce the potential human health impacts from an accident involving stored TRU
waste at storage sites such as LANL.

08.01 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-013 20 Jennifer Salisbury New Mexico Radioactive Waste Consultation
Task Force

ALB3 100 Jeffrey Rich

C-059 1 Sam Vol pentest Tri-City Industrial Devel opment Council

SF1 1 Richard Deyo

SF1 2 Richard Deyo

SF3 15 Myla Reason

SF3 18 Myla Reason

SF3 95 AnharaLovato

SF8 25 Jean Nichols

Comment:

Several commenters raised concerns about the locations of areas with existing contamination at
DOE sites and environmental remediation of contamination at the sites. Commenters’ concerns
included the desire for the Hanford cleanup to begin as soon as practicable (while being
consistent with regulatory and technological constraints), past practices at LANL that resulted in
unknown locations and levels of environmental contamination, and the need for identifying solid
waste management units and key TRU waste management facilities at each site.

Response:

SEIS-1I examines the issues and environmental impacts of treating and storing TRU waste at
generator sites and disposing of the waste at the WIPP facility. |ssues associated with
remediating existing environmental contamination at DOE sites are beyond the scope of SEIS-|
and would be the subject of future DOE NEPA or Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) reviews.

With respect to buried TRU waste, the Additional Inventories under Action Alternatives 1, 2, and
3in SEIS1I were developed using the best available information to estimate the environmental
impacts of waste disposal at the WIPP facility.

Identifying the locations of existing environmenta contamination (such as solid waste
management units) is not appropriate or within the scope of SEIS-1I. Many of the treatment and
storage facilities included in the SEIS-11 alternatives are prospective facilities that may or may
not be constructed.
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08.01 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB5 75 Paul Anderson

C-118 7 David Proctor

CAl 50 Dick Means

OR1 7 Ralph Hutchison Oak Ridge Environmenta Peace Alliance
Comment:

Some commenters said they were concerned about the current storage of TRU waste at generator
sites. Some commenters said storage conditions at DOE sites are inadequate and unsafe and
expressed concern about the safety of the surrounding populations, while another stated that TRU
waste was stored safely at present and such storage could continue as long as institutional
controls were maintained.

Response:

The conditions of the current storage of TRU waste at generator sites are outside the scope of
SEIS-II. However, aslong as the waste is stored aboveground at generator sites, thereisa
potential for accidents and subsequent exposure of the public. If institutional controls were to be
lost, waste containers would deteriorate over time and potentially disperse waste. Waste would
also be vulnerable to intruders. WIPP would help to aleviate this problem.

08.01 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-010 25 Earl Leming State of Tennessee Department of Environment
and Conservation

Comment:

“Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3 Biological Resources, page 5-6 ‘ Analyses conducted during the Draft
WM PEIS determined that construction and operation of TRU waste treatment facilities should

not have major adverse effects ...” These analyses should be considered questionable since the

Draft WM PEIS s not yet final and is also in question.”

Response:
The Draft WM PEIS has now been finalized, and these conclusions did not change in the Final
WM PEIS (Section 8.7).
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08.01 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB2 126 Deborah Reade

Comment:

“It isinteresting that the DOE doesn’t seem to feel that they will lose control of all the other
waste that is stored or buried at DOE facilities.”

Response:

For purposes of analysis, SEIS-I1 assumed that there could be eventual 1oss of institutional

control at the generator sites. SEIS-1I focuseson TRU waste. Other types of waste, except to the
extent that they might contribute to cumulative impacts, are not within the scope of SEIS-II.
Other types of waste are considered in other DOE NEPA documents, such asthe WM PEIS.

DOE intends to maintain control of waste at its sites as long as it occupies the sites, and it does
not intend to cease occupying any site until the site has been cleaned up and/or closed in
accordance with the requirements of existing laws and regulations.

08.01 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 123 David Mitchell

Comment:

“The first missing chapter isthe lag storage. How are you going to store the stuff for
160, 190 years, or even 35 years?’

Response:

There is no lag storage under the Proposed Action, although storage at the generator sites before
TRU waste could be shipped to WIPP isdiscussed. Impacts of lag storage under the action
alternatives are included in the analyses presented in Chapter 5 and related appendicesin SEIS-I.
Additional descriptions of potential lag storage operations have been added for Action
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 in Sections 3.2.2.1, 3.2.3.1, and 3.2.4.1.

08.01 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-015 2 Geri Velasguez

Comment:

“| stress that the loading of these drums be done with the utmost of care and that safeguards are
in place to handle spills. Additionally, there should be procedures in place at the receiving
location to handle damage in shipment.”
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Response:

DOE would conduct waste management operations at the sites and disposal operations at WIPP
in asafe and effective manner. Numerous agencies, training programs, and administrative
controls oversee the handling of the radioactive and hazardous waste at the sites and at WIPP.
Each waste generator site would be responsible for devel oping procedures to ensure that no
unacceptable exposures or releases occurred prior to waste shipment, including spill prevention
and control plans. These procedures would be based on the characteristics of the waste of each
site and the design of the facility used to handle, characterize, and package the waste. Numerous
studies have been completed to ensure that waste containment would not be compromised during
the handling, transportation, and disposal of the waste containers at WIPP.

The WIPP WAC Revision 5 defines safe levels for characteristics of the waste to ensure that it
would be accepted for disposal. Theintegrity of the waste containers would be verified prior to
shipment to WIPP and at the point of receipt in the Waste Handling Building. Upon receipt, the
air within the shipping container would be sampled for radioactive and hazardous materials
before the waste container would be opened. If contaminated air were discovered inside the
shipping container, the waste container would be returned to the point of origin for remediation if
it were safe to do so.

08.01 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-136 4 N. Watson

Comment:

“Many of the [generator] sites contain endangered species and prehistoric sites.”

Response:

Each site must comply on a site-specific basis with regulations that protect threatened and
endangered species and prehistoric sites. All generator sites must comply with the Endangered
Species Act, and DOE requires that all sites have a cultural resources program to identify,
evaluate, and (if necessary) mitigate impacts to identified cultural resources.

