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Abstract: The Hanford Site (Hanford), located in southeastern Washington State and situated along the 
Columbia River, is approximately 1,518 square kilometers (586 square miles) in size. Hanford's mission 
from the early 1940s to approximately 1989 included defense-related nuclear research, development, and 
weapons production activities. These activities created a wide variety of chemical and radioactive wastes. 
Hanford ' s mission now is focused on the cleanup of those wastes and ultimate closure of Hanford. To 
this end, several types of radioactive waste are being managed at Hanford: (1) high-level radioactive 
waste (HLW) as defined in DOE Manual 435.1-1; (2) transuranic (TRU) waste, which is waste containing 
alpha-particle-emitting radionuclides with atomic numbers greater than uranium (92) and half-lives 
greater than 20 years in concentrations greater than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste; (3) low-level 
radioactive waste (LLW), which is radioactive waste that is neither HLW nor TRU waste; and (4) mixed 
low-level radioactive waste (MLLW), which is LLW containing hazardous constituents as defined under 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C 6901 et seq.). Thus, this TC & WM EIS 
analyzes the following three key areas: 

1. Retrieval, treatment, and disposal of waste from 149 single-shell tanks (SSTs) and 
28 double-shell tanks (DSTs) and closure of the SST system. In this TC & WM EIS, DOE 
proposes to retrieve and treat waste from 177 underground tanks and ancillary equipment and 
dispose of this waste in compliance with applicable regulatory requirements. At present, DOE is 
constructing a Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) in the 200-East Area of Hanford. The WTP would 
separate waste stored in Hanford' s underground tanks into HL W and low-activity waste (LAW) 
fractions. HL W would be treated in the WTP and stored at Hanford until disposition decisions 
are made and implemented. (The analyses in this EIS are not affected by recent DOE plans to 
study alternatives for the disposition of the Nation's spent nuclear fuel and HLW because the EIS 
analysis shows that vitrified HL W can be stored safely at Hanford for many years.) LAW would 



be treated in the WTP and disposed of at Hanford as decided in DOE' s Record of Decision 
(ROD) issued in 1997 (62 FR 8693), pursuant to the Tank Waste Remediation System, Hanford 
Site, Richland, Washington, Final Environmental . Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0189, 
August 1996). DOE proposes to provide additional treatment capacity for the tank LAW that can 
supplement the planned WTP capacity in fulfillment of DOE's obligations under the Hanford 
Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party Agreement) as soon as possible. DOE 
would dispose of immobilized LAW and Hanford 's (and other DOE sites') LLW and MLLW in 
lined trenches on site. These trenches would be closed in accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements. 

2. Final decontamination and decommissioning of the Fast Flux Test Facility, a nuclear test 
reactor. DOE proposes to determine the final end state for the aboveground, belowground, and 
ancillary support structures. 

3. Disposal of Hanford's waste and other DOE sites' LLW and MLLW. DOE needs to decide 
where to locate onsite disposal facilities for Hanford' s waste and other DOE sites' LL W and 
MLLW. DOE committed in the ROD (69 FR 39449) for the Final Hanford Site Solid 
(Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program Environmental Impact Statement, Richland, 
Washington (DOE/EIS-0286F, January 2004) that henceforth LLW would be disposed ofin lined 
trenches. Specifically, DOE proposes to dispose of the waste in either the existing 200-East Area 
Integrated Disposal Facility (IDF) or the proposed 200-West Area IDF. 

DOE has identified Preferred Alternatives for two of the three program areas and a range for the three key 
activities, as presented in this TC & WM EIS. 

Public Comments: Comments on this draft EIS may be submitted during the 140-day comment period, 
which will begin when the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency publishes a Notice of Availability in 
the Federal Register. Public meetings on this EIS will be held during the comment period. The dates, 
times, and locations of these meetings will be published in a DOE Federal Register notice, and will also 
be announced by other means. 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement 

for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 
(Draft TC & WM EIS) 

Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) 
Foreword 

ote: Ecology, as a cooperating agency, reviewed, provided comments on, and participated in the 
comment resolution process for the "preliminary draft" of this Draft TC & WM EIS. However, this 
foreword should be considered draft and subject to revision until Ecology has reviewed this Draft 
TC & WM EIS and, if necessary, supporting information. 

Summary 

Ecology believes that the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and its contractors have prepared a 
Draft TC & WM EIS that presents many important issues for discussion . Ecology' s involvement to date 
shows that this document has benefitted from quality reviews and quality assurance procedures. The 
information in this document will help shed light on many key decisions that remain to be made about the 
Hanford Site (Hanford) cleanup. 

Ecology expects DOE to consider our input through this foreword, as well as through any further 
comments made during the public comment process. We expect DOE to provide written responses to the 
major issues and comments prior to completion of the Final TC & WM EIS. Ecology will continue to 
work with DOE with the intent of helping to produce a final environmental impact statement (EIS) that 
fully informs future decision.making. 

I. Introduction 

Ecology has been a cooperating agency with DOE in the production of this Draft TC & WM EIS. DOE 
prepared this EIS to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. ln addition, 
Ecology will review this EIS to determine if it can be adopted in whole or in part to satisfy the 
requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The information in this EIS will help 
inform Ecology and others about critical future cleanup decisions impacting Hanford's closure. 

Ecology provides the following comments regarding this Draft TC & WM EIS to document areas of 
agreement or concern with this EIS and to assist the public in their review. Public and regulator input on 
this Draft TC & WM EIS are critical for the completion of an acceptable Final TC & WM EIS. Ecology 
encourages tribal nations, stakeholder groups, and the public to participate in the public comment process 
for this draft document. 

When the Final TC & WM EIS is issued, Ecology will include a revised foreword to comment on the EIS 
conclusions. The foreword will also include the disposition of the comments we provided during the 
Draft TC & WM EIS review process. 

II. Ecology's Role as a Cooperating Agency 

Ecology is a cooperating agency in the preparation of this EIS. A state agency may be a cooperating 
agency on a Federal EIS when the agency has jurisdiction by law over, or specialized expertise 
concerning, a major Federal action under evaluation in the EIS . 



As a cooperating agency, Ecology does not coauthor or direct the production of this EIS. Ecology does 
have access to certain data and information as this document is being prepared by DOE and its 
contractors. Our roles and responsibilities in this process are defined in a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between Ecology and DOE. 

DOE retains responsibility for making final decisions in the preparation of the Final TC & WM EIS, as 
well as for determining the preferred altemative(s) presented in the EIS . However, Ecology's 
participation as a cooperating agency enables us to help formulate the alternatives presented in this 
TC& WMEIS. 

Ecology's involvement as a cooperating agency- and the current scope of the Draft TC & WM EIS-is 
grounded in a series of events. 

In February 2002, DOE initiated the "Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and 
Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington," 
known as the "Tank Closure EIS." On March 25, 2003 , Ecology became a cooperating agency for the 
"Tank Closure EIS." DOE and Ecology developed an MOU outlining respective agency roles and 
responsibilities. 

While the "Tank Closure EIS" was being developed, another DOE EIS, the Draft Hanford Site Solid 
(Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program Environmental Impact Statement, Richland, Washington 
(HSW EIS), was in the review stage. Among other matters, the HSW EIS examined the impacts of 
disposal at Hanford of certain volumes of radioactive waste and mixed radioactive and hazardous waste, 
including waste generated from beyond Hanford. 

In March 2003, Ecology filed a lawsuit in the U.S. District Court seeking to prevent the importation and 
storage of certain offsite transuranic (TRU) and mixed TRU wastes that DOE had decided to send to 
Hanford prior to issuance of the Final HSW EIS. Ecology and intervening plaintiffs obtained a 
preliminary injunction against these shipments. 

In January 2004, DOE issued the Final HSW EIS. Based on the Final HSW EIS, DOE amended a Record 
of Decision that directed offsite radioactive and hazardous wastes to Hanford (within certain volume 
limits) for disposal and/or storage. In response, Ecology amended its lawsuit to challenge the adequacy of 
the HSW EIS analysis. 

In May 2005, the U.S. District Court expanded the existing preliminary injunction to enjoin a broader 
class of waste and to grant Ecology a discovery period to further explore issues with the HSW EIS. 

In January 2006, DOE and Ecology signed a Settlement Agreement, ending litigation on the HSW EIS and 
addressing concerns found in the HSW EIS quality assurance review during the discovery period. The 
Settlement Agreement called for expanding the scope of the "Tank Closure EIS" to provide a single, 
integrated set of analyses of ( 1) tank closure impacts considered in the "Tank Closure EIS" and (2) the 
disposal of all waste types considered in the Final HSW EIS. The Settlement Agreement also called for 
an integrated cumulative impacts analysis. 

Under the Settlement Agreement, the "Tank Closure EIS" was renamed the TC & "WM EIS. Ecology's 
existing MOU with DOE was revised along with the Settlement Agreement so that Ecology remained a 
cooperating agency on the expanded TC & WM EIS. 

The Settlement Agreement defined specific tasks to address concerns Ecology had with the HSW EIS. 
DOE has now revised information and implemented quality assurance measures used in this 
TC & WM EIS related to the solid waste portion of the analysis. Ecology has performed discrete quality 
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assurance reviews of that information to help confirm that the quality assurance processes of DOE's EIS 
contractor have been followed . 

Based on Ecology's involvement to date, we believe that positive changes have been made to address data 
quality shortcomings in the HSW EIS. These specifically relate to the following: 

• The data used in analyzing impacts on groundwater 

• The integration of analyses of all waste types that DOE may dispose of at Hanford 

• The adequacy of the cumulative impact analysis 

Ecology will review this Draft TC & WM EIS to confirm that the terms of the Settlement Agreement have 
been addressed to our satisfaction. 

Ill. Regulatory Relationships and SEPA 

After this TC & WM EIS is finalized, Ecology will proceed with approving regulatory actions required to 
complete the Hanford cleanup. These include actions under the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and 
Consent Order (HFF ACO, or Tri-Party Agreement) and actions that require state permits or modifications 
to existing pennits, such as the Hanford Sitewide Permit. This permit regulates hazardous waste 
treatment, storage, and disposal activity at Hanford, including actions such as tank closure and 
supplemental treatment for tank waste. 

Ecology must comply with SEPA when undertaking permitting actions. It is Ecology's hope that the 
Final TC & WM EIS will be suitable for adoption in whole or in part to satisfy SEPA. 

In addition, Ecology will have a substantial role in establishing standards and methods for the cleanup of 
contaminated soil and groundwater at Hanford. These include areas that are regulated under hazardous 
waste corrective action authority and/or under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) through a CERCLA Record of Decision. Information 
developed in this EIS will thus be useful in other applications for the cleanup of Hanford. 

IV. Ecology Insights and Alternatives Considered 

This Draft TC & WM EIS considers 17 alternatives. DOE has not identified a specific preferred 
alternative. However, for the many decisions that are addressed in this EIS, DOE bas selected a set of 
preferred alternatives. Ecology understands that the selection of a smaller number of preferred 
alternatives, or of a specific preferred alternative from that set, will be considered by DOE throughout 
public review of the Draft TC & WM EIS. When the final EIS is prepared, a preferred alternative wi ll be 
identified by DOE. 

The alternatives and tank closure options considered in this draft EIS include the following key decision 
areas: 

• Additional tank waste treatment options (in addition to the Hanford Waste Treatment Plant 
[WTP] as provided in the Tank Waste Remediation System, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, 
Final Environmental Impact Statement) 

• Tank farm closure options 

• Waste management options for the Central Plateau (including disposal of offsite defense wastes) 

• Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) decommissioning 
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Ecology will update this foreword in the Final TC & WM EIS and will express its agreement or 
disagreement with DOE' s preferred alternative for specific decisions in the foreword. In the interim, 
Ecology's insights, technical perspectives, and legal and policy perspectives are provided below. Areas 
of agreement with DOE and points of concern are noted. 

Single-Shell Tank Retrieval Options 

Ecology believes that DOE has presented an appropriate range of alternatives for evaluating tank waste 
retrieval and tank closure impacts. However, based on the hazardous waste tank closure standards of the 
"Dangerous Waste Regulations" (WAC 173-303-610[2]) and the HFFACO requirements, Ecology 
supports only alternatives that involve the retrieval of 99 percent or more of the waste from each of the 
149 single-shell tanks (SSTs). 

High-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal 

High-level radioactive waste (HL W) associated with the tank waste includes, but may not be limited to, 
immobilized high-level radioactive waste (IHL W) and HL W melters (both spent and failed) . It has been 
DOE' s longstanding plan to store these wastes at Hanford and then ship and dispose of them in a deep 
geologic repository. The idea was that the nature of the geology would isolate the waste and protect 
humans from exposure to these very long-lived, lethal radionuclides. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act 
indicates that these waste streams require permanent isolation. By contrast, the immobilized low-activity 
waste (ILA W) glass, and perhaps other waste streams, may not require deep geologic disposal due to the 
level of pretreatment resulting in radionuclide removal and the degree of immobilization provided for in 
the ILA W glass. 

However, the final decision on HLW disposal has recently become an issue with significant uncertainty. 
The Draft TC & WM EIS contains the following statement: 

As indicated in the Administration 's fiscal year 2010 budget request, the Administration 
intends to terminate the Yucca Mountain program while developing nuclear waste disposal 
alternatives. Notwithstanding the decision to terminate the Yucca Mountain program, DOE 
remains committed to meeting its obligations to manage and ultimately dispose of HL W and 
SNF. The Administration intends to convene a blue ribbon commission to evaluate 
alternative approaches for meeting these obligations. The commission will provide the 
opportunity for a meaningful dialogue on bow best to address this challenging issue and will 
provide recommendations that will form the basis for working with Congress to revise the 
statutory framework for managing and disposing ofHLW and SNF. 

Ecology reminds the readers that the Nuclear Waste Policy Act requires permanent isolation of these most 
difficult waste streams. Leaving these wastes stored at Hanford indefinitely is not a legal option, nor an 
acceptable option to the State of Washington. 

Ecology is concerned about the glass standards and canister requirements for the IHL W. These standards 
were developed based on what was acceptable to Yucca Mountain. Now that Yucca Mountain is no 
longer the assumed disposal location, Ecology is concerned about what standards for glass and canisters 
will be utilized by the WTP. Ecology insists that DOE implement the most conservative approach in 
these two areas to guarantee that the glass and canister configurations adopted at the WTP will be 
acceptable at the future deep geologic repository. 

In addition, Ecology maintains that DOE should build and operate adequate interim storage capacity for 
the IHLW and the HLW melters in a manner that does not slow down the treatment of tank waste. 
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This Draft TC & WM EIS assumes that the used (both spent and failed) HL W melters are HL W and, 
therefore, should be disposed of in a deep geologic repository. This EIS also assumes that the used HLW 
melters will stay on site before shipment to such a repository. DOE has not requested, and Ecology has 
not accepted, long-tenn interim storage of failed or spent HL W melters at Hanford. 

Ecology does not agree that the HL W melters will or should stay on site. We do agree with the final 
disposal in a deep geologic repository. The disposal pathway for both the failed and the spent melters 
will require further evaluation than is presented in this Draft TC & WM EIS. Ecology and DOE will need 
to reach a mutual understanding and agreement on the regulatory framework for disposal. 

Pretreatment of Tank Waste 

This Draft TC & WM EIS includes numerous alternatives that pretreat tank waste to separate the 
high-activity components and direct them to a HL W stream. The HL W stream will be vitrified, resu lting 
in a glass waste product that wi ll be sent to a deep geologic repository. However, this draft EIS has one 
alternative that provides no pretreatment for some portion of the waste in the 200-West Area. 

As a legal and policy issue, Ecology does not agree with alternatives that do not require pretreatment of 
the tank waste. Such alternatives do not meet the intent of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act to remove as 
many of the fission products and radionuclides as possible to concentrate them in the HL W stream. For 
this reason, Ecology requests that DOE rule out any alternative that does not pretreat tank waste. 

TRU Tank Waste 

This Draft TC & WM EIS considers the option of treating and sending waste from specific tanks to the 
Waste Isolation Pi lot Plant (WIPP) as mixed TRU waste. This draft EIS also considers WTP processing 
of the waste from these specific tanks. 

Ecology has legal and technical concerns with any tank waste being classified as mixed TRU waste at this 
time. DOE must provide peer-reviewed data and a strong, defensible, technically and legally detailed 
justification for the designation of any tank waste as mixed TRU waste, rather than as HL W. DOE must 
also complete the WIPP certification process and assure Ecology that there is a viable disposal pathway 
(i .e., permit approval from the State of New Mexico) before Ecology wi ll modify the Hanford Sitewide 
Permit to allow tank waste to be treated as mixed TRU waste. 

Supplemental Treatment 

In this Draft TC & WM EIS, DOE considers changes to the treatment processes that the WTP would use. 
Specifically, this draft EIS considers technologies to supplement the WTP's treatment of low-activity 
waste (LAW). The WTP as it is currently designed does not have the capacity to treat the entire volume 
of LAW in a reasonable timeframe. 

Ecology agrees on the need to evaluate supplemental LAW treatment. An additional supplemental LAW 
treatment system is necessary to treat all the tank waste in a reasonable amount of time. Ecology fully 
supports the Draft TC & WM EIS alternative that assumes a second LAW Vitrification Facility would 
provide additional waste processing. Building a second LAW Vitrification Facility has consistently been 
Ecology's baseline approach. We would prefer a second LAW Vitrification Facility as the preferred 
alternative for the fo llowing reasons: 

• LAW vitrification is a mature technology that is ready to be implemented with no further testing. 

• LAW vitrification produces a well-understood waste form that is extremely protective of the 
environment (the bulk vitrification waste form is not as protective). 
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• Negative data from the last bulk vitrification experimental testing indicate waste form 
performance and technology implementation issues. 

• There has been a lack of significant progress on advancing a bulk vitrification test facility for 
actual waste. 

• The environmental resu lts from the waste performance presented in this Draft TC & WM EIS 
indicate that LAW vitrification is superior to bulk vitrification. 

• A recently published DOE report indicates that a second LAW Vitrification Facility would be 
preferable. 

Consistent with the standard of HFF ACO Milestone M-62-08, Ecology will analyze the information from 
the bulk vitrification alternative. From this analysis, Ecology will determine if the performance of the 
waste forms is comparable with WTP borosilicate glass. Ecology' s measuring stick for a successful 
supplemental treatment technology has always been whether it is "as good as glass" (from the WTP). 

As a technical issue, Ecology does not think that the waste treatment processes of steam reforming and 
cast stone would provide adequate primary waste forms for disposal of tank waste in onsite landfills. 
This has already been the subject of a previous DOE down-select process, in which Ecology and other 
participants rated these treatment technologies as low. This draft EIS shows that the waste form 
performance would be inadequate for both cast stone and steam reforming. These alternatives do not 
merit any further review. 

Specifically related to the steam reforming alternative, Ecology has technical concerns about the Draft 
TC & WM EIS 's assumptions for contaminant partitioning and its effects on waste form performance. It 
is inappropriate to assign the same assumptions to steam reforming as those used for bulk vitrification, 
given the different maturities of the two technologies. 

Secondary Waste from Tank Waste Treatment 

This Draft TC & WM EIS evaluates the impacts of disposing of secondary waste that results from tank 
waste treatment. Ecology agrees with DOE that econdary waste from the WTP and supplemental 
treatment operations would need additional mitigation before disposal. This assumption is not reflected 
in (and, in fact, is contradicted by) the current DOE baseline, which does not assume such additional 
mitigation. DOE has not determined what the secondary waste treatment would be, but DOE and its 
contractor are evaluating various treatment options. 

Tank Waste Treatment Flowsheet 

In preparing this Draft TC & WM EIS, some assumptions were made about highly technical issues such as 
the tank waste treatment flowsheet, which is a representation of how much of which constituent ends up 
in which waste form and in what amount. 

Certain constituents such as technetium-99 and iodine-129 are significant risk drivers because they are 
mobile in the environment and have long half-lives. This draft EIS assumes that 20 percent of the 
iodine-129 from the tank waste would end up in vitrified glass and 80 percent in the grouted secondary 
waste. The same assumption is made for bulk vitrification and the WTP LAW Vitrification Facility. 

Based on its review of the Draft TC & WM EIS 's contaminant flowsheets for the WTP and bulk 
vitrification, Ecology has technical concerns with this approach. The design configuration for the WTP 
indicates that iodine-129 recycles past the melter multiple times, which leads to a higher retention in the 
glass and less in the secondary waste. Therefore, Ecology believes the retention rate of iodine-129 in the 
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ILA W glass may be higher than that in bulk vitrification glass. However, Ecology is aware that there is 
uncertainty in the actual glass retention results. 

Through our cooperating agency interactions, DOE has agreed to run a sensitivity analysis to show the 
information under a different approach. The sensitivity analysis in this Draft TC & WM EIS shows that if 
recycling of iodine-129 is as effective as the WTP flowsheets indicate, then the WTP with a Bulk 
Vitrification Facility alternative would place 80 percent of iodine-129 in secondary waste (a less-robust 
waste form). This compares to an alternative that includes a second LAW Vitrification Facility in 
addition to the WTP, which would place 30 percent of the iodine-129 in secondary waste. This 
50 percent difference in capture reinforces Ecology 's opinion that choosing Tank Closure Alternative 2B, 
which would use the WTP and a second LAW Vitrification Facility, would be best from a tank waste 
treatment perspective. 

Waste Release 

This Draft TC & WM EIS models waste releases from several different types of final waste forms, 
including the following : 

• ILAW glass • Grouted secondary waste 

• Failed and spent LAW melters • Waste left in waste sites 

• Waste in bulk vitrification boxes • Grouted waste in the bottom of tanks 

• Steam refonned waste • Direct buried waste in landfills 

• Grouted LAW from tank waste • Waste that has been macroencapsulated 

Ecology understands the methods and fonnulas used for the waste form release calculations (for all waste 
types). However, we will need to see the modeling results and complete our technical review before we 
can validate this portion of this EIS . 

Offsite Waste 

DOE is decades behind its legal schedule in retrieving tank waste from SSTs and years behind its legal 
schedule in completing construction of the WTP. DOE has not even begun treating Hanford's 
200 million liters (53 million gallons) of tank waste. 

At its current pace, DOE is in danger of falling years behind its legal schedule in processing contact­
handled TRU waste for disposal at WIPP. DOE has not yet even completed planning for a facility to 
process remote-handled TRU waste for such disposal. Massive areas of Hanford's soil and groundwater 
are contaminated, and many of these areas will likely remain contaminated for generations to come, even 
after final cleanup remedies have been instituted. 

The State of Washington is aware that under DOE's plans, more curies of radioactivity would leave 
Hanford (in the form of vitrified HLW and processed TRU waste) than would be added to Hanford 
through proposed offsite waste disposal. However, based on the current state of Hanford 's cleanup and 
the analysis in this Draft TC & WM EIS, the State of Washington objects to the disposal at Hanford of 
additional wastes that have been generated from beyond Hanford. 

As this Draft TC & WM EIS shows, disposal of the proposed offsite waste would significantly increase 
groundwater impacts to beyond acceptable levels. Such disposal would add to the risk term at Hanford 
today, at a time when progress on reducing the bulk of Hanford 's existing risk term has yet to be realized. 
DOE should take a conservative approach to ensure that the impact of proposed offsite waste disposal , 
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when added to other existing Hanford risks, does not result in exceeding the "reasonable expectation" 
standard of DO E' s own performance objectives (see DOE Manual 435.1-1 , Section IV.P[l]) and of other 
environmental standards (e.g., drinking water standards). 

The State of Washington supports a "no offsite waste disposal" alternative as its preferred alternative in 
the Final TC & WM EIS, to be adopted in a Record of Decision. DOE should forgo offsite waste disposal 
at Hanford (subject to the exceptions in the current State of Washington v. Bodman Settlement 
Agreement), at least until such time as it has made significant progress on SST waste retrieval and the 
tank waste treatment process. If DOE wishes to use Hanford as an offsite waste repository after that 
point, DOE should then re-evaluate the potential impacts of any proposed offsite waste disposal in light of 
the then-existing Hanford risk term. 

Waste Disposal Location Alternatives 

Ecology agrees with DOE that a preferred alternative locating the Integrated Disposal Facility in the 
200-East Area appears better for long-term disposal of waste than in the 200-West Area because of the 
faster rate of groundwater flow in the 200-East Area. 

Black Rock Reservoir 

This Draft TC & WM EIS considers the groundwater impacts of locating Black Rock Reservoir 
upgradient of Hanford. This is noteworthy because leakage associated with the reservoir could have 
impacts on Hanford groundwater contamination. Ecology has reviewed the evaluation basis assumed in 
this draft EIS. On a technical basis, Ecology accepts that potential groundwater impacts of the proposed 
reservoir could ( or likely would) adversely impact human health and the environment at Hanford. 

Vadose Zone Modeling 

This Draft TC & WM EIS uses the STOMP [Subsurface Transport Over Multiple Phases] modeling code 
for vadose zone modeling. Based on its current review, Ecology believes that the Hanford parameters 
used with this code are adequate for the purposes served by this EIS. Ecology notes that the 
TC & WM EIS STOMP modeling code parameters are based on a regional scale and may not be 
appropriate for site-specific closure decisions or other Hanford assessments. Use of STOMP in other 
assessments requires careful technical review and consideration of site-specific parameters. Further 
revisions of these STOMP parameters may be necessary. 

Risk Assessment and Cumulative Impacts 

This Draft TC & WM EIS evaluates risk under the alternatives and in the cumulative impact analyses. 
The risk assessment modeling presented in this draft EIS should not be interpreted as a Hanford sitewide 
comprehensive human health and ecological risk assessment, applied to the river corridor or other specific 
Hanford areas. Specific Hanford areas will require unique site parameters that are applicable to that 
area's specific use. 

This Draft TC & WM EIS presents an evaluation of the cumulative environmental impacts of treatment 
and disposal of wastes at Hanford. The cumulative impact analyses allow DOE to consider the impacts of 
all cleanup actions it has taken or plans to take at Hanford. 

V. Noteworthy Areas of Agreement 

Ecology and DOE have discussed and reached agreement on the following significant issues and 
parameters for the purposes of this Draft TC & WM EIS: 

• The manner in which DOE presents groundwater data and information (i.e. with pictures). 
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• The quality assurance requirements that DOE and Ecology identified in the HSW EIS (State of 
Washington v. Bodman) Settlement Agreement 

• The Technical Guidance Document for Tank Closure Environmental Impact Statement Vadose 
Zone and Groundwater Revised Analyses Agreement, which focused on parameters shown to be 
important in groundwater analysis 

• The location of calculation points for contaminant concentrations in groundwater 

• The use of tank farm closure descriptions and alternative analysis 

• The use of tank waste treatment descriptions and alternative analysis 

• Inclusion of the US Ecology site and the cocooned reactors transported to the Central Plateau in 
the comprehensive cumulative impacts assessment 

• Overall modeling approaches for vadose zone and groundwater 

• The use of modeling assumptions for the double-shell tanks 

• Alternative assumptions about how processes would treat existing wastes and generate other 
wastes during treatment processes, and how DOE would dispose of all of the wastes. 

• The methods for evaluating and using waste inventory data 

• Release mechanisms for contaminants from various waste forms 

• An alternative in this Draft TC & WM EIS that evaluates impacts of treating and disposal of all 
tank waste and residue to meet the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act I Hazardous Waste 
Management Act HL W treatment standard of vitrification 

• The inventory assumptions used for the pre-1970 burial grounds 

Ecology 's agreement on these issues and parameters is specifically for the purposes of this 
Draft TC & WM EIS and is based on Ecology's current knowledge and best professional judgment. 
Ecology's agreement should not be construed as applicable to any future documents, evaluations, or 
decisions at Hanford. 
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Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment 

Canister Storage Building 

critical technology elements 
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ewe 
CWCE 

D&D 

dB 

dBA 

DBVS 

DCF 

DG 

DHS 

DNAPL 

DoD 

DOE 

DOT 

DR 

DSASW 

DST 

DUF6 

EA 

EBR-II 

ECEM 

ECF 

Ecology 

EIS 

EM 

EPA 

EPicode 

ERDF 

ERPG 

ETF 

ETTP 

FBSR 

FCM 

Fermi 

FFTF 

FFTF 
Deactivation EA 

"FFTF 
Decommissioning 
EIS" 

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations 

Central Waste Complex 

Central Waste Complex expansion 

decontamination and decommissioning 

Decibels 

decibels A-weighted 

Demonstration Bulk Vitrification System 

dose conversion factor 

disposal group 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security 

dense, non-aqueous-phase liquid 

U.S. Department of Defense 

U.S. Department of Energy 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

damage ratio 

documented safety analysis for solid waste operations 

double-shell tank 

depleted uranium hexafluoride 

environmental assessment 

Experimental Breeder Reactor II 

Ecological Contaminant Exposure Model 

elevation correction factor 

Washington State Department of Ecology 

environmental impact statement 

Office of Environmental Management 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Emergency Prediction Infonnation Code 

Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility 

Emergency Response Planning Guideline 

Effluent Treatment Facility 

East Tennessee Technology Park 

fluidized-bed steam reforming 

food chain multiplier 

Enrico Fermi Nuclear Generating Station 

Fast Flux Test Facility 

Environmental Assessment - Sodium Residuals Reaction/Removal and Other 
Deactivation Work Activities, Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) Project, 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

"Environmental Impact Statement for the Decommissioning of the Fast Flux 
Test Facility at the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington" (rescoped in 2006 to 
the TC & WM EIS) 
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FIR 

FONSI 

FR 

FRRSNF EIS 

FTE 

Gable Gap 

GAO 

GAP 

GENII 

GHB 

GIS 

GTCC 

GTCCEIS 

HAB 

Hanford 

Hanford 
Comprehensive 
Land-Use Plan 
EIS 

HDW 

HEAST 

HEME 

HEPA 

HEU 

HFEF 

HI 

HIHTL 

HLW 

HMS 

HQ 

HRR 

HSGS 

HSRAM 

HSSWAC 

HSWEIS 

HTWOS 

field investigation report 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

Federal Register 

Final Environmental Impact Statement on a Proposed Nuclear Weapons 
Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign Research Reactor Spent 
Nuclear Fuel 

full-time equivalent 

Gable Mountain-Gable Butte Gap 

U.S. General Accounting Office 

Government Accountability Project 

Hanford Environmental Radiation Dosimetry Software System 
(Generation II) 

Generalized Head Boundary 

geographic information system 

greater-than-Class C 

Environmental Impact Statement for the Disposal of Greater-Than-Class C 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste 

Hanford Advisory Board 

Hanford Site 

Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Hanford Defined Waste 

Health Effects Assessment Summary Table 

high-efficiency mist eliminator 

high-efficiency particulate air 

highly enriched uranium 

Hot Fuel Examination Facility 

Hazard Index 

hose-in-hose transfer line 

high-level radioactive waste 

Hanford Meteorological Station 

Hazard Quotient 

high-resolution resistivity 

headspace gas sampling 

Hanford Site Risk Assessment Methodology 

Hanford Site Solid Waste Acceptance Criteria 

Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program 
Environmental Impact Statement, Richland, Washington 

Hanford Tank Waste Operation Simulator 
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ICRP 

ICY™ 

IDA 

lDF 

IDF-East 

IDF-West 

IEM 

lHLW 

ILAW 

INEEL 

INL 

IRlS 

ISCORS 

ISO 

ITV 

Kd 

LANL 

LAW 

LCF 

LDC 

LERF 

LLBG 

LLW 

LOAEL 

LPF 

LUG 

LWPF 

MACCS 

MAI 

MAR 

MCL 

MDSA 

MEDE 

MEI 

MeV 

MFC 

MLLW 

Modal Study 

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations 

International Commission on Radiological Protection 

In-Container Vitrification™ 

intentional destructive act 

Integrated Disposal Facility 

200-East Area Integrated Disposal Facility 

200-West Area Integrated Disposal Facility 

interim examination and maintenance 

immobilized high-level radioactive waste 

immobilized low-activity waste 

Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 

Idaho National Laboratory 

Integrated Risk Information System 

Interagency Steering Committee on Radiation Standards 

International Standards Organization 

in-tank vehicle 

standard distribution coefficient 

Los Alamos National Laboratory 

low-activity waste 

latent cancer fatality 

large-diameter container 

Liquid Effluent Retention Facility 

low-level radioactive waste burial ground 

low-level radioactive waste 

lowest-observed adverse effect level 

leak path factor 

Local Users ' Group 

Liquid Waste Processing Facility 

MELCOR Accident Consequences Code System 

Mission Acceleration Initiative 

material at risk 

maximum contaminant level 

Master Documented Safety Analysis (MDSA) for the Solid Waste Operations 
Complex 

melt-drain-evaporator 

maximally exposed individual 

million electron volts 

Materials and Fuels Complex 

mixed low-level radioactive waste 

Shipping Container Response to Severe Highway and Railway Accident 
Conditions 
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MODFLOW 

MODPATH 

MOX 

MRS 

MTRG 

MUST 

NAAQS 

NAD 

NASA 

NDA 

NDE 

NEHRP 

NEPA 

NFPA 

NI PEIS 

NPL 

NRC 

NRDWL 

NRF 

NRIA 

NTS 

NWS 

OA 

ORIGEN2 

ORNL 

ORP 

OSHA 

PCB 

PEIS 

PEST 

PFP 

PMn 

PNNL 

pp 

PPA 

PPF 

modular three-dimensional finite-difference groundwater flow model 

MODFLOW particle-tracking postprocessing package 

mixed oxide 

mobile retrieval system 

MODFLOW Technical Review Group 

miscellaneous underground storage tank 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

North American Datum 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

nondestructive assay 

nondestructive examination 

National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program 

National Environmental Policy Act 

National Fire Protection Association 

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Accomplishing 
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope 
Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux 
Test Facility (Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS) 

National Priorities List 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Nomadioactive Dangerous Waste Landfill 

National Response Framework 

Nuclear/Radiological Incident Annex 

Nevada Test Site 

National Weather Service 

Office of Independent Oversight and Performance Assurance 

Oak Ridge Isotope Generation and Depletion Code 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

Office of River Protection 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

polycblorinated biphenyl 

programmatic environmental impact statement 

parameter estimation module 

Plutonium Finishing Plant 

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to n 
micrometers 

Pacific Northwest National Laboratory 

Plio-Pleistocene 

Property Protected Area 

Preprocessing Faci li ty 
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ppm 

PT 

Pu-239 DE-curies 

PUREX 

PVC 

R 

R&D 

Radioactive 
Material 
Transport Study 

RADTRAN 5 

RCA 

RCB 

RCRA 

REDOX 

Reexamination 
Study 

rem 

RF 

RH 

RH-SC 

RJSKIND 

RL 

RMS 

ROD 

ROI 

RPP 

RPPDF 

RQ 

RSD 

RSE 

RSWF 

RTP 

RWM 

SAIC 

SALDS 

S&M 

SC 

SCBA 

SEIS 

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations 

part(s) per million 

pretreatment 

plutonium-239 dose-equivalent curies 

Plutonium-Uranium Extraction 

polyvinyl chloride 

standard retardation factor 

research and development 

Final Environmental impact Statement on the Transportation of Radioactive 
Materials by Air and Other Modes 

Radioactive Material Transportation risk assessment computer code 

radiologically controlled area 

Reactor Containment Building 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Reduction-Oxidation 

Reexamination of Spent Fuel Shipping Risk Estimates 

roentgen equivalent man 

respirable fraction 

remote-handled 

remote-handled special component 

Risks and Consequences of Radioactive Material Transport computer code 

Richland Operations Office 

root mean square 

Record of Decision 

region of influence 

River Protection Project 

River Protection Project Disposal Facility 

reportable quantity 

relative standard deviation 

rubble, soil, and equipment 

Radioactive Scrap and Waste Facility 

Remote Treatment Project 

restricted waste management 

Science Applications International Corporation 

State-Approved Land Disposal Site 

surveillance and maintenance 

special component 

se lf-contained breathing apparatus 

supplemental environmental impact statement 
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SIM 

SNF 

SNL 

SPF 

SRE 

SRF 

SRS 

SSF 

SST 

STAR 

STOMP 

STORM 

STP 

STTS 

SSTS-East 

STTS-West 

SWB 

SWIFT 

swoc 
"Tank Closure 
EIS" 

TBR 

TC& WMEIS 

Technical 
Guidance 
Document 

TEDF 

TEEL 

The Green Book 

TMC 

TOB 

TOE 

TPA 

TPQ 

TQ 

TRA 

TRAGIS 

Soil Inventory Model 

spent nuclear fuel 

Sandia National Laboratories 

Sodium Processing Facility 

Sodi wn Reactor Experiment 

Sodium Reaction Facility 

Savannah River Site 

Sodium Storage Facility 

single-shell tank 

Science and Technology Applications Research 

Subsurface Transport Over Multiple Phases 

Subsurface Transport Over Reactive Multiphase 

supplemental treatment process 

Supplemental Treatment Technology Site 

200-East Area Supplemental Treatment Technology Site 

200-West Area Supplemental Treatment Technology Site 

solid-waste box 

Solid Waste Integrated Forecast Technical (SWIFT) Report 

Solid Waste Operations Complex 

"Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington" (rescoped in 2006 to the TC & WM EIS) 

technical baseline review 

Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Technical Guidance Document for "Tank Closure Environmental Impact 
Statement " Vadose Zone and Groundwater Revised Analyses 

Treated Effluent Disposal Facility 

Temporary Emergency Exposure Limit 

Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments and 
Environmental Impact Statements 

theoretical maximum capacity 

top of basalt 

total operating efficiency 

Hanford Federal Facili ty Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party 
Agreement) 

threshold planning quantity 

threshold quantity 

Technology Readiness Assessment 

Transportation Routing Analysis Geographic Information System 
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TRC 

TRL 

TRU 

TRUPACT-11 

TRY 

TSP 

TWRSEJS 

UGA 

USFWS 

USGS 

UTM 

VBR 

voe 
WESF 

WIDS 

WIPP 

WJPP SEJS-11 

WMPEJS 

WRAP 

WRF 

WSU Tri-Cities 

WTP 

Yucca Mountain 
EIS 

HAB 

MTRG 

SAIC 

Yucca Mountain 
FEJS 

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations 

total recordable cases 

technology readiness level 

transuranic 

transuranic waste package transporter II 

toxicity reference value 

total suspended particulates 

Tank Waste Remediation System, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, Final 
Environmental impact Statement 

urban growth area 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

U.S. Geological Survey 

Universal Transverse Mercator 

vacuum-based retrieval 

volatile organic compound 

Waste Encapsulation Storage Facility 

Waste Information Data System 

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 

Waste isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental 
Environmental impact Statement 

Waste Management Programmatic Environmental impact Statement for 
Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous 
Waste 

Waste Receiving and Processing Facility 

waste receiver facility 

Washington State University Tri-Cities campus 

Waste Treatment Plant 

Final Environmental impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the 
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca 
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 

Hanford Advisory Board 

Model Technical Review Group 

Science Applications International Corporation 

Final Environmental impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the 
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca 
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 
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Measurement Units 

The principal measurement units used in this Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental 
impact Statement for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS) are SI units (the 
abbreviation for the Systeme International d 'Unites). The Sl system is an expanded version of the metric 
system that was accepted in 1966 in Elsinore, Denmark, as the legal standard by the International 
Organization of Standardization. In this system, most units are made up of combinations of seven basic 
units, of which length in meters, mass in kilograms, and volume in liters are of most importance in this 
TC & WM EIS. Exceptions are radiological units that use the English system (e.g., rem, millirem). 