08.01 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

OR1 4 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

“What kind of analysis have you done about the safety issues of that remote-handled waste at
Battelle Columbus? What kind of analysis have you done in terms of the relative safety of that
waste at Battelle Columbus as opposed to at Oak Ridge?’
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Response:

No specific analysis has been performed regarding the relative safety of leaving RH-TRU waste
at Battelle Columbus, rather than consolidating it at Oak Ridge. However, consistent with the
preferred alternative stated in the WM PEIS, under the Preferred Alternative in SEIS-1I DOE
would ship RH-TRU waste at Battelle Columbus directly to WIPP rather than consolidating it at
ORNL.

08.01 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF4 30 Bonita McCune

Comment:

“What is a subcritical test? Instead of preparing to close the Nevada test site, the DOE has
awarded afive-year, $1.5 billion contract to Bechtel Corporation to manage the test site and to
maintain the capability to perform full-scale underground tests there and conduct subcritical
underground tests. Subcritical tests will involve 50 to 500 pounds of high explosive charges and
special nuclear materials such as weapons-grade plutonium, but they will be designed to occur
without self-sustaining nuclear reactors or nuclear explosions; thus, the term *subcritical.” The
subcriticals are dated to take place some 980-feet below ground at the Nevada test Site.
Subcritical underground tests increase the waste. Where is that waste going to go?’

Response:
DOE does not currently plan to excavate waste generated by underground subcritical tests at the
NTS; therefore, no additional TRU waste will be generated for disposal at WIPP.

08.01 (11)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
SF5 85 Michagl Collins

Comment:

“ Although treatment of radioactive hazardous waste reduces transportation and disposal risks,
DOE's current scientific and technological expertisein treating waste is not advanced enough to
answer critical health and safety questions about dangers to workers and communities around
generator sites.”

Response:

The SEIS-I1 analyses of impacts from routine treatment operations and from accidents used
existing facility design and planned operations. The analyses used a prudently conservative
approach, resulting in impact estimates that would be reasonable upper limits of expected
outcomes. To the extent possible, the assumptions used in these analyses were conservatively
estimated, based on empirical research and SARs.
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08.01 (12)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

OR2 1 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

“There have been some historic [waste storage impact and accident] differences [at generator
sites]; and it would be useful for that kind of information to be included in a document like this
[because], whether it’s by intent or not, this document is making decisions about storage.”

Response:

Historic information on impacts at the generator sitesisincluded in SEIS-11. For example, Table
5-34 in Section 5.2.10.2 contains information on potential storage accidents for Action
Alternative 1 that is based on site-specific information. Similarly, Table 5-33 looks at the
impacts from accident scenarios during storage. Results also are presented for the Proposed
Action and other action alternatives.
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9.0 HEALTH AND SAFETY

09.01 General

09.01 (01)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB6 24 Dan Kerlinsky

C-125 19 BarbaraH. Johnson The Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club
C-159 15 Susan Maret Sierra Club National Nuclear Waste Task Force
E-005 2a Maurice Weisberg

Comment:

Several commenters said that, although the Draft SEIS-I1 presents the impacts from potential
radionuclide and hazardous chemical exposures separately, there may be interactions of
radioactive and hazardous chemicals that would result in adverse health impacts far worse than
DOE has currently estimated.

Response:

Limited quantities of both radioactive and hazardous chemicals are expected to be released
during routine operations, and the impacts of exposures to both types of chemicals are presented
in SEIS-II. Impacts were estimated using reasonably conservative, bounding input parameters to
produce a conservative health impact estimate. Little is known about the interaction of
radionuclide and hazardous chemical exposure impacts, and there are no standardized guidelines
to quantify such multiple exposures. Therefore, the impacts are presented to the extent that they
can be supported by current scientific knowledge and guidance. Recommendations for allowable
radiation exposures have been made by independent scientific organizations such as the
International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) and National Council on Radiation
Protection and Measurements (NCRP) and are typically adopted as standards by U.S. regulatory
and other agencies after a period of evaluation.

Synergistic effects of radiation and chemical pollutants are currently being studied, but at this
time thereis no direct evidence of effects at the low level of exposure allowed by current
standards.

09.01 (02)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 105 LoisPribble

ALB3 115 Michael Dooley

ALB4 57 Lawrence Carter-Long

ALB4 58 Lawrence Carter-Long

ALB6 14 Catherine O’ Neill
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Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
E-005 2b Maurice Weisberg

E-021 2 Ruth Weiner

SF1 109 Mary Hall

SF7 43 Stanley E. Logan

SF7 44 Stanley E. Logan

SF7 45 Stanley E. Logan

Comment:

Some commenters said they were concerned about the possible effects of exposure to low levels
of radiation. Some commenters stated that even very low doses of radiation are harmful and
would cause cancer and other health effects. Other commenters stated that the linear,
no-threshold hypothesis for induction of radiation effects at |ow doses had been discredited and
that there was no scientific basis for assuming any impacts at low doses.

Response:
The radiation risk factors used in SEIS-I| are consistent with the current recommendations of
NCRP Report N0.116 and ICRP Publication 60, and those of EPA, the NRC, and DOE. Therisk

factorsare5” 10" LCFs per person-rem for the public and 4° 10" LCFs per person-rem for
occupationally exposed individuals. The use of these risk factors will result in an estimate of
impact even at very low doses. The greater risk factor for the public results from children in this
population. The risk factors are most accurately applied to a sizable, exposed population. For
purposes of NEPA, risk values are applied to a hypothetical individual who may receive an
estimated dose and are expressed as the probability of an LCF.

The merits of the linear no-threshold dose-response hypothesis and radiation hormesis (beneficial
effects of radiation) at low levels of ionizing radiation are currently being debated in the
scientific community. Cancer has been observed as aresult of high radiation doses and dose
rates and has been extrapolated to situations of low dose and dose rates. These data have been
used as the basis for the linear no-threshold risk factors used in SEIS-II. The SEIS-I1 analyses
have taken a prudently conservative approach that produces results expected to be the reasonable
upper limit of possible impacts.