SCIENTIFIC (EXPONENTIAL) NOTATION 

Numbers that are very small or very large are often expressed in scientific, or exponential, notation as a 
matter of convenience. For example, the number 0.000034 may be expressed as 3.4x 10-5 or 3.4E-05, and 
65,000 may be expressed as 6.5 x I04 or 6.5E+04. In this TC & WM EIS, numerical values that are less 
than 0.001 or greater than 9,999 are generally expressed in scientific notation, i.e., 1.ox 10-3 and 9.9x I03, 
respectively. 

Multiples or submultiples of the basic units are also used. A partial list of prefixes that denote multiples 
and submultiples follows, with the equivalent multiplier values expressed in scientific notation. 

Prefix Symbol Multiplier 

atto a 0.000 000 000 000 000 00 I I X I 0-1 8 

femto f 0.000 000 000 000 001 IX 10-1 5 

pico p 0.000 000 000 00 I Ix 10-12 

nano n 0.000 000 00 I IX 10-9 

micro µ 0.000 001 IX 10-6 

milli m 0.001 t x J0-3 

centi C 0.01 IX 10-2 

deci d 0.1 I x 10-1 

deka da 10 I x 10 1 

hecto h 100 1 XI 02 

kilo k 1,000 I X 103 

mega M 1,000,000 l x t06 

giga G 1,ooo,000,000 I x t09 

tern T 1,000,000,000,000 I x JO l2 

peta p I ,000,000,000,000,000 Ix 1015 

exa E l ,000,000,000,000,000,000 l x JOl 8 

The following symbols are occasionally used in conj unction with numerical expressions: 

< less than 

:S less than or equal to 

> greater than 

2': greater than or equal to 
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Conversions 

English to Metric Metric to English 
Multi I b To et Multi I b To et 

Area Area 
square inches 6.4516 square centimeters square centimeters 0. 155 square inches 
square feet 0.092903 square meters square meters 10.7639 square feet 
square yards 0.836 1 square meters square meters 1.196 square yards 
acres 0.40469 hectares hectares 2.47 1 acres 
square miles 2.58999 square ki lometers square ki lometers 0.386 1 square mi les 

Length Length 
inches 2.54 centimeters centimeters 0.3937 inches 
feet 30.48 centimeters centimeters 0.0328 feet 
feet 0.3048 meters meters 3.28 1 feet 
yards 0.9144 meters meters 1.0936 yards 
miles 1.60934 ki lometers ki lometers 0.62 14 miles 

Temperature Temperature 
degrees Subtract 32, then degrees degrees Multiply by 1.8, degrees 
Fahrenheit multiply by 0.55556 Celsius Celsius then add 32 Fahrenheit 

Volume Volume 
fluid ounces 29.574 milliliters mi ll iliters 0.0338 fluid ounces 
gallons 3.7854 liters liters 0.26417 gallons 
cubic feet 0.0283 17 cubic meters cubic meters 35 .315 cubic feet 
cubic yards 0.76455 cubic meters cubic meters 1.308 cubic yards 

Weight Weight 
ounces 28.3495 grams grams 0.03527 ounces 
pounds 0.45360 ki lograms kilograms 2.2046 pounds 
short tons 0.907 18 metric tons metric tons I. 1023 short tons 
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National Educational Research Policy 
and Priorities Board; Meeting 

AGENCY: ational Educational Research 
Pol icy and Priorities Board ; Education. 
ACTION : Notice of Meeting. 

SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the 
schedule and proposed agenda of a 
forthcoming meeting of the National 
Educational Research Policy and 
Priorities Board . This notice also 
describes the functions of the Board . 
Notice of this meeting is required under 
Section I0(a)(2) or the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act. This document is 
intended to notify the public of their 
opportunity to attend. 
DATE: March 21, 1997. 
TIME: 8:30 a.m. to 5 p.111. 
LOCATION: Room 100, 80 F St. , N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20208- 7564 . 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Thelma Leenhouts. Designated Federal 
Official . National Educational Research 
Poli cy and Priorities Board. 80 F St.. 
N.W .. Washington. D.C. 20208- 7564 . 
Telephone: (202) 219- 2065; rax: (202) 
219- 1528: e-mail: 
Thelma_ Leenhouts@ed.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
National Educational Research Policy 
and Priorities Board is authorized by 
Section 921 of the Educational 
Research, Development. Dissemination, 
and Improvement Act of 1994. The 
Board works collaboratively with the 
Assistant Secretary for the Office of 
Educational Research and Improvement 
to forge a national consensus with 
respect to a long-term agenda for 
educational research. development , and 
dissemination, and to provide advice 
and assistance to the Assistant Secretary 
in administering the duties of the Office. 

The agenda for March 21 will cover 
the adoption of proposed by-laws and a 
proposed workplan; election of officers 
for 1997- 99; the approval of standards 
for the conduct and evaluation of 
research, and for assessing performance 
on contracts, grants, and cooperative 
agreements, as well as standards for 
reviewing and des ignating exemplary 
and promising programs. A final agenda 
will be avai lable from the Board's office 
on March 14. 

Records are kept of all Board 
proceedings and are avai lable for public 
inspection at the office of the National 
Educational Research Policy and 
Priorities Board, 555 New Jersey Ave., 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20208- 7564 . 

Dated: February 20, 1997. 
Eve M. Bither, 
Executive Director. 
IFR Doc. 97- 4765 Filed 2- 25- 97: 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE <IOOM1-M 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Record of Decision for the Tank Waste 
Remediation System, Hanford Site 
Richland, WA ' 

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

SUMMARY: This Record of Decision 
addresses actions by the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) to manage 
and dispose or radioactive, hazardous, 
and mixed waste within the Tank Waste 
Remediation System (1WRS) program at 
the Hanford Site in southeastern 
Washington State. DOE, in cooperation 
with the Washington State Department 
of Ecology (Ecology) . issued a Final 
Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) 
entitled "Tank Waste Remediation 
System, Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington, Final Environmental 
Impact Statement'.' (1WRS EIS) (DOE/ 
EIS- 0189. August 1996) . The Final EIS 
eva luates alternatives for the 
management and disposal of mixed, 
radioactive, and hazardous waste 
currently stored or projected to be 
stored in 177 underground storage tanks 
and approximately 60 active and 
inactive miscellaneous underground 
storage tanks associated with the 
Hanford Site's tank farm operations, as 
well as the management and d isposal of 
approximately 1,930 cesium and 
strontium capsu les currently stored at 
the Hanford Site. 

Based on the environmental impact 
analysis of the Fina l EIS and after 
evaluating costs, regulatory compliance 
requirements, technical uncertainties 
worker and public health and safety, ' 
and public, agency, Nationa l Research 
Counci l, and Tribal Nation comments . 
DOE has decided to implement the 
preferred alternative identified in the 
Final EIS for retrieval , treatment, and 
disposa l or tank waste the. "Phased 
Implementation alternative" and to 
defer the decision on disposition of 
cesium and strontium capsules. 

The Phased Implementation 
alternative was selected because it 
provides a balance among short-and 
long-term environmental impacts, meets 
all regulatory requirements. addresses 
the technical uncertainties associated 
with remediation, and provides the 
flexibility necessary to accommodate 
~uture changes in the remediation plans 
m respon e to new information and 
technology development. 

While carrying out this decision, DOE 
wil l continually evaluate new 
information relative to the tank waste 
remediation program. DOE will also 
conduct period ic independent scientific 
and technical expert reviews, which 
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DOE believes are essential to the success 
of the TWRS program. Further, DOE 
intends to conduct formal evaluations of 
new information relevant to the tank 
waste remediation program at three key 
points over the next eight years under 
its National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) regulations (JO CFR 1021.314) , 
with an appropriate level or public 
involvement, to ensure that DOE stays 
on a correct course for managing and 
remediating the tank waste. Various 
informal reviews also will be conducted 
during this period. 

DOE has decided to defer action on 
the cesium and strontium capsules to 
further evaluate potential benefi cial 
uses of the capsules and study potential 
long-term environmental impacts. The 
capsules will continue to be managed in 
the Hanford Site Wasre Encapsu lation 
and Storage Facility. DOE will complete 
an evaluation for potential ruture uses of 
the capsules within two years and wi ll 
issue a Cesium and Strontium 
Management Plan that wil l address 
alternatives for beneficial uses. If no 
future uses are found and DOE 
determines that the capsules should be 
disposed of, DOE wi ll select an 
alternative for disposal of the capsules 
and supplement this Record of Decision. 

ADDRESSES: Addresses of DOE Public 
Read ing Rooms and Information 
Repositories where the Final EIS 
Record of Decision, and other rei'evant 
information are available for public 
review are listed at the end of this 
Record of Decision. The Fina l EIS and 
Record of Decision are also avai lable for 
review on the Internet at 
www.hanford.gov/eis/twrseis.htm and 
on the DOE EPA Web page (http://tis­
nt.eh .doe.gov/nepa). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: Requests for 
copies of the Record of Decision or 
further information on the Final EIS or 
Record of Decision should be directed to 
Carolyn Haass, DOE Tank Waste 
Remediation System EIS NEPA 
Document Manager. U.S. Department of 
Energy. Richland Operations Office, 
P.O. Box 1249, Richland, WA 99352. 
Ms. Haass may be contacted by 
te lephone at (509) 372-2731. 
Information on the DOE NEPA process 
may be requested from Carol M. 
Borgstrom. Director. Office of EPA 
Policy and Assistance (EH- 42) . U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue S.W. , 
Washington, D.C. 20585. Ms. Borg trom 
may be contacted by telephone at (202) 
586- 4600, or by leaving a message at 
(800) 472- 2756. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY AGENCY INFORMATION: 

Purpose and Need for Action 
This Record or Decision addresses 

actions by DOE to manage and dispose 
or radioactive, hazardou , and mixed 
waste within the Tank Waste 
Remediation System (TWRS) program at 
the Hanford Site in southeastern 
Washington State. The waste includes 
approximately 212 million liler (56 
million gallons) or waste stored or to be 
stored in underground storage tanks at 
the Hanford Site. DOE also will manage 
the cesium and strontium salts 
contained in approx imately 1,930 
capsules currently stored at the Site 
and. ff they are determined 10 be waste. 
will dispose of the capsules. The tank 
waste and cesium and strontium 
capsules currently po ea low short-term 
risk to human health and the 
environment; however, storage costs are 
high , and the potential for an accident 
resulting in large releases or radioactive 
and chemical contaminants will 
increase as the facilities age. 

DOE must implement long-term 
actions to safely manage and dispose of 
the tank waste. associated 
miscellaneous underground storage 
tanks, and the cesium and strontium 
cap ules (if the cesium and strontium 
are determined to be wa te) to 
permanently reduce potential risk to 
human health and the environment. 
These actions also are needed to ensure 
compliance with all applicable Federal 
and Wa hington State requirements 
regarding the management and disposal 
or radioactive, hazardous, and mixed 
waste. 

Alternatives Considered in the Final 
EIS 

The following describes the 
alternatives considered in the Final El 
and a discussion or thei r advantages and 
disadvantages. 

In order to compare the alternatives 
for both the high- and low-activity 
fractions of the waste. vi trification was 
used as a representative technology to 
conduct the EIS analysis . DOE current ly 
plans to implement parts of the Phased 
Implementation alternative through a 
privatization initiative whereby private 
companies will perform certa in aspects 
or the remediation in an effort to use 
competition w ithin the marketplace to 
bring new ideas and concepts to waste 
remediation and reduce project costs. 
Under current plans, the selected 
private companies will have the 
responsibility to treat the high-level 
waste using vitrification, and wi ll have 
the option to immobilize the low­
activity waste by either vitrification or 
other similar immobilization methods 

provided that the final waste form meets 
regulatory requ irements. (DOE has 
issued contracts to two compan ies to 
design tank waste treatment facilities­
both companies had propo ed vitrifying 
low-activity waste.) 

Tank Wasle A llem alives Considered 

Phased Implementation (Preferred 
Alternative) 

The Phased Implementation 
alternative was identified in the Final 
EIS a the Preferred Alternative. Under 
the Pha ed Implementation alternative. 
the tank waste would continue to be 
safely stored until the waste is retrieved 
from the tanks for treatment and 
disposa l by implementing a 
demonstration phase (Phase I) to verify 
that the treatment proce es will 
function effectively and then by 
implementing a full -scale production 
phase (Phase II) . 

During Phase I and 11 , continued 
operations of the tank farm system and 
actions to address safety and regulatory 
compliance issues would be performed 
and would include: 

• Upgrading tank farm infrastructure, 
including waste transfer, 
instrumentation , ventilation, and 
electrical system ; 

• Monitoring tanks and equipment to 
support waste management and 
regulatory compliance requ irements; 

• Combining compatible waste types, 
interim stabi lization of single-shell tank 
waste, continuing waste 
characterization . removing pumpable 
liquid from single-shell tanks, 
transferring newly generated wasle from 
ongoing Site activities to double-shell 
tanks, operating the 242- A Evaporator 
and the Effluent Treatment Facility, and 
performing mitigative actions to resolve 
tank safety issues; 

• Using rail or tanker truck systems to 
transport waste lo the lank fam1s; 

• Completing construction of and 
operating the new rep lacement cross­
site transfer system to facilitate 
regulatory compliant waste transfers 
from 200 We t to 200 East Area and 
continue operating the existing tran fer 
pipeline system until the replacement 
system is operational ; and 

• Installing and operating an initial 
tank waste retrieval system to improve 
the capacity to consolidate double-shell 
tank waste and support mitigation of 
safety issues. 

Phase I activities (Part A, 
development activities; Part B 
demonstration) activities would last for 
approximately 10 years and would 
include: 

• Con tructing demonstration-scale 
facilities to produce vitrified low-
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activity waste and vitrified high-level 
waste for future disposal ; 

• Insta ll ing and operating tank 
retrieval systems lo retrieve selected 
waste (primarily liquid waste) for 
separations and immobilization, and 
selected tank waste for high-level waste 
vitrification; 

• Tra nsrerring liquid waste to 
rece iver tanks and transferring selected 
waste for high-level waste processing 
directly to the high-level waste fac ility; 

• Performing separations to remove 
selected radionuclides (e.g .. cesium) 
from the low-activity waste stream; 

• Storing separated high-level waste 
at the treatment facilities or in the 
Canister torage Bui lding pending 
future high-lev I waste treatment; 

• Retu rning a portion of the s ludge, 
strontium, and transuranic waste from 
eparation processes to the double­

shell tanks for future retrieval and 
treatment during Phase U; 

• Vitrifying the low-activity waste 
and high-level waste; and 

• Tran porting the low and high 
activity wastes lo onsite interim storage 
facilities. 

Phase n (full -scale production) 
activ ities wou ld begin after completion 
of Phase I, last for approximately 30 
years and would include: 

• Constructing full -scale facilities to 
vitrify low-activ ity waste and vitrify 
high-level waste; 

• Installing and operating tank 
retrieval systems to retrieve waste from 
all single-shell tanks, double-shell 
tanks, and misce ll aneous underground 
storage tanks; 

• Pretreating the waste by sludge 
washing and enhanced sludge washing 
followed by separations of the liquid 
and solids; 

• Performi ng separations to remove 
selected radionuclides from the low­
activity waste feed tream and 
transferring the waste to the high-level 
waste vitrification faci li ty; 

• Vitrifying the high-level waste 
tream and the low-activity waste 

stream; 
• Packaging the high-level waste in 

canisters for onsite interim storage and 
future shipment to a national geologic 
repository; and 

• Placi ng the immobilized low­
activity waste in containers and placing 
the containers in on ite near-surface 
disposal facilities. 

DOE also would continue to 
character ize the tank waste and perform 
technology development activitie to 
reduce uncertainties associa ted with 
remediation, evaluate emerging 
technologies, and resolve regulatory 
compliance issues. 

The principal advantages of the 
Phased Implementation alternative are 
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that it provides for retrieval of the 
waste. separation of the high- and low­
activity waste constituents and 
immobilization of the waste. 
Separations processes would reduce the 
volume of high-level waste and 
eliminate the bulk of the contaminants 
in the low-activity waste stream. This 
alternative wou ld permanently isolate 
the wastes from humans and the 
environment to the greatest extent 
practicable and provide for protection of 
public health and the environment by 
disposing of the bulk of U1e 
radjonuclides offsite in a national 
geologic repository and isolating the 
low-activ ity waste through 
immobilization and disposal in onsite 
facilities. By using a phased approach, 
DOE will obtain additional information 
concerning the uncertainties associated 
with waste characteristics and the 
effectiveness of the retrieval , 
separations, and treatment technologies 
prior to constructing and operating full ­
scale facilities. Lessons learned from the 
demonstration phase, ongoing waste 
characterization, and technology 
development activities would be 
applied to Phase II , which may 
substantially improve the operating 
efficiency of the second phase and 
reduce construction and operating costs. 

The principal disadvantage of this 
alternative is that it would Involve 
slightly higher short-term impacts than 
the in situ and combination alternatives, 
iliough lower than the continued 
management alternatives. Short-term 
impacts include potential health 
impacts during Phases I and II from 
occupational, operational , and 
transportation accidents and radiation 
exposures to workers during normal 
operations. In addition, this alternative 
would disturb shrub-steppe habitat and 
may cause a short-term strain on public 
services during construction activities. 
This alternative wou ld also cost more 
man the in situ alternat ives. 

Other Tank Waste Alternatives 
Considered 

The Final EIS analyzed nine other 
alternatives for the tank waste. All of the 
alternatives considered include 
continuing the current tank farm 
operations to maintain the tanks and 
associated faci Li ties until they are no 
longer needed for waste management. 
All of the alternatives (except No 
Act.ion) include upgrading tank farm 
systems as identified for the Phased 
Implementation alternative. The 
following are the other alternatives 
addressed. 

I. No Action 

Perform minimum activit ies required 
for safe and secure management of the 
Hanford Site's tank waste with the 
current tank farm configuration during a 
I 00-year period. This alternative would 
provide for continued storage and 
monitoring of tank waste. No 
construct ion or remediation activities 
would be performed under the No 
Action alternative. 

The principal advantage of this 
alternallve is that the short-term 
env ironmental impacts would be lower 
than other alternatives analyzed (except 
operational accidents wh ich would be 
high due to the assumed 100-year 
operating period). The cost estimated for 
this alternative wou ld be lower than 
most other alternatives. The degree of 
technical uncertainty associated with 
this alternative is low because it is a 
conti nuation of ongoing activities. 
Selection of this alternative would also 
allow time to develop new waste 
remed iation technologies. 

The principal disadvantage of this 
alternative is that it would result i.n the 
highest long-term environmental 
impacts. Because no action would be 
taken to immobilize or isolate the waste. 
the contaminants in the waste would 
migrate to the groundwater in a 
relatively short period of time, resulting 
in contamination of the groundwater far 
above accepted safe levels and drinking 
water standards. Persons consuming 
this contaminated groundwater would 
have a significant risk of contracting 
cancer. In addition, this alternative 
would not meet waste disposal laws, 
regulations. and policies. This 
alternative eventually would result in 
continued deterioration of the structural 
integrity of the tanks and an increased 
risk that an earthquake would cause a 
catastrophic relea e of tank contents to 
the environment and the potential for a 
large number or fatalities. Because all of 
the waste would remain in the tanks in 
an unstabilized form. there would be a 
significant human health risk to 
inadvertent intruders into the waste 
after any loss of administrative control 
of the Site. 

2. Long-Term Management 

Perform minimum activities required 
for safe and secure management of the 
Hanford Site's tank waste during the 
100-year administrative control period. 
This alternative is similar to the No 
Action alternative. except that the waste 
transfer ystem would be upgraded and 
the double-shell tanks would be 
replaced twice during the assumed 100-
year administrative control period to 
prevent the potential leakage of large 
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volumes of liquid to the environment 
from the double-shell tanks. No waste 
remediation wou ld be performed under 
this alternative. 

The principal advantage of this 
alternative is the same as for the No 
Action alternative except that leaching 
or contami nant into the groundwater 
from the double-shell tanks wou ld be 
delayed by 100 years due to the tank 
replacement program. 

The principal disadvantages of this 
alternative are tl1e same as for the No 
Action alternative except that the long­
term impacts to the groundwater would 
be slightly lower than the No Action 
alternative. 

3. In Situ Fill and Cap 

Retrieve and evaporate liquid waste 
from the double-shell tanks. fill single­
and double-shell tanks with gravel , fill 
miscellaneous tanks and ancillary 
equipment with grout, and cover the 
tank farm with a low permeability 
earthen surface barrier, disposing of all 
tank waste onsite. 

The principal advantages of this 
alternative are that the short-term 
environmental impacts (accident 
fatalities , radiation exposures, and 
shrub-steppe habitat disturbance) would 
be low and the estimated cost would be 
lower than for all other alternatives. The 
degree of technical uncertainty 
associated with this alternative is low 
because it involves applying common 
technology, which has a high 
probability of achieving its projected 
level of effectiveness for most tanks. 

The principal disadvantages of this 
alternative are that it would have 
relatively high long-term env ironmental 
impacts due to contami nants leaching 
into the groundwater where they could 
expose persons who might consume the 
groundwater, and it would not meet 
waste disposal laws, regulations, or 
policies. Because the actions taken for 
this alternative involve isolation but not 
immobil i.zation of the waste, the 
contaminants would migrate to the 
groundwater over a long period of time 
and result in significant long-term 
impacts on public health and the 
envi ronment. ln addition, this 
alternative may not be feasib le for those 
tanks that generate high levels of 
llammable gases because of the potential 
for sparks causing a fire in the tanks 
while filling with gravel. Other types of 
fill material may be necessary for these 
tanks. Because all of the waste except 
the liquid waste in the double-shell 
tanks wou ld remain in the tanks in an 
unstabilized form , there would be a 
s ignificant human health risk to 
inadvertent intruders into the waste 
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after any loss of administrative control 
or the Site. 

4. In Situ Vitrification 

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

The principal advantages of this 
alternative are that the short- and long­
term impacts would be relatively low. 
The short-term impacts such as 
occupat ional, operational, and 
transportation acc idents would be lower 
because fewer personnel would be 
required to construct and operate the in 
s itu vitrification systems. The long-term 
impacts wou ld be low because the 
contaminants wou ld be immobilized in 
glass, which would limit the leach ing of 
contaminants to the groundwater. 

The principal disadvantages of th is 
alternative are that there is a high degree 
of technical uncertainty that the 
alternat ive would function as intended, 
and that . even if technically successfu l. 
would not produce a final waste form 
that would meet waste disposal laws, 
regulations, or policies. ln situ 
vi trification has been performed on 
contaminated soil, but has not been 
used on the tank waste or at the scale 
needed to vitrify the large tanks. 

5. Ex Situ No Separat ions 

Retrieve waste from the single-shell . 
double-shell . and miscellaneous 
underground storage tanks. either vitrify 
or calcine (heat to temperatures below 
the melting point) the waste, and 
package the treated waste for interim 
onsite storage and eventual off site 
disposal at a national geologic 
repository. 

The principal advantages of this 
alternative are that the vitrification 
option would meet a ll regulatory 
requirements and both the vitrification 
and calcination options would result in 
disposal of all retrieved waste offsite at 
a national geologic repository. Because 
this alternative does not involve 
separations, the technical uncertainties 
are fewer than those associated with 
other ex s itu alternatives that involve 
intermedfate or extensive separations. 

The principal disadvantages of this 
alternative are that the waste form 
(either soda-lime glass for vitrification 
or compacted powder for calcination) 
may not meet the current waste 
acceptance criteria at a national geologic 
repository and the volume of waste to be 
disposed of at a national geologic 
reposi tory would be very large and 
wou ld likely exceed the capacity of the 
first repos itory. The costs associated 
w ith disposing of all the waste at a 
national geologic repository make this 
the most expensive alternative. 

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

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

The principal advantages of this 
alternative are that it would meet all 
regulatory requirements and resu lt in 
relatively low long-term impacts 
because the high-level waste wou ld be 
d isposed of off s ite in a national geologic 
repository and the low-activity waste 
onsite would be immobilized and 
isolated in onsite disposal facilities 
covered with an earthen barrier. 

The principal disadvantage of this 
alternative is that it involves a moderate 
level of technical uncertainty because 
the alternative would involve 
construction and opera1ion of treatment 
facilities where some of the proposed 
technologies are first-of-a-kind or have 
not been demonstrated on Hanford Site 
tank waste. This alternative would 
involve a potential for higher short-term 
impacts than the in situ alternatives 
because of the nature and extent of the 
act ivities required for construction and 
operation of the fuU-scale waste 
treatment fac ili ties. These impacts 
would include potential health impacts 
from occupational . operational , and 
transportation accidents and radiation 
exposures during normal operations. 

7. Ex Situ Extensive Separations 

Retrieve waste from the si ngle-shell , 
double-shell , and miscellaneous 
underground storage tank waste and use 
a large number of complex chemical 
separations processes to separate the 
high-level waste components from the 
recovered tank waste. Vitrify the waste 
streams in separate facilities and 
dispose of the low-activity waste onsite 
and the high-level waste olTsite at a 
national geologic repository. 
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The principal advantages of this 
alternative are that it wou ld meet a ll 
regulatory requirements and, due to the 
extensive separations processes, would 
result in the smallest volume of high­
level waste for offsite disposal. Due to 
the extent of the separations processes. 
the low-activity waste that would 
remain onsite would have lower 
rad ioactive contaminant concentrations 
than the other ex situ alternatives. 

The principal disadvantages of this 
alternative are that it involves the 
highest degree of technical uncerta inty 
and highest treatment cost among the ex 
situ alternatives because or the 
numerous complex separations 
processes. This alternative would 
involve slightly higher short-tenn 
impacts than the in s itu and 
combination alternatives, though lower 
short-term impacts than the continued 
management alternatives. These impacts 
include potential health impacts from 
occupational, operational , and 
transportation accidents and radiat ion 
exposures during normal operations. 

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

Retrieve tank waste (approximately 50 
percent of the waste vo lume for the 
Combination 1 alternative and 30 
percent for the Combination 2 
alternative based on long-term risks the 
contents of the various tanks pose to 
human health and the environment) ; 
separate the retrieved waste into high­
level and low-activity waste streams 
usi ng an intem1ediate level of 
separations; then vitrify the waste 
streams in separate facilities. Dispose of 
the low-activity waste onsite and the 
high-level waste at an offsite national 
geologic repository. Waste in tanks not 
selected for retrieval would be 
remediated identical to the ln S itu Fill 
and Cap alternative. 

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

The principal disadvantages of these 
alternatives are that they would not 
meet waste disposal laws. regulations, 
and policies. The ex situ portion of 
these alternatives would have the same 
technical uncertainties as the Ex Situ 
Intermediate Separations alternative. 
The in situ portion of these alternatives 
would result in higher long-term 
impacts than the ex situ alternatives 
because the wa te d isposed of in situ 
would leach contaminants into the 
groundwater over a long period of time 
and expose persons who might con ume 
the groundwater. The Combination 2 
alternative would leave more waste 
disposed of in situ and result in higher 
long-term impacts than the Combination 
I alt.ernative. 

Environmentally Preferable 
Alternative- Tank Waste 

Identifying environmental preferences 
among alternatives for the tank waste 
remediation program requires 
consideration of the short-term human 
health and environmental impacts, long­
term human health and environmental 
impacts, and the associated 
uncertainties in the impact assessment 
process, including technology 
performance. There are alternatives that 
would result in low short -term impacts 
but relatively high long-term impacts. 
and identifying the .environmentally 
preferable alternative(s) requires 
judgment concerning these impacts. 
Comparing short -term human health 
impacts with long-term human health 
impacts is complicated by the fact that 
short-term impacts can be estimated 
with a greater degree of certainty than 
long-term human health risks. 

In making these comparisons. DOE 
considered that most estimated short­
term impacts involve risks to workers 
during remediation that are voluntary 
and can be reduced by applying 
appropriate worker protection measures. 
In contrast. the estimated long-term 
impacts are involuntary in nature 
because they would result from 
inadvertent exposure of future 
population to contaminant release . 

The ln Situ Vitrification alternative 
would have lower human health and 
environmental impacts than the other 
alternatives, if this technology 
functioned adequately. This alternative 
would result in the lowest potential 
short-term human health impacts. other 
than the In Situ Fill and Cap alternative. 
and the lowest long-term human health 
and environmental impacts. However, 
in situ vitrification has never been 
performed at the scale necessary to 

remediate the Hanford tank waste and 
there is a high degree of techn ical 
uncertainty associated with this 
alternative. Even with extensive 
technology research and testing. it may 
not be feasible to develop this 
technology to the extent that it would 
function adequately. If this alternative 
did not function as designed, the long­
term impacts on groundwater and future 
users of the groundwater would be 
higher. While the In Situ Fill and Cap 
alternative would result in the lowest 
short-term impacts, it also would have 
significant long-term impacts on the 
groundwater and future users of the 
groundwater. 

On balance, the ex situ alternatives 
are environmenta lly preferable to in situ 
alternatives because th y provide for the 
permanent isolation of contaminants 
from the human environment. Among 
the ex situ alternatives, Phased 
Implementation is environmentally 
preferable because it offers the best 
potential to reduce technology risks and 
uncertainties relevant to both short-term 
and long-term impacts, while also 
providing for treatment and dispo al of 
tank wastes to the greatest extent 
technically and economically 
practicable. 

Cesium and S1ronlium Capsules 
Alternatives Considered 

For the purposes of analyzing impacts 
in the TWRS EIS, it was assumed that 
the cesium and strontium capsules will 
remain in the Waste Encapsulation and 
Storage Facility at the Hanford Site until 
ready for final disposition. The Waste 
Encapsulation and Storage Facility is 
being isolated from B Plant, which 
previously provided waste handling and 
utility support. B Plant is scheduled for 
deactivation. 

No Action 

o Action was identified in the Final 
EIS as the preferred alternative and 
includes the continued storage of the 
capsules in the Hanford Site Waste 
Encapsulation and Storage Facility for 
10 years. The cesium and strontium 
capsules are currently classified as 
byproduct material and are therefore 
available for beneficial uses. If 
beneficial uses cannot be found , the 
capsules may be subject to management 
and disposal actions as high-level waste. 

The principal advantage of the No 
Action alternative is that it allows DOE 
to evaluate potential commercial and 
medical use for the cesium and 
strontium capsules rather than 
foreclosing these options by 
implementing a disposal alternative. 
This alternaUve also provides an 
opportunity for further study of long-
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term environmental impacts. DOE 
would reeval uate the preferred 
alternative after a determination is made 
on the potential for future use of cesium 
and strontium capsules. 

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

Onsite Disposal 
Overpack the cesium and strontium 

capsules in canisters and dispose of 
them onsite in a newly constructed 
shallow drywell disposal facility. 

The principal advantage of this 
alternative is that it is the only 
alternative that would al low near-term 
disposal of the capsules because it 
would not rely on the construction of a 
national geologic high-level waste 
repository, which may not be available 
until after the year 2015. 

The principal disadvantage of this 
alternative is that it would not meet the 
requirements of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act for 
hazardous waste or DOE policy for 
disposal of readily retrievable high-level 
waste. The capsules would be disposed 
of in a near-surface facility where they 
would be more accessible to inadvertent 
human intrusion until the cesium and 
strontium decayed to non-radioactive 
elements. 

Overpack and Ship 
Overpack the cesium and strontium 

capsules into canister , place the 
canisters into Hanford Multi-Purpose 
Canisters for interim storage, and store 
the packaged capsules onsite pending 
olTslte disposal at a national geologic 
repository. 

The principal advantage of this 
alternative is that it would provide for 
offsite disposal of the capsules in 
compliance with all regulatory 
requirements. 

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

Vitrify With Tank Waste 

Remove capsule contents. vitrify with 
the high-level tank waste, and dispose 
of offsite at a national geologic 
repository. 

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

Environmentally Preferable 
Alcernacive- Cesium and Strontium 
Capsules 

All of the alternatives for remediation 
of the cesium and strontium capsules 
are estimated to result in low 
environmental impacts. There would be 
no occupational fatalities or increased 
incidences of cancer or fatal chemical 
exposures a sociated with normal 
operations. There would be no or low 
adverse impacts on surface waters or 
groundwater, soils, air quality, 
transportation networks, noise levels. 
visual resources. socioeconomic 
conditions, resource avai lability, or land 
use. The o Action. Overpack and Ship, 
and Vitrify with Tank Waste alternat ives 
would have slightly lower impacts on 
shrub-steppe habitats than the Onsite 
Disposal alternative and a slightly lower 
risk of a fatal accident. As urning that 
the capsu les would meet waste 
acceptance cri teria at a national geologic 
repository the Overpack and Ship 
alternative wou ld result in slightly 
lower impacts than the other 
alternatives and is therefore the 
environmentally preferable alternat ive. 

Decision 

Tank Waste 

Description of Alternative Selected 
DOE has decided to implement the 

Phased Implementation alternative for 
the tank waste. The Phased 
implementation alternative strikes an 
appropriate balance among potential 
short- and long-term environmental 
impacts, stakeholder interests. 
regulatory requirements and 
agreements, costs, managing technical 
uncertainties. and the recommendations 
received from other interested parties. 

While carrying out this decision, DOE 
will continually evaluate new 
information relative to the tank waste 
remediation program. DOE also intends 
to cond uct formal evaluations of new 
information relative to the tank waste 
remediation program at three key points 
over the next eight years under its EPA 
regulations (10 CFR 1021.314) , with an 
appropriate level of public involvement, 
to en ure that DOE stays on a correct 
course for managing and remediating 
the waste. 

As remediation proceeds in the 
coming years, DOE w ill learn more 
about management and remediation of 
the tank waste and ways to protect 
public and worker health and the 

environment. Within this time frame, 
DOE will obtain additional information 
on the effectiveness of retrieval 
technologies. characteristic of the tank 
wastes, effectiveness of waste separation 
and imrnobili.zation techniques, and 
more definitive data on the costs of 
retrieval. separations, and 
immobilization of the waste. Formal 
reevaluations will incorporate the latest 
information on the e topi . DOE will 
conduct these formal evaluations of the 
entire TWRS program at the following 
stages: (I) before proceeding into 
Privatization Phase 1 Part B (scheduled 
for May 1998): (2) prior to the start of 
hot operations of Privatization Pha e I 
Part B (scheduled for December 2002/ 
December 2003); and (3) before deciding 
to proceed with Privatization Pha e II 
(scheduled for December 2005) . In 
conducting these reviews, DOE will 
seek the advice of independent experts 
from the scientific and financial 
community, such as the National 
Academy of S iences which wi II focus 
on the expected performance and the 
costs of waste treatment. DOE has 
established a TWRS Privatization 
Review Board consisting of Senior DOE 
representatives to provide on-going 
assistance and interactive oversight of 
the review of Part A deliverables and 
discussions with the contractors. 

Informal evaluations also will be 
conducted as the information warrants. 
These forma l and informal evaluations 
will help DOE to determine whether 
previous decisions n ed to be changed. 

The Phased Implementation approach 
allows DOE to start remediating waste 
earlier than previou ly planned. With 
this approach. retrieval and processing 
of waste will begin on a small scale so 
that systems can be improved as 
knowledge is gaj ned. This approach also 
permits DOE to continue research and 
development in critical areas, such as 
improved robotic retrieval systems. that 
may result in improved methods to 
reduce tank leaks during retri val , and 
methods to remove residual waste that 
is difficult to retrieve. 

The components of the demonstration 
phase (Phase I) will include: (l) 
continuing to safely manage the tank 
waste: (2) constructing and operating 
demonstration facilities; (3) collecting 
additional information through tank 
waste and vadose zone characterization; 
and (4) performing demonstrations of 
technologies that have the potential to 
reduce uncertainties associated with the 
TWRS program. 

Continuing 10 safely manage the tank 
farms includes replacement of certai n 
waste transfer piping and routine 
majntenance activities for tank farm 
instrumentation, ventilation, and 
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electrical systems. Ongoing activities 
will include conducting environmental 
and safety related monitoring, removing 
pumpable liquids from the single-shell 
tanks, mitigating flammable gas safety 
hazards, and transferring currently 
stored waste and newly generated waste 
using the replacement cross-site transfer 
sy tern. rail cars, and tanker trucks. DOE 
also plans lo upgrade certain 
instrumentat ion , tank ventilation, and 
electrical system to upgrade the 
regulatory compliance status of the 
current facilities . The environmental 
impacts of the e acti ons were not 
assessed in the TWRS ElS because the 
activities to be performed had not been 
sufficiently defined. DOE will evaluate 
the impacts of these actions in future 

EP analy es. 
The demonstration phase. which will 

last approximately 10 years, includes 
the retrieval and treatment of a portion 
of the waste from the double-shell and 
single-shell tanks. The waste will be 
separated into low-activity waste and 
high-level waste through physical and 
chemical processes and then treated in 
demonstration-scale facilities. Vitrified 
high-level wa te wi ll be placed in 
interim storage at the Can ister Storage 
Building pending future disposal at a 
national geologic repository. 
Immobilized low-activity waste will be 
prepared for future onsite disposal in 
existing grout vaults and similarly 
designed disposal faci lities. 