09.01 (03)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB4 85 Wendy Cory

ALB4 86 Wendy Cory

ALB6 114 Glenna Voigt

BO1 116 Michele Kresge

Comment:

Several commenters said they were concerned about the potential for releases of radioactive
material, stating that there were no guarantees of safety or zero release from TRU waste
operations.
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Response:

Guarantees of safety or promises of a zero release are very rarely, if ever, feasible for large-scale
operations of any type. SEIS-II analyses show that there are risks associated with all of the
chosen alternatives. DOE recognizes that eliminating all risk isimpossible.

09.01 (04)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB6 7 Ruth Weiner

E-021 2 Ruth Weiner

Comment:

“One of the deficienciesin the EIS is that the doses should be reported as dosesin rem or as
effective dose equivalents, not as latent cancer fatalities. All that doesis add an enormous
amount of uncertainty, and if you were to report that uncertainty, the difference between
alternatives would wash out.”

“I should like to emphasize at this point, that human health effects should always be reported as
dose or effective dose equivalent (in rem or Sv) rather than only as latent cancer fatalities (LCF),
asisdonein Chapters 1 and 5 of the Draft SEIS. Dose calculation includes a large uncertainty
associated with physiological partition models, and the conversion from dose to LCF, which isa
simple multiplier (page F-2, for example) adds still more uncertainty. Had these uncertainties
been reported in Chapters 1 and 5, they would have blurred differences between the aternatives.
Indeed, the linear non-threshold theory of radiation-induced carcinogenesis, on which this
extrapolation is based, is now the subject of a considerable controversy with the health physics
community. This controversy has led the Health Physics Society to recommend that, for
individual effective dose equivalents (EDEs) below 5 rem per year, any quantitative risk
assessment should not use the sort of simple multiplier used here, but should use a distribution of
risks, and the low end of the distribution should be zero. In the present case, most of the
individual doses reported fall below 5 rem/yr, so that the simple multiplier to yield LCF is not
appropriate. | amin no way suggesting that the Draft SEIS analysis be repeated using risk
distributions—such a complex calculation is unwarranted. Just report doses or EDEs instead of
latent cancer fatalities. |1 would also like to reiterate that the use of asimple multiplier in the
Draft SEIS does not indicate a deficiency in the SEIS methodology, but suggests that DOE and
other federal and state agencies should bring their risk assessment protocols up to date.”

Response:

Radiation doses and the resultant estimates of cancer fatalities are both provided in the
appendices of SEIS-I1. Only the estimates of LCFs are presented in the main text of SEIS-II, in
part to facilitate the readability of the document. Because so many numbers are presented, in
Chapter 5 in particular, presentation of both radiation doses and L CFs would have limited the
readability and usefulness of the main text for the lay reader. Thetext of SEIS-II does not
present only radiation doses because, although the principal potential human health effect from
exposure to low doses of radiation is cancer, the connection between radiation dose and cancer
fatalities may not be clear to many readers.
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DOE is aware of the uncertainty in estimating cancer mortality resulting from radiation exposure,
and atext box on the uncertainty of human health impact estimates has been added to Chapter 5.
Because one of DOE’ s goalsis to choose between aternatives, the consistent consideration of
uncertainty among alternatives means that the relative differences in impact estimates among
alternatives should not be affected.

The NAS, in areport by its Committee on Biological Effects of lonizing Radiation (BEIR-V),
notes that due to sampling variation alone, the 90 percent confidence limits for increased risk of
cancer mortality due to an acute whole body exposure from low linear energy transfer (LET)
radiation cover arange of about plus or minus 50 percent. (This estimateisin referenceto a
hypothetical exposureto 0.1 sievert (10 millirem) of a population of 100,000.) There are aso
other factors affecting the uncertainty of the estimate, such as the age at exposure. The NCRP, in
Report No. 116, notes that these estimates are subject to many uncertainties:

uncertainties of an epidemiological nature (statistical, underreporting of cancer, etc.)
uncertainties in dosimetry (random error, bias, and other errors)

uncertaintiesin relative biological effectiveness (RBES) of different kinds of radiation
uncertainties in the projection of risks from the period of observation to total lifetime

uncertainties in the transfer of risks between populations with different underlying cancer
incidence rates

uncertainties associated with extrapolation of risk data from high-dose rate exposure to
low-dose rate exposure

Uncertainty also increases at lower doses, such as many of those estimated in SEIS-II. The NAS
acknowledges that derivation of risk estimates for low doses and dose rates through the use of
any type of risk model involves assumptions that remain to be validated. At low doses and doses
rates, the lower limit of the range of uncertainty in the risk estimates extends to zero, even when
estimates are based on the linear no-threshold dose-response hypothesis.

DOE isaware of the position paper of the Health Physics Society and the controversy
surrounding use of the linear no-threshold hypothesis and effects of low-level radiation.
However, DOE will not adopt such positions until they have been adopted by cognizant health
and environmental protection agencies such as EPA or the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
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09.01 (05)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-104 3 Bob Say Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board
E-084 2 Bill Lawless Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board
Comment:

Commenters stated that an appropriate review of the SRS health impact ought to be performed
and that SRS personnel should conduct some of the reviews.

Response:
The commenters comments were received and were considered for the Final SEISHI.

09.01 (06)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-131 41 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
SF1 16 Robert Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

Two commenters said various DOE officials have recently stated that approximately 60 million
people are at risk from potential releases from TRU waste. One commenter said the SEIS-I1 fact
sheet titled “Why is the Waste I solation Pilot Plant Important to the Nation?’ contains a similar
statement, yet the Draft SEIS-11 contains no such information. Commenters said they would like
to see the risks to those populations from the storage of all types of waste, not just TRU waste,
since other waste can pose a larger threat to surrounding popul ations.