During the demonstration phase. DOE 
will conduct many activities to reduce 
the uncertainties associated with certain 
aspects of the project. For example, DOE 
will obtain extensive operational and 
cost data on a variety of issues by 
retrieving waste for treatment and 
constructing and operating the 
demonstration-scale facilities. DOE also 
will obtain more detailed information 
on the characteristics of the tank waste 
and potential in1pacts on groundwater 
by continuing to collect data through 
the exist ing tank waste and vadose zone 
characterization programs. Further, DOE 
will conduct a project known as the 
Hanford Tanks lniliative that will 
provide data on single-shell tank 
residual characteristics, single-shell 
tank retrieval technologies, tank 
residual removal technologies , and tank 
closure technologies. ln addition . DOE 
will further investigate technologies that 
have the potential to reduce the 
uncertainties of the TWRS project, 
including evaluating alternative tank fill 
material for use during closure. 
demonstrating the effectiveness and 
efficiency of waste retrieval with 
sluicing technology, and evaluating a 
variety of other technologies through 
DOE's complex-wide technology 
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development programs. DOE also will 
prepare appropriate further NEPA 
documentation before making decisions 
on closure of the tank farms . This 
documentation wi ll address the final 
disposition of the tanks, associated 
equipment. soils. and groundwater. and 
will integrate tank farm closure with 
tank waste remediation and other 
remedial aclion aclivilies. 

Phase II of the Phased Implementation 
alternative will begin after Phase I and 
will last approximate ly 30 years. Phase 
11 will consist of continuing 10 safely 
manage the tank waste and constructing 
and operating full -scale facilities 10 treat 
the remainder of the tank waste. The 
tank waste will be retrieved and 
eparated into low-activity waste and 

high-level waste. The low-activity waste 
will be immobilized and disposed of 
onsite in near-surface disposal facilities . 
The high-level waste will be vitrified, 
temporarily stored onsite, and 
transported offsite for disposal in a 
national geologic repository. DOE will 
use the lessons learned from the 
demonstration phase and the 
information obtained from further 
characterization and technology 
development activ ities to optimize 
operating efficiencies during Phase Il 
and reduce construction and operating 
costs. DOE will continue to evaluate the 
path forward for the tank waste 
remediation program as additional data 
and technology development activities 
provide information relative lo key 
technical and regulatory issues. 

DOE currently plans to implement 
parts of this alternative through a 
privatization initiative whereby private 
companies will perform certain aspects 
of the remediation in an effort to use 
competition within the marketplace to 
bring new ideas and concepts to waste 
remediation and reduce project costs. 
The goal of privatization is to streamline 
the TWRS mission, transfer a share of 
the responsibility. accountability. and 
liability for successfu l performance to 
industry, improve performance, and 
reduce costs without sacrificing worker 
and public safety or environmental 
protection. On September 25 , 1996, DOE 
issued contracts to two companies to 
initiate the design process for Phas I, 
Part A. Any of the contractors 
authorized to proceed to start Part B is 
anticipated to follow the same general 
approach de ribed in the EIS for Phase 
I, Part B of the Phased implementation 
alternative, including eparaling the 
waste into low-activity waste and high­
level waste streams, vitrifying the high­
level waste, and using high-temperature 
processes to immobilize low-activity 
waste. Both contractors' current plans 
include vitrifying low-activity waste 

upon approval to proceed with Pha e I, 
Part B. 

Before issuing these contracts DOE 
indep ndently evaluated the 
environmental data and analyses 
submitted by the contractors and 
prepared a confidential environmental 
critique of the potential environmental 
impacts in accordan e with DOE EPA 
regulation 10 CFR 1021.216. After 
issuing the contracts. DOE prepared a 
publicly available envi.ronmental 
synopsis, based on the critique, to 
document the consideration given to 
environmental factors and to record that 
the relevant environmental 
consequences of reasonable alternatives 
have been evaluated in the selection 
process. This evaluation showed that 
the two proposals would have similar 
overall environmental impacts and that 
the impacts would be less than or 
approximate ly the same as the impacts 
described for Phase I of the Phased 
lmplementat ion alternative. The 
environmental synopsis has been filed 
with the Environmental Protection 
Agency and is available at the DOE 
Public Reading Rooms and Information 
Repo itorie I isted at the end of this 
Record of Decision. DOE will require 
the elected contractors to ubmil 
further environmental information and 
analysis and will use the additional 
information, as appropriate. to assist in 
the NEPA compliance process, 
including a determination under 10 CFR 
I 021.3 I 4 of the potential need for future 

EPA analys is. 

Basis for Selection 
DOE has determined that through the 

many years of research and 
development throughout the DOE 
complex and specific studies on 
Hanford Site tank waste remed iation , 
the technical uncertainties have been 
reduced to a manageable level. DOE has 
determined that the risks associated 
wi th proceeding w ith remediation are 
less than the risks of future relea es of 
contaminants to the groundwater and of 
acc idents in unremediated tanks that are 
deteriorating structurally. The cost of 
continuing to manage the unremediated 
tank waste facilities is high. 

DOE has determined that it is 
necessary to retrieve the waste from the 
tanks to meet regulatory requirements. 
avoid future long-term re leases to the 
groundwater that would threaten human 
health and the environment, and reduce 
health impacts to potential inadvertent 
intruders imo the waste if 
administrative control of the Site were 
lost. An intermediate level of separating 
the waste into low-activity waste and 
high-level waste was select d because of 
the high disposal costs of alternatives 
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with low levels of eparation and the 
high degree of technical uncertainty 
associated with alternatives with 
extensive levels of eparations. To 
address the remaining technical 
uncertainties that exist with the tank 
waste remediation program. the phased 
implementation approach was selected 
to provide the flexibility nece sary to 
make midcourse adjustments to the 
remediation plans based on future 
characterization data. technology 
development, and technical and cost 
data developed during Phase I. 

The Phased lmplementation 
alternative provides for the permanent 
i olalion of the waste from humans and 
the environment to the greatest extent 
practicable and protection of public 
health and the environment. A high 
percentage of the radionuclides wi ll be 
disposed of off site in a national geologic 
repo itory. which provides a high 
degree of permanent isolation of the 
most hazardous wa le. Releases of 
contaminants to the groundwater at the 
Hanford Site will be reduced to the 
greatest extent practicable. The waste 
disposed of onsite will be isolated from 
humans and the environment by 
immobilizing the low-activity waste and 
placing it in near-surface disposal 
facilities covered with an earthen 
surface barrier. 

The Phased lmplementation 
alternative provid s a balance among 
key factors that influenced the 
evaluation of the alternatives; short-term 
impacts to human health and the 
environment. long-term impacts to 
human health and the environment, 
managing the uncertainties associated 
with the waste characteristics and 
treatment technologi es, costs , and 
compliance with regulatory 
requirements. It also provides a balance 
between the need to proceed with 
remediation and the potential 
advantages of delaying remediation to 
incorporate future technology 
developments. This alternative allows 
DOE to meet all regulatory requirements 
and reflects the values and concerns of 
many stakeholders. 

Mitigation Measur 

This decision adopts all practicable 
measures to avoid or minimize adver e 
envi ronmental impacts that may result 
from the Phased Implementation 
alternative. These measures many of 
which are routine, include the 
following. 

• All DOE nuclear facilities wi ll be 
designed , constructed . and operated in 
compliance with the comprehensive set 
of DOE or commercial requirements that 
have been established to protect public 
health and the environment. The e 
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requirements encompass a w ide variety 
of areas, includjng radiation protection. 
fac ility design criteria, fire protection , 
emergency preparedness and response, 
and operational safety requirements: 

• Measures will be taken to protect 
construction and operations per onnel 
from occupationa l hazard and 
minimize occupational exposures to 
radioactive and chemica l hazards; 

• Emergency respon e p lans wi ll be 
developed to allow rap id re ponse to 
potentially dangerous unplanned 
events ; 

• Water and other surface sprays will 
be used to control dust emi ions , 
espec ially a t. borrow s ites , gravel or dirt 
haul roads , and during const ruct ion 
earthwork; 

• Areas fo r new faciU ties w ill be 
se lected to minim ize environmenta l 
impacts to the extent pract icable; 

• Pollution control or treatment w ill 
be used to reduce or e liminate releases 
of contaminants to the environment and 
meet regulatory standards; 

• Extens ive environmental 
monitoring systems w ilJ be 
implemented to continually monitor 
potential relea es to the environment; 

• All newly disturbed areas w ill be 
recontoured to conform with the 
surround ing terra in and revege tated 
w ith locally derived native p lant species 
con istent w ith itew ide biological 
mitigation p lans ; 

• Historic, prehistoric. and cultural 
resource surveys w ill be performed for 
any undisturbed areas to be impacted; 

• Potential impacts to shrub-steppe 
habi tat and cultura l resources w ill be 
among the factors cons idered in a NEPA 
ana lys is to support the s ite se lection 
process for facili ties and earthen borrow 
s ites; and 

• Consu ltati on with Tribal Nations 
and government agencies w ill be 
perfo rmed throughout the p lanning 
process to address potential impacts to 
shrub-steppe habitat, religious s ites, 
natu ral resources, and med ic inal plants. 

Mitigation measures wi ll be refmed 
and presented in the Tank Waste 
Remed iation Mitiga tion Action Plan. 
Tribal Nations and agencies w ill be 
consulted , as appropriate, during 
preparation of the Mitigat ion Action 
Plan . 

Cesium and Strontium Capsules 

DOE has decided to defer the decision 
on the disposition of the cesium and 
strontium capsules for up to two years. 
ln effect. DOE w ill implement the No 
Action alternative unti l a final 
disposition decision is made and 
implemented. The encapsulated cesium 
and strontium have potential value as 
commerc ial and medical irradi ation or 

heat sources, and implementing 
disposal alternatives would foreclose 
options for these applications. DOE is 
eva luating the potentia l for commercial 
and med ical uses. In addi tion, DOE is 
cons idering mixing the cesium w ith 
surp lus plutonium; 1he cesium would 
serve as a rad iation barrier and be 
immobil ized w ith the p luton iu m. 
Mixing the cesium with the plu tonium 
would enhance nuclear materials 
security by making future use of the 
pluton ium by unauthorized persons 
very hazardous and difficult. DOE will 
reevaluate the decis ion on the 
disposition of the capsules after 
de1erminations are made on the 
potential fo r future use of ces ium and 
strontium. DOE i preparing a Ces ium 
and Strontium Management Plan that 
w ill add ress a lternatives fo r benefic ia l 
uses of the capsu le prior to final 
disposition. If DOE decides not to use 
the cesium and strontium for any of 
these purposes. one of th e al ternatives 
fo r permanent d isposal of the capsules 
w ill be selected and DOE wi ll 
supplement this Record of Decis ion. 
Before making such a decis ion, DOE 
intends to further study disposal 
a lternat ives to resolve uncertainties and 
belier understand long-term impacts. as 
recommended by th National Research 
Council ( ee Appendix) . 

Comments on the Draf1 EIS a nd Agency 
Response 

DOE and Ecology received comments 
on the Draft EIS from I 02 ind ividuals . 
organiza tion , agenc ies. or Triba l 
Nations including the Washington tate 
Department of Wildlife, Oregon State 
Department of En rgy. Nez Perce Tribe, 
Yakama Indian Nation, and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umat illa 
Indian Reservation. All comments 
received were addressed in the Final 
EIS, Volume Six, Appendix L, and 
revis ions to the Final EIS were made, as 
appropriate. to add ress applicable 
comments. A complete copy of all 
comments received on the Draft EIS is 
available in each of the DOE Public 
Reading Rooms and Informat ion 
Repositories at the locations listed at the 
end of thi Record of Decision. 

Comments Rece ived After Publication 
of the Fina l EIS a nd DOE Responses 

DOE received comments from the 
Washington State Department of Fish 
and Wi ld life on the Fina l EIS and 
comments from the ational Research 
Counci I on the Draft EIS after 
publication of th Final ElS. A summary 
of these comments and DOE's responses 
is attach d as an appendix to this 
Record of Decision. These comments 
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were considered in the preparation of 
this Record of Decis ion. 

DOE Public Read ing Rooms and 
Information Repos itories 

• University of Washington, Suzzallo 
Li brary, Government Publi cations 
Room, Seattle, WA 98185. (206) 685-
9855 , Monday- Thursday, 9 a.m . to 8 
p.m.; Friday and Saturday, 9 a.m. to 5 
p.m. 

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

• U.S. Department of Energy Read ing 
Room, Washington State University, Tri ­
Cities Ca mpus. 100 Sprout Road . Room 
130W. Richland. WA 99352. (509) 376-
8583, Monday- Friday, 10 a.m. to 4 p .m. 

• Portland State Univers ity, Bradford 
Pri ce Millar Library. Science and 
Engineering Floor. SW Harrison and 
Park, Portland , OR 97207 , (503) 725-
3690, Monday- Friday. 8 a.m. to 10 p.m. : 
Saturday, 10 a .m. to 10 p .m.; Sunday, 11 
a.m. to 10 p.m. 

• U.S. Department of Energy. 
Headquarter , Freedom of Info rmation 
Public Reading Room , I E- 190 Forrestal 
Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20585 , (202) 586-
6020, Monday- Friday, 9 a.m. to 4 p. m. 

A copy of the Record of Decis ion is 
a lso ava ilable via the Internet at 
www.hanfo rd .gov/eis/twrse is .htm and 
h tt p:/ / t is-nt.eh.doe.gov/nepa. 

Issued in Washing1on, DC, this day , 
February 20, 1997. 
Alvi n Alm. 
Assistant Secretary for Environmental 
Managemenc. 

Appendix- Comments Received After 
Publi cation of the Fina l EIS 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
received comments and 
recommendations from the ationa l 
Research Council and the Washington 
State Department of Fi h and Wildlife 
after publica tion of the Final 
Environmenta l Impact Statement (EIS) . 
The follow ing is a ummary of the e 
comments and DOE's responses. 

National Research Council Commems 

On March 4, 1996. DOE requested lhat 
the Nationa l Research Counc il 
(Council), Committee on Remed iation of 
Buried and Tank Waste , review the 
Tank Waste Remediation System 
(TWRS) Draft EIS. DOE received the 
Council's comments and 
recommendations regarding the Draft 
EIS on September 6, 1996 (after the 
Final EIS had been publ ished) in a 
report en titled "The Hanford Tanks: 
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Environmental Impacts and Policy 
Choices" . Although this report was 
issued too late to be considered in the 
Final EIS, DOE did consider the 
Council 's comments in the preparation 
of this Record of Decision. 

DOE generally agrees with the 
comments and recommendations made 
by the Council. Because several other 
commentors on the Draft EIS identified 
sim ilar concerns, many or the Council's 
comments and recommendations were 
incorporated in the Final EIS prior to 
rece ipt of the Council's report. DOE 
believes the Record of Decision reflects 
stakeholder values regarding the need 
for action. provides a balance among 
short- and long-term environmental 
impacts, meets regulatory requirements 
and agreements, and addresses technical 
uncertainties, whi le also 
accommodating, to the extent possible, 
the underlying concern of the Council 
regarding the need for phased decision 
making. 

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

Comment 1: Uncertainties, both stated 
and unstated, concerning the Hanford 
wastes, the environment, and the 
remediation processes are found 
th roughout the DEIS. Significant 
uncertainties exist in the areas of 
technology, costs, perfonnance, 
regulatory environment, future land use, 
and health and environmental risks. 
Among the issues that remain uncertain 
are: 

• Effectiveness in practJce or 
technologies to remove and treat waste 
from tanks, 

• Costs of operations and off site 
waste disposal, 

• Future policy and regulatory 
environment, 

• Characterization of tank wastes. 
• Relation between tank waste 

removal, remediation of the surrounding 
environment, and ultimate land use at 
the site, and 

• Long-term risks associated with 
various alternatives for treating and 
processing the tank wastes, both in 
relation to residues left on site and risks 
transferred offsite when processed 
wastes are moved to a national geologic 
repository. 

The preferred Phased lmp lemeniation 
alternative presented in the DEi does 
not adequately address a II of the 
uncertainties that make it difficult to 
decide how to complete remediation of 
the tanks. During Phase I, cesium and 
technetium. the mo t troublesome 
elements in a vitrifier, are to be removed 
from the high-level waste that is sent to 
the pilot vitrification plant, potentially 
limiting the value of information 

obtained from the pilot plant operations. 
This may also delay a de ision on the 
fmal waste form for these elements. 

Plans for building a pilot plant should 
proceed, but in the context of a phased 
decision strategy that does not preclude 
processing of wastes other than the 
double-shell tank supernatant or 
producing waste forms other than the 
glass currently planned. 

Response 1: DOE agrees with the 
Council that there are substantial 
uncertainti associated with the tank 
waste remediation program. In response 
to simi lar comments, DOE revised the 
EIS to enhance the discussion of 
uncertainties, including the relevance of 
the uncertai nties in the evaluation of 
alternatives. The Final EIS provides an 
extensive discussion on uncertainties in 
Appendix K, which includes DOE's 
detailed evaluation of the uncertainties 
and impacts associated with the tank 
waste remediation program alternatives. 
In light of the uncertaintie related to 
the remediation of tank waste. DOE has 
committed to reevaluate the program as 
DOE continues to learn from these 
activities to ensure that DOE will stay 
on a correct course for managing the 
tank wastes. 

The Council placed particular 
emphasis on recommending the use of 
a " phased decision strategy" because of 
the technical uncertaintie in tank waste 
management. DOE has decided to 
implement the Phased Implementation 
alternative, which DOE believes will 
achieve many or the goals of the phased 
decision trategy recommended by the 
Council. DOE believes that the many 
years of technology evaluations 
throughout the DOE Complex have 
reduced the uncertainties to a 
manageable level, and the risks of 
proceeding with remediation are less 
than the risks of further releases of 
contaminants from the tanks and the 
potential for accidents in unremediated 
tanks. In addition, the cost of continuing 
to manage the tank waste in facilities 
that have exceeded their design life are 
high. DOE believes the Phased 
Implementation alternative provides 
adequate flexibility to accommodate 
changes in the tank waste remediation 
program a additional information is 
developed. Responses to the Council's 
other comments. below. provide 
additional detail on how DOE intends to 
reduce the technical uncertainties while 
proceeding with the Phased 
Implementation alternative. 

Phase I of the Phased Implementation 
alternative includes both low-activity 
and high-level wa te treatment and 
immobilization. Any radionuclides 
separated from the low-activity waste 
feed stream, including cesium and 
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technetium, will be vitrified in the high­
level waste facility. This will provide 
important information on the 
performance of the separations process 
and of vitrification of troublesome 
elements like cesium and technetium. 

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

• The Hanford Tanks Initiative, 
which will provide data on 
characterization of tank residuals, 
technologies for waste retrieval , 
technologies for removing tank 
residuals, and criteria for closing tanks; 

• Completion of the tank waste 
characterization program, which will 
provide data relative to tank waste 
safety issues and the contents of the 
tanks; 

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

• Development of a comprehensive 
plan to integrate tank waste remediation 
with tank farm closure and other 
remediation activities related with the 
TWR program; 

• Integration ofTWRS program 
implementation with the plans for 
developing a national geologic 
repository for high-level waste; 

• Demonstrations of the efficiency 
and effectiveness of retrieval sluicing 
technology to support the tank waste 
remediation activilies; and 

• Demonstrations of various tank 
waste separalions and treatment 
proce es. 

Comment 2: The DEIS surveyed a 
wide range of remediation options. 
including strategie in which tanks with 
varying contents are treated differently. 
However, the committee believes that 
additional alternatives for management 
of the tank wastes need to be explored 
in parallel, using a phased decision 
strategy like the one outlined in this 
report. uch a strategy would provide 
flexibility in the event that specific, 
preferred technologies or management 
approaches do not perform as 
antic ipated or that innovative waste 
management and remediation 
technologies emerge. Among additional 
options that shou ld be analyzed are (I) 
in-tank waste stabilization methods that 
are intermediate between in situ 
vitrification and filling of the tanks with 
gravel , (2) sub urface barriers that could 
contain leakage from tanks, and (3) 
selective partial removal of wastes from 
tanks, with subsequent stabilization of 
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residues, using the same range of 
treatment technologies as in the 
alternatives involving complete removal 
of wastes. 

When funding is constrained, it is 
more d ifficult to devote resources to the 
continued development of backup 
options. However. considertng the 
uncertainty in the cost and 
performances of the technologies 
required for the preferred alternative, a 
time period during which funding is 
constrained is precisely the wrong time 
to drop work on alternatives that might 
achieve satisfactory results at a 
significantly lower cost. Having such 
alternatives available could al low 
remediation to proceed expeditiously, 
even if funding constrai nts prevent 
timely implementation of the currently 
preferred alternative. 

Response 2: As discussed in the 
response to comment I , DOE agrees that 
sign ificant uncertainties exist in the 
tank waste remediation program and 
that the strategy selected needs to be 
flexible to respond to new information 
and the results of research and 
development efforts. Addilional 
alternatives and refinements of 
alternatives need to be developed and 
evaluated . 

The Council's report recommends a 
'' phased decision strategy," while DOE's 
preferred alternative is the "Phased 
Implementation alternative." There are 
important similarities and differences 
between these two approaches. Under 
the Council's phased decision strategy. 
the first phase would identify and 
develop alternative approaches to 
remediate the tank waste. Decisions on 
alternatives for subsequent phases 
would be deferred until information 
from the first phase is evaluated. This 
approach has the advantage of not 
prematurely foreclosing options 
enabling DOE to further study and 
develop technologies and that might 
reduce cost and/or risk. It has the 
disadvantage of leaving the total cost, 
schedule, and final outcome highly 
uncertain. Under DOE's Phased 
Implementation alternative. the 
complete path forward for tank waste 
remediation has been determined, while 
recognizing that the path can be 
modified as new information becomes 
available. However, DOE has committed 
to conduct formal and informal reviews 
with the intent to mitigate the concern 
of making long-term decisions in the 
near-term . 

The DOE Phased Implementation 
decision addresses current regulatory 
requirements and cleanup commitments 
while maintaining the flex.ibility 
necessary to modify the TWRS program 
if emerging information (e.g., new 

characterization data. technology 
breakthroughs, etc.) indicates there is a 
need to change the direction of the 
program. At the same time, technology 
development activities, such as the 
Hanford Tanks Initiative, will conti nue, 
in order to provide al ternative paths if 
preferred technologies do not perform as 
anticipated. In addition to current 
programs. the Conference Report for the 
Energy and Water Development 
Appropriations Act , 1997 recommends 
up to $15 million in technology 
development activities to support the 
tank waste program. 

Other activities, which are critica l to 
the overall TWRS program, will be 
conducted by DOE throughout Phase I. 
These activities include single-shell 
tank waste retrieval. developing 
methods for quantifying and 
characterizi ng the waste residuals left in 
the tanks following retrieval , and 
study ing the leakage rate of tank wastes 
during the retrieval process. Contractors 
will have access to technologies being 
developed by other DOE programs and 
wil l be able to use these technologies if 
appropriate. 

The Fi nal EIS evaluated possible 
alternatives for remediating the tank 
waste. There are, as the Counci l noted, 
a great number of variations or 
combinations of alternatives; DOE could 
not evaluate a ll such combinations in 
the EIS. Rather, DOE evaluated a 
complete range of reasonable tank waste 
management options, and thereby 
obtained adequate information for the 
strategic choice of d irection made in 
this ROD. The use of alternate fill 
material for tank closure was not 
evaluated directly, but such alternatives 
are qualitatively within the range of 
alternatives analyzed in detail, and DOE 
was adequately informed about them for 
the purposes of this EIS. These 
alternatives wi ll be addressed more 
directly in future NEPA analys is on tank 
closure. In this EIS, DOE considered the 
use of subsurface barriers as a potential 
mitigation measure during tank waste 
retrieval. Subsurface barriers were also 
evaluated in a Feasibility Study 
completed in 1995. Additional 
development work is being performed 
by DOE. and if promising new 
developments occur. DOE will 
reconsider the applicat ion of subsurface 
barriers for the tanks. Two alternatives 
for partial retrieval of the wastes that 
were similar to the selective partial 
retrieval alternative that the Council 
recommended be analyzed were 
included in the alternatives analyzed. 
DOE will continue to reevaluate these 
and other alternatives as more 
information becomes available. 
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In si tu disposal of single-shell tank 
wastes and in-tank stabilizat ion of tanks 
with res iduals (not removed by 
retrieval) have been the subject of 
previous studies and were evaluated as 
part of the Systems Engineering Study 
for the Closure of Single-Shell Tanks. 
Alternatives for closing tanks with 
residual waste were evaluated in the 
Engineering Study of Tank Fill 
Alternatives fo r Closure of Single-Shell 
Tanks released in September 1996. 
Additional studies supporting 
stabilization of tanks with residual 
waste remain ing following completion 
of retrieval operations are planned 
during Fiscal Year 1997 and Fiscal Year 
1998 as part of the Hanford Tanks 
Initiative. 

In addit ion to the two ex situ/ in s itu 
tank waste disposal alternatives that 
were evaluated in the TWRS EIS. 
selective partial removal of wastes from 
tanks, using a risk-based approach, was 
evaluated in the study ent itled 
"Remediation and Cleanout Levels for 
Hanford Site Single-Shell Tanks" 
(Westinghouse Hanford Company, 1995, 
WHC- SD- WM- TI- 711). 

This Record of Decision adopts a 
long-term strategy that wi 11 focus efforts 
on achieving the ultimate TWRS 
remediation goals while continuing to 
characterize tank wastes. evaluate new 
technologies and improve risk 
assessments. DOE believes tha t its past 
studies have reduced the uncertainties 
enough to enable DOE to make a 
decis ion on a long-term tank waste 
remediation strategy. Although this 
approach differs from the phased 
decision strategy recommended by the 
Council , DOE intends to implement its 
decision in a manner that is flexible 
enough to accommodate appropriate 
mid-course corrections in the tank waste 
remediation strategy. based on lessons 
learned in the pi lot studies or from 
other new information. 

Comment 3: The scope of the DEIS 
also has significant limitations. Because 
the DEIS does not address remediation 
of the tanks themselves and associated 
environmental contamination, the 
alternatives it considers for tank waste 
remediation are not defined well 
enough . In addition, the connections 
between tank remediation alternatives 
and other cleanup activities at the 
Hanford Site are not taken into account. 
Because tank waste remediation 
alternatives are analyzed and evaluated 
in isolation from other geographically­
related contamination at the Hanford 
Site. information about risks and costs 
in the DEIS is difficult to place in a 
proper perspective. 

Response 3: DOE agrees with the 
Council's observation that there is a 
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need to integrate remediation of the tank 
waste with fu ture tank closure decis ion 
and other geographically related 
remedial actions at the Hanford Si te. 
The Final EIS addresses tank farm 
closure and other geographically related 
contamination and remediation 
activit ies to the extent possible w ith 
current information and to the extent 
necessary for DOE to make dec isions 
concern ing tank waste remediation. The 
EIS presents (I) information relative to 
closure to provide the public and 
dec ision makers with info rmation on 
how decis ions made now may affect 
future decisions on closure; (2) 
informa tion on which alternatives 
would precl ude the fu ture selection of 
clean closure for the tank farms; and (3) 
information on cumulative impacts, 
incl ud ing the effects of other site 
activities. This Information provides a 
context for understanding the strategi 
decisions, now ripe, that are the focus 
of this EIS. To support the analysis . 
DOE used closure of a landfi II as a 
representative closure scenario fo r each 
alternative, thus providi ng fo r a 
meaningful comparison of the 
alternatives. DOE intends to prepare a 
comprehens ive plan to integrate tank 
waste remediation w ith tank farm 
closure activities and other Hanford Si te 
remed iation programs. 

Comment 4: Decisions regarding tank 
remediation must consider risk, cost , 
and technical feas ibili ty. Where risks 
are involved . care should be taken to 
present a range of potent ial risks, 
incl ud ing expected or most likely 
estimates as well as the upper-bound 
estimates presented in the DEIS. Whil e 
upper-bound estimates may give 
confidence that actual impacts will not 
exceed those presented in the DEIS from 
a worst-case perspective. the inherent 
uncertainties in risk assessments can 
distort the comparison of alternatives. 
This is of part icular concern when the 
upper-bound estimates are derived from 
a cascade of parameters, much of which 
was also derived on an upper-bound 
basis. 

While the committee recognizes the 
utili ty of quanti tative risk assessment in 
the comparison of remedial alternatives, 
the limitations of analysis must be 
underscored . Given the complexi ty of 
the Hanford tank farms, many of the 
potenti al uncertainties cannot be 
measured . quantified , or expres ed 
through statistically derived estimates. 
Accordi ng lo the 1996 National 
Research Council report Understanding 
Risk, the 1996 U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency report Proposed 
Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk 
Assessment, and a recent draft report by 
the Commission on Risk Assessment 

and Risk Management, characteri za tion 
of risk should be both qualitative and 
quantitative. ln this case. qualitative 
info rmation should include a range of 
informed views on the risks and the 
evidence that supports them, the risk 
likelihood . and the magnitude of 
uncertainty. uch evaluations of ri sk 
should be based on deliberative 
scienti fi c processes that clarify the 
concerns of interested and affected 
parties to prevent avoidable errors. 
provide a balanced understanding of the 
state of knowledge, and ensure broad 
par ticipation in the decision-making 
process. 

Response 4: DOE agrees with these 
comments and has modified the EIS 
accordi ngly in response to similar 
comments on the Draft EIS received 
during the public comment period . For 
example, DOE believes that 
characterization of the risk should be 
quantitative when possible and 
quali tative when parameters are 
uncertain by more than an order of 
magnitude. The Final EIS presents the 
"expected" , or " nominal" ranges of risk 
and upper-bound estimates, and 
includes (in Appendix E) detai led 
analysis of uncertai nties. 

Comment 5: It should be expected 
that the envi ronmental regulations 
governing the tank wastes. and the 
Hanford Site in general , will change 
over the time during which waste 
management and environmental 
remediation occur. DOE should work 
with the appropriate entities to ensure 
that future regulatory changes and the 
future selection of tank remediation 
approaches are on convergent paths. 
The development, testing, and analysis 
of al ternatives during the nrst phase 
should continue unconstrained by 
current regulatory requ irements and 
should examine currently untested 
technologies. 

Response 5: DOE agrees that ongoing 
dialogue with the regulators is necessary 
to making sound tank waste 
management decisions. DOE continues 
to work with the Federal and State 
regulatory authorities and w ith the 
stakeholders to share evolving 
information regarding impacts and 
technologies. Toward that end . DOE 
developed the reasonable alternatives to 
be analyzed in the EIS on a scientific 
and engineering basis, then evaluated 
the alternat ives for compliance w ith 
regulations. Only four of the ten 
alternatives addressed in the EIS could 
be implemented consistent with existing 
Federal and State regulations. The 
Record of Decision, however, selects a 
compliant approach. 

Comment 6: Concerning the 
management and disposal of the cesium 
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and strontium capsules and of the 
mi cellaneous underground storage 
tanks, the committee found that the 
DEIS lacks enough substantive 
info rmation for an evaluation of the 
proposed remediation strategies. Over 
99 percent of the tank wastes is in the 
single-shell and double-shell tanks, and 
that is where the greatest potential for 
health and environmenta l risk exists. 
However, the extremely high 
concentration of radioactivity and the 
nature of the materia ls in the capsules 
necessitate a more thorough d iscussion 
of their treatment , d isposal, and 
environmental impact. There are serious 
defic iencies in the attention given to the 
long-term changes in the chemical and 
isotopic compos ition of the cesium and 
strontium capsules. The large number 
and wide distribution of the 
miscellaneous underground storage 
tanks make a more complete d iscussion 
of their management necessary. 

Response 6: DOE agrees with the 
Counci l that there is not enough 
substantive information regarding the 
cesium and strontium capsules to make 
a long-term decis ion on their fi nal 
disposition. DOE also wants to evaluate 
potential beneficial uses of the capsules 
and has decided to defer any d isposition 
of the capsules. In the meanwhile. a 
Cesium and Strontium Management 
Plan is currently being prepared by DOE 
that will address alternatives for 
beneficial uses of the capsules prior to 
fi nal disposition. As part of the plan, 
DOE will continue to collect and 
analyze information regarding the 
capsule to reduce uncerta inties and 
better understand long-term impacts, 
and to ensure that the long-term 
decis ion is appropriate. 

Wi th regard to the miscellaneous 
underground storage tanks, DOE 
believes, based on currently available 
information, that the waste contained in 
the miscellaneous underground storage 
tanks is similar to the waste contained 
in the single-shell tanks. Because the 
miscellaneous underground storage 
tanks represent a small percentage (0.5 
percent) of the overall waste volume, 
the potential long-term impacts posed 
by the miscellaneous underground 
storage tanks are within the range of 
impacts calcu lated fo r the single-shell 
tanks and double-shell tanks. The short­
term and long-term impacts associated 
with the miscellaneous underground 
storage tanks for activiti es such as waste 
retrieval and transfer were analyzed in 
the EIS. 

Comment 7: The proper approach to 
decis ion making for tank farm cleanup 
is to use a phased decision strategy in 
which some cleanup activities would 
proceed in the first phase while 
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important informat ion gaps are fill ed 
concurrently to define identifi ed 
remed iation al ternatives more clearly, 
and possibly to identi fy new and better 
ones. As part of lh is stralegy. periodic 
independent scientifi c and technical 
expert reviews should be conducted so 
lhat defici encies may be recognized and 
midcourse corrections be made in the 
operational program. 

Response 7: DOE agrees with the 
Counc il that periodic independent 
scientific and technical expert reviews 
are essential to the uccess of the 1WRS 
program. While carrying out the current 
decisions, DOE w ill continually 
evaluate new information relative to the 
tank waste remedia tion program. DOE 
also intends to conduct formal 
evaluations of new information relat ive 
lo lhe lank waste remedialion program 
at lhree key points over the next e ight 
years under ils NEPA regulations (10 
CFR 1021.314), with an appropriate 
level of public involvemenl, to ensure 
that DOE will stay on a correct course 
fo r managing and remediating the waste. 
As remediation proceeds in the coming 
years, DOE w ill learn more about 
management and remediation of the 
tank waste and ways to protect public 
and worker heallh and the environ ment. 
Within this lime frame, DOE will obtain 
add itional information on the 
effectiveness of retrieval technologies, 
characteristics of the tank wastes, 
effectiveness of waste separation and 
immobili.za tion techniques, and more 
defin itive data on the costs of retrieva l. 
separations, and immobilization of the 
waste. These formal reevaluations will 
incorporate the latest informat ion on 
these topics. DOE will conduct these 
formal evaluations of the entire TWRS 
program at the fo llowing stage : (I) 
before proceeding into Privatization 
Phase I Part B (scheduled for May 1998): 
(2) prior to the start of hot operations of 
Privatization Phase I Part B (scheduled 
for December 2002/December 2003) : and 
(3) before deciding to proceed wi th 
Privatization Phase U (scheduled for 
D cember 2005) . In conducting these 
reviews , DOE will seek the advice of 
independent experts from the scientific 
and financial community, such as the 
National Academy of Sciences which 
will focus on performance criteria and 
the costs of waste treatment. DOE has 
established a 1WRS Privatization 
Review Board consisting of Senior DOE 
representat ives to provide on-going 
ass istance and interactive oversight of 
the review of Part A deliverables and 
di cussions with the contractors. 

Informal evaluations also will be 
conducted as the information warrants. 
These formal and informal evaluations 

wil l help DOE to determine whether 
previous decisions need to be changed. 

Washington Sta te Department of Fish 
and Wildlife Comment 

Comment: The Washington State 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
recommends that the foll owing language 
be included in the Record of Decision: 

"The site selection of the precise 
location of remediat ion fac ilities for the 
selected alternative shall be subject to 
Future supplemenlai EPA analy is. 
This supplemental EPA analysis shall 
commit to a supplemental Mi tigation 
Action Plan. The Mi tigation Action Plan 
and supplemental Mitigation Action 
Plan will be prepared in con ultation 
with the Washington State Department 
of Fish and Wildl ife and the U .. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, with input from 
the Hanford Site 's Natural Resource 
Trustee Council. " 

" impacts to State priori ty shrub­
steppe habitat would be one of the 
evaluation criteria used in site selection. 
The site selection process would 
include the following hierarchy of 
measure : 

• Avoid priority shrub-steppe habitat 
to the extent feasible by locating or 
configuring project elements in pre­
existing d isturbed areas. 

• Min imize project impacts to the 
extent feasi ble by modifying faci lity 
layouts and/or altering con truction 
timing." 

"Compensatory mi tigation measures 
for the loss of shrub-steppe habitat shall 
be identified and implemented in the 
supplementa l EPA analys is and 
Mitigation Action Plan." 

Response: DOE believes that the 
following approach satisfies the 
substance of these comments. 

The EIS (Section 5.20) describes both 
mitigation measures that are integral 
parts of all of the al ternatives (Section 
5.20.1) and fu rther mitigat ion measures 
that could be implemented when 
indicated or appropriate (Section 
5.20.2). In selecting the preferred 
alternative DOE has committed to all of 
the mitigat ion measures in Section 
5.20.1 , which include measur to 
restore newly disturbed areas. As the 
State requested, the Record of Decision 
commits to conducting EPA analysis 
for si te selection of facilities. 

DOE intends to implement tho e 
further measures described in Section 
5.20.2 as may be necessary to mitigate 
potential impacts on priority hrub­
steppe habitat. and will consider the 
potential for such impacts as a factor in 
the site selection process for TWRS 
faciliti es . The site selection process w ill 
include the following hierarchy of 
measures: (I) avoid undistu rbed shrub-
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steppe areas to the extent feas ible: (2) 
minimize impacts to the extent fea ible; 
(3) restore temporarily disturbed areas: 
(4) compensate for unavoidable impacts 
by replacing habi tat; and (5) manage 
cri tical habitat on a Sitewide basis. 

DOE believes that mi tigation of 
impacts to habi tats of special 
importance to the ecological health of 
the region is most eITeclive when 
planned and implemented on a sitewide 
bas is. Recognizing th is , DOE is 
preparing a sitewide biological 
management plan to protect these 
resources. Under this sitewide 
approach, the potential impacts of all 
projects would be evaluated and 
appropriate mitigation would be 
developed based on the cumulative 
impacts to the ecosystem. Mitigation to 
reduce the ecological impacts from 
1WRS remediation would be performed 
in comp liance with the s itewide 
biological management plan. Mitigation 
wou ld focus on disturbance of 
contiguous, mature sagebrush­
dominated shrub-steppe habitat. 
Compensation (habitat replacement) 
would occur where DOE deems 
appropriate. Specific mitigation ratios, 
sites, and planting strategies (e.g., p lant 
size. number. and density) for TWRS 
faci lities and operation would be 
defined in the 1WRS Mitigation Action 
Plan. which would be revised fo r each 
speci fic TWRS facility siting decision. 
The Mitigation Action Plan wou ld be 
prepared in consultation with the 
Wash ington State Department of Fish 
and Wildlife. the U.S. Fi h and Wildlife 
Service. and Tribal Nations, with input 
from the Hanford Site's atural 
Resource Trustees Council. DOE will 
make the Mitigation Action Plan 
publicly avail able before taking action 
that is the subject of a mitigation 
ommitment. 

(FR Doc. 97-4696 Flied 2- 25- 97: 8:45 am! 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 

Energy Information Administration 

Agency Information Collection 
Activities: Proposed Collection ; 
Comment Request 

SUMMARY: The Energy Lnformation 
Administration (EJA) is solicit ing 
comments concerning the proposed 
three year clearance with no changes to 
the forms ElA- 800- 804 , 807, 810- 814 , 
816, 817, 819M, and 820 of EIA's 
Pet roleum Supply Reporting System. 
DATES: Written comments must be 
submitted on or before Apri l 28, 1997 . 
If you anticipate that you will be 
submitting comments, but find it 
difficult to do so wi thin the period of 
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Electronic Access lo This Document 
You may view this document , as well 

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

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

Note: The official vers ion of thjs document 
is published in the Federa l Register. Free 
lnlernet access to the official edition of the 
Federal Regis ter and the Code of Federal 
Regulations is available on GPO Access at: 
ht"lp:llwww.access.gpo.gov/norolindex.html. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

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

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) intends to prepare an 
environmental impact sta tement (EIS) 
on the proposed re trieval , treatment, 
and disposal of the waste being 
managed in the high-level waste (HLW) 
tank farms at the Hanford Site near 
Rich land, Washington , and clostLre of 
the 149 single-shell tanks (SSTs) and 
associated facilities in the HLW tartk 
farms. The HLW tanks contain both 
hazardous and radioactive waste (mixed 
waste) . 

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

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

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

Public meetings will be held dtLring 
the scoping period . Meetings will be 
held in Seatt le and Richland, 
Washington and in Portland and Hood 
Rjver, Oregon on the fo llowing dates. 

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

DOE will notify the public of the 
meeting locations and times and will 
provide additional information about 
each meeting through press releases, 
advertisements , mailings and other 
methods of encouraging public 
participation in the NEPA process. At 
these scoping meetings, DOE will 
provide information about the tank 
waste program and alternatives for 
retrieving, trea ting, and disposing of the 
waste, along with alternatives for 
closing the SSTs. The meetings will 
provide opportunities to commen t 
orally or in writing on the EIS scope, 
including the alternatives and issues 
that DOE should consi der in the EIS. 
ADDRESSES: DOE invites public 
comment on the proposed scope of thfa 
EIS. Comments may be submitted by 
mail , electronic mail , fax, or voice mail 
and addressed as follows : Mary Beth 
BtLrandt, Document Manager, DOE 
Office of River Protection, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Post Office Box 
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450, Mai l Stop H6- 60, Richland , 
Washington, 99352, Attention: Tank 
Retrieval and Closure EIS, Electronic 
mail : Mory_E_Burandt@rl.gov, Fax: 
(509) 376-2002, Telephone and voice 
mail: (509) 373-9160. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: To 
request information about this EIS and 
the public scoping workshops or to be 
placed on the EIS distribution list, use 
any of the methods identified in 
ADDRESSES above. For general 
information about the DOE NEPA 
process , contact: Carol M. Borgstrom , 
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and 
Compliance (EH-42), U.S. Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW, Washington, DC, 20585-0119, Fax: 
(202) 586-7031 , Telephone: (202) 586-
4600, Voice mail: (800) 472-2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

Background 

The Hanford Site defense activities 
related to nuclear weapons produ cti on 
created a wide variety of waste. Over 50 
mill ion gallons of waste are presently 
stored in the HLW tank farms, wh ich are 
located in the 200 Area of the Site. The 
waste is stored in 149 underground 
SSTs (rangi.ng in capacity from 
approximately 55,000 to 1 million 
gallons) and 28 underground DSTs 
(ranging in capacity from approximately 
one to 1.16 million gallons) grouped in 
18 tank farms, and approximately 60 
smaller miscellaneous underground 
storage tanks. This waste has been 
processed and transferred between 
tanks, and as a resul t, the chemical, 
physical (i.e., liquid , solid and sludge) 
and radiological characteristics of the 
was te vary greatly among and with in 
individual tanks. In addition , the tank 
waste contains chemicals or has 
characteristics classified as hazardous 
waste under RCRA regulations (40 CFR 
Parts 260--268 and Parts 270--272) and 
as dangerous was te under the 
Washington Administrative Code 
"Dangerous Waste Regulations" (WAC 
l 73-303). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In developing its Performance 
Management Plan for the Accelerated 
Cleanup of the Hanford Site (PMP, DOE/ 
RL-2000-47, August 2002), DOE stated 
its intent to meet its commitments 
under the Tri-Party Agreement, and 
identified its plan to complete tank 
waste retrieval, treatment and disposal 
by 2028, and to close all of the tanks 
and associated facilities, including the 
WTP, by 2033 . DOE's current plans call 
for closing all of the SSTs by 2028. 

DOE staled in the PMP that lo achieve 
these objectives, increased capacity will 
be needed for the WTP, along with 
additional treatment capacity provided 
by other waste immobilization 
technologies, referred to herein as 
"supplemental" technologies (bulk 
vitrification, containerized grout , steam 
reforming, or sulfate removal are 
exan1ples) . Also in the PMP and in the 
Supplement Analysis for the Tank 
Waste Remediation System (DOE/EIS-
0189- SA3, 2001), DOE concluded that 
its evolving strategy for treating and 
disposing of ilie tank wastes by 2028 
and closing the SSTs by 2028 requires 
NEPA analysis of proposed tank waste 
retrieval, treatment and disposal, and 
proposed tank closure actions. 

Further, under the TPA Milestone M-
45, "Complete Closure of All Single­
Shell Tank (SST) Farms," DOE and the 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) have identified a 
process to start discussing how SST 
closure wou ld occur. An important part 
of the process DOE and Ecology have 
defined for closing tank systems is 
compliance with Washington Slate 
Dangerous Waste regulations that 
require approval of a closure plan and 
modification of the Hanford Site 
Dangerous Waste Permit. Before Ecology 
can approve either a closure plan or 
modification ofDOE's permi t, the State 
of Washington must fulfill its State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
requirements. As SEPA is very sim ilar 
to NEPA, Ecology can adopt a NEPA 
document if it determines that the 
document is sufficient to meet SEPA 
requirements. Ecology has agreed to be 
a cooperating agency in preparing this 
EIS. 

Need for Action 

To meet its commitments under the 
Tri-Party Agreement and implement its 
plans to close the tank systems and 
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associated facilities in a timely manner 
to reduce existing and potential future 
risk to the public, site workers, and the 
environment, DOE needs to complete 
waste retrieval, treatment and disposal 
of the waste from the SST and DST 
systems by 2028 and close all SST 
systems by 2028. 

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

Proposed Action 
DOE proposes to retrieve waste from 

the 149 SST and 28 DST systems and 
close the SST tank farms in a manner 
that complies with Federal and 
Washington State requirements and 
protects the human environment. 
(Closure of the DSTs and closure of the 
WTP are not part of the proposed action 
because iliey are active facilities needed 
to complete waste treatment. Closure of 
the DSTs and WTP would be addressed 
at a later date , after appropriate NEPA 
analysis.) DOE proposes to immobilize 
the retrieved waste in ilie WTP and 
through supplemental treatment 
technologies such as bulk vitrification, 
grout, steam reforming and sulfate 
removal, and to package the 
immobilized waste for offsile shipment 
and disposal in licensed and/or 
permitted facilities or disposal onsite. 
DOE proposes to close the SST farms 
(including tanks, ancillary equipment 
and soils) within the tank farm area by 
2028. The tanks would be fi lled with 
materials to immobilize the residual 
waste and prevent long-term 
degradation of the tanks and discourage 
intruder access. Associated support 
buildings, stn1ctures, laboratories, and 
the treatment facilities would be 
decontaminated and decommissioned in 
a cost-effective, legally compliant, and 
environmentally sound manner. Under 
the proposed action, DOE would use 
existing, modified , or, if required, new 
systems to assure capability to store and 
manage waste during retrieval and 
treatment. 
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Background on Development of 
Alternatives 

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

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

Proposed Alternatives 

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

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

1. No Action 
The Council on Environmental 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This alternative would continue 
implementation of decisions made in 
the TWRS ROD and as considered in 
three supplement analyses completed 
through 2001. (See "RELATED NEPA 
DECISIONS AND DOCUMENTS" below 
for references. ) Under these supplement 
analyses , DOE concluded that changes 
in the design and operation of the WTP, 
as defined in its contracts and program 
plans, were within the bounds of 
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analysis of environmental impacts in 
the TWRS EIS. Among the key 
modifi cations that would occur under 
this alternative are: (1) Implementing 
the in itial phase of waste treatment with 
one ILAW fac il ity ra ther than two, (2) 
expanding the design capacity of the 
ILA W facility from 20 metric tons of 
glass per day to 30 metric tons of glass 
per day, and (3) extending the des ign 
li fe of the Phase I facilities from 10 years 
to 40 years. Under this alternative, no 
new actions would be taken beyond 
those previously described in the TWRS 
ROD and supplement analyses regarding 
the tank waste. 

Storage: DOE wo uld continue current 
waste management operations using 
existing storage faci lities as described 
under No Action. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to 
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (i.e., 
residual waste would not exceed 360 
cubic feet for 100 series tanks or 36 
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which 
would correspond to 99% retrieval) 
using currently available liquid-based 
retrieval a11d leak detection systems. 
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Treatment: Retrieved waste wou ld be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and/or modified performance 
of operating systems (e.g., modifications 
to melters to increase throughput) . WTP 
capacity would be supplemented with 
additional waste treatment capacity to 
immobilize LAW using a non­
vitrificalion technology. New non­
vitrification supplemental treatment 
capacity would be developed external to 
the WTP to immobilize a portion of the 
tank waste that would be designated as 
LLW pursuant to DOE Order 435.1 and/ 
or prepare a portion of the tank waste 
that would be designated as TRU waste 
for disposal. Waste treatment under this 
alternative would be completed in 2028 
and all SST tank systems would be 
closed by 2028. 

Disposal: !LAW immobilized via the 
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at 
offsite commercial (e.g., U.S. Ecology of 
Washington or Envirocare of Utal1) or 
DOE facilities (Nevada Test Site). IHLW 
would be stored onsite pending disposal 
at a national geologic repository. LLW 
immobilized external to the WTP would 
be dis posed of on site or at offsite 
commercial or DOE facilities. TRU 
waste would be packaged and stored 
onsite in an existing or new facility 
pending disposal at the Waste Isolalion 
Pilot Plant (WIPP). 

Closure: As operations are completed, 
SST waste system, waste storage, 
treatment and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed as a RCRA 
landfill unit under Dangerous Waste 
Regulations under WAC J 73-303 and 
DOE Order 435 .1, as applicable, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
facilities under DOE Order 430.1A) . The 
tanks would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tanks, ancillary equipment, and 
contaminated soils would be remediated 
and remain in place and the closed tank 
systems would be covered with an 
engineered barrier that exceeds RCRA 
landfill requirements and is the more 
protective of the landfill options being 
evaluated (i.e. , Hanford barrier). 

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

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

4.0 Clean Closure of Tank Farms/ 
Onsite and Of/site Waste Disposal 

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

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

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

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

Closure: Clean closure reflects 
minimal residual waste in tanks and 
ancillary equipment, and contaminated 
soils remediated in place and/or 
removed from the tank system to be 
treated and disposed of in accordance 
with RCRA requirements. As operations 
are completed, all SST system storage, 
treatment , and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed. Waste 
storage and disposal facilities would he 
closed in a manner that supported 
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future use on an unrestricted basis and 
that did not require post-closure care. 

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

5.0 Accelerated Landfill Closure/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal 

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

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

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

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

Closure: As operations are completed, 
SST tank waste system waste storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities would 
be closed as a RCRA landfi ll unit under 
Dangerous Waste Regulations under 
WAC 173-303 and DOE Order 435.1, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
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facilities under DOE Order 430.lA). 
Waste storage and disposal facilities 
would be closed as RCRA landfill units 
under applicable state Dangerous Waste 
Regulations (WAC 173-303). The tanks 
would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tank systems (tanks, ancillary 
equipment, and soils) would be closed 
in place and would be covered with a 
modifi ed RCRA barrier (i.e .. a barrier 
with performance characteristics that 
exceed RCRA requirements for disposal 
of hazardous waste). 

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

6.0 Landfill Closure/Onsile and Offsile 
Waste Disposal 

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

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

Treatment : Retrieved waste would be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and/or modified performance 
of operating systems. Supplemental 
treatment technologies would be used to 
immobilize LLW. New non-vitrification 
treatment capacity to immobilize LLW 
for disposition would be developed 
external to the WTP. Waste treatment 
under this alternative would be 
completed in 2028, and all SST systems 
would be closed by 2028. 

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

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

The main difference between this 
allernali ve and the other alternali ves is 
that under this alternative there would 
not be a separate TRU waste stream 
(Altemalives 3 through 5). As with 
Alternative 2, waste would be treated in 
the WTP and subsequently managed as 
either ILA W or THL W. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Effects from onsite and offsite 
transportation and from reasonably 
foreseeable transportation accidents. 
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• Socioeconomic impacts on 
surrounding communities. 

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

• Unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects . 

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

• Potential irretrievable and 
irreversible commitment of resources. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DOE/EIS-0189-SAl, 1997, Supplement 
Analysis for the Proposed Upgrades lo 

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

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

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

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

DOE/EIS-021 2, 1995 , Safe Interim 
Storage of Hanford's Tank Waste Final 
Environmental Impact Statement , U.S. 
Department of Energy, Richland 
Operations Office, Richland , 
Washington . 

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

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

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

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

Ecology, 2000, Draft En vironmental 
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Issued in Washington, DC on this 3rd day 
of January. 2003. 
Beverly A. Cook, 
Assistant Secreta,y , Environment, Safe ty and 
Health . 
[FR Doc. 03- 318 Filed 1- 7- 03; 8:45 am! 
BILLING COOE 645CH>1-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. EC0J-37-000, et al.] 

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

January 2, 2003. 
The following filings have been made 

with the Comntission. The fi lings are 
listed in ascending order within each 
docket classification. 

1. Exelon Generation Company, LLC 

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

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

Comment Dale: January 13, 2003 . 

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

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

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

Comment Dale: January 13, 2003 . 

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

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

2002 , Calpine Energy Services, L.P. 
(CES) and Calpine Northbrook Energy 
Marketing, LLC (CNEM) tendered for 
filing an application under section 203 
of the Federal Power Act for approval of 
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mixed low-level waste. and TRU waste 
shipments using Year 2000 census data 
and an updated version of the 
RADTRAN computer code to calculate 
potential risks associated with shipping. 
This analysis included the route­
specific impacts of transporting tJ1e 
West Jefferson TRU waste to Hanford 
and subsequent shipment of this waste 
to WrPP. Due to tJ1e additional TRU 
waste generated and identified at West 
Jefferson subsequent to DOE's 
September 6, 2002. decision. DOE's 
currently estimated total number of 18 
shipments (3 completed RH-TR · waste 
shipments, 14 remaining RH-TRU waste 
shipments, and 1 remaining CH-TRU 
waste shipment) exceeds DOE's prior 
estimate of total shipments by 3. 
However, the currently estimated 
number of shipments is witJ1in tJ1e 
number of shipments analyzed for the 
West Jefferson TRU waste in the HSW 
EIS (29 shipments of RH-TRU waste 
and 1 shipment of CH-TRU waste). 

The HSW EIS also analyzed potential 
onsite impacts at Hanford of storage, 
certification, and processing of TRU 
waste for shipment to WIPP. including 
TRU waste from Hanford and offsite 
generators such as West Jefferson. The 
potential health and environmental 
impacts of shipping the West Jefferson 
TRU waste to Hanford and managing tJ1e 
waste there unti I it can be shipped to 
WIPP for disposal are consistent with 
the results presented in the WM PEIS 
and WIPP SEIS-11, which supported 
DOE's prior decision regarding the West 
Jefferson TRU waste. 

For the reasons stated above and for 
the reasons stated in tJ1e September 6. 
2002, revision to the WM PEIS. DOE is 
confirming its September 6, 2002, 
decision and will transfer the remaining 
TRU waste from West Jefferson to 
Hanford for storage and certification. 
pending sh ipment to WIPP for disposal 
once the preliminary injunction issued 
by the U.S. Dis trict Court for the Eastern 
District of Wash ington is lifted. 

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

Jessie Hill Roben;oo, 
J\ssistan t Secretary far Environmantal 
Atfanagemcnt. 

(FR Doc. 04-14809 Filed 6-Z9--04: 8:45 aml 
BllllNG CODE 5450--01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Record of Decis ion for the Solid Waste 
Program, Hanford S ite, Richland, WA: 
Storage and Treatment of Low-Level 
Waste and Mixed Low-level Waste; 
Disposal of low-Level Waste and 
Mixed Low-level Waste , and Storage, 
Processing, and Certifica tion of 
Transuran ic Waste for Shipment to the 
Waste Isolat ion PIiot Plant 

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

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) is making decisions 
regarding low-level radioactive waste 
(LLW). mixed low- level waste (MLLW). 
which contains both radioactivo and 
chemically hazardous components. and 
transuranic (TRU) waste (including 
mixed TRU wasto) at tho Hanford Site 
in soutJ1eastem Washington S tate. These 
decisions are made pursuant to the 
Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive 
and Hazardous) Waste Program 
Environmental Impact Sta tement (HSW 
EIS. DOE/Els--0286. January 2004). DOE 
prepared the HSW EIS according to 
requirements of the ational 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP,\), 
Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing EPA (40 
CFR parts 1500-1508). and DOE EPA 
implementing procedures (10 CFR part 
1021) to evalua te the potential 
environmenta l impacts of alternatives 
for storage. treatment , transportation, 
and disposal of certain radioactive and 
mixed wastes at Hanford. The HSW EIS 
scope includes wastes that arc currently 
stored or projected to be generated at 
Hanford and offsite locations through 
the end or Han ford's rou tine waste 
managem ent operations. Koy operations 
evaluated were storage, treatment, and 
disposa l of LLW and MLLW generated 
at Hanford and other si tos: storage. 
processing. and certification of TRU 
waste generated at Hanford and other 
DOE silos for shipment to tho Waste 
Iso lation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New 
Mexico: and disposal of Hanford's 
vitrified immobilized low-activity waste 
(ILA W) and mol ters from the 
vitrification process. 

DOE has decided to implement the 
preferred oltornative desc ribed in tho 
Final HSW EIS. modified as described 
below. Th is decision is based on the 
environmental impact analyses in the 
HSW EIS. including analysis of impacts 
to worker and public health and safety: 
costs: applicable regula tory 
requ irements: and public comments. 
DOE wi ll limi t the volumes of LLW and 
MLLW received at Hanford from other 
si tes for disposal to 62.000 m1 of LLW 
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and 20,000 mJ of MLLW. Also, e ffective 
immediately. DOE will dispose of LLW 
in lined disposal facilities, a practice 
already used for MLLW. In addition, 
DOE will construct and operate a lined , 
combined-use disposal facility in 
Hanford's 200 East Area for disposal or 
LLW and MLLW, and will further limit 
offsite waste receipts until the facility is 
constructed. LLW and MLLW requiring 
treatment will be treated at either offsite 
facilities or existing or modified onsite 
facilities . as appropriate. Storage, 
processing and certification of TRU 
waste for subsequent shipment to WIPP 
will occur at ex isting and modified 
onsito facilities. DOE expects the 
preferred alternative. as described in 
this Record or Decision (ROD). will have 
small environmental impacts , provide a 
balance among short- and long-term 
environmental impacts and cost 
e ffectiveness. be consistent with 
applicable regula tory requirements. and 
provide DOE with the capability to 
accommodate projected was te receipts 
from the Hanford Site and offsite DOE 
facilities. 
ADDRESSES: For copies or the Fina l HSW 
EIS and further information about the 
HSW EIS, contact : Mr. Michael Collins. 
Documont Manager, U.S. Department of 
Energy Richland Operations Office. P.O. 
Box 550, A6-38, Richland, WA 99352, 
telephone: 509-376-6536. 

The Final I ISW EIS and rela ted 
information can also he viewed in the 
DOE Public Reading Room, Washington 
State University. Tri-Cities Campus, 100 
Sprout Road . Room 130W. Richland. 
v,,rA 99352. telephone: 509-376-8583, 
Monday-Friday , 10 a .m. to 4 p.m. 

The Final HSW EIS is also available 
for review on the Internet at htlp:I/ 
www.hanford.gov/eisleis•0286D2 and on 
the DOE NEPA Web page (hltp :/1 
www.eh.doc.gov/nepoleislei.~0286F') . 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information concerning the HSW EIS or 
onsite management operat ions at 
llanford contact Mr. Michael Collins at 
the address or te lephone number 
provided above. 

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

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

Purpose and Need for Action 

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

Specifically, DOE needs to: 
• Continue to operate and modernize 

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

• Construct additional disposal 
capacity for LLW and MLLW; 

• Develop capabilities to treat MLLW 
for disposal at Hanford; 

• Close onsite disposal facilities and 
provide for post-closure facility 
stewardship at disposal sites; and 

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

Background 
On October 27 , 1997, DOE announced 

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

In response to public comments, DOE 
expanded the scope of the HSW EIS and 
issued a Notice of Revised Scope for the 
HSW EIS on Febniary 12, 2003 (68 FR 
7110). The revised scope included t11e 
disposa l of !LAW and melters at the 
Hanford Si te. DOE also expanded its 
impact analyses for waste disposal and 
transportation. A Revised Draft HSW 
EIS was approved in March 2003 , and 
EPA published a Notice of Availability 

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

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

The Final HSW EIS addresses actions 
by DOE to manage LLW. MLLW, !LAW, 
melters, and TRU waste under 
Hanford's solid waste program. The 
HSW EIS analyzed wastes through the 
end of site operations which, for tl1e 
purpose of the analyses. was assumed to 
be 2046. The wastes analyzed included: 

• 283,000 m3 of waste previously 
disposed of at Hanford in the Low Level 
Burial Grounds (LLBGs); 

• Up to 348,000 m3 of LLW that is in 
storage or is forecast to be received from 
onsi te and offsite sources; 

• Up to 198,000 ml of MLLW that is 
in storage or is forecast to be received 
from onsite and offsite sources; 

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

• Up to 6,825 m3 of melters used in 
the vitrification process; and 

• Up to 47 ,550 m3 of TRU wast that 
is in storage or is forecast to be rece ived 
from onsite and offsite sources. 

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

Wi th respect to transuranic mixed 
waste designated by the Secretary for 
disposal at WIPP, such waste is exempt 
from trea tment standards promulgated 
pursuant to section 3004(m) of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6924 (m)l 
and shall not be subject to the land 
disposal prohibitions in section 3004(d). 
(e). (I) and (g) of the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act. 
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(WIPP Land Withdrawal Act 
Amendments, Pub. L. 104-201 , 110 Stat. 
2422 (September 23. 1996), 3188(a) at 
Stat. 2853 .) For a more complete 
discussion of ilie Department's 
implementation of this provision see the 
Department's Revision of the Record of 
Decision for the Department of Energy's 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal 
Phase, issued concurrently with this 
ROD. This HSW EIS ROD confirms ilie 
Department's prior designation of the 
mixed TRU waste analyzed in the HSW 
EIS for disposal at WIPP. 

DOE initially designated up to 
175,600 m3 of TRU waste fo r disposa l at 
WIPP in the ROD for t11e Department of 
Energy's Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
Disposal Phase. 63 FR 3624. January 23, 
1998 (WIPP ROD). That decision 
included boili contact-handled (CH) and 
remote-handled (RH) TRU waste in 
storage at the various DOE facilities 
across the country , as well as TRU waste 
projected to be generated over the life of 
the repository. Of that amount 
approximately 57,000 m3 ofCH-TRU 
waste and 2,800 ml of RH-TRU were 
attributed to the Hanford site. WIPP 
Disposal Phase Supplemental EIS-I! 
(WIPP SEIS ll) . page 3- 3.' 

This ROD provides for the storage. 
processing, and certification for 
shipment to WIPP of approximately 
40.000 mJ of CH TRU waste and 2.600 
m3 of RH TRU waste at Hanford and 
confirms the WIPP ROD's prior 
designation of th is waste for disposal at 
WlPP.2 This inventory ofTRU-waste at 
Hanford is less than previously 
ana lyzed for Hanford in the WIPP SEIS-
1! and designated for disposal by the 
WIPP ROD. The reduction in inventory 
is in part the result of further 
characterization and reassessment of 
waste assumed to be TRU waste and 
TRU waste projected to be generated at 
the Hanford site at the time the WIPP 
SEIS- II and the accompanying ROD to 
dispose ofup to 175 ,600 m3 ofTRU 
waste at WIPP were issued . s 

1 The volumo of RJI TRU waste projoctod in the 
WlPP-SEIS- IJ for llnnford wns consorvati\'clv 
ostimatod 10 bo higher thnn the 2,600 rn 1 vol~o 
in tho Basic lnvcnlorv which was usod for 
analytical purposes i;, the EIS. However. only 2.800 
mJ of Rl-1 - TRU waste 01 llanford were included in 
the 17!;.600 m' ofTRU waste designated for 
disposal at IVIPP in tho SEIS-11 ROD. 

z The CH TRU waslo volume moy increase or 
decrease depending on volume rcduclion or volume 
expansion duo to tho treatment or packagi ng for 
shipment lo WIPP. Tho RJ-1-TRU waslo volume 
reflects tho pockagod nmount expcc1cd to ho 
shipped to \VIP!' . 

'Tho volumo of RI 1-TRU waste in tho liSW EIS 
is also less thnn tho estimates for Hanford used in 
tho Dcpnrtmcnrs application for recertification of 
compliance (CR/\) submi tted lo EPA in March 2004. 
in accordance with sections 8(d)-(0 of th e IV!PP 
Land Withdrawal Act. For analy tical purposes tho 
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The Hanford TRU waste volume 
analyzed in the HSW EIS and addressed 
in this ROD does not include potential 
TRU waste from the Hanford tanks. 
These wastes have not been determined 
to be TRU waste and accordingly have 
not been designated for disposal at 
WlPP. 

Action Alternatives Considered in the 
HSW EIS 

The HSW EIS considered the range of 
reasonable alternatives for management 
of solid LLW, MLLW, TRU waste, 
!LAW, and melters at the Hanford Site. 
Currently, Hanford's solid waste 
program activities include 
transportation, storage, treatment, and 
disposal of LLW and MLLW, as well as 
transportation, storage, processing, and 
certification of TRU waste for shipment 
to WIPP. The HSW EIS considered use 
of both existing and proposed waste 
management facilities in carrying out 
these activities. In response to 
comments on the Revised Draft HSW 
EIS, the transportation analysis was 
updated to account for Year 2000 
Census data, to use a more recent 
version of the RADTRAN computer 
modeling code, and expanded to 
consider specific transportation routes 
between Hanford and sites that might 
transfer LLW and MLLW for disposal at 
Hanford, and sites that might transfer 
their TRU waste to Hanford for storage, 
processing, and certification pend/ng 
shipment to WJPP. 

The following sections describe the 
action alternatives considered in the 
Final HSW EIS. 

Storage Alternatives 

The specific storage methods for 
waste awaiting treatment and/or 
disposal depend on the chemical and 
physical characteristics of the waste as 
well as the type and concentration of 
radionuclides in the waste. As described 
in the HSW EIS, in most cases, 
alternatives for storage of LLW , MLLW, 
and TRU waste consisted of using 
existing capacity at the Central Waste 
Complex (CWC), the T Plant Complex, 
the LLBGs, or other onsite facilities. 
Additional storage capacity was not 
expected to be needed to accommodate 
fuh1re waste receipts, because as waste 
in storage is treated, processed , or 
certified for disposal, space would 
become available for newly received 
waste. Although construction and 
operation of new storage facilities is not 
proposed in any of the action 
alternatives, the HSW EIS analyzed the 

volumes provided in tho CRA nrc rcln ti vcly mo re 
conscrvalivc. 

impacts of using existing storage 
capacity for completeness. 

Treatment and Processing Alternatives 

Action alternatives for waste 
treatment examined in the Final HSW 
EIS applied two general approaches in 
developing alternatives for treating and 
processing wastes. The first approach 
would maximize the use of offsite 
lreatment and develop additional onsite 
capacity to treat waste that could not be 
accepted at offsite facilities. DOE would 
establish additional contracts or 
agreements with a permitted offsite . 
facility (or facilities) to treat most of 
Hanford's CH-MLLW and non­
conforming LLW lhat does not meet 
Hanforcl's waste acceptance criteria for 
disposal. DOE would develop new 
onsite treatment capability by modifying 
the T Plant Complex as necessary for 
treatment ofRH-MLLW and MLLW in 
non-standard containers, e.g., oversize 
boxes or large items. (CH waste 
containers can be safely handled by 
direct contact using appropriate healtl1 
and safety measures. RH waste 
containers require special handling or 
shielding during waste management 
operations.) DOE would develop new 
onsite processing capability by 
modifying the T Plant Complex as 
necessary for processing and 
certification of RH TRU waste and TR 
waste in non-standard containers for 
shipment to WIPP. 

The second approach for developing 
alternatives for treating and processing 
wastes maximizes the use of onsile 
treatment capabilities. If treatment 
capacity does not currontly exist at 
Hanford, a new waste processing facility 
(or faci lities) would be constructed to 
treat MLLW and non-conforming LLW 
and to process and certify RH TRU 
waste and TRU waste in non-standard 
containers for shipment to WIPP. 

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

Disposal Alternatives 

The final step in the waste 
management process is disposal. 
Disposal facilities at Hanford accept 
waste suitable for near-surface disposal 
in accordance with the Hanford Site 
solid waste acceptance criteria. The 
HSW EIS evaluated alternatives or 
updated previous plans for disposal of 
LLW, MLLW, ILAW, and melters at 
Hanford, including expansion, 
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reconfiguration, and closure of onsite 
disposal facilities . 

Disposal alternatives in the HSW EIS 
assumed continued use of existing 
disposal facilities at Hanford until new 
disposal capacity can be developed and 
permitted. All disposal facilities would 
meet applicable slate and federal 
requirements. Facilities for disposal of 
MLLW would be constructed to 
regulatory standards for new MLLW 
facilities with double liners and 
leachate collection systems. LLW 
disposal in eit11er lined or unlined 
trenches was evaluated in various 
alternatives. At the end of operations, 
all disposal facilities would be closed by 
applying an engineered barrier (cap) 
(i.e. , a cover of soi I and other material 
placed over waste sites) to reduce waler 
infiltration and the potential for 
intrusion. 

Several different configurations and 
locations were evaluated for new 
disposal facilities needed to manage 
each waste type. Disposal configurations 
included various options for the number 
and size of trenches, including facilit ies 
dedicated to a single type of waste and 
options for combined disposal of two or 
more waste types in the same facility . 
Alternatives for segregated disposal of 
LLW or MLLW consisted of multiple 
trenches similar to those currently 
employed for each waste type , multiple 
trenches of a deeper and wider 
configuration, or a single expandable 
trench for each waste type. 

Alternatives for combined disposal of 
two or more waste types were also 
evaluated. The HSW EIS considered 
alternatives that included two 
combined-use disposal facilities ; one for 
combined disposal ofLLW and MLLW. 
and one for combined disposal of ILAW 
and melters. In addition, disposal of all 
waste types in a single modular 
combined-use facility was evaluated. To 
ensure that wastes placed in the same 
module are suitable for disposal 
together and are compatible with the 
engineered disposal system. disposal in 
combined-use facilities would involve 
construction of separate m.odules for 
wastes with different characteristics. 

The HSW EIS alternatives considered 
several different disposal locations for 
new or expanded disposal faci lities , 
including use of LLBGs in 1110 200 West 
and 200 East Areas. New disposal sites 
in the 200 West Area near the CWC and 
near the PUREX facility located in the 
southeastern corner of the 200 East Area 
were also evaluated. Some alternatives 
evaluated combined-use disposal 
facilities near the existing 
Environmental Restoration Disposal 
Facility (ERDF) . 
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Waste Volumes 

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

• The Hanford Only waste volume 
consists of (1) currently stored and 
forecast volumes ofLLW, MLLW, and 
TRU waste from Hanford Site 
generators , (2) forecast volumes of 
Hanford 's !LAW and melters , and (3) 
waste that has previously been disposed 
of in the LLBGs. 

• The Lower Bound waste volume 
consists of (1) the Hanford Only waste 
volume, (2) forecast volumes of LLW 
and small quantities of MLLW from 
other sites for disposal at Hanford under 
existing approvals , and (3) small 
quantities ofTRU waste from other DOE 
sites that would be received at Hanford 
for interim storage, processing, 
certification, and shipment to WIPP. 

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

Grouping of Action Alternatives 

There is a large potential number of 
combinations of the various waste 
streams, potential waste volumes, and 
individual options for their storage. 
treatment , and disposal. To facilitate the 
a11alysis and presentation of impacts. 
these potential combinations were 
grouped into five primary alterna tives 
which comprise the range of reasonable 
alternatives for managing the waste 
types considered in the HSW EIS. 

Summary of Action Alternatives 

Each action alternative included the 
Hanford Only, Lower Bound, and Upper 

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

Alternative Group A- Disposal by 
Woste Type in Deeper, Wider 
Trenches-Onsite and Off site 
Treatment: New LLW and MLLW 
disposal trenches would be deeper and 
wider than those currently in use , and 
facilities for disposal of MLLW, !LAW. 
and melters would include liners and 
leachate collection systems. Different 
waste types would be disposed of in 
separate facilities . New LLW disposal 
facilities would be located in the 200 
West Area and new MLLW, !LAW, and 
melter disposal facili ti es wou ld be 
located in the 200 East Area. Existing 
facilities would be modified to provide 
processing capabilities for RH TRU 
waste and TRU waste in non-standard 
containers, as well as treatment 
capabilities for RH-MLL\V and MLLW 
in non-standard containers. Most CH­
MLLW would be treated in commercial 
treatment faciliti es. 

Alternative Group 8-Disposal by 
Waste Type in Existing Design Disposal 
Trenches- Onsite Treatment: Disposal 
trenches for LLW and MLLW would be 
of the same design as those currently in 
use. Different waste types would be 
disposed of separately. New LLW and 
ILA W disposal facilities would be 
located in the 200 West Area. and new 
MLLW and melter disposal facilities 
would be located in the 200 East Area. 
A new facility would be built to provide 
processing capabilities for RH TRU 
waste and TRU waste in non-standard 
containers, as well as treatment 
capabilities for RH-MLLW, most CH­
MLLW, and MLLW in non-standard 
containers. 

Alternative Group G-Disposal by 
Waste Type in Expandable Design 
Facilities-Onsite and Offsite 
Treatment : A single, expandable 
d isposal facility [similar to the ERDF) 
would be used for each waste type. 
Different waste types would be disposed 
of in separate fac ilities. A new LLW 
disposa l facility would be located in the 
200 West Area and new MLLW, !LAW, 
and melter disposal faci lities would be 
located in the 200 East Area. Treatment 
alternatives would be the same as those 
described for Alternative Group A. 

A- 25 

Alternative Group D-Single 
Combined-use Disposal Facility- Onsite 
and Offsite Treatment : LLW, MLLW, 
ILA W, and meltcrs would be disposed 
of in a single combined-use facility . 
Disposal would occur at one of three 
locations. 

Alternative Group D1: in the 200 East 
Area near the PUREX facility. 

Alternative Group D2: in the 200 East 
Area LLBGs. 

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

same as tliose described for Alternative 
Group A. Al ternative Group D1 was 
identified as the preferred alternative in 
the Final HSW EIS. 

Alternative Group £-Dual 
Combined-use Disposal Facilities­
Onsite and Off site Treatment: Two 
combined-use disposal facilities would 
be constructed. One facili ty would be 
used for disposal of LLW and MLLW , 
and a second would be used for disposal 
of lLA Wand melters . Disposal would 
occur in one of three combinations of 
locations. 

Alternative Group £1: lLAW and 
melters at ERDF, LLW and MLLW 
within the existing 200 East Area 
LLBGs. 

Alternative Group £2: ILA W and 
melters at ERDF, LLW and MLL\V in the 
200 East Area near tho PUREX facility . 

Alternative Group £3: ILA Wand 
melters in the 200 Area near the PUREX 
facility . LLW and MLLW at ERDF. 

Treatment alternatives would be the 
same as those desc ribed for Alterna tive 
Group A. 

o Action Alternative 

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

Hanford's treatment and processing 
capacity under the No Action 
Alternative would be limited to existing 
onsite capabilities and previously 
established contracts with offsite 
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facilities to treat small quantities of 
MLLW. Disposal ofLLW in the LLBGs 
would continue using trenches of the 
current design. The trenches would be 
backfilled with soil but would not be 
capped. Two existing MLLW trenches 
would be filled to capacity and capped 
in accordance with applicable 
regulations. Processing and certification 
of some CH TRU waste at WRAP and 
the APLs would continue, and certified 
wastes would be shipped to WLPP. Any 
wastes that could not be treated, 
processed, certified, or disposed of 
would require indefinite storage. The 
CWC would be expanded to store most 
unprocessed or uncertified TRU waste 
and most untreated LLW and MLLW. as 
well as melters and other treated MLLW 
exceeding existing disposal capacity. 
Small quantities of waste could also be 
stored at other locations, such as T Plant 
or the LLBGs. ILAW would be stored in 
concrete vaults to be constructed near 
the PUREX facility located in tl1e 
southeastern corner of the Hanford Site 
200 East Area. 