Response:

The statement concerning 60.9 million people identifies the size of the populations who live
within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of sites where TRU waste is, has been, or may be generated in
the near future. Most of these people live within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of sites with small
amounts of waste, commercia waste, and sites where the waste has since been removed. The
fact sheet did not describe the nature or magnitude of the risks to those individuals and is not a
risk assessment. SEIS-11, however, does present risk assessments for populations near TRU
waste treatment and storage sites, along transportation routes, and near WIPP.

Impacts related to TRU and other waste types have been examined in the WM PEIS. SEISHI
analyses focus only on TRU waste.
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09.01 (07)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB2 129 Deborah Reade

Comment:

“Because inhalation slope factors are unavailable for lead and mercury, these toxic metals are not
analyzed at all for carcinogenic impacts, even though there are large amounts of lead in the
waste.”

Response:

The lack of inhalation slope factors for lead and mercury indicates that there is not sufficient
evidence for EPA to consider them carcinogenic agents. Adverse health impacts from lead and
mercury result from their toxicological impacts rather than from their risk of initiating a cancer.
The toxicological impacts of lead and mercury were determined using their IDLH and
Emergency Response Planning Guideline (ERPG) values (see Tables G-2 and G-3).

09.01 (08)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-028 4 C. M. Wood Centers for Disease Control
Comment:

“[Why are] Latent Cancer Fatalities caused by site operations at the INEL in 1994, while still
within safe limits, much higher than at any other DOE facilities? Since the purpose of this
document is to assess the environmental impact of shipping transuranics to New Mexico, why are
the LCF figures for ‘normal site operations' at other DOE facilities relevant?’

Response:

The LCF estimate for the population within an 80-kilometer (50-mile) radius of INEEL was
misprinted on pages S-24 and 4-41 of the Draft SEIS-II. The correct valueis2” 10" LCF to the
population residing within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site. Thisinformation isrelevant to
the SEIS 11 analyses because DOE is required to assess the environmental impacts of the
alternatives, including waste treatment impacts at the treatment sites and the cumulative impacts
of all activities at or near the site when combined with those treatment impacts.
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09.01 (09)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 56 David Mitchell

Comment:

“In the section titled “WIPP Disposal Exposure Scenarios' on sheet [page] F-14, it says‘The
external radiation dose received by noninvolved workers is considerably greater than the internal
radiation dose; therefore, only the external doses were calculated.” That means that internal
radiation dose from gaseous releases of radionuclides was ignored for the operational disposal
scenarios.

“Then you flip over to Appendix G, and Impacts of Storage Accidents. And thereit says,
‘Inhalation was the only exposure pathway considered for radionuclides.” So apparently during
the operational phase of WIPP, when people are putting in drums and the workers are working in
the buildings, nobody ever inhales aradionuclide. But when you're storing the stuff somewhere,
well, inhalation is the only exposure pathway considered.”

Response:

The text cited from page F-14 of the Draft SEIS-1I refers to routine operational impacts to
involved workers, not noninvolved workers. The potential external dose to involved workersis
much greater than the internal dose from gaseous radionuclides. (Note: gaseous radionuclides
include only those that can pass through the filters on the waste containers, not airborne
particulate radionuclides, which cannot pass through.) Any explicitly reported inhalation dose
for the involved worker would not change the total involved worker dose/impact estimate
because inhalation dose is significantly smaller than the external dose. The same would not
necessarily be true for noninvolved workers; therefore, gaseous radionuclide doses were
calculated for the noninvolved workers.

Under the accident scenarios discussed in Appendix G of SEIS-I1, waste containers were
assumed to be breached and particulate radionuclides released. For TRU radionuclides,
inhalation of particulates is by far the dominant exposure pathway. Exposure scenarios under
normal operating conditions (Appendix F) and accidents (Appendix G) are fundamentally
different.

09.01 (10)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
C-088 2 Victoria Parrill

Comment:

“While estimated numbers of deaths among workers, crew, and public were given, there was no
mention of estimated cancers and other medical conditions caused by exposure to radiation. This
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is incomplete without those estimates.”
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Response:

The principal potential human health effect from exposure to radiation is cancer. Impacts of
radiation dose received are reported in SEIS-I1 as the number of LCFsin an exposed population
or the probability of an LCF for an exposed individual. Additional information is provided in
Appendices F and G of SEIS-1I. Readers should also refer to the text box labeled “Radiol ogical
Impacts Other Than LCFS” in Chapter 5.

09.01 (11)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-002 4 Gedi Cibas New Mexico Environment Department
Comment:

* Assumptions in the DSEI'S about the location of maximally exposed individual (MEI) at WIPP
are inconsistent with information provided in the RCRA Part B Permit Application. Inthe
DSEIS (page 5-28), the MEI noninvolved worker from normal disposal operations at WIPP is
located 200 meters east of the exhaust filter building, which would put him nearly 170 meters
outside the Property Protection Areafence, half-way to the SPDV Salt Storage Area. Likewise,
when evaluating WIPP disposal accidents (page 5-37), the MEI member of the public and the
noninvolved worker were at the same location, 300 meters south of the exhaust filter building.
This may be the closest physical access amember of the public has to the exhaust, but air
dispersion modeling conducted for the RCRA Part B Permit Application (Appendix D10, and
depicted graphically in Figures D9-2 and D9-3) indicate this location to be directly upwind of
any releases from the exhaust filter building. According to the RCRA Part B Permit Application,
the MEI noninvolved worker would be located 10 meters south of the exhaust outlet, while the
MEI member of the public would be located on the north boundary of the Exclusive Use Area.
DOE must reevaluate DSEIS calculations of risk based on releases to the air considering the
information contained in other regulatory application documents.”

Response:

The RCRA Part B Permit Application calculations assumed that a member of the public was
located at the point of least atmospheric dispersion (highest concentration) along the facility
boundary (the Exclusive Use Area boundary). In SEIS-1I analyses, the MEI was assumed to be
located at the point of least dispersion (highest concentration) where public access is unrestricted:
within the Exclusive Use Area, 300 meters (980 feet) south of the Property Protection Area
fenceline. For comparison, inhalation of carbon tetrachloride (using SEIS-1I methods and
assumptions) would resultina5” 10" risk of cancer incidence for the MEI , while RCRA Part B

Permit Application calculationswould resultina5” 10° risk of cancer.