Environmentally Preferable Alternative 

All of the action alternative groups 
were estimated to result in low 
environmental impacts, with small 
differences in impacts among the 
alternative groups. No occupational 
fatalities or increased incidences of 
cancer or fatal chemical exposures 
associated witl1 normal operations 
would be expected from any of the 
action alternatives. Although potential 
adverse impacts on soils, air quality. 
noise levels, visual resources. 
socioeconomic conditions, resource 
availability, and land use could occur 
with any of the alternatives, these 
impacts would be low. Potential 
transportation impacts, including 
incidence of cancer and fatalities from 
accidents , would be very small. Because 
transportation impacts are related to the 
nw11ber of shipments, such impacts 
would increase with increasing waste 
volumes being shipped to, from, and 
witliin the Hanford Site. The maximum 
potential transportation impacts 
calculated for all the action alternatives 
were associated with tlie upper bound 
volwne and would possibly result in up 
to 75 accidents. up to a total of three 
potential fatalities resulting from those 
accidents, and up to 10 potential latent 
cancer fatalities during routine 
transport. A substantial portion of these 
potential transportation impacts would 
be from shipments ofTRU waste 
generated at Hanford that DOE had 
previously decided to ship to WLPP for 
disposal. 

No single alternative group could be 
identified as tl1e environmentally 

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

Compared to the other action 
alternative groups, tlie preferred 
alternative identified in the Final HSW 
EIS (Alternative Group Dl) would have 
slightly lower long-term impacts on 
water quality and slightly lower long­
term dose impacts if groundwater is 
used for drinking water and other uses, 
but somewhat greater potential for 
disturbance of shrub-steppe habitat over 
the operational period. Incremental 
doses from radionuclides in 
groundwater at 100 meters from 
disposal facilit ies would not exceed tl10 
4-millirem-per-year DOE benchmark 
(based on radiation dose conversion 
factors as published in Federal 
Guidance Reports 11 and 12 [EPA-520/ 
1-88-020 and EPA-402-R-93--081 , 
respectively]). Due to differences in the 
new disposa l facility design, 
construction, operation. location. and 
waste packaging and/or encapsulation 
(which affect the concentration, 
location, and time of any release). 
constituents migrating from the new 
lined. combined-use disposal faci lities , 
when added to impacts remaining from 
past waste disposal activities, would not 
be expected to result in exceedences of 
maximum contaminant levels• in 
groundwater at points beyond the 
disposal facility boundary. 

Transportation of Waste 

Shipments of LLW, MLLW and TRU 
waste to Hanford and subsequent 
shipment ofTRU waste from Hanford to 
WlPP are the subject of previous 
decisions made under tJ1e WM PEIS (63 
FR 3629, 65 FR 10061 , and 67 FR 56989) 
and WIPP Disposal Phase Final 
Supplemental EIS SEIS-11 (DOE/EIS-
0026-S-2). In response to public 
interest in potential transportation 
impacts and risks of shipping offsite 
waste to Hanford and shipments ofTRU 
waste from Hanford to WIPP, the HSW 
EIS includes an updated route-specific 
transportation analysis of potential 
LLW , MLLW, and TRU waste shipments 
using Year 2000 census data and an 
updated version of the RADTRAN 
computer modeling code. The 

"Contaminant concentration limils for drinking 
water supplied by public water systems as set by 
EPA or tho \Voshinglon State Department of MoaJth 
were used ns a benchmark in the HSW EIS to 
com pare lhc potcntiol impacls of alternatives. 
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transportation analyses conducted in 
tlrn HSW EIS confirmed conclusions 
previously reached by the WM PEJS. 

Comments on the Final HSW EIS 

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

• Opposition to the importation to 
Hanford of waste from other sites, 
primarily LLW and MLLW for disposal, 
in the face of the need to clean up the 
Hanford Site: DOE has decided to 
restrict receipt of LLW and MLLW from 
other sites for disposal at Hanford . DOE 
is also pursuing a strategy whereby 
Hanford 's TRU waste, high-level waste , 
and spent nuclear fuel will be shipped 
offsite to federal repositories built to 
provide the high degree of isolation 
from tl1e human environment required 
for tl1ese wastes. DOE expects that the 
benefits of these actions, coupled with 
other remediation programs at Hanford , 
will contribute significantly to attaining 
sound cleanup goals for Hanford . 

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

• Mitigation necessary to protect 
groundwater and the Columbia River: 
DOE has decided to institute new 
mitigation measures, including 
installa tion of secondary leak detection 
capability in tl1e new lined, combined­
use disposal facility. in addition to 
existing mitigation measures 
summarized in "Mitigation Measures" 
below. 

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

• Adequacy af groundwater analyses 
in the Final HSW EIS: As stated in the 
HSW EIS, there are uncertainties in the 
data about the geology and groundwater 
at Hanford and in the analytical 
approaches available to estimate 
potential environmental impacts. DOE 
accounted for uncertainties by us ing 
conservative assumptions in the 
groundwater analyses. Accordingly, 
DOE believes that sufficient information 
currently exists to enable DOE to make 
informed decisions regarding waste 
management. DOE will continue to 
support ongoing investigative efforts to 
improve its technical and analytical 
capabilities. 

• Adequacy of the existing 
ground1vater monitoring system near 
unlined disposal trenches: Groundwater 
monitoring wells including those near 
unlined disposal trenches will be 
installed, operated, and removed from 
service consistent with the TPA and 
applicable regulations. DOE will install 
17 additional wells around the LLBGs to 
meet its commitment under the M-24 
series ofTPA milestones. (The M-24 
series of TPA milestones also has 
mechanisms for determining future 
Hanford Site groundwater monitoring 
needs.) Other monitoring needs for the 
LLBGs will be established through 
ongoing permitting processes with the 
State of Washington Department of 
Ecology. The Hanford Site Groundwater 
Strategy (DOE/RL-2002-59, February 
2004) addresses monitoring as part of a 
larger program to protect the 
groundwater, monitor the groundwater. 
and continue remediating existing 
contamination. Other TPA milestones 
establish datos for completing 
investigations of existing sites where 
waste was disposed of and deciding 
how these sites will be closed. 

• "Long-term stewardship" is not 
being adequately addressed at Hanford: 
Accelerating cleanup at the Hanford Site 
and disposing of additional LLW and 
MLLW from Hanford and other DOE 
sites requires attention to long-term 
stewardship both now and in the future . 
Hanford Site closure and long-term 
stewardship are being addressed 
consistent with tho TPA and applicable 
CERCLA and DOE requirements, 
including monitoring, periodic 
reassessments of past decisions , and 

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

• Lack of information 011 retrieval and 
treatment of tonk waste: As stated in the 
HSW EIS, DOE is preparing the 
"Environmental Impact Statement for 
Retrieval , Treatment, and Di sposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell 
Tanks at the Hanford Site," referred to 
as the Tank Closure Environmental 
Impact Statement (TC EIS). The State of 
Washington Department of Ecology is a 
cooperating agency involved in the 
preparation of the TC EIS. The public 
will have an opportunity to comment on 
the Draft TC EIS. 

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

• Worker safety: DOE will increase 
efforts to protect and enhance worker 
safety and has recently given new 
direction to Hanford contractors 
establishing DOE's expectations of 
measurable safety improvements. DOE's 
Integrated Safety Management System 
principles will continue to be applied to 
ensure extensive worker involvement in 
planning work. DOE will conduct 
special emphasis reviews of particular 
issues as appropriate. 

Decisions 

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

DOE has decided to implement the 
actions described in tho profcrred 
alternative, Alternative Group D, , for 
storing and treating LLW and MLLW. 
LLW and MLLW will continue to be 
stored in existing facilities such as the 
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CWC. Most LLW and MLLW will be 
treated under agreements with offsite 
treatment facilities. Existing onsite 
treatment capabilities and facilities will 
also continue to be used as appropriate. 
For wastes that cannot be treated at 
existing onsite or offsite facilities, such 
as RH waste or waste in non-standard 
containers. treatment capacity will be 
established at Hanford by modifying the 
T Plant Complex as needed. Although 
DOE expects most offsite waste to be 
treated elsewhere before receipt at 
Hanford, small quantities of offsite 
waste (up to 100 m3 of MLLW) will be 
received as necessary for onsite 
treatment. 

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

DOE has decided to implement the 
actions described in the preferred 
alternative. Alternative Group D1, for 
disposing of LLW and MLLW at 
Hanford, including tl10 waste resulting 
from the vitrification process (ILAW and 
melters]. should they be determined to 
be LLW or MLLW, up to the volumes 
evaluated in the HSW EIS, subject to the 
limitations on receipt of offsite waste 
described below. DOE will construct a 
new lined, combined-use facility for 
disposal of this waste near the PUREX 
facility located in the southeastern 
corner of the Hanford Site 200 East 
Area. The combined-use facility will 
contain separate modules for wastes 
with differing characteristics as 
necessary to ensure that wastes placed 
in the same module are suitable for 
disposal together and do not adversely 
affect disposal system components. The 
new facility is projected to be available 
for waste disposal in 2007. 

DOE will continue to dispose of 
MLLW in lined facilities having 
leachate collection systems. In addition. 
effective immediately, DOE will dispose 
of LLW in the existing lined facilities 
and will subsequently dispose of LLW 
in the new lined, combined-use disposal 
facility when it becomes operational. 
After the end of disposal operations, the 
LLBGs and the new lined . combined-use 
facility will be closed by applying an 
engineered barrier (cap) to reduce water 
infiltration and the potential for 
intrusion. 

Also effective immediately, DOE will 
limit the total receipt of additional 
waste from offsite generators for 
disposal at Hanford to 62,000 m3 of 
LLW and 20,000 m3 ofMLLW. This is 
less than 25 p rcent of the Upper Bound 
volume of waste evaluated for offsite 
generators in the HSW EIS. Until the 
new disposal facility is operational. 
DOE will limit receipt of LLW and 
MLLW from offsite generators for 
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disposal at Hanford to no more than 
13,000 m3 , of which no more than 5,000 
m 3 will be MLLW. 

Storage. Processing, Certification . and 
Shipment of TRU Waste 

DOE has decided to implement the 
actions described in the preferred 
alternative, Alternative Group D, . to 
process and certify TRU waste for 
shipment to WIPP. WRAP and APLs 
will continue to process and certify 
most CH TRU waste. For TRU waste that 
cannot be processed and certified at 
existing facilities, such as RH or non­
standard containers, DOE will develop 
onsite capability by modifying the T 
Plant Complex as necessary to store, 
process, certify, and ship TRU waste to 
WIPP in quantities up to the Upper 
Bound waste volume evaluated in the 
Final HSW EIS (up to 46,000 ml of 
Hanford TRU waste and up to 1,550 ml 
of offsite TRU waste) . If, through the 
certification process. any of this waste is 
determined to be LLW. it will be 
disposed of at Hanford in lined trenches 
according to existing procedures, 
Hanford Site solid waste acceptance 
criteria, and consistent with applicable 
regulatory requirements. 

No decision is being made in this 
ROD to transfer TRU waste from other 
sites to Hanford for storage prior to 
disposal at WIPP. Such a decision 
would be made in a separate ROD or 
RODs revising. as appropriate, decisions 
previously made under the WM PEIS.5 

As stated in DOE's decision under the 
WM PEIS regarding the treatment and 
storage ofTRU waste, DOE may. in the 
future, decide to ship TRU waste from 
sites that do not have the capability to 
manage this waste to sites that do have 
this capability. until the waste can be 
disposed of at WIPP. The sites that 
could receive such TRU waste are the 
Hanford Site, the Oak Ridge 
Reservation. the Savannah River Sile. 
and the Idaho National Environmenta l 
and Engineering Laboratory. If DOE 
decides to ship additional offsite TRU 
waste to Hanford for storage. processing. 
or certification prior to shipment to 
WIPP, DOE would consider information 
from the WM PElS and the HSW EIS in 
issuing a revised ROD. 

• Concurrently with the issuance of th is ROD . 
DOE is issuing n rovision to tho WM PEIS ROD 
confirming its Soplombcr 6, 2002 , decis ion under 
tho \VM PEIS lo lrnnsfor n smnll quantity of TRU 
waste from tho Bollollo \Vost jcfforson 1orth Sito in 
Columbus. Ohio. to I lnnforrl. This wosto will bo 
stored. ccrtifioll , (lnd procossod ponding shipmont 
to W[PP for disposal. llowovcr, thoso shipments 
\"-'ill not commence unless and until the pre lim inary 
injunction issued by lho District Courl for tho 
Eastern District of Washi ngton is liflcd. 

Bases far Decisions 

DOE considered potential 
environmental impacts as identified in 
the HSW EIS, cost. applicable regulatory 
requirements, and public comments in 
arriving at its decisions . Of all of the 
action alternatives, DOE believes the 
slightly lower long-term impacts on 
water quality in Alternative Group Dt. 
and the slightly lower long-term dose 
impacts if groundwater is used, offset a 
somewhat greater potential for 
disturbance of shrub-steppe habitat over 
the operational period. Future waste 
disposal operations would be combined 
in a single location in the 200 East Area 
that could provide a unified regulatory 
pathway to construction, operation, and 
post-closure maintenance of the 
disposal site. The use of lined facilities 
for disposal and significant limits on the 
receipt of LLW and MLLW from other 
sites for disposal at Hanford is 
responsive to public concerns and 
comments. In addition, the construction 
of a single disposal facility and 
modification of the T Plant Complex is 
expected to offer a cost ad vantage over 
other alternatives. 

Mitigation Measures 

In addition to limiting receipt of 
offsite LLW and MLLW and disposing of 
LLW in lined trenches, DOE will adopt 
all practicable measures, which are 
described below. to avoid or minimize 
adverse environmental ·impacts that may 
result from implementing the actions 
described in the Final HSW EIS under 
Alternative Group D, . All of these 
measures are either explicitly part of the 
alternatives or are already performed as 
part of routine operations. 

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

• Waste and other materia ls will be 
transported in accordance witl1 
applicable U.S. Department of 
Transportation and DOE requirements. 

• RH MLLW and RH TRU waste will 
be transported , stored , treated. 
processed, and/or certified with 
appropriate shielding to protect workers 
and the public. 

• LLW will be disposed of in facilities 
that incorporate double liners and 
leachate collection systems although not 
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required by regulation. MLLW will 
continue to be disposed of in such 
facilities according to applicable 
regulations. 

• Measures will be taken to protect 
construction and operations personnel 
from occupational hazards and the "As­
Low-as-Reasonably-Achievable'' 
principle will be implemented lo 
minimize worker exposures to 
radioactive and chemical hazards. 

• Emergency response plans will be 
in place to allow rapid response to 
potentially dangerous unplanned 
events. 

• Water and other surface sprays will 
be used to control dust emissions, 
especially al borrow sites, gravel or dirt 
haul roads , and during construction 
earthwork. 

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

• Environmental monitoring systems 
will be installed and operated to detect 
potential re leases to tl1e environment. 

• Secondary leak detection capability 
will be designed into the new lined, 
combined-use disposal facility. 

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

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

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

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

• TRU waste stored in the LLBGs will 
continue to be retrieved consistent with 
existing TPA milestones. This waste 
will continue to be shipped from 
Hanford to WtPP for disposal. 

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

Assistant Secretary for Environmental 
Management . 
IFR Doc. 04-14806 Filed 6-29--04; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 6450--01-P 
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Houston Ship Channel (Mil e -3) lo SH 
146 (Mile 11.4) ; (2) Deepening and 
widening the channel from Mile 3 to 
Mile 11.4 to match the currentl y 
maintai ned channel from the Hou ston 
Ship Channel to Mile 3 (10 ft deep and 
100 ft wide); (3) Deepening the channel 
to 9 feet from Mil e 3 to Mile 11 .4; (4) 
Eliminating a se ries of tight bends . 
known as the Devil 's Elbow by dredgmg 
a new channel (Devil 's Elbow Cutoff) to 
th e north of these bends; (5) Creatin g 
200-ft wide passing lanes in straight 
stretc hes of the channel; and (6) No 
Acti on. A "no-action " altern ative will 
be evaluated and presented fo r 
comparison purposes in evaluating the 
var io u s construct io n a lte rnati ves. 

3. Scoping: The scoping process will 
involve Federal, State, and Local 
agencies, and other interested persons 
and organizations. Three public scoping 
meetings were held (March 22, 2000, 
December 11, 2000, and March 16, 
2004) to explain the project an d solicit 
in fo rmation about public concerns and 
comments on the project. The 
information provided by the public, 
resource agencies, loca l industry, loca l 
government, and other interested parties 
was used to help develop planning 
objectives, identify significan t resources 
and issues, evaluate impacts ofvanous 
altern atives, and identi fy a plan that 
will be socially and environmentally 
acceptable. Another public meeting will 
be conducted during the public review 
period for the DEIS to update the public 
on the project, collect public comments 
on the DEJS, and discuss various issues 
associated with the channel 
improvements and placement of 
dredged material. 

4. Coordination: Further coordination 
with environmental agencies will be 
conducted under the National 
Environmenta l Poli cy Act, the Fish and 
Wil dlife Coordin ation Act, the 
Endangered Species Act, the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act , the Cl ea n Water Act, 
th e Clean Air Act, the National Historic 
Preservation Act, the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (Essential Fish Habitat). and the 
Coastal Zone Management Act (Texas 
Coastal Man agement Program). 
Coordination with Federal and State 
regulatory agencies, the Local sponsors , 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
has been initiated and will contin\le 
throughout the development of the 
DEIS. 

5. DEIS Preparation . It is estimated 
th at the DEIS will be ava il able to the 
public for review and comment in 
December 2004. 

Dated: August 10 , 2004. 

Carolyn Murphy, 
Chief. Environmental Section . 
[FR Doc. 04 - 18516 Filed 8- 12- 04 ; 8:45 am) 

BILLING CODE 3710-52-M 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Notice of Proposed Information 
CollecUon Requests 

AGENCY: Department of Education. 
SUMMARY: Th e Lea de r, Regulatory 
Information Management Group, Offi ce 
of th e Chief Inform ation Office r, invites 
comments on th e proposed information 
collection requests as required by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 

DATES: In te rested persons are invited to 
submit comments on October 12, 2004. 
SUPPLEMENTARYINFORMATION: Section 
3506 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1995 (44 U.S.C. Chapter 35) requi res 
th at the Office of Manage ment and 
Budget (0MB) provide interested 
Federal agencies and the public an early 
opportunity to comment on information 
collection requests. 0MB may amend or 
waive the requirement for public . 
consultation to th e extent that public 
participation in th e approval process 
would defeat the purpose of the 
in formation collection, violate State or 
Federal law, or substan tially interfere 
with any agency's abili ty to perform its 
statutory obligation s. The Leader, 
Regulatory Informati on Management 
Group, Office of the Chief Information 
Officer, publishes th at notice containing 
propose d inform ation collection 
requests prior lo submission of these 
requests to 0MB. Each propo ed 
information collection, grouped by 
office , contains the fo ll owing: (1) Type 
of review requested, e.g. new, revision, 
extension, existing or reinstatement; (2) 
title; (3) summary of the collection; (4) 
description of the need for , an d 
proposed use of, the information; (5) 
respondents and frequency of 
collection; and (6) reporting and/or 
Recordkee ping burden. 0MB invites 
public comment. The Department of 
Education is especially interested Ill 

public comment addressi?g the . 
followin g issues: (1) Is thi s collection 
necessary to Lh e proper function s of the 
Department; (2) will this information be 
processed and used in a timely manner; 
(3) is Lhe estimate of burden accurate; 
(4) how might the Department enhance 
the quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected; and (5) how 
might the Department minimize the 
burden of this collection on the 
respondents, including through the use 
of information technology. 
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Dated : Au gust 10 , 2004. 

Angela C. Arrington, 
Leader, Regulatory Information Managem~nt 
Group, Office of the Ch ieflnformation Officer. 

Office of Postsecondary Education 

Type of Review: Rein statement. 
Title: Student Support Services 

Annual Performance Report. 
Frequency: Annu al ly. 
Affected Public: ot-for-profit 

instituti ons. 
Reporting and Recordkeeping Hour 

Burden: 
Resp on ses : 936. 
Burden Hours: 5,616. 

Abstract: Student Support Services 
Program grantees must submit the report 
annua ll y. T he reports are used lo 
eva luate grantees' performance, an d to 
awa rd prior experience points at the end 
of each project (bud get) period. The 
Department also aggregates the data to 
provide descriptive information on the 
projects and to analyze the impact of the 
Student Support Services Program on 
the academic progress of participating 
students. 

Requests for copies of the proposed 
information collection request may be 
accessed from http://edicsweb.ed.gov, 
by selecting the "Browse P~nd_ing 
Collections" link and by clicking on 
link number 2599. When you access Lh e 
information collection , cl ick on 
" Download Attachm ents" to vi ew. 
Written requests for in fo rmation should 
be addressed to U.S. Department of 
Education, 400 Maryland Avenu e, SW. , 
Potomac Center, 9th Floor, Washington, 
DC 20202-4700. Requests may also be 
electronically mailed to the Internet 
address OClO_RlMG@ed.gov or fa-xed to 
202- 245- 662 1. Please specify the 
complete title of the information 
coll ection when making your request. 

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

[FR Doc. 04- 18519 Filed 8--12- 04 ; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 400<Hl1-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 
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SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) announces its intent to 
prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) , pursua nt to the 

ational Environm ental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA). on proposed 
decommissioning of the Fast Flux Test 
Facility (FFTF) at th e Hanford Site , 
Richland, Washin gton . DOE proposes to 
decommission the FFTF and its support 
buil dings on the Hanford Site . 
Altern atives to be analyzed will inclu de 
no action, entombment, and removal. 
DATES: DOE in vites p ublic comm ents on 
th e proposed scope of th is EIS. Th e 
public scoping period begins with the 
publicat ion of this noti ce and concludes 
October 8, 2004. DO E in vites Federal 
agencies, Native Am erican Tribal 
Nati ons, State and local governments , 
and th e publ ic to comment on the scope 
of this EIS. To ensure consi deration , 
comments must be postmarked by 
Friday, October 8, 2004. Late comments 
will be considered to the extent 
practicable. Two publi c scopin g 
meetings will be held to provide the 
public with an opportunity to ask 
questions on the scope of the EIS, 
discuss concerns with DOE offi c ials, 
and present comments. The locati ons, 
dates, and times for the meetings are as 
fo llows: Wedn esday, September 22 , 
2004, from 7 p.m.-10 p.m., at the Red 
Lion Inn- Hanford House, 802 George 
Washington Way, Ri chland , Washington 
99352; and on Thursday, September 30, 
2004, from 7 p.m.-10 p.m., at the Shi lo 
Inn , 780 Lindsay Boulevard, Idaho Falls, 
Idaho 83402. 
ADDRESSES: Comments or suggestions 
on th e scope fo r th e EIS and quest ions 
concerning the proposed action may be 
submitted to: Mr. Douglas H. Chapin , 
NEPA Document Manager, FFTF 
Decommission ing EIS, U.S. Department 
of En ergy, Ric hla nd Operations Office, 
Post Office Box 550, Mail Stop A3-04, 
Richland , Washin gton , 99352. You may 
also leave a message at (888) 886--082 1, 
send a fax to (509) 376-0177, or an e­
mail to: Douglas_H_Chapin@rl.gov. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
fu rther information abou t FFTF, to 
request information about this EIS and 
the publ ic scoping meetings, or to be 
placed on the EIS distribution list , 
please contact Mr. Chapin using any of 
the methods identified above . For 
general information about th e DO E 

EPA process, please contact: Ms. Carol 
M. Borgstrom, Director, Offi ce of NEPA 
Policy and Compliance (EH-42). U.S. 
Departm ent of Ene rgy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington , DC 20585--0119, telephone: 
(202) 586- 4600, or leave a message at 
(800) 472- 2756. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Background: The FFTF is a DOE­

owned, 400-megawatt (thermal) liquid­
metal (sodium) cooled nuclear test 
reactor located on the DOE Hanford 
Site's 400 Area near Richland , 
Washington. FFTF full -scale operations 
were cond ucted between 1982 and 
1992. DOE operated FFTF as a non ­
breeder test reactor for th e U.S. liquid 
metal fast bree der reactor program 
testing advanced nuclear fu els, 
materials , components, an d reactor 
safety designs. DOE also conducted 
ancillary experimental activities 
includ ing cooperative intern ational 
research and irradiation to produce a 
variety of medi ca l an d industrial 
isotopes. 

In May 1995, DOE issued th e 
Environmenta l Assessment: Shutdown 
of the Fast Flux Test Facili ty, Hanford 
Site, Richland , Washington (DOE/EA-
0993, May 1995) and Finding of o 
Sign ifican t Impact (FO SI, May 1995). 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) 
evaluated the potent ial impacts 
associated w ith actions necessa ry to 
place the FFTF in a radiologically-safe 
and in dustria ll y-safe permanent 
shutdown and deactiva tion condition 
(Phase I) , suitable for a long-term 
surveillance and maintenance (Phase II) 
prior to decommissioning (Phase III) . 
The EA did not evaluate Phase III . DOE 
determined that an EIS was not required 
for the permanent shutd own and 
deactivation of the FFTF, an d issued a 
Finding of No Significa nt Impact 
(FONS!) . 

Base d on th e Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Aecom plishing Expand ed Civilian 
Nucl ea r Energy Research and 
Developmen t and Isotope Production 
Missions in the United States, Including 
the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facili ty 
( I- PEIS)(DOE/EIS--0310, December 
2000) , DOE dec ided in the Record of 
Decision (ROD) (66 FR 7877 , January 26, 
2001), that th e permanent closure of 
FFTF was to be resumed, with no new 
missions. The NI PEIS reviewed the 
environmenta l impacts associated with 
enhancing the exist ing DOE nuclear 
facility infrastructu re to provide for th e 
following missions: (1) Production of 
isotopes fo r medi cal, research , and 
in dustrial uses: (2) production of 
plu toni um-238 for use in advanced 
radioactive isotope power systems for 
future Nationa l Aeron autics an d Space 
Administration ( ASA) space 
exploration missions, and (3) to support 
th e nation's civ ilian nuclear energy 
research and deve lopm ent nee ds. In the 
NI PEIS, FFTF was evaluated as an 
altern ative irradiation services faci lity 
for the aforementioned missions. 
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DOE is cu rrently engaged in the 
permanent deact ivation of th e FFTF 
consistent with th e May 1995 FFTF 
Shutdow n EA and FONS! and the 
January 26, 2001, ROD. Major 
deactiva ti on ac tivit ies underway al this 
Lime incl ude: washing the FFTF fu el to 
remove sodium, p lacing the fu el into 
dry cask storage, dra ining sodium 
systems, and deactivating auxiliary 
plant systems. The FFTF fuel, which 
in cludes sodium-bonded fuel, is being 
managed and dispositioned consistent 
with previous applicable DOE NEPA 
decisions (see " Related NEPA 
Reviews"). 

Proposed A ction : NEPA requi res the 
preparation of an EIS for major federa l 
ac tions th at signi fica nlly affect the 
quality of the human environment. DOE 
is p repari ng a n EIS (DOE/EIS--0364) for 
proposed FFTF decommissioning 
activities. 

DOE's purpose and need is to reduce 
long-term risks associated with the 
deactivated FFTF and its ancillary 
support fac iliti es, a nd to reduce 
surve ill ance a nd maintenance costs. In 
order to meet this purpose and need, 
DOE proposes to decommission th e 
deactivated FFTF and its support 
fa cilities by September 2012, consistent 
with the ongoi ng Request for Proposal 
No. DE-RP06-04RL14600 for the FFTF 
Closure Project. Alternatives fo r 
accomplishing this proposed action 
described below. 

Prelimin ary Alternatives: Consiste nt 
with NEPA implementation 
requirements, the EIS w ill assess the 
range of reasonable alternatives 
regarding DOE's need for 
decommissioning the FFTF, and a No 
Action alternative. Th e EIS w ill provide 
a means fo r soliciting public in put on 
the al ternatives to be analyzed as part of 
DOE's decisionmaking process. DOE's 
current proposed alternat ives incl ude 
entombment and removal. 

Other reasonable alternatives that may 
ari se dn ring public scoping and 
preparation of the d raft EIS would also 
be considered. Because DOE has made 
a programmati c decision to permanently 
shu tdown and deacti va te FFTF, and is 
currently performing deactivation 
ac ti vities consistent with this decision, 
restart of the FFTF is not considered a 
reasonable decommissioning 
alte rn ative. The p refe rre d altern ative for 
decommissioning wou ld be identified in 
th e EIS and DOE's decision wou ld be 
announce d in a ROD. Consistent with 
this ROD, DOE would also prepare any 
regu latory documents that mi ght be 
requ ired as a result of pe rmitting, 
closure, or documentation requirements 
under the Atomic Energy Act; the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery 
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Act, and the Washington State 
Hazardous Waste Management Act of 
1976; or the Comprehensive 
Environmental, Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act. In 
meeting any State (of Washington) 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
requirements re lated lo state pe rmitting 
or other regulatory actions, the State of 
Washington Department of Ecology 
(Ecology) can adopt a NEPA document 
if it determines that it is sufficient to 
meet SEPA requirements. DOE intends 
to coordinate with Ecology to ensure 
these needs are ad dressed. 

The EIS will analyze reasonable 
alternatives for the management and 
disposition of FFTF waste, and 
reasonable oasite (Hanford Site) and 
offsite (Idaho) alternatives for the 
management and disposition of the 
Hanford Site radioactive sod ium 
inventory. 

The proposed alternatives to be 
considered in the EIS include: 

• No Action Alternative. The Council 
on Environmental Quality NEPA 
Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500-1508), 
and the DOE NEPA Regulations (10 CFR 
part 1021) require analysis of a No 
Action alternative. Under this 
alternative, deactivation would be 
completed consistent with previous 
NEPA decisions, such that the FFTF and 
support buildings could be maintained 
in a long-term survei llance and 
maintenance cond ition for the 
foreseeable future; no decommissioning 
would occur. The facility would be 
monitored and periodic surveillance 
and maintenance performed to ensure 
that no environmental releases or safety 
issues develop. The impacts from this 
No Action alternative will be used as 
th e basis fo r comparing the impacts of 
the action alternatives. 

• Entombment Alternative. Under 
this alternative, DOE would 
decontaminate , dismantle, and remove 
the FFTF Reactor Containment Bui lding 
dome (and structures within) above 
grade level (i.e. , 550 feet above mean sea 
level). The FFTF Reactor Vessel, 
contained within th e Reactor 
Containment Build ing, along with 
radioactive and contaminated 
equipment, components, piping, and 
materials, including any asbestos, 
depleted uran ium sh ielding, and lead 
shielding, wou ld remain in place. The 
Reactor Containment Building below 
grade level would be filled with grout or 
other suitable fill material to immobilize 
remaining rad ioactive and chemically­
hazardous materials to the maximum 
extent practicable, and to minimi ze 
subsidence . The Reactor Containment 
Building fi ll material may include 
hazardous, and/or radioactive and 

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

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

• Removal Alternative. Under this 
alternative, DOE would decontaminate, 
dismantle, and remove the Reactor 
Containment Building dome (and 
structures within) above grade level. 
The Reactor Vessel , contained with in 
the Reactor Containment Bui lding 
below grade level, along with 
radioactive and contaminated 
equipment, components, piping, and 
materials, including any asbestos, 
depleted uranium shielding, and lead 
shielding, would also be removed. The 
removed radioactive and contaminated 
equipment, components, piping, and 
materials would include intermed iate 
heat exchangers, primary pumps, 
primary isolation valves, primary 
overflow tanks, Interim Examination 
and Maintenance Cell equipment, test 
assembly hardware, and the Interim 
Decay torage tank. Additional 
radioactive and contaminated 
equipment from the Reactor 
Containment Building and the FFTF 
Heat Transport System would also be 
removed , as necessary. The removed 
radioactive and contaminated 
equ ipment, components, piping, and 
materi als woul d be di sposed ofin 
appropriate Hanford Site 200 Area 
disposal units such as , but not 
necessa ri ly limited to, the existing 
Environmental Restoration and Disposal 
Facility or the Integrated Disposal 
Facility, which is proposed for 
construction. The Reactor Containment 
Building (and structu res within) at 
grade and below grade, and the FFTF 
support bui ldings outside the Reactor 
Containment Building area, wou Id be 
decontaminated and demolished to 
below grade, backfilled and covered to 
minimi ze free (void) spaces) , and 
remediated, as appropriate. Appropriate 
institutional controls would also be 
implemented (e.g. , deed restrictions, 
etc.). 
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EIS Schedule: This EIS wi ll be 
prepared pursuant to NEPA, the Council 
on Environmenta l Quali ty Regulations 
for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of EPA (40 CFR parts 1500-
1508), and DOE's NEPA Implementing 
Procedures (10 CFR part 1021) . 
Following publication of this Notice of 
latent, DOE will conduct a 45-day 
public scoping period , including public 
scoping meetings; and prepare and 
distribute the draft EIS. A comment 
period on the draft EIS is planned, 
which will include public hearings to 
receive comments. Availabil ity of the 
draft EIS, the dates of the public 
comment period, and information about 
th e public hearings will be announced 
in the Federal Register and in local 
news media. The fina l EIS is scheduled 
for issuance by September 2005. A ROD 
woul d be issued no sooner than 30 days 
after publication of the Environmental 
Protection Agency 's (EPA's) Notice of 
Availability of the final EIS in the 
Federal Register. 

Prelimina ry Identification of 
Environmental and Other Issues 

DOE intends to analyze the following 
issues when assessing the potential 
ea vironmental impacts of the proposed 
action and alternatives in this EIS. DOE 
invites comments on these and any 
other issues that shonld be addressed in 
th is EI . 

• Potential accident scenarios at 
appropriate onsite (Hanford Site) and 
offsite locations associated with the 
decom missioning of the FFTF and 
support facilities and with the 
management and disposition of 
resul ti ng waste and Hanford Site 
radioactive sodiu m inventory. 

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

• Potential long-term risks resu !ting 
from the management and disposition of 
the FFTF waste and Hanford Site 
radioactive sodium inventory. 

• Potential effects on air quality , and 
water quantity and quality from 
decommissioning operations and 
reasonably fo reseeable accidents. 

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

• Potential effects on biological 
resou rces (e.g., rare, threate ned, or 
endangered spec ies and their habitat). 

• Potential effects on archaeological/ 
cul tura l/historical site . 
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• Potential effects from transportation 
activities and from reasonably 
foreseeable transportation accidents. 

• Potential socioeconomic impac ts 011 
surrou11di11g communities. 

• Potential for disproportio11ately 
high and adverse effec ts 011 low-income 
and minority populations 
(Environmental Justice). 

• Potential. unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects. 

• Potential. short-term uses of the 
environment versus Jong-term 
productivity. 

• Potential irreversible and 
irretrievable commitment of resources. 

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

• Potential pollution prevention , 
waste minimizatio11 , and mitigative 
measures. 

Related NEPA Reviews: Listed below 
are some of the key NEPA documellls to 
be considered i11 relatio11 to th e EIS: 

• Environmental Statement, Fasl Flux 
Test Facility, Richland, Washi11gton 
(WASH-1510, May 1972). This 
Environmental Statement (prepared by 
the CJ.S. Atomic Energy Commission) 
assessed the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the FFTF 
Project. 

• Final Environmental Impact 
Statement: Department of Energy 
Programmatic Spenl Nuclear Fuel 
Management and Idaho National 
Engineering Laboratory Environmental 
Restoration and Waste Management 
Programs (DOE/EJS-0203, April 1995) 
and ROD (60 FR 28680, May 1, 1995). 
This EIS analyzed (at a programmatic 
level) the potenti al environm ental 
consequences over the next 40 years of 
alternatives related to the 
transportation, receipt , processing, and 
storage of spent nuclear fuel under lhe 
respo11sibility of DOE. For programmatic 
spe11t 11uclear fuel manageme11t, this EIS 
analyzed alternatives of no action , 
dece11tralization , regio11alizatio11 , 
centralization, and the use of th e plans 
that existed in 1992 and 1993 for the 
manageme11t of these materials. 

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

deactivation of the FFTF a11d issued a 
FONS!. 

• E11viro11me11taJ Assessment: 
Management of Hanford Sile No11 -
Defense Produ ctio11 Reactor Spe11t 

uclear Fuel , Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washi11gton and FO SJ (DOE/EA-1185, 
March 1997). This EA evalu ated the 
environmental impacts associated with 
actions necessary to place the Ha11ford 
Site's non-defe nse production reactor 
spent nucl ea r fu el, which includes 
FFTF's spent nuclear fuel, in a 
radiologically- and i11dustrially-safe, 
a11d passive, consolidated storage 
condition pending final 
decommissioning. DOE determined that 
the i11terim management and storage of 
the subject spent nuclear fuel at the 
Hanford Site did not requi re an EIS and 
issued a FONS!. 

• E11viro11menlal Asse sme11l: 
Shutdown ofExperime11tal Breeder 
Reactor-II (EBR-1!) at Argonne National 
Laboratory-West and FONS! (DOE/EA-
1199, September 1997). This EA 
addressed the placement of EB R-11 and 
its supporting facilities in an 
industrially and radiological ly safe 
shutdown condition pending ultimate 
decommissioning, including the 
draining of the primary 811d secondary 
sodi um a11d reaction of the sodi um i11 
the Sodium Processing Facility. The EA 
did not evaluate final decontamination 
and decommissioning of EBR-11 or the 
Sodium Processi11g Facili ty. DOE 
determi11ed that an EIS was not required 
and issued a PO SI. 

• Final Hanford Comprehe11sive Land 
CJse Plan E11vironme11tal Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0222 , September 
1999) a11d ROD (64 FR 61615, November 
12, 1999). Thi s EIS focused on 
developing an overall strategy for future 
land use at Ha11ford a11d included a 
proposed comprehensive la11d use plan 
for the Hanford Site for at least the next 
50 years of ownership. DOE deci ded in 
the ROD that the 400 Area would be 
designated "industrial. " This la11d-use 
designation supports th e 1997 EPA 
Brownfields Initiative for contaminated 
areas ("Brownfields Economic 
Development Initiative, EPA 500-F-97-
158, CJ.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Washington, D.C., September 
1997.") 

• Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Treatment and 
Management of Sodium-B011ded Spe11t 
Nuclear Fuel (DOE/EIS-0306, July 2000) 
a11d ROD (65 FR 56565 , September 19, 
2000). This EIS evaluated strategies to 
remove or stabilize the reactive sodium 
contained i11 a portio11 ofDOE's spe11t 
nuclear fu el inve11tory lo prepare the 
spent 11 uclear fuel for disposal in a 
geologic repository. The EIS analyzed, 
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under the propose d action , s ix 
alternatives that employ one or more of 
the following technology optiO!ls at 
11uclear fuel manageme 11t facilities at the 

avannah River Site or the I EEL: 
electrometal lurgical treatment; the 
pluto11ium-uranium extraction process; 
pa ckagi11g in high-i11tegrity cans; a11d 
the melt and dilute treatment process. 
DOE decided in the ROD to implement 
th e preferred al ternative of 
electrometallurgica lly treati ng the EBR-
11 spe11t 11uclear fuel and miscellaneous 
small lots of sodium bo11ded spent 
nuclear fuel at th e ANL-W facility at the 
!NEEL. FFTF has a small inventory of 
sodium bonded fu el identified in this 
EIS. 

• Fi11al Environmental Impact 
Statement, Commercial Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Disposal Site, 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, 
State of Washington Department of 
Ecology (May 2004)) . This EIS was 
prepare d by Ecology to evaluate 
pending actions, including an operating 
lice11se renewal , al the existing 
commercial low-level radioactive waste 
disposal site located on the Hanford Site 
in Rich land , Washi11gton. 

• Final Programmatic Enviro11mental 
Impact Stateme11t for Accomplishi11g 
Expa11ded Civilian Nuclear E11ergy 
Research and Development and Isotope 
Productio11 Missions in the United 
Stales, Includi11g the Role of the Fast 
Flux Test Facility (Nl-PEIS, DOE/EIS-
0310, December 2000) and ROD (66 FR 
7877, January 26, 2001). This nuclea r 
infrastructure programmatic EIS 
evaluated the proposed expansio11 of the 
nuclear irradiatio11 capabilities for 
accomplishing civilian nuclear e11ergy 
research and developm ent activities, 
accommodating the projec ted growth in 
demand for medical and industrial 
isotopes, and production ofpluto11ium-
238 to support future atio11al 
Aero11autics 811d Space Administration 
space exploratio11 missio11s. Also 
included was an alternative to 
perman ently deactivate the FFTF. The 
EIS concluded that " lack of clear 
commitments from likely users 
discouraged the Department from 
planning to build new facilities or to 
restart the FFTF." DOE decided in the 
ROD that the FFTF would be 
permanently deactivated . 

• Final Ha11ford Site Solid 
(Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste 
Program Enviro11mental Impact 
Stateme11t, Richland, Washington (DOE/ 
EIS-0286, January 2004) and ROD (69 
FR 39449, June 30, 2004). This EIS 
evaluated alternatives to provide 
capabilities to treat. store, and/or 
dispose of existi11g and anticipated 
quantities of solid low-level waste 
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(LLWJ, mixed low-level waste (MLLWJ , 
Tra nsu ranic (TRU) waste, and 
immobili ze d low activity waste to 
support clean up at Hanford and to 
assist other DOE sites in completing 
their cleanup programs. DOE decided in 
the ROD to (1) limit the volumes of LLW 
and MLLW received at Hanford from 
other sites for disposal ; (2) dispose of 
LLW in lined disposal fac ilities, a 
practice already used for MLLW; (3) 
construct and op,erate a lined, 
combined-use disposal fac ility 
(previously refe renced in this Notice of 
In tent as the " Integrated Disposal 
Facility") in Hanford 's 200 East Area for 
disposal ofLLW and MLLW, and furth er 
limit offsite waste receipts until the IDF 
is constructed; (4) treat LLW and MLLW 
(requiring treatment) at either offsite 
fac ilit ies or existing or modified 
facilities, as appropriate; and (5) use 
exi sti ng and modifi ed onsite fac ilities to 
store, process, and certify TRU waste for 
subsequent shipment to the DOE Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant. 

• Environmental Impact Statement 
for Retrieval , Treatment , and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell 
Tanks at th e Hanford Site, Ri chl and , 
Washington (DOE/EIS-0356). This EIS 
w ill evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the propose d 
action and range of reasonable 
alternatives, including no action, to 
treating and disposing of the subject 
tank waste and the safe management 
and closure of the subject tanks. The 
document is currently in development 
and a draft EIS has not ye t been issued. 

Public Reading Rooms 

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

Issued in Washington, DC on August 9, 
2004 . 

John Spitaleri Shaw, 
Acting Assistant Secretary, Office of 
Enviro nment, Safety and Health . 
[FR Doc. 04- 18535 Filed 8-12--04; 8:45 am) 

BILLING CODE 6451Hl1-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Amended Record of Decision for the 
Department of Energy's Final 
Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Accomplishing 
Expanded Civilian Nuclear Energy 
Research and Development and 
Isotope Production Missions In the 
United States, Including the Role of the 
Fast Flux Test Faclllty, DOE/El5-0310 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Amend ed record of decision . 

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 
(DOE) , pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.315, its 
implementing regulations und er the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), is amendin g its Record of 
Decision (ROD) (66 FR 7877 , January 26, 
2001) for its Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Accomplishing Expand ed Civilian 
Nucl ear Energy Research an d 
Developm ent an d Isotope Production 
Missions in the United States, Including 
the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility 
(Nuclear Infrastructure (NI) PEISJ. DOE 
had decided to transport neptunium-237 
(Np-2 37) , after conversion to neptunium 
oxide (Np~ ). from DOE's Savannah 
River Site (SRS) to the Radiochemical 
Engineering Development Cen ter 
(REDCJ at the Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory (ORNL) for use in 
produ ction of plutonium-238 in the 
future. Np-237 is categorized as special 
nuclear material (SNM). After the 
September 11. 2001, terroris t attack, 
storage of all SNM requires additional 
security an d safeguards. Since REDC 
does not meet security requirements for 
storage of SNM , it would require costly 
security upgrades to qualify for safe 
storage of NpO2. DO E's Argonne 
National Laboratory-West (ANL-W) site, 
located in Idaho, meets the security 
requirements for storage of SNM, 
currentl y stores such materials, and has 
the storage space available for storage of 
NpO2. 

DOE prepared a Supplement Analysis 
(SA) for the NI PEIS for the change of 
storage location of NpO2 from REDC to 
ANL-W (DOE/EIS-0310--SA-01) to 
determine whether further NEPA review 
is required . DOE has determined that no 
additional NEPA review is necessary 
because the relocation and change in 
storage location does not constitute a 
substantial change in the original 
proposed action , and the impacts 
analyzed in the NI PEIS bound the 
impacts of transfer to and storage at the 
new proposed storage location. 
Therefore, DOE has decided to change 
its decision on the storage location for 
Np~ from REDC to ANL-W. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information on this project or to 
receive copies of the SA, initial ROD, or 
this Amended ROD contact : Dr. 
Rajendra Sharma, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Office of Nuclear Energy, 
Science and Technology , 19901 
Germantown Road, Germantown, 
Maryland 20874, telephone (301) 903-
2899, fax (301) 903- 5005, e-mail: 
Rajendra. Sh anna@n ucl ear. en ergy.gov. 
For general information on the DOE 
NEPA process, contact Ms. Carol M. 
Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA 
Policy and Compli ance , EH- 42/ 
Forrestal Building, U.S. Department of 
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenu e, 
SW., Washington , DC 20585--0119, 
telephone (202) 586-4600 or leave a 
message at (800) 472-2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Background 

The SRS has the remaining domestic 
inventory of recovered Np- 237 which is 
no longer useabl e at that site because 
producti on of Pu-238 is no longer 
possible since the reactors have been 
shutdown. To support the future 
production of Pu-2 38 for the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA) and national security missions, 
DOE must convert this material to 
neptunium oxide (NpO2), a stable fo rm, 
th at can be safely stored and used later 
to produce Pu-2 38. The NpO2 also needs 
to be relocated and stored at a site that 
meets the sec urity requirements for 
storage of SNM (Np-2 37 is categorized 
as SNM) and is rea dily available fo r 
producti on of Pu-238. Afte r analyzing 
various alternatives, DOE original! y 
selected REDC, located at ORNL, for 
storage of NpO2. However, REDC no 
longer meets the security requirements 
fo r storage ofSNM and would have to 
incur costly upgrades to comply with 
such requi rements. A L-W site in 
Idaho already stores SNM and meets the 
enhance d security requirements fo r 
storage of SNM. 

The proposed plan calls for the 
shipment of approximately 70 drums 
containing small cans of NpO2 to ANL­
W beginning in FY 2004 and ending in 
FY 2006. For shipment from SRS, one 
to three (depending on mass of 
neptunium, no more than 6 kg) crimp­
sealed can(s) ofNpO2 will be place d 
in side a 35-gallon shipping drum . The 
drums will be transported to ANL-W 
where the material will be stored until 
needed for Pu-2 38 production. 

Basis for Decision 

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

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Ellen Russell (Program Office) 202-586-
9624 or Michael Skinker (Program 
Attorney) 202- 586- 2793. 
SUPPLEMENTARY IN FORMATION: Exports of 
electricity from the United States to a 
foreign country are regulated and 
require authorization under section 
202(e) of the Federal Power Act (FPA) 
(16 U.S.C. 824a(e)J . 

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

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

The construction, operation , 
maintenance, and con nection of each of 
the international transmission faci lities 
to be utilized by MAG E.S. has 
previously been authori zed by a 
Presidential permit issued pursuant to 
Executive Order 10485 , as amended. 

Procedural Matters: Any person 
desiring to become a party to this 
proceeding or to be heard by filing 
comments or protests to this application 
should file a petition to intervene, 
comment or protest at the address 
provided above in accordance with 
§§ 385.211 or 385.214 of the FERC's 
Rules of Practice and Procedures (18 
CFR 385.211, 385.214). Fifteen copies of 
each petition and protest should be filed 

with DOE on or before the date listed 
above . 

Comments on the MAG E.S. 
application lo export electric energy to 
Canada should be clearly marked with 
Docket EA- 306. Additional copies are to 
be filed directly with Martin Gauthier, 
Director, MAG E.S. Energy Solutions 
Inc., 486 Ste-Catherine W, #402 , 
Montreal, QC, Canada H3B 1A6. 

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

Copies of this application wi ll be 
made avai lable, upon request, for public 
inspection and copyi ng at th e ad dress 
provided above or by accessing the 
program's Home Page at http:// 
www.electricity.doe.gov. Upon reaching 
the Home page , select "Divisions," then 
"Permitting Siting & Analysis," then 
"Electricity Imports/Exports," and then 
"Pendi ng Proceedings" from the options 
menus. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on January 26, 
2006. 
Anthony J, Como , 
Director, Permitting and Siting, Office of 
Electricity Delive,y an d Energy Reliability. 
[FR Doc . E6-1392 Filed 2-1--06; 8:45 am] 
Bl LUNG CODE 6450-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

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

SUMMARY: Th e U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) announces its intent to 
prepare a new environmental impact 
statement (EIS) fo r its Hanford Site 
(Hanford) near Richland , Washington, 
pursuant to the Nationa.l Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its 
implementing regulations at 40 CFR 
Parts 1500-1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021. 
The new EIS, to be titled the Tank 
Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC 
& WM EIS) , will implement a 
Settlement Agreement announced on 
January 9, 2006 , among DOE, the 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) and the State of 
Washington Attorney General's office. 
The Agreement serves as settlement of 
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NEPA claims in the case State of 
Washington v. Bodman (Civil No. 2:03-
cv-05018-AAM), which addressed the 
Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive 
and Hazardous) Waste Program EIS, 
Richland, Washington (HSW EIS, DOE/ 
EIS-0286, January 2004). 

Ecology will continue its role as a 
Cooperating Agency in the preparation 
of the TC & WM EIS. Ecology alrea dy 
was acting in that capacity during the 
ongoing preparation of the EIS for 
Retrieval, Treatment and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of the Single­
Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington (TC EIS, DOE/ 
EIS-0356, Notice of Intent [NOi] at 68 
FR 1052, January 8, 2003) . The TC & 
WM EIS will revise, update and 
reanalyze groundwater impacts 
previously addressed in the HSW EIS. 
That is, the TC & WM EIS will provide 
a single, integrated analysis of 
groundwater at Hanford for all waste 
types addressed in the HSW EIS and the 
TC EIS. As a result, the TC & WM EIS 
will include a reanalysis of onsite 
disposal alternatives for Hanford's low­
level radioactive waste (LLW) and 
mixed low-level radioactive waste 
(MLLW) and LLW and MLLW from 
other DOE sites. The TC & WM EIS will 
revise and update other potential impact 
areas previously addressed in the HSW 
EIS as appropriate . Finally, the TC & 
WM EIS will incorporate existin g 
analyses from the HSW EIS that do not 
affect and are not directly affected by 
tlie waste disposal alternatives afte r 
review or revision as appropriate. DOE 
will continue its ongoing analysis of 
alternatives for the retrieval, treatment, 
storage, and disposal of underground 
tank wastes and closure of underground 
singl e-shell tanks (SST). In addition, 
DOE plans to include the ongoing Fast 
Flux Test Facility Decommissioning EIS 
(FFTF EIS, DOElEIS-0364, NOi at 69 FR 
50178, August 13, 2004) in th e scope of 
th e new TC & WM EIS, in order to 
provide an integrated presentation of 
currently foreseeable activities related to 
waste management and cleanup at 
Hanford. 

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

DOE is soliciting comments on the 
proposed scope of the new TC & WM 
EIS. Comments previously submitted in 
response to the 2003 NOi for the TC EIS 
an d the 2004 NOi for the FFTF EIS are 
being considered and need not be 
resubmitted. 
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DATES: DO E invi tes Federal agencies, 
American Indian t ribal nations, state 
and local governments, and the publi c 
to comment on th e scope of the planned 
TC & WM EIS. DOE will consider all 
comments received by March 6, 2006, as 
well as comments received after that 
date to the extent practicable. DOE 
plans to hold public meetings at the 
following locations: 

Hood River , Oregon; February 21 , 
2006. 

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

2006. 
Richland, Washington , February 28, 

2006. 
The public meetings will ad dress the 

scope of the planned TC & WM EIS. 
DOE will provide additional notification 
of the meeting times and locations 
through newspaper advertisements and 
other appropriate media . 
ADDRESSES: To submit comments on the 
scope of the TC & WM EIS or to request 
copies of the references listed herein , 
including references listed in Appendix 
A. contact: Mary Beth Burandt, 
Document Manager , Office of River 
Protection, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Post Office Box 450, Mail Stop H6-60, 
Richland, WA 99352 . Electronic mail : 
TC&-WMEIS@sai c.com. Fax: 509--376-
3661. Telephone and voice mai l: 509--
373- 9160. 
FOR FURTHER IN FORMATION CONTACT: For 
information on DOE's NEPA process. 
contact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, 
Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance 
(EH-42) , U.S. Department of Energy, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington , DC 20585. Telephone 202-
586-4600, or leave a message at 1-800-
472-2756. 

This NOi will be available on DOE's 
NEPA Web site at http :!/ 
www.eh.doe.gov/nepa and the TC & WM 
EIS Web site at http://www.hanford.gov/ 
orp/ (click on Public Involvement). 
SUPPLEMENTARY IN FORMATION: 

I. Background 

The Hanford Site is located in 
southeastern Washington State along the 
Columbia River, and is approximately 
586 square miles in size. Hanford 's 
mission incl uded defense-related 
nuclear research, development, and 
weapons production activities from th e 
early 1940s to approximately 1989. 
During that period, Hanford operated a 
plutonium production complex with 
nine nuclear reactors and associated 
processing facilities. These activities 
created a wide variety of chemical and 
radioactive wastes. Hanford 's mission 
now is focused on the cleanup of those 
wastes and ultimate closure of Hanford . 

To this end, DOE manages several types 
ofrad ioactive wastes at Hanford: (1) 
High-level radioactive waste (HLW) as 
defin ed under the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act [42 U.S.C. 10101]; (2) transuranic 
(TRU) waste, which is waste containing 
alpha-particle-emitting rad ion uc ]ides 
with atomic numbe rs greater than 
uranium (i .e., 92) and half-lives greater 
than 20 years in conce ntrations greater 
than 100 nanocu ries per gram of waste; 
(3) LLW, wh ich is radioacti ve waste that 
is neither HLW nor TRU waste; and (4) 
MLLW , which is LLW containing 
hazardous constituents as defined under 
the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA. 42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.). 

At present, DO E is constructing a 
Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) in the 
200-East Area of the site. The WTP will 
separate waste stored in Hanford's 
underground tanks into HLW and low­
activity waste (LAW) fractions. HLW 
will be treated in the WTP and stored 
at Hanford until it can be shipped to the 
proposed repository at Yucca Mountain, 
Nevada. Immobilized LAW waste would 
be treated in the WTP and disposed of 
at Hanford as decided in the ROD issued 
in 1997 (62 FR 8693) , pursuant to the 
Tank Waste Rem ediation System , 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington , 
Final EIS (TWRS EIS, DOE/EIS-o189, 
August 1996). DOE is processing 
Hanford's contact-handled TRU waste 
(which does not require special 
protective shielding) for shipment to the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near 
Carlsbad, New Mexico, consistent with 
the 1998 RODs (63 FR 3624 and 63 FR 
3629) for treatment and di sposal ofTRU 
waste under the Final Waste 
Management Programmatic EIS for 
Managing Treatment, Storage, and 
Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous 
Waste (WM PEIS, DOE/EIS--0200) and 
the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal 
Phase Final Supplem ental 
Environmental Impact Statement (WIPP 
SEIS-11, DOE/E!S-o026-S-2, September 
1997). DOE is disposing of Hanford 's 
LLW and MLLW onsite, consistent with 
the ROD for treatment and disposal of 
these wastes under the WM PEIS (65 FR 
10061). This ROD also designates 
Hanford as a regional disposal site for 
LLW and MLLW from other DOE sites. 

In January 2003, DOE issued an NOi 
(68 FR 1052) to prepare the TC EIS 
(DOE/EIS-o356). The propose d scope of 
the TC EIS included closure of the 149 
underground SSTs and newly available 
information on supplemental treatment 
for the LAW from all 177 tanks, which 
contain a total of approximately 53 
million gallons of waste. 

In March 2003, Ecology initiated 
litigation on issues related to 
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importation, treatment , and disposal of 
rad ioactive and hazardous waste 
generated offsite as a result of nuclear 
defense and research activities. The 
Court enjoined shipment of offsite TRU 
waste to Hanford for processing and 
storage pending shipment to WIPP. 

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

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

DOE promptly notified the Court and 
th e State and , in Septembe r 2005, 
convened a team of DOE experts in 
quality assurance and groundwater 
analysis, as well as transportation and 
human health an d safety impacts 
analysis , to conduct a quality assurance 
review of the HSW EIS. The team 
corn plete d its Report of the Review of 
the Hanford Solid Waste Environm ental 
Impact Statement (EIS) Data Quality, 
Control 011d Management i ssues, 
January 2006 (hereafter referred to as the 
Quality Review). 

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

The Agreement calls for an expansion 
of the TC EIS to provide a single, 
integrated set of analyses that will 
include all waste types analyzed in the 
HSW EIS (LLW, MLLW, and TRU 
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waste). The expanded EIS will be 
renamed the TC & WM EIS. Pending 
finalization of the TC & WM EIS, the 
HSW EIS will remain in effect lo 
support ongoing waste management 
activ ities at Hanfo rd (including 
transportation of TRU waste to WIPP) in 
accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements. The Agreement also 
stipulates that when the TC & WM EIS 
has been completed, it will supersede 
the HSW EIS . Unti l th at time, DOE will 
not re ly on HSW EIS groundwater 
analyses for decision-making, and DOE 
will not import offsite waste to Hanford , 
with certain limited exemptions as 
speci fi ed in the Agreement. 

DOE and Ecology have mutual 
responsibilities for accomplishing 
cleanup of Hanford, as well as 
continuing ongoing waste management 
activities consistent wi th applicable 
Federal and state laws and regulations. 
Th e Hanford Federal Facility Agreem ent 
and Consent Order (also called the Tri­
Party Agreement [TPA]) among th e 
state, DOE, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) contain s 
various enforceable milestones that 
apply to waste management act ivities. 
DOE also is require d to comply with 
appli cable requirements of RCRA and 
the state's Hazardous Waste 
Management Act of 1976 as amended 
(Chapter 70.105 Revised Code of 
Washington) . To carry out proposals for 
futu re actions and obtain necessary 
permits, each agency must comply with 
the applicable provisions of NEPA an d 
the Washington State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA) respectively. The 
agencies have revised t heir 
Memorandum of Understanding for the 
TC EIS (effective March 25, 2003), 
which id entified Ecol ogy as a 
Cooperating Agency in the preparati on 
of the TC EIS. The Memorandu m of 
Understanding revision is consistent 
with the Settlement Agree ment and 
provides for Ecology's continuing 
participation as a Cooperati ng Agency 
in preparation of the TC & WM EIS to 
assist both agencies in meeting their 
respective respons ibilities und er EPA 
and SEPA. 

II. Purpose and Need for Action 

Recognizing the potential risks to 
human health and the environment 
from Hanford tank wastes, DOE needs to 
retrieve waste from the 149 SSTs and 28 
double-shell tanks (DST), treat and 
dispose of the waste , and close the SST 
fa rms in a manner that complies with 
Fe deral and Washington State 
requirements. Some was te from tanks 
and LLW and MLLW from Hanford and 
other DOE sites that do not have 
appropriate facilities must be dis posed 

of to fac ilitate cleanup of Hanfo rd and 
these sites. 

III. Proposed Action 

DO E proposes to retrieve and treat 
waste from 177 underground tanks and 
ancillary equipment an d dispose of this 
waste in compliance with applicable 
regulatory requirements. Vit rified HLW 
waste would be stored onsite until it can 
be dis posed of in the p roposed 
repos itory at Yucca Mountain . DOE 
proposes to provide ad di tional 
treatment capacity fo r the tank LAW 
that can supplement the planned WTP 
capacity in fu lfillment of DOE's 
obligations under the TPA in as timely 
a mann er as possible. DOE would 
dispose of Han ford's imm obili ze d LAW, 
LLW and MLLW , and LLW and MLLW 
from other DOE sites, in lined trenches 
onsite. These trenches would be closed 
in accordance with applicable 
regulatory requirements. 

DO E also proposes lo complete the 
final decontami nation and 
decommissioning of the FFTF. DOE 
decided , in January 2001, (ROD at 66 FR 
7877) that the permanent closure of 
FFTF was to be resumed with no new 
missions, based on the Final 
Programmatic En vironm ental Impact 
Statem ent for Accom plishing Expanded 
Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and 
Developm ent and Isotope Produ ction 
Missions in th e United States, Including 
the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility 
(DOE/EIS-o31 0, December 2000). 

IV. Proposed Scope of the TC & WM EIS 

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

The proposed scope of the TC & WM 
EIS includes alternatives for onsite 
disposal ofLLW, MLLW, and LAW; 
transportation of offsite LLW and 
MLLW to Hanford fo r disposal; and 
current or revised information for 
ongoing operations, such as those 
involving Hanford 's Central Waste 
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Com plex, that were included in the 
HSW EIS. 

DOE proposes to retain all of th e 
scope identified in the 2003 NOi for the 
TC EIS as modifi ed by public scoping 
comments. Propose d modifications to 
the altern atives identi fied in the 2003 
NOi are provided in Section VI . That is , 
th e new TC & WM EIS would address 
management of the approximately 53 
million ga llons of waste stored in 149 
underground SSTs (ranging in capacity 
from approximately 55,000 to 1 million 
gallons) and 28 und erground DSTs 
(ranging in capacity from approxim ately 
1 to 1.16 million gallons) grouped in 18 
tank fa rms, and approxim ately 60 
smaller miscellaneous underground 
storage tan ks, along with ancillary 
equipment. 

DOE proposes to retain all of the 
scope id entified in its August 2004 NOi 
to evaluate alternatives for the final 
disposition of th e FFTF and proposes to 
integrate that scope into the TC & WM 
EIS. Th e TC & WM EIS will thus 
provide an integrated presentation of 
currently foreseeable activiti es related to 
waste management and cleanup at 
Hanford . 

V. Potential Decisions To Be Made 

DOE plans to make decisions on the 
followin~ topics. 

• Retn eval of Tank Waste-A 
reasonable waste retrieval range is 
com prised of th ree levels: 90 percent, 99 
percent, an d 99.9 percent. The 99 
percent retrieval is the goal established 
by the TPA (Milestone M-45-00); 90 
percent retrieval evaluates a risk 
analysis of the tank fa rms as defined in 
the M-45-00, Appendix H, process; and 
99. 9 percent retrieval reflects uses of 
multiple retrieval technologies to 
support cl ean closure of th e tank fa rm s. 

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

• Disposal of Treated Tank Waste-­
On site disposal includes treated tank 
waste such as immobilized LAW and 
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waste generated from closure activities 
that meets onsite disposal criteria; the 
decision to be made involves the onsite 
location of disposal faci lities. Decisions 
to be made related to offs ite disposal 
include the length of time and facilities 
required for storage of immobilized 
hi gh-level radioacti ve waste (IHLW) 
prior to disposal at the proposed Yucca 
Mounta in repository. 

• Storage of Tm1k Waste-Depending 
on the altern ative being ana lyzed, 
storing tank waste fo r different lengths 
of time may be necessary. This may 
require the construction, operati on, an d 
deactivation of waste transfer 
infrastructures, including waste receiver 
fac ilities (below-grade lag storage and 
minimal waste treatmen t faci lities) , 
waste transfer line upgrades, an d new or 
replacement DSTs. Also depending on 
the alternative, construction and 
operation of additional immobilized 
HLW storage vaults , melter pads, an d 
TRU waste storage fac ilities needed to 
store treated lan k waste . 

• Closure of SSTs-Decisions to be 
made include closing the SSTs by clean 
closure, selective clean closure/landfill 
closure, and landfill cl osure with or 
without any soil contamin ation 
removal. Decisions regarding barriers 
(engineered modified RCRA Subtitle C 
barrier or Hanford barrier) to prevent 
water intrusion will be made. A closure 
configuration for the original 28 DSTs 
will be evalu ated in the TC & WM EIS 
for engineering reasons related to barrier 
placement for the SSTs . Thi s evaluation 
also is provided to aid Ecology in 
evalu ati ng the impacts which might 
result in closing DSTs to a debris rule 
standard. However, DOE is deferring a 
decision on closure of DSTs and 
decommissioning of the WTP until a 
later date when the mission for those 
faci lities is nearing completion. 

• Disposal of Hanford's an d DOE 
Offsite LLW and MLLW-The decision 
to be made concerns the onsite location 
of disposal facilities fo r Hanford 's waste 
and other DOE si tes' LLW an d MLLW. 
DOE committed in the HSW EIS ROD 
that henceforth LLW would be disposed 
of in lined trenches. Thus, the decision 
would concern whether to dispose of 
the waste in the 200-West Area or at the 
Integrated Disposal Facil ity in the 200-
East Area. 

• Final Decontamination and 
Decommissioning of the FFTF-The 
decision would identi fy the fi nal end 
stale fo r the above-ground, below­
ground, and ancillary support 
structures. 

VI. Potential Range of Alternatives 
Six alternatives were originally 

propose d for TC EIS and are listed 

below. The initial scope of th e TC EIS 
was provid ed in the January 2003 NOi 
and at each public scoping meeting. 

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

• Implement the 1997 TWRS EIS 
ROD with Modifications; 

• Lan dfi ll Closure of Tank Farms/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal; 

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

• Accelerated Landfi ll Closure/Onsite 
and Offsite Waste Disposal; an d 

• Landfill Closure/Onsite and Offsite 
Waste Disposal. 

Onsite disposal would incl ude 
immobilize d LAW. LLW, an d MLLW 
resulting from tank ret rieval an d 
treatment. Offsi te disposal of HLW 
would occur at Yucca Mountain. o 
determination has been made as to 
whether any of th e tanks contain TRU 
waste. If it is determin ed that any tank 
waste is TRU waste, offsite di sposal at 
WIPP would be appropriate, provided 
the required approvals from EPA and 
the New Mexico Environment 
Department were obtained. 

As a result of the 2003 scoping for the 
TC EIS, a number of changes are being 
made to those identified in the NOi. The 
major changes are: 

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

• The alternative addressing 
implementation of the 1997 TWRS EIS 
ROD was modified to address both the 
currently planned vitrificati on capacity 
and the currentl y planne d capacity 
supplemented with additional 
vi tri ficalion capacity as the 
supplemental treatment; 

• A partial tan k removal option was 
added, which analyzes leaving some of 
the SSTs in ·place and exhuming the 
SSTs completely in the SX and BX tank 
fa rms; 

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

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

For Hanford and offsite LLW and 
MLLW analyzed in the HSW EIS , DOE 
proposes to simplify the alternatives. 
Both waste types would be disposed of 
in lined trenches. DO E plans to update 
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th e volum es to be disposed of, 
approximating those volumes for offsite 
waste in the 2004 HSW EIS ROD, and 
to update th e waste info rmation. DOE 
also intends to update the transportation 
analysis of shipping offsite waste to 
Hanford fo r disposal. The onsite 
di sposal alternati ves are : 

• Construction of a new disposal 
faci li ty in the 200-Wesl Area burial 
grounds; and 

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

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

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

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

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

VII. Potential Environmental Issues for 
Analysis 

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

• Effects on the publi c and onsite 
workers of radiological and 
nonradiological material releases during 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents; 

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

• Effects on ai r and water quality of 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents, including long­
term impacts on groundwater; 

• Cumulative effects, including 
impacts of other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions at 
Hanford, including past discharges to 
cri bs and trenches , groundwater 
remediation activities, activities subject 
to TPA requirements and cleanup 
acti vities under the Comprehensive 
Envi ronmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act; 

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

• Effects of on- and offsite 
transportation and of reasonably 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Federal Register / Vol. 71, No. 22/Thursday, February 2, 2006/Notices 5659 

foreseeable transportation accidents; 
and 

• Socioeconom ic impacts on 
surround ing communities. 

VI II . Public Scop ing 

DOE invi tes Federal agencies, 
American Indian tribal nations, state 
and local governments, and the general 
public lo comment on the scope of the 
planned TC & WM EIS. Information on 
the scoping comment period is provided 
in the DATES section above. Comments 
previously submitted in response to the 
2003 NOi fo r the TC EIS and the 2004 
NOi for the FFTF EIS are being 
considered and need not be 
resubmitted . 

Issued in Washington. DC, on January 30 , 
2006. 
John Spitaleri Shaw , 
Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety 
and Health. 
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BILLING CODE 6450--01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

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

SUMMARY: The Departm ent of Energy 
(the "Department") seeks comment and 
information from the public concerning 
its plans for an electricity transmission 
congestion study and possible 
designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Corridors ("NIETCs"J in a 
report based on the study pursuant to 
section 122 l(a) of the Energy Policy Act 
of 2005. Through th is notice of inquiry, 
the Department invites comment on 
draft criteria for gauging the suitability 
of geographic areas as NIETCs and 
announces a public technical 
conference concerning the criteria for 
evaluation of candidate areas as NIETCs. 
DATES: Written comments may be filed 
electronica lly in MS Word and PDF 
formats by e-mailing to: 
EPACT1221@hq.doe.gov no later than 5 
p.m. EDT March 6, 2006. Also, 
comments can be filed by mai l at the 
address listed below. The technical 
conference will be held in Chicago on 
March 29, 2006. For further information, 
please visit the Departm ent 's Web site at 
http://www.electricity. doe.gov/1221. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments via mail 
should be submitted to: 

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

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

Electronic submission is therefore 
encouraged. Copies of written comments 
received and other relevant documents and 
information may be reviewed at http :// 
www.electricity.doe.gov/1 221 . 

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

I. Background 

A. Overview 

The Nation 's electric system includes 
over 150,000 miles of interconnected 
high-voltage transmission lines that link 
generators to load centers. 1 The electric 
system has been built by electric 
utilities over a period of 100 years, 
primarily to serve local customers and 
support reliability; the system general ly 
was not constructed with a primary 
emphasis on moving large amounts of 
power across multi-state regions.2 Due 
to a doubling of electricity demand and 
generation over the past three decades 
and th e advent of wholesale electricity 
markets , transfers of large amounts of 
elec tricity across the grid have increased 
significantly in recent years. The 
increase in regional electricity transfers 
saves electricity consumers billions of 
dollars,3 but significantly increases 
transmission facility loading. 

Investment in new transmission 
faci lities has not kept pace with the 
increasing economic and operational 
importance of transmission service.• 
Today, congestion in the transmission 
system impedes economically efficient 
electricity transactions and in some 
cases threatens the system's safe and 
reliable operation.5 The Department has 
estimated that this congestion costs 
consumers several billion dollars per 
year by forcing wholesale electricity 
purchasers to buy from higher-cost 
suppliers.6 That estimate did not 

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

2 Edison Electric Institute. Swvey of 
Transmission Investment at 1 (May 2005). 

3 Deparb'nent of Energy. Na tional Transmission 
Grid Study. al 19 (May 2002) availabl e al http:!/ 
www.eh.doe.gov/ntgslreports .html. 

4 Id. al 7; see also Hirst U.S. Transmission 
Capacity Present Status and Future Prospects , 7 
Oune 2004). 

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

• Id. al 16--18. 
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include the reliability costs associated 
with such bottlenecks. 

The National Energy Policy (May 
2001)/ the Department's National 
Transmission Grid Study (May 2002),8 

and the Secretary ofEnergy's Electricity 
Advisory Board 's Transmission Grid 
Solutions Report (September 2002) ,9 

recommended that the Department 
ad dress regulatory obstacles in the 
planning and constru ction of electric 
transmission and distribution lines. In 
response to these recommendations, the 
Department held a "Workshop on 
Designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Bottlenecks" on July 14, 
2004, in Salt Lake City, Utah. The 
Department also issued a Federal 
Register notice of inquiry on Jul y 22, 
2004.10 The purpose of the workshop 
an d th e noti ce of inquiry was to learn 
stakeholders ' views concerning 
transmission bottlenecks, identify how 
designation of such bottlenecks may 
benefit the users of the grid and 
electricity consumers, and recognize key 
bottlenecks. In its plans for 
implementation of subsection 122 l(a). 
th e Department notes that it has 
considered the comments received via 
the notice and the workshop. 

B. Summary of Relevant Provisions 
From the Statute 

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

7 The National Ener/lY Policy Development Group 
Report, available at http://www.energy.gov/engine/ 
contenLdo?BT_CODE: ADAP. 

8 National Transmission Grid Study, supra note 3 . 
• Deparbnenl of Energy Electricity Advisory 

Board, Transmission Grid Solutions. available at 
http://www.eab.ener/lY,gavl 
index.cfm?fuseaction=home.publications. 

10Designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Bottlenecks, 69 FR 43833 Ouly 22, 
2004) also available at http:!! 
www.electricity.doe.gavlbottlenecks. 
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th e Department of Energy on the 
progress during th e development of th e 
produ cts and w ill agree upon th e 
contents of the produ cts before advising 
the Department to adopt the language. 
The Committee will fu nction solely as 
an advisory body. The Secretary of 
Energy has determined that 
establishm ent of the Climate Change 
Science Program Product Developm ent 
Advisory Committee is essential to the 
conduct of the Department's busin ess 
and in the publi c interest in connection 
with the performance of duties imposed 
by law upon the Department of Energy . 
The Committee will operate in 
accordance with the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub. 
L. o. 92-463), the General Services 
Administration Final Rule on Federal 
Advisory Committee Management, and 
other directives and in structions issued 
in implementation of those acts. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
Rachel Samuel at (202) 586- 3279. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on February 10, 
2006 . 

James N. Solil, 
Advisory Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. E6-2353 Filed 2- 16-06 ; 8:45 am) 

Bl LLING CODE 6450--01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of 
En ergy (DOE) is exte nding the scoping 
period for the Tank Closure and Waste 
Management Environmental Impact 
Statement for th e Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS) 
and rescheduling the public scoping 
meetings. 

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

th e scope of the EIS. The meetings are 
scheduled to end at 10 p.m. 

Seattle, Washington; March 21, 2006. 
Seattle Center, 305 Harrison Street, 

orthwest Rooms Building, Lopez 
Room, Seattle, WA 98109. 

Portland , Oregon; March 22, 2006. Red 
Li on Portland-Conventi on Center, 
1021 NE Gran d Aven ue, Marquam/ 
FremonUBroa dway Room, Portland, 
OR 97232. 

Hood Rive r, Oregon; March 23, 2006. 
Columbia Gorge Hotel, 4000Westcliff 
Drive, Benson Ballroom , Hood River, 
OR 97031. 

Tri -Cities (Ri chl and , Kenn ewick, Pasco) 
Washington , March 28, 2006. Trade 
Recreation and Agricul tural Center 
(TRAC) , 6600 Burden Blvd., Meeting 
Room #4, Pasco, WA 99302. 

ADDRESSES: To request information on 
the TC & WM EIS or to submit 
comments on the scope of this EIS 
contact: Mary Beth Burandt, Document 
Manager, Office of River Protection, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Post Office Box 
450, Mail Stop H6- 60, Ri chland, WA 
99352, Electroni c mail : 
TC&-WMEIS@saic.com . Fax: 509-376-
366 1, Telephone and voice mail: 509-
373-9160. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information on DO E's NEPA process, 
contact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, 
Office of NEPA Policy an d Compliance 
(EH-42), U.S. Department of Energy, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington , DC 20585, Telephone 202-
586-4600, or leave a message at 1-800-
472-2756. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
February 2, 2006, DOE issued a Notice 
of Intent to pre pare the TC & WM EIS 
for the Hanford Site , Richland , 
Washington (71 FR 5655). The original 
scoping period was to continue through 
March 6, 2006, and four scoping 
meetings were scheduled for Hood River 
and Portland , OR and for Seattle and 
Richland WA on February 21, 22 , 23 
and 28 respectively. In response to 
requests from the publi c, DOE is 
extending the scoping period through 
April 10, 2006, and the four scoping 
meetings have been rescheduled as 
listed in DATES above. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on February 15 , 
2006. 