The RCRA Part B Permit Application assumed the noninvolved worker to be located

“10 meters [30 feet] south of the exhaust outlet.” In Section 6.0, p. D9-32, the application
states that calculations of occupational exposures assumed that “no dispersion takes place from
the release of mine air on the surface from the exhaust fans to the site boundary.” Both
assumptions of location and no dispersion are conservative. In contrast, the SEIS-1I analysis
used site-specific meteorological data and atmospheric dispersion modeling to determine the
location of the maximally exposed noninvolved worker. The SEIS-11 noninvolved worker was
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assumed to be at different locations for chronic, routine exposures and acute exposures from

accidents. For chronic, routine exposures, over the course of an entire year, the point of least
dispersion (highest concentration) would be 200 meters (660 feet) east of the point of release.
For an acute release such as could occur during an accident, a point of even lower dispersion
(greater potential exposure) could occur for a short time 300 meters (980 feet) south.

The RCRA Part B Permit Application compared the calculated air concentration at the point of
exposure to the Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL). To compareto SEIS-I1 results, this
concentration was used to calculate arisk of cancer incidence. Inhalation of carbon tetrachloride
(using SEIS-I1 methods and assumptions) by the noninvolved worker would result ina4” 10°
risk of cancer incidence, while RCRA Part B Permit Application calculations would result in a3
* 10" risk of cancer.

09.01 (12)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB3 54a David Mitchell

Comment:

“It's interesting that the maximum long-term concentrations of airborne particul ate depositions
occur 1.9 miles, 9,840 feet north of the source, which you can take as the exhaust ventilation
shaft from WIPP.”

Response:

Health impact analyses for the MEI were performed assuming an individual lived at the site
boundary. Greater air concentrations are found at other on-site locations (e.g., 200 meters [0.12
mile] east of the exhaust air shaft), but the public is not permitted to reside there. Therefore,
health impact estimates for a member of the public were made at the nearest off-site location—
3,000 meters (1.9 miles) north—and for a noninvolved worker at alocation 200 meters (0.12
mile) east. One of the differences between the two analysesis that the MEI breathes the air 24
hours a day, 7 days aweek, and the noninvolved worker breathesthe air 8 hours aday, 5 daysa
week.

09.01 (13)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

A-002 8 Gedi Cibas New Mexico Environment Department
Comment:

“One minor annoyance which permeates the entire document is the apparently arbitrary use of
the terms * probability’ and ‘ percent chance’ when referring to latent cancer fatalities (LCF).
When the text is compared to tables listing probabilities, it is clear that the values in the text are
multiplied by 100 whenever a‘percent chance of an LCF isprovided. This sort of mental
gymnastic burden on the reader is unnecessary, and DOE should reconsider the use of ‘ percent
chance’ throughout the text.”
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Response:

Use of the term “ percent chance” has been eliminated from the Final SEIS-1I. The Draft SEIS-II
made use of “percent chance” only in the text (not tables) when referring to the chance of an LCF
occurring in an individual.

09.01 (14)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-131 37 Don Hancock Southwest Research and Information Center
Comment:

“Given the hundreds of workers involved with WIPP and included in the socioeconomic analysis,
the SEIS-1I must provide a much more detailed basis for the relatively small populations of
‘involved workers' considered susceptible to accidents analyzed in Chapter 5.”

Response:

For the purposes of health impact analyses, involved workers are considered to be those workers
directly involved in day-to-day waste handling, treatment, storage, disposal, and management
activities (see Section 5.1.9.3 of SEIS-I1). They differ from noninvolved workers (see

Section 5.1.9.2) who work at a site but are not directly performing these activities and are thus
less likely to suffer health impacts from them. For most accidents, only a few involved workers
would potentially be affected.

09.01 (15)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 63 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“The estimated cancer incidence from exposure to hazardous chemicalsis below 0.05 in al
alternatives. Thisislessthan 5% of the expected radiological LCFsin NAA2 and isless than 1%
in al other alternatives. The effect of hazardous chemical exposure can be ignored in choosing
between alternatives.”

Response:
DOE will consider the commenter’ s observations in its decisionmaking process.

9-10



COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT HEALTH AND SAFETY

09.01 (16)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
E-056 14 Linda Hibbs

Comment:

“At the WIPP site, during the operational phase, workers are those most likely to be exposed.
They are allowed to receive 5 rem per year, much reduced from previous limits, but, even this
amount may not be safe. And unless DOE changes its long-time practices, workers at WIPP can
expect to be exposed to contamination as much as workers in the CMR and TA-55 facilities at
LANL where a person is contaminated every few weeks.”

Response:

DOE has approved a 1-rem administrative dose limit at the WIPP site. Because DOE and DOE
contractors are also committed to the as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) principle, DOE
expects most involved worker dosesto be less than 1 rem. Contamination of workers may or
may not result in radiation dose to these individuals.

09.01 (17)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 156 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page 5-145. Table5-88. The lifetime waste treatment impacts to Involved workersin the No
Action 2 Alternative are only 0.08 LCFs. Yet for the Proposed Action they are 1.7 LCFs (Table
5-13). NAA 2 would treat 43% of the CH-TRU volume and 64% of the RH-TRU volume as the
Proposed Action. Both actions treat waste to the WAC criteria at the generating sites. Why are
the human health impacts for the Proposed Action 20 times as great?’

Response:

The health impact estimates from routine treatment activities in the Draft SEIS-11 were based on
information presented in the Draft WM PEIS and have been revised in the Final SEIS 1 (see
SEIS11, Appendix B). Impacts for the Proposed Action are 0.8 LCFs in the Involved Worker
Population compared to 0.4 LCFs for No Action Alternative 2. The impacts are higher for the
Proposed Action because a greater volume of waste is treated.
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09.01 (18)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 213 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page F-20. The reason for calculating the worker lifetime dose on a per waste panel basisis not
apparent since the exposure assumptions are unrelated to the filling of apanel. All that is needed
is the assumption of the hours per year that the worker is present at 1 meter from the drum and
the average 1-meter dose rate from Table F-17. The workers should have exposure time limited
to 345 hours per year in order to have the annual dose < 1 rem for an average 1-meter dose rate
of 2.9 mrem/hr. Furthermore the assumption in Table F-18 that the 10 panels will be completed
in 20 years is inconsistent with the rationale described in the last paragraph of page F-20 that
would require 23.2 yearsin order to hold doses to 1 rem/year. These calculations do not appear
to address exposures from the installation of MgO around the drums.”

Response:

The section describing radiological impacts to WIPP involved workers has been updated in the
Final SEIS-11 to provide more detail, include radiological decay, and change the time required to
fill apanel with CH-TRU waste. Thetime required to fill a CH-TRU waste panel was changed
from an effective 2 years per panel to 2.5 years per panel, reflecting updated information
available in the recently finalized WIPP SAR. A detailed table has been added to the WIPP
Involved Worker section of F.2.3.3 that indicates annual worker doses over 70 years for al
alternatives. For all action alternatives except the Proposed Action, each worker was assumed to
be exposed for 400 hours per year. Under the Proposed Action, worker exposure timeis limited
to that which would result in a 1 rem per year dose for the first 20 years of disposal operations.
At year 21, the Proposed Action workers can be exposed for the maximum 400 hours per year
because radiologica decay has reduced waste container dose rates to low enough levels.

DOE believes that the involved worker dose estimates are sufficiently conservative (estimated at
the WIPP administrative dose limit of 1 rem per year) to include the small additional dose
contribution from magnesium oxide installation. This installation, of limited duration, would
consist of placing magnesium oxide bags around CH-TRU waste drums before emplacement, and
using aforklift to place larger bags on top of emplaced CH-TRU waste.
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09.01 (19)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 211 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page F-18, first paragraph. Dose rates are said to be reducible by administrative controls but no
credit istaken for this. Credit should not be taken because there is no commitment to exercising
administrative controls.”

Response:

DOE has approved the 1-rem administrative dose limit as the effective dose limit at the WIPP
site. Because DOE and DOE contractors are also committed to the ALARA principle, DOE
expects involved worker doses to be well below 1 rem.

09.01 (20)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 212 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page F-18. Equation F-1. No referenceis provided as to where the input data of D,, and C,_ can

be found. Without these input data, it is not possible to verify independently the average surface
doseratein Table F-17.”

Response:
Two tables have been added to Section F.2.3.3 in SEIS-11 and have been placed after
Equation F-1, which includes the D, and C,, values used in Equation F-1.

09.01 (21)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 214 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page F-21. Attemptsto reproduce two of the individual dose values for storage site workers for
Alternative 1 resulted in values that were +12% and -17% of the Table F-22 values. In this effort
we started with the average 1-meter dose rate in Table F-17 and decayed screening values from
Table F-12 over the 20 to 55 year period to obtain average annual dose rates for the 35 years.
Ingrowth of 2**Am from decay of *"Pu was also included. It would be helpful to reviewersiif
SEIS-1I gave more details of the calculations so they could be checked without making numerous
assumptions.”
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Response:

From the information provided in the Draft SEIS-11, Appendix F, it was not possible to
accurately determine the storage site worker doses. The appendix lacked the dose contributions
from each nuclide in the waste. Two tables have been added to Section F.2.3.3in SEIS-II to
provide the missing intermediate data. These tables provide the input values to be used in
Equation F-1.

09.01 (22)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 216 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page F-21. Equation F-3. No referenceis provided for the input dataof V., and T. The

definition of T as aworker throughput rate of one worker per 1,000 cubic metersis confusing. It
is not possible to verify independently the valuesin Table F-19.”

Response:

The descriptions of T and V., « have been clarified in SEIS-II to read:

CH,s

Vens = Site-specific (site “s”) post-treatment CH-TRU waste volume from Chapter 3 or
Appendix A.

T =aconstant of 1,000 cubic meters (35,300 cubic feet) of stored waste handled per worker per
year.

This value for handling and monitoring activities conducted during storage was based on expert
opinion from waste management staff at Hanford.

09.01 (23)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 217 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page F-25. Theinvolved worker lifetime radiological impacts from routine CH-TRU waste
disposal operationsin Table F-21 total 720 person-rem for the entire disposal phase. Thistotal is
derived from 36 workers x 20 rem/worker = 720. The WIPP Safety Analysis Report
(DOE/WIPP-Draft - 2065 Revision 1, Table 7.1-2) used 36.9 rem/year for 38 persons and a
35-year disposal operations period. Thistotals 1,292 person-rem and a dose of 34 rem/per
person. Thisis 1.8 timesthe worker population dose used in SEIS-1I. The main differenceisin
assuming a 35-year disposal phase rather than a 20-year phase. DOE should present consistent
methodology and resultsin its related WIPP documents.”
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Response:

The draft WIPP SAR cited in the comment has been finalized, and the final SAR wasissued in
March 1997. Thefinal SAR was changed from the draft SAR, and the Final SEIS-II incorporates
information from the final SAR.

The section describing involved worker radiological impacts at the WIPP site has been updated
in the Final SEIS-1I to provide more detail, to include radioactive decay, and to change the time
required to fill a panel with CH-TRU waste from an effective 2 yearsto 2.5 years per panel.
These changes reflect updated information available in the recently finalized WIPP SAR. The
final SAR uses a 36-worker population, consistent with SEIS-1I. The final SAR indicates that the
involved worker population would be expected to receive 14.6 person-rem per year. The Fina
SEIS-11 estimates (which are more conservative than the final SAR) indicate that, under the
Proposed Action, involved worker population estimates at the WIPP site for the first year of
operations would be 36 person-rem per year. Over aminimum 25-year disposal operations
period (2.5 years per panel © 10 panels), the worker population dose is estimated in SEIS-11 to be
898 person-rem and over the entire possible 35-year disposa phase, the worker population could
receive up to 1,240 person-rem.