John Spitaleri Shaw, 
Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety 
and Health . 
[FR Doc. 06-1562 Filed 2- 15-06; 1:17 pm] 
BI LLING CODE 6450--01-P 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Office of Science; DOE/Advanced 
Scientific Computing Advisory 
Committee 

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

SUMMARY: This noti ce announces a 
meeting of the Advanced Scientific 
Computing Advisory Committee 
(ASCAC) . Federa l Advisory Committee 
Act (Pub. L. 92-463, 86 Stat. 770) 
requires that public notice of these 
meetings be announced in the Federal 
Register. 
DATES: Wednesday, March 15, 2006, 
10:30 a.m. to 5 p.m.; Thursday, March 
16, 2006, 8:30 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
ADDRESSES: American Geophysical 
Union, (AGU), 2000 Florida Avenu e, 
NW., Washington , DC 20009-1277 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Melea Baker, Office of Advanced 
Scientific Computing Research; SC-21/ 
Germantown Building; U. S. Department 
of Energy; 1000 Independence Ave nue, 
SW.; Washington , DC 20585-1290; 
Telephon e (301)-903-7486, (E-mail : 
Melea. Baker@science.doe.gov) . 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Purpose of th e Meeting: The purpose 

of this meeting is to provide advice and 
gu idance on the advance d scientific 
computing research program. 

Ten tative A genda: Agenda will 
include discussions of the following: 

Wedn esday, March 15, 2006 

Introduction 
Advisory Committee Operations 
Office of Science Overview 
Advanced Scientific Computing 

Research (ASCR) Overview 
Scientific Discovery Through Advanced 

Computing (SciDAC) Recompetition 
ASCR High Performance Computing 

Facilities and Testbeds 
ASCR High Performance etworks and 

Associated Research 
View from 0MB 
Distributed Network Environment 

Research 
Public Comment 

Thur day, March 16, 2006 

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

Status 
ASCR Partnerships with other Offices in 

SC 
Education , Computational Science 

Graduate Fellowship (CSGFJ , Early 
Career Principal Investigator (ECPI) 
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NATIONAL ENVIROl\1MENTAL POLICY ACT DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 
PREPARATION OF THE TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The Council of Environmental Quality regulations at Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 
Section 1506.5( c ), which have been adopted by the U.S. Department of Energy ( 10 CFR 102 I), require 
contractors and subcontractors who will prepare an environmental impact statement to execute a 
disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined as any direct financial benefits, such 
as a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect financial benefits that 
the contractor is aware of. 

In accordance with these requirements, the offeror and any proposed subcontractors hereby certify as 
follows, to the best of their actual knowledge as of the date set forth below: 

(a)X Offeror and any proposed subcontractors have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the 
project. 

(b)_ Offcror and any proposed subcontractors have the following financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to award of 
this contract, or agree to the attached plan to mitigate, neutralize, or avoid any such conflict of 
interest. 

Financial or Other Interests 
1. 
2. 
3. 

Certified by: 
-'=== ~~-=----

Signature 

Tim Bendt 
Name 

Operations Contracts Manager 
Title 

Science Applications International Corporation 
Company 

{O lt5hJ.._ 
Date 

Note: 
Individual National Environmental Policy Act disclosure statements have been executed by all 
participating Science Applications International Corporation staff and are available for review upon 
request at Science Applications International Corporation. 



NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 
PREP ARA TTON OF THE TANK CLOSURJ:.: AND WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The Council of Environmental Quality regulations at Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 
Section 1506.S(c), which have been adopted by the U.S. Department of Energy (IO CFR 1021), require 
contractors and subcontractors who will prepare an environmental impact statement to execute a 
disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined as any direct financial benefits, such 
as a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect financial benefits that 
the contractor is aware of. 

In accordance with these requirements, the offeror and any proposed subcontractors hereby certify as 
follows, to the best of their actual lmowledge as of the date set forth below: 

(a)X Offcror and any proposed subcontractors have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the 
project. 

(b)_ Offeror and any proposed subcontractors have the following financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to award of 
this contract, or agree to the attached plan to mitigate, neutralize, or avoid any such conflict of 
interest. 

Note: 

Financial or Other Interests 
l. 
2. 
3. 

~ 
Signature 

Brian Brendel 
Name 

President 
Title 

Columbia Energy and Environmental Services, lnc. 
Company 

ls;',b~/~ 
Date 

Individual National Environmental Policy Act disclosure statements have been executed by all 
participating Columbia Energy and Environmental Services, Inc., staff and are available for review upon 
request at Science Applications International Corporation . 



NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR 
PREPARATION OF THE TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT .J,,"NVJRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The Council of Environmental Quality regulations at Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 
Section 1506.S(c), which have been aqoptcd by the U.S . Department of Energy (10 CFR 1021), require 
contractors and subcontractors who will prepare an environmental impact statement to execute a 
disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" is defined as any direct financial benefits, such 
as a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect financial benefits that 
the contractor is aware of. 

In accordance with these requirements, the ofteror and any proposed subcontractors hereby certify as 
follows, to the best of their actual knowledge as of the date set forth below: 

(a)X Offeror and ariy proposed subcontractors have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the 
project. 

(b )_ Offeror and any proposed subcontractors have the following financial or other interest in the 
outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of such interest prior to award of 
this contract, or agree to the attached plan to mitigate, neutralize, or avoid any such conflict of 
interest. 

Note: 

Financial or Other Interests 
1. 
2. 
3. 

Certified by: a:rzu · 
Signature 

Robert L. Erikson 
Name 

Principal 
Title 

Columbia Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
Company 

Date 

Individual National Environmental Policy Act disclosure statements have heen executed by all 
participating Columbia Environmental Sciences, Inc. , staff and are available for review upon request at 
Science Applications International Corporation. 
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Appendix C • Cooperating Agency, Consultation, and Other Interaction Documentation 

C.1 COOPERATING AGENCY LETTERS AND DOCUMENTS 

The following are copies of the correspondence between the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the 
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) regarding Ecology's role as a cooperating agency for 
the Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS) and copies of the cooperating agency documents for 
this TC & WM EIS. Below is a list of these letters and documents. 

C.1.1 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Correspondence to Washington State Department of Ecology 

Mr. Michael A. Wilson, Washington State Department of Ecology 
James E. Rasmussen, U.S. Department of Energy 
November 8, 2002 
Invitation to Participate as a Cooperating Agency in Development of the "Tank 
Closure, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS)" 

Mr. Michael A. Wilson, Washington State Department of Ecology 
Mr. James E. Rasmussen, U.S. Department of Energy 
March 25, 2003 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) 

Settlement Agreement re: State of Washington v. Bodman , Civil No. 2:03-cv-050 18-AAM -
January 6, 2006 

Memorandum of Understanding Between the United States Department of Energy, and the 
Washington State Department of Ecology, for Development of the Hanford Site Tank Closure and 
Waste Management EIS ("TC&WM EIS") - January 6, 2006 

C- 1 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

I WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - November 8, 2002 

U.S. Department of Energy @ @ i unvatm1~•oi ------

02-ED-0I I 

P.O. Box4'50 
Richland, Washington 99352 

NOV O 6 2002 

Mr. Michael A. Wilson, Program Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 
State of Washington 
Department of Ecology 
1315 W. Fourth Avenue 
Kennewick, Washington 99336 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE AS A COOPERATING AGENCY IN DEVELOPMENT OF 
THE TANK CLOSURE, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, W ASHINGTOl-:, 
ENVIRONMENT AL lMP ACT STATEMENT (EIS) 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) is inviting you to participate 
in the development of the EIS for Tank Closure, consistent with the Council on Environmental 
Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 40 CFR 1501.6. Consistent with the CEQ guidance, ORP 
will use the environmental analysis and proposals of cooperating agencies with jurisdiction by 
law or special expertise, to the maximum extent possible, consistent with its responsibility as 
lead agency. ORP is requesting the State of Washington Department of Ecology provide 
information and analysis for those portions of the EIS in which you, as a cooperating agency, 
have special expertise. The addition of your specialized knowledge will be of great value to the 
planning process and will be incorporated into the EIS . On Friday, November I, 2002, we 
provided your staff with a copy of the Memorandum of Agreement between the State ofldaho 
and the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory as a frame of reference for 
how responsibil ities could be outlined. ORP looks forward to your cooperation, involvement, 
and staff assistance in the planning and development of the EIS for the future disposition of tank 
closure at Hanford. 

Your staff has participated this last week in our three internal scoping meetings and we 
appreciate the time taken to provide valuable input during the internal scoping process. We 
recognize that with many of the activities going on, all staff resources are constrained, however 
because of the interaction of NEPA and State Environmental Policy Act we would appreciate 
your participation in the development of the EIS. Please advise by return mail your acceptance 
of this invitation to participate, to identify your point-of-contact, and to make arrangements for 
consultation meetings. 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - November 8, 2002 (continued) 

Mr. Michael A. Wilson 
02-ED-011 

-2- NOV O 8 2002 

If you have any questions, please contact me, or Mary Beth Burandt, NEPA Document Manager 
for the Tanlc Closure EIS, (509) 373-9160. 

ED:MEB 

cc: B. G. Erlandson, BNI 
E. S. Aromi, CHG 
J. Cox, CTUIR 
S. L. Dahl, Ecology 
J. J. Lyon, Ecology 
J. L. Hanson, INNOV 
P. Sobotta, NPT 
P. F. X. Dunigan, RL 
A. W. Conklin, WDOH 
R.Jim, Yt-f 

Sincerely, 

'!ti~ 
Environmental Division 
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Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

I WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY- March 25, 2003 

@ 
03-ED--045 

P.O. Box,50 
Richland, W.lhlngton 99352 

MAR 2 5 2003 

Mr. Michael A. Wilson, Program \ianagc:r 
?-.uclear Waste Pro,rarn 
State: or W uhington 
Department of Ecology 
1315 W. Fourth Avenue 
Kennewick, Washing1on 99336 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERS1ANDrNG (MOU) FOR THE E.WlRONME~iAL IMPACT 
ST ATEM'ENT (EIS) 

Attached please find the amended and signed MOU for the responsibilities of each of our 
respective aacncies in the cooperative preparation of the Tank Closure ErS. The overall 
responsibility of the U.S. Depanmem of EnerJY, Office of River Protection, will be Lead A&ency 
and the overall responsibility of the Srate of Washington Depanment of Ecology will be 
Cooperating Agency. 

Chanecs to the MOU which have been 1m1de since you originally signed the MOU have beco 
discussed with your staff in Kennewick, Washington. Should you agree \\i th the changes, please 
sign the attached MOU and retum it for entry into the Administrative Record for the EIS. 

1f you have any questions. please contact me. or Mary Beth Burandt. of my staff (509) 3 73-9160. 

ED:MEB 

Attachment 

cc: See p&Je 2 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY-March 25, 2003 (continued) 

Mr. Michael A. Wilson 
03-ED-045 

.cc w/o attach: 
B. O. Erlandson, BNI 
E. S. Aromi, CHG 
C. l . Kemp, CHG (w/attach) 
1.1. Luke, CHG 
L.LPcm,CHG 
K. Tollefsoo, CHG 
J. Cox, CTUIR 
S. L Dahl, Ecology 
}. L Hcnaley, Ecolom, 
J. I. Lyon, Ecology 
J. A. iates, FH.l 
J. L Hamon, lNNOV 
P. Sobotta, NPT 
A. W, Conklin, WOOH 
R.Jim, YN 
Environmental Portal, l.MSJ 

-2-
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Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT RE: STATE OF WASHINGTON V. BODMAN, 
CIVIL NO. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT re: WASHINGTON v. BODMAN. 
Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM 

January 6, 2006 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Department of Energy's (DOE) and the Washington State Department of Ecology's 
(Ecology) shared interest in the effective cleanup of the Hanford Site provides an opportunity to 
resolve the litigation involving the Hanford Solid Waste EIS. The overarching goal of this 
Settlement Agreement is to resolve the litigation and improve the relationship between DOE and 
Ecology to be more cooperative and collaborative. This Agreement is intended to resolve 
Ecology' s groundwater analysis concerns in the HSW EIS and to provide an approach to analyze 
waste management actions at the Hanford Site. It is important to Ecology and DOE that on­
going waste management operations and progress on tank waste treatment and closure continue. 
It is important to DOE that some off-site waste can be sent to Hanford for treatment, storage and 
disposal, recognizing the legal and policy objections of the State of Washington. The actions 
described in the following paragraphs are intended to satisfy applicable NEPA and SEPA 
requirements so that waste management and tank farm clean up work can continue and future 
permit actions are supported. 

II. AGREEMENT 

l . The parties agree that the existing scope of the Hanford Tank Closure EIS (TC EIS) 
(currently under development) will be expanded to provide a single, integrated 
groundwater analysis that will cover all of the waste types addressed in the Hanford Solid 
Waste EIS (HSW EIS) alternatives and cumulative impact analyses. The expanded TC 
EIS will be renamed the "Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS" (TC&WM EIS). 

2. Pending finalization of the TC&WM EIS, the HSW EIS will remain in effect to support 
ongoing waste management activities at Hanford (including off-site waste transportation 
such as TRU and TRUM shipments to WIPP), in combination with other applicable 
Hanford Site NEPA and CERCLA documents, permits and approvals; provided, that 
pending finalization of the TC&WM EIS, DOE will not rely on the groundwater analysis in 
the HSW EIS for decision-making. When completed, the TC&WM EIS will supersede the 
HSW EIS. As a Cooperating Agency, Ecology will actively participate in the preparation 
of the TC&WM EIS as described in the Memorandum of Understanding ("Cooperating 
Agency MOU" or "MOU") Between the US. Department of Energy and Washington State 
Department of Ecology for the Hanford Site Tank Closure & Waste Management EIS 
("TC&WM EIS ''), dated January 6, 2006. The Cooperating Agency MOU has concurrently 
been developed by the parties and describes the cooperative relationship, roles, and 
responsibilities of the parties for purposes of preparing the TC&WM EIS. 

3. Where feasible and appropriate, the TC&WM EIS will incorporate information from the 
HSW EIS that is not affected by the revised or updated analyses that will be performed in 
the TC&WM EIS, to create a single, comprehensive EIS addressing proposed tank closure 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT RE: STATE OF WASHINGTON V. BODMAN, 
CIVIL NO. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM (continued) 

and solid waste management activities for the Hanford Site. Such incorporation will be 
direct (as opposed to by reference) so that a single, integrated document is available for 
both public and agency reference. As mutually agreed to by the parties, the TC& WM EIS 
will update, revise, or re-analyze various resource areas from the HSW EIS, including 
providing quality assurance review as appropriate, to make them current and reflect the 
latest waste inventories and analytical assumptions being used for purposes of analysis in 
the TC&WM EIS. All updated analyses would, as appropriate, be included in the revised 
quantitative cumulative impact analysis in the TC&WM EIS. 

4 . DOE will utilize and apply the existing TC EIS procedures and requirements in expanding 
the scope of the current groundwater analyses in the expanded TC&WM EIS. These 
procedures and requirements include documentation of EIS team qualifications, required 
training or reading logs, and implementation of applicable provisions of DOE Order 
4SUB..~ -L. 

5. With Ecology's participation as a Cooperating Agency and consistent with the MOU, DOE 
will undertake additional public scoping of the expanded groundwater and other revised 
analyses to be included within the TC&WM EIS. 

6. Ecology will remain a "Cooperating Agency'' (as defined and described by 40 C.F.R. 
§ 1501.6 and 40 C.F.R. § 1508.5) on the TC&WM EIS, just as it has been to date on the 
TC EIS. 

7. The parties acknowledge that a revised MOU acceptable to both parties has been developed 
that replaces the current Ecology/DOE (ORP) Cooperating Agency MOU in place for the 
TC EIS. This revised MOU is a separate but related document entered into by the parties 
concurrent with this Settlement Agreement. The MOU expresses the likely benefits of the 
cooperative relationship between the agencies, and provides a full, open, and meaningful 
role for Ecology in the document's development. It also preserves Ecology's ability to 
express technical or policy points of view' in a Foreword to the TC&WM EIS. The MOU 
provides a process for addressing such views for inclusion in the TC&WM EIS. In some 
cases, this process may result in additional sensitivity analyses. In the MOU, the parties 
also agree that periodic quality control reviews of data used to model impacts will be done 
and will incorporate "lessons learned" and recommendations from DOE's recent review of 
data quality and control issues in the HSW EIS. Finally, the MOU makes clear that 
Ecology's role as a Cooperating Agency does not mean that Ecology or the State of 
Washington agree, either from a technical or policy basis, with the scope of all waste 
management alternatives analyzed in the TC&WM EIS, or with the substance of all 
decisions DOE might make following finalization of the TC&WM EIS. While the MOU is 
a separate document from this agreement, the concepts captured in the MOU, as identified 
above, are material consideration for Ecology and DOE to enter into this Settlement 
Agreement. 

2 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT RE: STATE OF WASHINGTON V. BODMAN, 
CIVIL NO. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM (continued) 

8. Pending finalization of the TC&WM EIS and the publication of appropriate Record(s) of 
Decision in the Federal Register, and as may be further limited by applicable law, the 
parties agree that DOE will not import offsite LLW/MLLW or Transuranic waste to the 
Hanford Site, except as permitted in the existing stipulations that have been agreed upon 
with the State and entered as orders of the court in the Washington v. Bodman litigation, 
provided that the exemptions that are included in the stipulations for LL W and MLL W 
shall also be applied to TRU and TRUM waste. These exemptions include: 

a) Naval reactor compartments, reactor core barrels, reactor closure heads, and pumps 
from Puget Sound Naval Shipyard or Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard that may contain 
LLWorMLLW; 

b} Demolition wastes from the Emergency Decontamination Facility at Kadlec Hospital in 
Richland; 

c) Materials resulting from DOE-related work at Battelle Pacific Northwest National 
Laboratory' s facilities in Richland, Washington; 

d) Materials from treatability studies conducted off-site on waste samples from the 
Hanford Site' s underground tanks; 

e) Samples of wastes from Hanford; 

f) Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site treatment and returned to Hanford for later 
disposition; and 

g) Materials shipped from Hanford for off-site disposal, but returned to Hanford because 
the materials failed to meet Waste Acceptance Criteria or otherwise could not be 
disposed of at the intended disposal site. 

9. With respect to current pending permit modifications for operational treatment, storage, 
and disposal (TSO) units (e.g. , T-Plant), Ecology will satisfy Washington's State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requirements in making permit modification decisions 
by relying on a SEPA checklist submitted with the modification application that combines 
material drawn from the HSW EIS (which has been subject to quality assurance review, as 
appropriate) and additional material submitted by DOE with the SEPA checklist. 

ID. STIPULATION AND DISMISSAL OF ACTION 

In consideration of the agreements herein, the State agrees to dismiss without prejudice its claims 
alleging violations of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) set forth in the complaint 
in Washington v. Bodman, Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM. The United States agrees to the 

3 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT RE: STATE OF WASHINGTON V. BODMAN, 
CIVIL NO. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM (continued) 

dismissal, subject to agreement on an appropriate stipulation. The State agrees to file an agreed 
upon Stipulation within ten days of the Parties' approval of this Agreement. 

The Parties agree to request in the Stipulation that the Court enter a final judgment as to the 
HWMA/RCRA claims in Washington v. Bodman, Civil No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM. The Parties 
agree that this final judgment will give rise to DOE's contingent obligations under the Tri-Party 
Agreement's M-91 milestone series. 

IV. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Agreement shall be effective after completion of all of the following: the signature by the 
State and the United States on this Agreement; filing the Stipulation with the Court; the Court's 
dismissal of the NEPA claims and entry of final judgment as to the claims under the 
HWMA/RCRA. 

V. ATIORNEY'S FEES 

Each party shall bear its own costs and fees associated with the Washington v. Bodman litigation 
through the date of dismissal and entry of judgment. 

ADlhw A..Fltr, WSBn2169 
Mllad~a-lal 
IJ1I«-, b Plalllliff 

. DATBD: I (t> <-( o, 
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Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Wash ington 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING: THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
AND THE WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY -January 6, 2006 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

BETWEENTHE 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, 

AND THE 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY, 

FOR DEVELOPMENT OF TIIE 

HANFORD SITE TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT EIS 

("TC& WM EIS") 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and Washington State Department ofEcology (Ecology) 
have mutual responsibilities for accomplishing cleanup of the Hanford Site as well as continuing 
ongoing waste management activities consistent with applicable federal and state laws and 
regulations. The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (otherwise called the 
"Tri-Party Agreement", or ' 'TPA'') contains various enforceable milestones that apply to tank 
waste management activities. DOE is also required to comply with applicable requirements of 
the federal Resource Conservation & Recovery Act ("RCRA ") and the state' s Hazardous Waste 
Management Act (' 'HWMA'') for ongoing waste management activities at Hanford. To carry out 
proposals for future actions and obtain necessary pennits, each agency must comply with the 
applicable provisions of the federal National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (''NEPA'') and 
the Washington State Environmental Policy Act ("SEPA"). There was a Cooperating Agency 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in place for the Tank Closure Environmental Impact 
Statement (TC-EIS) effective March 25, 2003. This MOU is a revision to the original MOU. 
This MOU is entered into by the agencies to more effectively carry out their respective 
responsibilities in complying with the applicable provisions of NEPA and SEPA. 

Concurrent with the development of this revised MOU, DOE and the Washington State 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) entered into a Settlement Agreement to resolve the issues in 
litigation brought by the State of Washington (Washington v. Bodman) that challenged the 
adequacy ofDOE's Hanford Site Solid Waste Environmental Impact Statement (HSW EIS). As 
a result of the Settlement Agreement, a Stipulation and .Order of dismissal of the Washington v. 
Bodman litigation was agreed to between the parties and filed with the U.S. District Court for the 
Eastern District of Washington. Consistent with the Settlement Agreement, and as mutually 
agreed to with Ecology as a "Cooperating Agency" under NEPA, DOE will revise, update, and 
re-analyze groundwater impacts and other resource areas related to waste disposal alternatives in 
the HSW EIS. These new analyses will be integrated with the TC EIS, into the expanded 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING: THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
AND THE WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY-January 6, 2006 
(continued) 

TC& WM EIS, which is currently under development. In addition, other existing analyses within 
the HSW EIS that are not directly affected by the waste disposal alternatives will also be 
reviewed, revised, and updated as appropriate, as part of the development of the expanded 
TC&WM ElS. Alternatives for low-level and mixed low-level waste drawn from the HSW EIS 
may be simplified for analysis and presentation purposes in the TC&WM EIS, as agreeable to 
both parties. The result will be a single, integrated EIS addressing ongoing and proposed waste 
management activities that were within the original scope of the HSW EIS as well as proposed 
scope of the TC-EIS activities that DOE will undertake at the Hanford Site. 

DOE recognizes that Ecology has special expertise and perspectives that can aid DOE in its data 
gathering and analysis activities. OOE acknowledges that gaining the State's input on the 
regulatory implications and the technical aspects of retrieving. treating, immobilizing, and 
disposing of Hanford Site tank waste and performing other Hanford Site solid . waste 
management activities will likely benefit DOE' s environmental analyses under NEPA. The State 
recognizes that cooperation with DOE will like!Y aid DOE's progress toward meeting the legal 
requirements in the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Compliance Order, as well. as 
likely improve DOE's analyses of potential impacts from waste management and tank closure 
alternatives at Hanford. It is therefore appropriate for Ecology and DOE to cooperate in 
preparation of environmental documentation for agency actions that must fulfill applicable 
requirements of NEPA and SEPA. 

Ecology and DOE hope that a cooperative effort will streamline the environmental impact 
review process; avoid duplication, delay, and extra costs; and provide a superior product. 
Ecology and DOE agree to cooperate in OOE's preparation of environmental documentation 
intended to satisfy the applicable provisions of NEPA and SEPA for evaluation of the proposed 
waste management and tank closure actions at the Hanford Site that have been detennined by the 
agencies to require an EIS. Ecology's cooperation does not necessarily mean that the State of 
Washington agrees, either from a technical or policy basis, with the scope of all waste 
management alternatives analyzed in the EIS, or with the substance of all decisions OOE might 
make following finalization of the EIS. 

Nothing in this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) should be interpreted as Ecology's 
concurrence that OOE' s final EIS will satisfy NEPA regulations at 40 CFR Part 1500 et seq. or 
the SEPA pursuant to WAC 197-11-164. 

ll. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this MOU is to define the responsibilities of each agency in preparation of the 
EIS. Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA, 
40 C.F.R. Part 1501 et seq., the agencies agree that working together on an EIS may be 
accomplished in several ways. For the purposes of this MOU, DOE and Ecology (the Parties) 
agree that the most effective relationship shall be one in which DOE serves as the "Lead 
Agency" and Ecology serves as the "Cooperating Agency" As defined in the CEQ regulations 
( 40 C.F .R. Part 1508). Ecology will be the lead agency representing the State for all matters 
related to SEPA. 

2 
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Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING: THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
AND THE WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY-January 6, 2006 
(continued) 

The roles and responsibilities of both the Lead Agency and the Cooperating Agency during the 
preparation of the TC&WM EIS are detailed below. The Parties will revise the existing Tank 
Retrieval and Closure Process Communication Plan (RPP-13334, Rev. 0), as appropriate to 
describe this relationship and the process that the Parties will follow to carry out these respective 
roles. 

ill. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. "Lead Agency" means the party that will have final responsibility to ensure that the 
process leading to completion of a TC&WM EIS and a Record of Decision is adequately 
perfonned. The Lead Agency coordinates with all necessary parties, provides expertise and 
technical review, and meets all applicable NEPA requirements. As used herein, DOE is the lead 
agency. 

B. "Cooperating Agency" means a party that participates in the process closely to provide 
advice and assistance to the Lead Agency, particularly in matters relating to SEPA requirements 
and to regulatory impacts and requirements. The Cooperating Agency may also offer advice and 
assistance in other parts of the process, as agreed with the Lead Agency. As used herein, 
Ecology is the Cooperating Agency. 

C. "Process" means the joint process by which the Lead Agency will meet its NEPA 
obligations and the Cooperating Agency will meet its SEPA obligations. 

D. Schedule for the TC&WM EIS: Subject to Section III of this MOU, the Parties agree to 
act with reasonable diligence to develop and implement a schedule that will have the final 
TC&WM EIS issued by an estimated completion date of June 2008. 

E. Administrative Record Materials: The Parties agree that the development and 
maintenance of a complete, current Administrative Record are crucial for the NEPA decision­
making process. To further this goa~ the Parties agree that DOE will assemble and maintain the 
Administrative Record. In addition, to the extent allowed by law, the Parties agree that DOE and 
Ecology will provide all relevant documents, computer records, and any other materials to DOE 
for this purpose on a timely (preferably weekly) basis during the preparation of the draft and 
final EIS. 

F. Data Gathering and Analysis: the parties intend that Ecology will participate in all 
appropriate phases of data gathering, analysis, and interpretation activities for the EIS, to the 
extent possible. The Parties will share and discuss infonnation that DOE and its contractors use 
in the preparation of this EIS (examples include assumptions, input parameters of modeling, 
calibration, validation, sensitivity analysis, assessment of groundwater flow field, alternative 
conceptual models, assessment of uncertainties and significance, and exposure scenarios). DOE 
will share computer generated data files/packages that they used for this assessment with 
Ecology. 

The Parties agree that DOE, with cooperation from Ecology, will conduct periodic quality 
control reviews of the data that DOE uses to model the impacts to groundwater and human health 
and the environment from the alternatives included in the TC&WM EIS. This effort is also 
intended to reflect the "lessons learned" and recommendations made to DOE from the quality 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING: THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
AND THE WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY -January 6, 2006 
(continued) 

assurance review conducted for the HSW EIS, as documented in the Final Report of the Review 
of the Hanford Solid Waste ErrvironmenJal Impact Statement (EIS) Data Quality, Control and 
Management Issues. Ecology will review a representative sample of data that DOE and its 
NEPA contractors incorporate into any modeling of releases or impacts of releases from the tank 
farms and other Hanford Site waste management activities. 

Ecology and DOE have already signed a Technical Guidance Document ([GD) that establishes 
key values and methods for critical areas of analysis in the TC EIS now under development. The 
Parties agree that this TGD will remain in place for the TC&WM EIS, but may be revised and. 
expanded as appropriate to address the additional groundwater and waste management scope 
being included from the HSW EIS. 

Ecology's right to incorporate any technical or policy points of view in a Foreword to the 
TC&WM EIS is preserved. This MOU is intended to establish a balanced and open process for 
addressing such views for inclusion in the TC&WM EIS. In some cases, this process may result 
in additional sensitivity analyses. 

IV. GENERAL DOE AND ECOLOGY RESPONSIBILITIES 

DOE ECOLOGY 
A. Active and timely participation in all A. Active and timely participation in all 

appropriate phases of the process. appropriate phases of the process. 

B. Establish a time schedule for the process B. Provide advice about SEPA requirements. 
that meets both NEPA and SEPA 
requirements and allows review times for 
the agencies involved and effective citizen 
involvement. 

C. Provide for meetings with appropriate C. Provide advice, assistance, and support at 
federal, state, regional, and local agencies, public meetings. 
and concerned groups for the purpose of 
increasing communication and receiving 
comments on EIS-related documents. 

D. Maintain jointly with Ecology an issues D. Maintain jointly with DOE an issues 
resolution list that reflects the items about resolution list that reflects the items about 
which the two agencies are not yet agreed. which the two agencies arc not yet agreed. 
Either.agency may add items to the list, but Either agency may add items to the list, but 
both must agree to delete an item. This both must agree to delete an item. This 
information will be provided periodically information will be provided periodically to 
to stakeholders, Tribal Nations, and other stakeholders, Tribal Natioris, and other 
interested groups or individuals. interested groups or individuals. Ecology 

will post this on its "tank list serv." 

E. Provide Ecology representatives with draft E. Provide DOE with timely responses, 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING: THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
AND THE WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - January 6, 2006 
(continued) 

DOE ECOLOGY 
copies of relevant analyses, plans, advice, or assistance as appropriate. 
schedules, issue papers, etc., in a timely Normally timely is seven working days. 
manner. Adequate lead time normally is 
seven working days. 

F. In instances involving questions as to the F. Review drafts of data packages, EIS 
content, accuracy or relevance of any chapters, issue papers, public briefings and 
material (including issues, data. and other such documents, and provide timely 
analyses), DOE will make the final advice and assistance regarding content, 
determination on inclusion, deletion, or accuracy, or relevance of those materials. 
revision of the material. DOE will have Notify DOE if there is concern about the 
responsibility for ensuring compliance with EIS meeting SEPA requirements. 
requirements ofNEPA. DOE will attempt 
to produce an EIS that may be used by 
Ecology to satisfy SEPA. 

G. DOE will conduct periodic QNQC G. The State will cooperate with DOE in its 
activities. periodic QNQC activities. 

H. Dispute Resolution H. Dispute Resolution 

• The Parties agree that they will strive to • The Parties agree that they will strive to 
expeditiously and fairly resolve disputes expeditiously and fairly resolve disputes 
at the NEPA Document Manager Level. at the Project Manager Level. Each 
Each party agrees to work professionally party agrees to work professionally with 
with the other to achieve closure on any the other to achieve closure on any 
issues arising during the process of issues arising during the process of 
preparing and processing the NEPA preparing and processing the NEPA 
documents. documents. 

• The Parties recognize that the essence of • The Parties recognize that the essence of 
the NEPA process is to inform the the NEPA process is to inform the public 
public of different points of view on the of different points of view on the 
technical matters whenever it is technical matters whenever it is 
necessary for complete disclosure. necessary for complete disclosure. 
Thus, one method of resolution under Thus, one method of resolution under 
NEPA is for parties to "agree to NEPA is for parties to "agree to 
disagree" and to so state in the NEPA disagree" and to so state in the NEPA 
documents. documents. 

I. Ensure compliance with requirements of I. Not applicable. 
NEPA and Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations, as well as other 
federal regulations and laws. 
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DOE ECOLOGY 

J. Attempt to ensure compliance with J. Consult closely with DOE to ensure that all 
requirements ofSEPA and other SEPA and other state requirements are 
Washington authorities as they relate to the clear and known to DOE as they relate to 
TC&WM EIS. As much as possible the TC& WM EIS. Offer timely advice and 
consolidate meetings, processes, and assistance regarding consolidation of 
documents. meetings, processes, and documents. 

K. Ensure that relevant environmental issues, K. Provide advice and consultation to DOE 
reasonable alternatives, and environmental about relevant environmental issues, 
impacts are addressed in the EIS. alternatives, and environmental impacts as 

they are addressed in draft documents 
leading up to formal documents for public 
review. 

L. Schedule meetings with appropriate lead L. Designate at least two Ecology 
time and notification to Ecology project representatives who will participate in the 
members. Provide Ecology minutes and EIS project as project members. At least 
other papers relevant to those meetings. one Ecology project member will attend all 

relevant meetings, including project 
management meetings, briefings for 
management, and meetings with 
stakeholders and Tribal Nations. Ecology 
project members will participate in 
meetings to offer Ecology positions on 
issues, relevant expertise, advice, and 
assistance. 

M. Respond to challenges to subsequent M. Provide information and advice to DOE on 
decisions made based on the final EIS. responding to EIS challenges. 

N. Continue obligations under the Tri-Party N. If decisions based on environmental 
Agreement that remain unchanged by analyses in the EIS indicate the need to 
completion of the TC&WM EIS. If consider Tri-Party Agreement changes, 
decisions based on environmental analyses Ecology will follow the Tri-Party 
in the EIS indicate the need to consider Tri- Agreement process to evaluate the 
Party Agreement changes, DOE will follow proposal. 
the Tri-Party Agreement process to submit 
potential changes. 

0. Some information supporting EIS analyses 0 . Ecology will comply with the public 
may contain predecisional, deliberative disclosure requirements of Chapter 42.17 
process (under FOIA or OUO), non-public RCW, which includes exemptions from 
information or proprietary data. DOE will disclosure for certain public records. 
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DOE ECOLOGY 
appropriately protect materials identified as Ecology will notify the DOE document 
"draft" or "proprietary" or that is labeled manager of any request for public 
with other restrictive legends. DOE will disclosure pursuant to RCW 42.17 .330. In 
limit use and dissemination of these the event DOE detennines that a document 
materials to employees involved in otherwise discloseable by Ecology under 
preparation of the EIS. "Employees" Chapter 42.17 RCW is not appropriate for 
includes Ecology project members with public inspection, DOE may seek a 
appropriate security clearances. JfDOE protective order preventing disclosure of 
receives a request for public disclosure, the document pursuant to applicable federal 
DOE will make a determination in laws and/or RCW 42. 17.330. Ecology will 
accordance with federal laws how to ensure that its EIS representatives obtain 
respond. DOE will expeditiously process necessary security clearances0 

appropriate security clearances for Ecology 
EIS representatives. 

V. PROCEDURES 

DOE ECOLOGY 
A. Conduct public scoping meetings to A. Provide advice, assistance, and support at 

receive comments on the proposed action public meetings as requested by DOE. 
and alternatives as described in the Notice 
of Intent. 

B. Identify the primary issues and concerns B. Provide advice and comment about the 
arising from the scoping process including issues and concerns, and additional 
the public scoping meetings. Identify information, acquired in the scoping 
additional infonnation acquired during the process, including public scoping meetings. 
scoping process. Prepare a plan to address 
the issues and concerns in the draft EIS. 

C. Write or rewrite sections, parts, or C. Review internal drafts of al I sections, parts, 
chapters of the EIS. Provide internal or chapters of the EIS and offer comments 
drafts to Ecology with adequate time for or propose revisions. 
review and comment. 

D. Convene workshops as necessary or as D. Participate in workshops convened to 
requested with Ecology to review sections, review sections, parts, or chapters of the 
parts, or chapters of the EIS and EIS and supporting analyses. 
supporting analyses. Decide which 
comments and revisions should be 
reflected in the EIS. 

E. Accept the draft "Foreword" that Ecology E. Provide a draft "Foreword" to be included 
provides. in the draft EIS. 
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DOE ECOLOGY 
F. Issue (distribute) the draft EIS to the F. Review and provide comments on the draft 

public, and federal, state, and local EIS. 
agencies for review and comment using 
processes established by NEPA. 

G. Receive comments resulting from the G. Participate in discussions on comment 
public comment period. Determine how responses and proposed changes in the EIS 
the comments will be addressed and with DOE. Provide advice and assistance. 
decide which changes to the draft EIS are Notify DOE formally of disagreement with 
necessary. the final EIS. 

H. Publish as a part of the "Foreword" in the H. Provide a statement in the comments and 
final EIS a statement from Ecology which responses and changes to the EIS to DOE 
will contain its perspectives and positions in a timely manner that will be included in 
on the development and content of the the "Foreword" part of the final EIS that 
EIS. states Ecology's perspectives and positions. 

I. Review the final EIS and verify that 
I. Write the final EIS. File the final EIS Ecology comments on the draft EIS were 

with the U.S. Environmental Protection adequately addressed. Determine if the 
Agency. Make printed copies of the final final EIS can be adopted as a substitute for 
EIS. Publish a Notice of Availability in preparing the SEPA EIS. 
the Federal Register. Distribute the final 
EIS to the public, and federal, state, and This adoption determination will be based 
local agencies. on (1) whether SEPA requirements are met 

as specified in WAC 197-11-600 and 
197-11-630, (2) whether State comments 
on the draft EIS were adequately 
incorporated into the final EIS, or 
(3) whether the final EIS has not been 
found inadequate by a court, the Council on 
Environmental Quality, or by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Ecology will issue its detennination to 
adopt the EIS. In the event that substantial 
written requests are received to hold a 
public hearing on the adequacy of the EIS 
as a substitute for the SEPA EIS, and DOE 
does not hold a hearing, Ecology will hold 
its own hearing. If necessary, Ecology may 
reconsider its adoption in light of 
comments made at the public hearing. 

J. Decision Making: DOE is resoonsible J. Decision Making: IfEcologv has anv 
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DOE ECOLOGY 
for making decisions to take actions objection to DOE's decision, to the extent 
within the scope of the EIS and related practicable, Ecology will notify DOE of its 
NEPA documents. DOE will make these objection prior to issuance of the Record of 
decisions consistent with NEPA statutory Decision (ROD). Nothing in the ROD shall 
and regulatory requirements. DOE shall preclude the State' s ability to make 
discuss its decisions with Ecology prior to independent decisions within its 
the issuance of the Record of Decision on jurisdiction. Toe State will make SEP A 
the EIS. determinations through analysis of the 

Final TC&WM EIS and will adopt the EIS 
ifit meets the requirements of WAC 
197-11 SEPA Rules. 

VI. COMMENT AND ISSUE RESOLUTION PROCESS 

DOE ECOLOGY 
A. Prepare responses to public comments. A. Aid DOE in preparing responses to public 

Make those responses available in draft comments. Give input to DOE with 
form to Ecology with sufficient time for sufficient time for review, comment, and 
review and comment. Maintain a log of incorporation. 
formal review comments and responses as 
part of the Administrative Record. 