NEPA documents and SARs are prepared for different reasons; therefore, the methods and results
need not be identical. DOE believes that the methods of calculation presented in SEIS-1I provide
asufficient basis for the Department to make a decision on the operation of WIPP and to meet
the requirements of NEPA.

09.01 (24)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 218 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Theindividua lifetime worker dosesin Table F-22 for RFETS are excessively high. For Action
Alternative 1 and No Action Alternative 2 they exceed occupational limits (5 rem/y) every year
for 35 years. Surely such doses would not be allowed. These doses need to be explained or the
text needs to be corrected.”

Response:

The estimated involved worker doses have been revised in SEIS-I1 so that the occupational dose
limit of 5 rem would not be exceeded. Although the total worker population dose remains the
same, the number of workers needed has been adjusted upward. DOE’s ALARA policy would
keep individual worker and worker population doses as far below occupational limits as
reasonably achievable. Revised numbers of RFETS workers are shown in Section F.2 and
revised impacts are shown in Section F.3.
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09.01 (25)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-132 26 Keith Tinno Shoshone-Bannock Tribes
Comment:

“Pg [Summary] S-58 through S-60 - The additional deaths are given for each alternative. Are
these deaths solely radiation-related or do they include trauma casualties from the accidents
themselves?’

Response:
These impacts are fatalities from all causes.

09.01 (26)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-163E 3 No name provided Citizens for Alternativesto Radioactive
Dumping

Comment:

“Thereis great reliance in the SEIS on the DOE's Draft Waste Management PEIS (WMPEIS) to
determine human health and other impacts at the treatment sites. The WMPEIS has been
severely criticized as being incomplete and incorrect. Also, impacts have been adjusted from the
WMPEIS for increased volumes of waste as well as changesin key radionuclides. However,
according to the SEISitself (p A-3) ‘...only about 80 percent of the CH-TRU waste stream
volumes and about 15 percent of the RH-TRU waste stream volumes have reported radionuclide
inventories.” Therefore, actual impacts of key radionuclides either for the treatment sites,
transport or for disposal a WIPP itself are largely unknown. This makes all the health effects (a
major part of the SEIS 1) suspect. They should be thrown out and redone when DOE has a
better understanding of the waste.”

Response:

Information in the WM PEIS, which was published initsfinal versionin May 1997, isused in
SEIS-1I asabasis for estimating routine human health impacts from treatment at generator sites.
Comments on the Draft WM PEIS, for the most part, were not directed at specific human health
analyses, and DOE considered and responded to comments in the Final WM PEIS. DOE
believes that the WM PEIS information has been used appropriately in SEIS-II. The inventories
used to estimate potential impacts in an accident were increased by a factor of four to account for
uncertainties in the waste inventory. All available radionuclide information (not just for key
radionuclides) was extrapolated to cover waste volumes with unknown radionuclides and used in
SEIS-1I analyses of lag storage, transportation, WIPP disposal impacts, accidents, and long-term
performance assessment. In many cases, source terms were specified as average or maximum
PE-Ci values, subject to limitation by the planning-basis WAC, and used in analyses rather than
specific radionuclide source terms. DOE used the best available information to estimate
environmental impacts.
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09.01 (27)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

SF7 79 Bonnie Bonneau Legions of Living Light
Comment:

“Since 1994 they've been finding not only strontium and uranium, but also americium and
plutonium down in the drinking water of these lovely brilliant peoplein Los Alamos. And they
say thisisreally safe because it's well below federal drinking water standards. Are there drinking
water standards for americium and plutonium? I'm not sure. But it's just absolutely absurd to
think that even the tiniest bit of thisisn't going to hurt whatever consumesiit.”

Response:

DOE has found trace concentrations of strontium, uranium, americium, and plutonium in a few
main aquifer test wells at Los Alamos that are not used as a drinking water supply. The
concentrations have been approximately equal to the lowest detection limit specific to each
radionuclide. Additional samples have been taken in an attempt to reproduce these trace
concentration results; however, the radionuclides in question were not identified in the additional
samples. Drinking water standards for radionuclides can be found in Title 40 CFR Part 141. As
alpha particle emitters, plutonium and americium are subject to the gross a pha radioactivity limit
of 15 picocuries per liter.

09.01 (28)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALBG6 15 Catherine O’ Neill

Comment:

“Very few baseline studies on workers exposed to radiation have been done, but some recent
studies done at Hanford on Hanford workers show the latency period for cancers in exposed
workersto be aslong as 17 years, and that later in life, these workers pay a dear price for their
labors.”

Response:

A number of studies have been conducted on the cancer mortality of nuclear workers, including
DOE workers. Findings of recent and ongoing studies on workers support the use of risk factors
used in SEIS-1I for assessing health risks to involved and noninvolved workers. A study of
80,000 to 100,000 radiation workers around the world has shown little or no evidence that they
suffer higher incidences of morbidity or death than other workers.
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09.01 (29)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB6 8 Ruth Weiner

Comment:

“The EIS finds that, in some cases, health effects from doing nothing are worse than from using
WIPP. That doesn't make any sense.

“Basically, what isignored is the probability of intruding into the waste. One isleft with the
perception that it's going to be as easy to drill ahole half a mile underground into a sealed
repository asit isto back a pickup truck over the barrels that are now stored at Oak Ridge out in
the open. That'sjust not so. If thisweretrue, neither the National Academy, nor Congress, nor
anybody else, nor the U.S. Geologic Survey would not, for the last 15 years, have suggested that
we use mine geologic disposa for the radioactive waste.”

Response:

DOE agrees that it would be much easier to intrude on an uncontrolled waste disposal site than it
would be to drill into the repository. Probabilities of intrusion are not included for either the
WIPP repository or aboveground waste facilities because both cases are speculative. DOE
hesitates to assign probabilities to such events because of the speculative nature of any
probability that might be placed on future events involving so many unknown variables. Rather,
SEIS-11 analyses assume the intrusion occurs and estimate the consequences. A text box has
been added to Chapter 5 describing the probability of intrusion at the WIPP repository and at
generator-storage sites.

09.01 (30)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB4 3 Charles Goad

Comment:

“Half-lifeis created by the light rays of the sun shining on the ground.”

Response:

A half-lifeis the amount of time required for half of a given amount of a radioactive substance to
decay to a stable isotope or element. For example, the isotopes of plutonium-238,
plutonium-239, plutonium-240, and plutonium-241 have half-lives of 88 years, 24,000 years,
6,600 years, and 14 years, respectively. No known scientific theory would predict that light
could influence the half-lives of radionuclides.
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09.01 (31)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
ALB1 52 Lisa Sparaco

Comment:

“Risks to human health are too frequently unstated, ignored, denied.”

Response:

In Chapter 5, SEIS-1I evaluates the impacts to human health and safety under the Proposed
Action, three action alternatives, and two no action alternatives from transportation, from routine
disposal operations, from facility accidents, and from long-term performance of the WIPP
repository.

09.01 (32)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 56 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“Page S-23. Sixth Paragraph. The value of 0.3 LCF reported for the population dose around the
Hanford Siteisincorrect. The Hanford Site Environmental Report for Calendar Y ear 1994 (PNL
10574) reports atotal dose of 0.6 person-rem to the population of 380,000 persons. Thiswould
be3x 10" LCF. The valuesfor INEL and NTS also seem to be too high but have not been
checked.”

Response:

Errors noted for the Hanford and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) sites have
been corrected. For 1994 operations, 2~ 10 LCFand 4~ 10™ LCF were estimated to occur in
the populations within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the Hanford and LLNL sites, respectively.
Thisinformation isincluded in Chapter 4 of SEIS-II, as part of the description of the affected
environment at the generator-treatment sites, to give a baseline for impacts analysis at the
generator-treatment sites.

09.01 (33)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization
E-021 10 Ruth Weiner

Comment:

“The assessment of hazardous chemical risks, both for operation and transportation, includes
massive uncertainties, and | don’t put much stock in it. Nothing is wrong with the Draft SEIS
analysis,; it is performed according to accepted protocols, but in my opinion these protocols are
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excessively conservative aswell as highly uncertain. They are done by linearly extrapolating a
putative cancer risk from inhalation exposure to substances that, in most cases, may be known
animal carcinogens but are not known to be human carcinogens. Moreover, the SEIS analyses do
not include background levels of RCRA controlled substances, or the ambient air concentrations
of such substances emitted from other sources. If both background levels and uncertainties were
reported, there would probably be no difference between alternatives.”

Response:

The uncertainty of hazardous chemical risks may be high or unknown, particularly for acute
exposures. SEIS-I1 used the current dose-response relationship information from the national
authorities, such asthe EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database. This database
provides a measure of confidence in the reported risk values. This confidence isindicated in the
“Comment” columns of Tables F-1 and F-2 of Appendix F. Few chemicals have definitive
evidence for carcinogenicity or a high level of confidence for noncarcinogenic impacts. DOE has
included estimates of impacts from chemical exposure in order to provide a complete picture of
environmenta impacts. DOE will consider the commenter’ s observations in its decisionmaking
process.

Background levels of RCRA-controlled substances and other similar sources at WIPP are
undetectable.

09.01 (34)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-152 215 Robert H. Neill Environmental Evaluation Group
Comment:

“The SEIS-I1 chose to evaluate the radiological effects of routine operations involving lag storage
and no action alternatives on the 35-year working lifetime of individual workers. These results
are presented in Table F-22 and thisis an appropriate way to evaluate the risk to an individual
worker or a (35-year) generation of workers. However, it does not indicate the cumulative effect
over several generations (for the various action alternatives) and perpetually for the No Action
Alternatives. The method used makes the human health effects (L CFs) of the alternatives appear
better in comparison with the Proposed Action than it would be if multi-generational effects were
included.”

Response:

SectionsF.2 and F.3 and 5.1.9, 5.2.9, 5.3.9, 5.4.9, 5.5.9, and 5.6.9 have been revised to show
estimated cumulative worker population impacts over the operating periods for different
alternatives.
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09.01 (35)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

ALB4 59 Lawrence Carter-Long

OR1 15 Stanley Reel Oak Ridge Regiona Planning Commission
Comment:

Two commenters expressed concern about health factors at the WIPP site and at Oak Ridge. One
of the commenters said health factors need to be considered before thinking about ways to
dispose of TRU waste. The other commenter said impacts at Oak Ridge would be much less
under Action Alternative 1 than under the other action alternatives.

Response:

The health impacts for the public and for workers at the WIPP site have been taken into
consideration throughout the analysesin SEIS-11 (see Chapter 5 and related appendices). These
impacts have been considered at the WIPP site and the generator sites, as appropriate, for storage,
treatment, transportation, waste handling, waste disposal, accidents, and long-term facility
performance assessment.

09.01 (36)

Document Comment

Number Number Name Organization

C-130 11 Susan L. Gawarecki Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

OR1 16 Stanley Redl Oak Ridge Regiona Planning Commission

OR1 18 Stanley Reel Oak Ridge Regiona Planning Commission

OR2 10 Barbara A. Wadton Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

OR2 11 Barbara A. Wadton Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

OR2 12 Barbara A. Wadton Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight
Committee

Comment:

Several comments discussed the acceptability of various aternatives, particularly with regard to
impacts at ORNL and its surrounding area. Both no action alternatives were said to be
unacceptabl e because the climate and geology of east Tennessee are unsuitable for long-term
storage of TRU waste. One commenter supported the opening of WIPP but did not want to see
waste brought to Oak Ridge for treatment before being shipped to WIPP. Action Alternative 1
was said to be an acceptable aternative if impacts of lag storage were analyzed to a greater
degree and scheduling done to minimize impacts. Both Action Alternative 2 and Action
Alternative 3 were said to have unacceptable environmental impacts.
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Response:

SEIS-I1 identified the Proposed Action as the Preferred Alter