B. Receive policy, technical, and editorial B. Provide policy, technical, and editorial 
comments on internal draft materials from comments on internal draft materials. 
Ecology reviewers. DOE will determine 
whether and how to reflect these comments 
in the EIS. 

VII. EFFECT OF THIS MOU 

A. The Parties agree that the sole purpose of this MOU is to set out roles, responsibilities, 
and expectations of the Parties during DOE's preparation of the TC&WM EIS. 

B. Both Parties agree that no portion of th is MOU creates, nor is it intended to create, any 
enforceable legal rights, either procedural or substantive, as between the Parties or any third 
parties in addition to any such rights that may exist under applicable provisions of NEPA and 
SEPA. 

C. Nothing in this MOU shall be construed to restrict in any way the authority of any agency 
of the State of Washington to ensure that DOE complies with the Hazardous Waste Management 
Act of Washington (RCW 70.105), SEPA (RCW 43.21C) or any other applicable law, order, or 
agreement. 
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D. Nothing in this MOU shall relieve DOE from its obligation to comply with any 
applicable federal, state or local law, order or agreement between the State of Washington and 
DOE. · 

E. Nothing in this MOU shall alter the rights and responsibilities of the Parties with regard 
to provisions of the Settlement Agreement and the Stipulated Order referenced in Section I of 
this MOU. 

VIII. MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION 

A. The Parties may modify this Cooperating Agency MOU by mutual written agreement. 

B. This MOU will terminate when the Record of Decision for the Final TC&WM EIS 
appears in the Federal Register. However, the Parties may reinstate this MOU by mutual 
agreement if additional actions become necessary. 
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C.1.2 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Responses to U.S. Department of Energy Correspondence 

Mr. James E. Rasmussen, U.S. Department of Energy 
Mr. Mike Wilson, Washington State Department of Ecology 
November 27, 2002 
Re: Letter to Michael A. Wilson from James E. Rasmussen, "Invitation to Participate 
as a Cooperating Agency in Development of the Tank Closure, Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington, Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)" 

Mr. James E. Rasmussen, U.S. Department of Energy 
Mr. Jeffery J. Lyon, Washington State Department of Ecology 
April 25, 2003 
Re: Letter to Michael Wilson, Washington State Department of Ecology, from James 
E. Rasmussen, United States Department of Energy, 03-ED-045, "Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)," dated 
March 25, 2002, with Attachment 03-ED-045 "Memorandum of Understanding for 
the Environmental Impact Statement" 
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STATE OF W"5Hll'IGf ON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
f".O. llu¥ 47600 • 0/ympii, W;,1hing1on 98S0lf•7600 

/360J 407-6000 • TDD Only 1He;,ri11g lmp~ir,:d/ (J6UJ 407-6006 

November 27, 2002 

Mr. James E. Rasmussen 
Environmenral Management Divisiop 
United States Department of Energy 
P.O. Bo" 450, MSJN: H6-60 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Rasmussen: 

~e: Letter to Michael A. Wilson from James E. Rasmussen, ·•rnvimion to 
Participate as a Cooperating Agency in Devclopmenr of the Tank Closure, Hanford 
Site, Richland. Washington, Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)" 

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) appreciates your invitation. and would 
like ro acccpr the opportimity to panicipate as a cooperating agency in the development of the 
Tanlc Closure EIS. Ecology's acceptance will be contingenr on the development of an agreeable 
Mcmorandwn of Understanding (MOU) by December 1 S, 2002. 

Our points of contact are Suzanne Dahl at (509) 736-5705 and Jeff Lyon at (509) 736-3098. 
Please feel free to contact us as appropriate. 

Sincerely, 

,/1/d/tlll 
Mike Wilson 
Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 

JL:sdb 

cc: Dave Bartus, EPA 
Ellen Manlin. USDOE 
Mary Beth Burandt, USDOE/ORP 
Woody Russell, USDOE/ORP 
Todd Manin. HAB 

Pat Sobotta, NPT 
Russell Jim, YN 
Ken Niles, OOE 
Administrative Record 

C- 21 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

I WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - April 25, 2003 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
131S W. 4th Avfflue • KrnMwiclt., Wilihington 99336-6018 • (S09) 7JS•7S81 

April 25 , 2003 

Mr. James E. Rasmussen 
Environmental Management Division 
United States Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 450, MSIN: H6-60 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Rasmussen: 

Re: Letter to Michael Wilson, Washington State Department of Ecology, from James E. 
Rasmussen. United States Department of Energy, 03-ED-045, "Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)", dated 
March 25, 2002, with Attachment 03-ED-045 "Memorandum of Understanding 
for the Environmental Impact Statement" 

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) appreciates the invitation and 
opportunity to participate as a cooperating agency for the Tank Waste Retrieval, Treatment. 
Disposal and Tanlc Closure EIS. Mr. Wilson has signed the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU), and we are returning it for your records. 

If necessary, please feel free to contact me at (509) 736-3098, or Suzanne Dahl at 
(509) 736-5705. Thank you. 

s;f~t, )~ 
JeijerJ/Lyon 
Project Manager Tank Waste Storage 
Nuclear Waste Program 

JJL:nc 
Enclosure 

cc: See next page 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - April 25, 2003 (continued) 

Mr. James Rasmussen 
April 25, 2003 
Page 2 

cc: Dave Bartus. EPA 
Mary Ellen Mattlin, US DOE 
Mary Beth Burandt, USDOE/ORP 
Woody Russell, USDOR/ORP 
Andy Stevens, USDOE/ORP 
Deborah Williams. USDOE/ORP 
Todd Martin, HAB 
Rick Gay, CTUIR 
Pat Sobotta, NPT 
Russell Jim, YN 
Ken Niles, Oregon Energy 
Administrative Record 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY-April 25, 2003 (continued) 

Attachment 
03-ED.045 

Memorandum of Understanding 
for the 

Environmental Impact Statement 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY-April 25, 2003 (continued) 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

BETWEEN 

UNITED STAllS DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, 
OFFICE OF RIVER PROTECTION 

AND 

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

I, INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Department ofEneri)', Office ofRiver Protection (ORP) i• proposin1 to 
retrieve, treat, immobilize, and dispose all Hanford Site tank wastes by 2028 and close all 
~ l}'ltems and tanlc farms by 2033. These propoHd acti0111 are subject to both the 
National Environmenl4I Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the "W ashiJl&ton State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)" which require consideration of potential 
environmental Impacts in the decision making process. 

It is appropriate that the State of Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) and ORP 
cooperate in preparation of cnviromnental docwnc:ntation !or actions that must fulfill 
requirements of both NEPA and SEPA. A cooperative effort will hopefully streamline 
lhe enviromnental impact review process and avoid duplication, delay, and extra costs as 
well a.s provido a 1vperior produc:L Ece>logy and ORP agree to cooperate in preparation 
of envirunmenlal documentation to satisfy both NEPA and S.EPA for actions in tbc 
Hanford tank farms detennined to require an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

The E1S, fully named the Taruc Waste Retrieval, Treatment, Dispou.J and Tank Cl()Sure 
EIS (hereafter referred to as the "Tank Closure EJSj, will be prepared to fUlfiU the EIS 
requirements or applicable Federal and state laws, executive orders, rules, and policies. 
In particular, it i1 intended to comply with requirements of NEPA md SEPA. 

Ecology and ORP will cooperate to prepare a well integrated and crlited Tank Closure 
EIS to encompass all ORP actions that are ready for envlromncntal review and decision. 

Ecology hu clearly communicated elsewhere to ORP their concern that a TanJc Closure 
EIS schedule which leads to a Record of Decision (ROD) in April 2004 is too short. 
Nothina in tha Memomndum ofUiidentanding (MOU) should be interpreted as 
Ecoloay•, c:oru:urrence in the Ers schedule as of January 21, 2003, concurrence that the 
final EIS will satisfy NEPA. or concurrence that the final EIS will satisfy SEP A pursuant 
to Washington Administntive Code (WAC) 197-11-160. 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY-April 25, 2003 (continued) 

II. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this MOU is to got out clearly tho responsibilities of each agency in 
cooperative prep1tation of the Tank Closure EIS. The overall responsibilityofORP will 
be Lead Agency and the ovcra11 responsibility of Ecology will be Cooperating Aaency. 
These terms shall have the meaning as defined in 40 CFR § 1508. 

m. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. "Lead Agency" means the party that will have final respouibility to ensure that the 
process lellding to completion of II final Tanlc Clo~ EIS and a ROD is adequately 
performed. The Lead Agency coordmates with all nccC5.Slry partiea, proviues 
e,cpertise and technical review, and meets all appllcable NEPA requirements. 

B. "Cooperating Agency" participates in tho process closely to provide advice and 
asai~ to the Lead Agcocy, particularly in mattm relating to SEPA requirements 
and to rcauJatory impacts and requirements. The cooperatina agency may also offer 
advice and auistanct in other parts of the proce11 u agreed with the Leid Agency. 

C. ''Ptoeess" means the joint process by which the Lead Agency will meet its NEPA 
obligations and the Cooperating Agency will meet its SBPA obligations. 

IV. GENERAL ORP AND ECOLOGY RE~PONSIBU.ITIES 

ORP ECOLOGY 
A. Activo and timely participation in llll A. Active and timoly participation in all 

appropriate phaacs oCthe process. appropriate phases of tbc proceas. 

B. Establish a time schedule for the B. Provide advice about SEPA 
process that meets both NEPA and rcquimncnts. 
SEPA requirements and allows review 
times for the a1encics involved and 
effective citizen involvement. 

C. Provide for mectinp with appropriate C. Provide advice and assistance. 
Federal, state, regional, and local 
qcnciee, and c:oncemed groups for the 
purpose of increasins communication 
and receiving comments on EIS-related 
documents. 

D. Maintain jointly with Ecology an issues D. Maintainjointlywith ORP an issues 
resolution list which reflects the itema resolution list that reOocss tho items 
about which the two ascncies arc not about that the two agencies arc not yot 
yet agreed. Either agency may a<ld agreed. Either agency may add i~cms 
itma to lbc list but both must agree to to the list but both mlllt agree to delete 
delete an item. This information will an item. This information will be 
be orovided oeriodically to orovidcd Mriodically to stakeholders, 

2 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY-April 25, 2003 (continued) 

ORP ECOLOGY 
stakeholders, Tn"bal Nations, and other Tribal Nations, and other intere,ted 
intercst1d groups or individuals. groups or individuals. Ecology will 

post this on their "tank list kn"'. 

E. Provide Ecology representatives with E. Provide ORP responses. advice, or 
draft copies of relevant anal)"eS, plans, assistance as appropriate. 
scliedules, iuue papers, etc .• in a timely 
manner. Adequate lead time normally 
is minimally five worlcina days. 

F. In inst~ces involving que$tions as to F. R~icw drafts of data packages, ElS 
the content, accuracy or relevance of chapters, issue papen, public briefings 
any material (including issues, data, and other such documents, and provicte 
and analyses), ORP will make the final advice and 15Sistance regarding 
determination on inclusion, deletion, or content. accuncy or relevance oflhose 
revision of the material. ORP will have materials. Notify ORP ifthere is 
responsibility for ensuring compliance concern about the EIS meetillg SEP A 
with requirements of NEPA. OR.P will ~uircmcnta. 
at~pt to produce an EIS that may be 
used by Ecology to satisfy SEP A. 

G. Ensure compliance with requirements G. Not applicable. 
ofNEPA and Council on 
Bnvironmental Quality 1egut&tions, as 
well as other Federal regulations and 
laws. 

H. Attempt to cnsun compliance with H. Cons\llt closely with ORP to ensure 
roquin:menta of SEP A and other that all S£P A and other state 
Washington authorities u they relate to requirements are clear and known to 
the Tanlc: Closure EIS. Al much as ORP u they relate to the Tank Cl0$Ure 
possible consolidate meetings, EIS. Offer advice and wistance 
procesces, and documents. regarding consolidation ofmeeting.s, 

processes, and documents . . 
I. Ensure that relevant environmental I. Provide advice and consultation lo 

issues, reasonable alternatives, and O:RP about relevant cnviroomental 
environmental impacts are addressed in issues, alternatives, llld environmental 
lheElS. impacts as they are acfdrffled in draft 

doctmlents leadina up to fonnal 
documentl for public review. 

J. Schedule meetings with appropriate 1. Designate a leut two Boology 
lead ti.mo and notification to Ecology repracntativcs who will participate in 
project members. Provide Ecology the EIS project as project members. 

3 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY -April 25, 2003 (continued) 

ORP tCOL0CY 
minutes and other paper1 televant to At l,au oue Ecology project member 
thoeo meeting.,. will attend all relevant meeting,, 

Including project management 
meetings, briefings for management, 
and meetings with stalcdlolders and 
Tribal Nation,. Ecoloay project 
members will participate in meetings 
to offer Ecology poaitions on issues, 
releva.nt expertise, advice, and 
wistanc:c. 

K. Respond to challenge. to decisions I<. Provide information and advice to 
made in the final EIS. ORP on responding to EIS challenges. 

L Continu.ina obligations under the L. I( decisions based on environmental 
Hanford Fd~al Facility Agrumuu analyaos in the EIS indicate the 
a,id Cotuent Order (hereafter Tri.Party caiuideration ofTri-Party Agreement 
Agreement) mnaill W1changcd by cbangg, Ecology will follow tho Tri-
completion orthc Tllllk Closure EIS. If Party Agreement process to evaluate 
dccisiom based on environmental the proposal. 
analyses in the EIS indicate the 
con.sidoratioo o(Tri-Pany Agreement 
chanaes, OR.P will follow the Tri-Party 
Agreem.ent proccsa to submit potential 
changes. 

M. Some information supponing EIS M. Ecology will comply with lhc public 
analyses may c~ntain non-public disclosure requirements o(Chapter 
infomution or proprietary data. ORP 42.17 RCW, which includes 
will appropriately protect materials exemptions from disclosure for certain 
identified u "draft" or "))roprictary" or public record•. Ecology will notify the 
that is labeled with other restrictive ORP document DW1a&or of any request 
leaends. ORP will limit use and for p11blkdilclosure pursuant to RCW 

! 
disacmination ofthcac materials to 42, l 7 .330. 1n the event ORP 
employees involved in preparation of dotennines that a document otherwise 

I the EIS. "Employee£" includes diacloseablc by :Ecology w:ider Chapter 

I 
Ecology project members with 42.17 RCW is not appropriate for 

i appropriate security cleawices. If ORP public inspection. ORP may seek a 

I receives a request for public disclosure, protective order preventing dt.closure 
ORP will coopen.te with the Richland oftbe document pursuant to RCW 
()peRtions Office to DJKe a 42.17.330. 
detarmination in accordance with 
Federal laws bow lo respond. 

4 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY-April 25, 2003 (continued) 

V. PROCEDURF.S 

- · O'RP ECOLOGY 
A. Conduct public scoping mcetuia, to A. Provide advice and assiJtance as 

receive comments on the proposed ~uested by ORP. 
actioa and alternatives u dc:Jcribed in 
the Notice oCllltent. 

B. Identify the primazy iUUC$ and B. Provid~ advice and comment about the 
concerns arisin11 from the SCOPU!i issues and concerns, and additional 
procea including the public scoping information, acquired in the scoping 
meetings. Idmtify additional proccsa, including public scopinJ 
information acquired d\lring \he mcctin&s. 
scopiag pnx;ess. Prepare a plan to 
addresa tbo iuues and concenu in the 
draft EIS. 

C. Write or fCWritc sections. pans, or C. Review internal drafts of al\ sections, 
chapters of the EIS. Provide intemal parts, or chaptcra of'thc EIS and offer 
dta& to :Ec:oloay with adcqua&c time comments or pn:,~ revision,. 
for review and comment. 

D. Convene workshop, as ncccsnry or as D. Participate in workshops convened to 
requested with Ecology to review review sections, parts, or chapters of 
sections. pans. or chapte,1 of the EIS the EIS and supporting analyses. 
and supportin, analyses. Decide which 
commenlS and revisions should be 
reflected in tho BIS. 

. E. Issue (distribute) the draft EIS to the E. Ecology will review and p10vide I 
public, and Federal, state, and local comments. 
aacocios for review and commmt 111ing 
pnx:eues established by NEPA. 

F. Receive comments resulting from the F. Review the eouuneDts receivod and tho 
public comment period. Dctffllline cbanios to tho draft E[S which ORP 
how the comments will be addressed decides are necessary. Provide advice 
and decide which changes to the draft and usistanco. Notify ORP formally 
BJS are neceswy. of d.isa,recmcnts with the final EIS. 

G. Publish u a part of the "Forward" in G. Provide a statement to ORP in a timely 
the final EIS a s&atement from Eccloay mannc:t that will be included in the 
which will contain its perspectives and "Forward" part of the EIS which atates 
positions on the deYelopment and :Ecology's perspectives and positions. 
content of the EIS. 

s 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY -April 25, 2003 (continued) 

ORP ECOLOGY 
H.· Write the fu\11 EIS. File the final EIS H. Review the final E[S aud verify that 

with the U.S. Envi«>nmental Protection Ecology comments on tho draft EIB 
Agency. Mako printed copio., of the were Jdc:quately addressed. Determine 
final EIS. Publish a Notice of if the final EIS can be adopted u a 
A vailabllity in the Fedtral Rtgisttr. : substitute for preparing the SEPA EIS. 
Distribute the final ElS to the public, Thi, adoption dctenninaiion will be 
and Federal, state, and local agencies based on ( 1) whether SEP A 

requirements are met u laid out in 
WAC 197-11-600 and 197-11~30, (2) 
whether State comments on the dAil 
E1S were adeqUAtely incorporated into 
the linal EIS, or (3) whether the final 
EIS bu not been found inadequate by 
a court, the Council on Environmental 
Quality, or by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agericy. 

Ecology will iuuc its detennination to 
adopt the EIS. In the event that 
substmtial written requeses are 
received to bold a public bwing on 
the adequacy of the EIS u a substitute 
for the SEPA EIS, and ORP does not 
hold a hc'1ina, Bcolo&Y will hold its 
own hearing. If neceaary Ecology 
rcc0111ider it, adoption in'light of 
comments made 11 the public heiring. 

6 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY -April 25, 2003 (continued) 

VI. COMME~l' AND ISSUE RESOLU1'l0N PROCESS 

ORP ECOLOGY 
A. Prepare responses to public commenl5. A. Prepare input on rc,porucs rclaun, to 

Mako those responses available in draft the "at&to only" (e.g., S£PA) i$1UC$ . 
fonu to Ecology with sufficient time and regulatory ovezsight. Give input 
for review and comment. Maintain a to ORP with sufficient time forrcview, 
IOI of formal review comments and comment. and incorporation. 
responses. 

B. Roceive policy, technical, and editorial B. Provide policy, technical, and editorial 
C()m,nents on internal draft mater-ids commentJ on internal draft materials. 
from Ecology reviewers. ORP will 
dctcnnine whether and bow to reflect 
these comments in the EIS. 

V. MODmCATION AND TERMINATION 

The parties may modify this MOU by mutual written ageemcnL Either party may 
terminate the MOU after 30 days written notice. During that period, both parties will try 
to re,olvc lhe disagreements. 

If the MOU is terminated prior to completion of the NEPA proceu, both patties will have 
access to documentation, reports, analysis, and data developed for the EIS by ~thcr party. 

This MOU will tcnnirustc when tho final TanJc Oosure EIS is issued in the federal 
Rciiistcr. However, the panics may reinstate this MOU by mutual qreemcnt if 
additional actions become necessary. 

B. Rumusacn, Director, Euvironmental Division, 
c ofRivcr Protection, U.S. Department of Energy 

~~~Li · W elA.il~ Program M111qu, Nuclear Waste Program. 
Washington State Department of Ecology 

7 
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C.2 FEDERAL AND STATE ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED DURING THE 
CONSULTATION PROCESS 

C.2.1 Ecological Resources 

The following are copies of the correspondence from DOE to the Federal and state organizations 
regarding ecological resources, as discussed in Chapter 8 of this TC & WM EIS. Below is a list of these 
letters. 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

To: 
From: 
Date: 
Subject: 

Mr. Mark Miller, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Ms. Mary E. Burandt, U.S. Department of Energy 
June 16, 2003 
"Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (SST) at the Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington" 

Mr. Dennis Carlson, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Ms. Mary E. Burandt, U.S. Department of Energy 
June 16, 2003 
"Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (SST) at the Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington" 

Mr. JeffTayer, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Ms. Mary E. Burandt, U.S. Department of Energy 
June 16, 2003 
"Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (SST) at the Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington" 

Ms. Sandy Swope Moody, Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
Ms. Mary E. Burandt, U.S. Department of Energy 
June 16, 2003 
"Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (SST) at the Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington" 

Mr. Mark Miller, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Mr. William J. Taylor, U.S. Department of Energy 
June 12, 2008 
Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Mr. Dennis Carlson, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Mr. William J. Taylor, U.S . Department of Energy 
June 12, 2008 
Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 
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Mr. JeffTayer, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mr. William J. Taylor, U.S. Department of Energy 
June 12, 2008 
Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Ms. Sandy Swope Moody, Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
Mr. William J. Taylor, U.S . Department of Energy 
June 12, 2008 
Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 
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U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE-June 16, 2003 

@ 
U.S. Department of Energy 

03-ED-096 

P.O. Box450 
Richland, Washington 99352 

JUN 1 6 2003 

Mr. Mark Miller, Supervisor Central Washington 
Ecological Services Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
215 Melody Lane, Suite 119 
Wenatchee, Washington 98801 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ST A TEMENT (EIS) FOR RETRIEVAL, TREATMENT, AND 
DISPOSAL OFT ANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS (SST) AT TIIE 
HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The U.S. Department ofEnergy, Office of River Protection (ORP) is preparing an EIS for the 
retrieval, treatment, and disposal of tank waste and closure of the SST at the Hanford Site near 
Richland, Washington. The EIS will also address the closure of the 149 SST and associated 
facilities in the tank farms. The Tanks contain both hazardous and radioactive waste. The tank: 
farms and proposed treatment and storage facilities are located within the 200 West Arca and 200 
East Arca. Attachment 1 shows the location of the 200 Areas, including the potential location of 
supplqnental technology treatment facili ties. The Notice oflntent to prepare the EIS, which 
further explains the project, is Attachment 2. 

In compliance with the Endangered Species Act, the EIS will contain an analysis of the proposed 
action as it relates to listed and proposed, threatened and endangered species. In support of the 
preparation of this EIS, ORP requests the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to provide a current list 
of species that may be affected by the proposed action. 

If you have any questions, please contact me, (509) 373-9160. 

ED:MEB 

Attachments: (2) 

cc w/attachs: 
P. F. X. Dunigan, Jr., RL 
D. C. Ward, RL 
G. Hughes, USFWS 
Administrative Record (w/attach) 

Sincerely, 

m44fc.~ 
Mary E. Burandt 
NEPA Document Manager 
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Attachment 1 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, June 16, 2003 - Topographic Map 
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Attachment 2 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, June 16, 2003 - Notice of Intent 
1052 Federal Register/ Vol. 68, No. 5 / Wednesday, January 8, 2003 / Notices 

Electronic Access to This Document 

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

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

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

Dated: January 6, 2003. 
Rod Paige, 
Secretruy of Education . 
IFR Doc. 03-386 Filed 1-7-03; 8:45 am l 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

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

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

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

characteristics. DOE proposes lo 
package the waste fo r offsite shipment 
and disposal or onsite disposal. The 
tanks would be 61led with materials lo 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent Jong-term degradation of the 
tanks and d iscourage intruder access. 

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

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

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

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

C- 36 

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

Background 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• DOE wan ts to consi der non­
vitrification treatment technologies for 
LAW and LLW, if these wastes could be 
immobilized and disposed of onsite or 
offsile, while providing protect ion lo the 
human environment comparable to 
LAW and LLW immobilized by 
vitrification. 

In developing its Performance 
Management Plan for the Accelerated 
Cleanup of the Hanford Site (PMP, DOE/ 
RL-2000-47, August 2002). DOE stated 
its intent to meet its commilmenls 
under the Tri-Party Agreement, and 
identified its plan to complete tank 
waste retrieval, treatment and disposal 
by 2028 . and Lo close all of Lhe Lan.ks 
and associated facilities , including the 
WTP, by 2033. DOE's current plans call 
for closing all of the SSTs by 2028. 

DOE stated in Lhe PMP that Lo ach ieve 
these objectives, increased capacity will 
be needed fo r the WTP, along with 
additional treatment capacity provided 
by other waste immobilization 
technologies, referred to herein as 
"supplemental" technologies (bulk 
vitrification, containerized grout, steam 
reformiDg, or sulfate remova] are 
exan1ples). Also in the PMP and in the 
Supplement Analysis for the Tank 
Waste Remediation System (DOE/EIS-
0189-SA3, 2001). DOE co ncl uded that 
its evolving strategy for treating and 
disposing of the tank wastes by 2028 
and closing the SSTs by 2028 requires 
NEPA analys is of proposed tank waste 
retrieval, treatment and disposal , and 
proposed tank closure actions. 

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

Need for Action 
To meet its commitments under the 

Tri-Party Agreement and implement its 
plans to close the tank systems and 
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associated facilities in a timely manner 
to reduce existing and potential future 
risk to the public, site workers, and the 
envi ronment , DOE needs to complete 
waste retrieval, treatment and disposal 
of the waste from the SST and DST 
systems by 2028 and close all SST 
systems by 2028. 

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

Proposed Action 
DOE proposes to retrieve waste from 

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

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

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

Proposed Alternatives 

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

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

1. No Action 
The Council on Environmental 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This alternative would continue 
implementation of decisions made in 
the TWRS ROD and as considered in 
three supplement analyses completed 
through 2001. (See " RELATED NEPA 
DECISIONS AND DOCUMENTS" below 
for references.) Under these supplement 
analyses, DOE concluded that changes 
in the design and operation of the WTP , 
as defined in its contracts and program 
plans, were within the bounds of 
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analysis of environmental impacts in 
the TWRS EIS. Among the key 
modifications that would occur under 
this alternative are: (1) Implementing 
the initial phase of waste treatment with 
one ILAW facility rather than two, (2) 
expanding the design capacity of the 
!LAW facility from 20 metric tons of 
glass per day to 30 metric tons of glass 
per day, and (3) extending the design 
life of the Phase I facilities from 10 years 
to 40 years . Under this alternative, no 
new actions would be taken beyond 
those previously described in the TWRS 
ROD and supplement analyses regarding 
the tank waste. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Retrieval: Waste would he retrieved to 
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (i.e., 
residual waste would not exceed 360 
cubic feet for 100 series tanks or 36 
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which 
would correspond to 99% retrieval) 
using currently available liquid-based 
retrieval and leak detection systems. 
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Treatment: Retrieved waste wou ld be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and/or modified performance 
of operating systems (e.g., modifications 
lo melters lo increase throughput). WTP 
capacity would be supplemented with 
additional waste treatment capacity to 
immobilize LAW using a non­
vi tri fication technology. New non­
vitrification supplemental treatment 
capacity would be developed external to 
the WTP to immobilize a portion of the 
tank waste that would be designated as 
LLW pursuant lo DOE Order 435 .1 and/ 
or prepare a portion of the tank waste 
that would be designated as TRU waste 
for disposal. Waste treatment under this 
alternative would be completed in 2028 
and all SST tank systems would be 
closed by 2028. 

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

Closure: As operations are completed, 
SST waste system, waste storage, 
treatment and disposal facilities al the 
Hanford Site would be closed as a RCRA 
landfill unit under Dangerous Waste 
Regulations under WAC 173-303 and 
DOE Order 435.l, as applicable, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
facilities under DOE Order 430 .1A). The 
tanks would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tanks, ancillary equipment , and 
contaminated soils would be remedialed 
and remain in place and the closed tank 
systems would be covered with an 
engineered barrier that exceeds RCRA 
landfill requirements and is the more 
protective of the landfill options being 
evaluated (i.e., Hanford barrier) . 

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

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

4.0 Clean Closure of Tank Farms/ 
Onsite and Of/site Waste Disposal 

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

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

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

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

Closure: Clean closure reflects 
minimal residual waste in tanks and 
ancillary equipment, and contaminated 
soils remediated in place and/or 
removed from the tank system to be 
treated and disposed of in accordance 
with RCRA requirements. As operations 
are completed, all SST system storage, 
treatment , and disposal facilHies at the 
Hanford Site would be closed. Waste 
storage and disposal facilities would be 
closed in a manner that supported 
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future use on an unrestricted basis and 
that did not require post-closure care. 

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

5.0 Accelerated Landfill Closure/ 
Onsite and Of/site Waste Disposal 

Storage: DOE would continue current 
waste management operations using 
existing storage facilities that would be 
modified or supplemented with new 
waste storage facililies, lo support 
actions regarding near-term acceleration 
of tank waste retrieval and treatment. 
Under this alternati ve, some SSTs 
would be retrieved and closed by 2006, 
exceeding the existing TPA M-45 
comm itmen ts. 

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

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

Disposal: LAW immobilized via tbe 
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at 
offsite commercial or DOE facilities. 
THLW wou ld be stored onsi le pending 
disposal at the proposed national 
geologic repository. LLW immobilized 
external to Lhe WTP would be disposed 
of onsite or at offs ite commercial or DOE 
facilities . Transuranic waste would be 
packaged and stored onsite pending 
disposal at the WIPP. 

Closure: As operations are completed , 
SST tank waste system waste storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities would 
be closed as a RCRA landfi ll uni t under 
Dangerous Waste Regulations under 
WAC 173-303 and DOE Order 435 .1. or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
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fac ili ties under DOE Order 430.lA). 
Waste storage and disposal facilities 
would be closed as RCRA landfill units 
under applicable state Dangerous Waste 
Regulations (WAC 173- 303). The tanks 
would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tank systems (tanks, ancillary 
equipment, and soils) would be closed 
in place and would be covered with a 
modified RCRA barrier (i .e., a barrier 
with perfo rmance characteristics that 
exceed RCRA requirements for disposal 
of hazardous waste). 

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

6.0 Landfill Closure!Onsite and Offsite 
Wa ste Disposal 

Storage: DOE would continue current 
waste management operations using 
exis ting storage faci lities that woul d be 
modified, as needed , to support SST 
waste retrieval and treatment. 

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

Treatment: Retrieved waste would be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and/or modified performance 
of operating systems. Supplemental 
treatment technologies would be used to 
immobilize LLW. New non-vitrification 
treatment capacity to immobilize LLW 
for disposition would be developed 
external to the WTP. Waste treatment 
under this alternative would be 
completed in 2028, and all SST systems 
would be closed by 2028. 

Disposal: TLAW immobili zed via the 
WTP would be disposed of onsi te or at 
offsite commercial or DOE facilities. 
IHLW would be stored onsite pending 
disposal at a nati onal geologic 
repository. LLW immobilized external 
to the WTP would be disposed of onsite 
or at offsite commercial or DOE 
fac ilities. 

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

The main difference between this 
alternati ve and the other alternati ves is 
that under this alternative there would 
not be a separate TRU waste stream 
(Alternatives 3 through 5). As wi th 
Alternative 2, waste would be treated in 
the WTP and subsequently managed as 
either ILA W or IHL W. 

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

• Effects on the public and onsite 
workers from releases of radiological 
and nonradiological materials during 
norn1al operations and reasonably 
fo reseeable accidents. 

• Long-term risks to human 
populations resulting from was te 
disposal an d residual tank system 
wastes. 

• Effects on air and water quality 
from normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents, including long­
term impact5 on groundwater. 

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

• Effects on endangered species, 
archaeological/ cu I tural/historical sites, 
floodplains and wetlands , and priority 
habitat. 

• Effects from onsite and offsite 
transportation and from reasonably 
fo reseeable transportation accidents. 
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• Socioeconomic impacts on 
surrounding communities. 

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

• Unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects. 

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

• Potential irretrievable and 
irreversible commitment of resources. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DOE/EA- 1203, 1997, Trench 33 
Widening in 21 8-W- 5 Low-Level 
Burial Ground , U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland, Washington. 

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

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

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

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

DOE/EIS- 0189-SAl , 1997, Supplement 
Analysis fo r the Proposed Upgrades to 

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

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

DOE/EIS-0189-SA3, 2001, Supplement 
Analysis for the Tank Waste 
Remed iation Sys tem, U.S. Department 
of Energy, Washington, DC. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ecology, EPA, and DOE, 1989, Hanford 
Federal Facility Agreement and 
Consent Order, as amended, 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and U.S. 
Department ofEnergy, Olympia, 
Washington. 
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Issued in Washington, DC on this 3rd day 
of January, 2003. 
Beverly A. Cook, 
Assistant Secretary, Environment, Safety and 
Health. 
[FR Doc. 03- 318 Filed 1- 7- 03; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 6450---01- P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. EC0J-37-000, et al.] 

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

January 2, 2003. 
The fo llowing fi lings have been made 

wi th the Commission. The fi lings are 
listed in ascending order within each 
docket classification. 

1. Exelon Generation Company, LLC 

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

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

Comment Date: January 13 , 2003 . 

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

[Docket No. EC03-38-0001 
Take notice that on December 23, 

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

Comment Dal.e: January 13, 2003. 

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

!Docket No. EC03-3f}-(}00] 
Take notice that on December 24, 

2002 , Calpine Energy Services, L.P. 
(CES) and Calpine Northbrook Energy 
Marketing, LLC (CNEM) tendered for 
filing an application under section 203 
of the Federal Power Act for approval of 
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NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION -June 16, 2003 

@ 
03-ED-095 

Mr. Dennis Carlson 

U.S. Department of Energy 
•1,::i .. ... ' ___,, ; • 

1'r Y.,'f 1" t • 1 1' Y ... i.' ~ --, ~• .•\.1.-~ . - - - ,...._, .... , , 
P.O. Box450 

Richland, Washington 99352 

JUN 1 6 2003 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
510 Desmond Drive S.E., Suite 103 
Lacey, Washington 98503 

Dear Mr. Carlson: 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR RETRIEVAL, TREATMENT, AND 
DISPOSAL OFT ANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS (SST) AT THE 
HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) is preparing an EIS for the 
retrieval, treatment, and disposal of tank waste and closure of the SST at the Hanford Site near 
Richland, Washington. The EIS will also address the closure of the 149 SST and associated 
facilities in the tank fanns. The Tanks contain both hazardous and radioactive waste. The tank 
fanns and proposed treatment and storage facilities arc located within the 200 West Area and 200 
East Area. Attachment 1 shows the location of the 200 Areas, including the potential location of 
supplemental technology treatment facilities. The Notice of Intent to prepare the EIS, which 
further explains the project, is Attachment 2. 

In support of the preparation of this EIS, ORP requests the National Marine Fisheries Service to 
provide a current list of species that may be affected by the proposed action. Activities covered 
by the EIS may impact the Columbia River and its fisheries' resources due to leaks from the 
tanks reaching the river via the groundwater pathway. 

If you have any questions, please contact me, (509) 373-9160. 

ED:MEB 

Attachments: (2) 

cc w/attachs: 
P. F. X. Dunigan, Jr., RL 
D. C. Ward, RL 
Administrative Record 

Sincerely, 

Mary E. Burandt 
NEPA Document Manager 

C--42 
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Electronic Access to This Document 

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

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

Note: The official version of thi s document 
is published in the Federal Register. Pree 
Internet access to the official edition of the 
Federal Register and the Code of Federal 
Regulations is available on GPO Access al: 
ht·tp:llwww.occess.gpo.gov!narali11dex.html. 

Dated: January 6, 2003 . 

Rod Paige, 
Secretary of Education. 
IFR Doc. 03-386 Filed 1-7-03; 8:45 aml 
BILLING CODE 4000--01-M 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Public meetings will be held during 
the scoping period. Meetings will be 
held in Seatt le and Richland , 
Washington and in Port land and Hood 
River, Oregon on the following dates. 

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

DOE will notify the public of the 
meeting locations and limes and will 
provide additional information about 
each meeting through press releases, 
advertisements, mailings and other 
methods of encouraging public 
participation in the NEPA process. At 
these scoping meetings, DOE will 
provide information about tbe tank 
waste program and alternaUves for 
retrieving, treating, and disposing of the 
waste, along with alternatives for 
closing the SSTs. The meetings will 
provide opportunities lo commen t 
orally or in writing on the EIS scope, 
including the alternatives and issues 
that DOE shou ld consi der i• the EIS. 
ADDRESSES: DOE invites public 
comment on the proposed scope of thfa 
EIS. Comments may be submitted by 
mail , electronic mail , fax, or voice mail 
and addressed as follows : Mary Beth 
Burandt, Document Manager, DOE 
Office of River Protection, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Post Office Box 
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450, Maj] Stop H6-60, Richland, 
Washington, 99352, Attention: Tank 
Retrieval and Closure EIS, Electronic 
mail: Ma1y_E_Burandt@rl.gov, Fax: 
(509) 376-2002, Telephone and voice 
mail: (509) 373-9160. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: To 
request information about this EIS and 
the public scoping workshops or to be 
placed on the EIS distribution list, use 
any of the methods identified in 
ADDRESSES above. For general 
information about the DOE NEPA 
process , contact: Carol M. Borgstrom. 
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and 
Compliance (EH-42). U.S. Department 
of Energy , 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW, Washington, DC, 20585-0119 , Fax: 
(202) 586-7031, Telephone: (202) 586-
4600, Voice mail: (800) 472- 2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

Background 

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

In 1996, DOE issued the Tank Waste 
Remediation System (TWRS) EIS (DOE/ 
EIS- 0189), wh ich included analyses of 
alternatives for retrieving and treating 
(e.g., immobilizing) the waste stored in 
the lank farms . BecaL1se sufficient data 
were not available to evaluate a range of 
closure actions, tank system closure 
alternatives were not evaluated in the 
TWRS EIS. Among the uncertainties 
were data regarding past leak losses 
from the SSTs and how retrieval 
technology would perform to meet 
retrieval objectives. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In developing its Performance 
Management Plan for the Accelerated 
Cleanup of the Hanford Site (PMP, DOE/ 
RL-2000--47, August 2002). DOE stated 
its intent lo meet its commitments 
under the Tri-Party Agreement, and 
identified its plan to complete tank 
waste retri eval, treatment and disposal 
by 2028, and to close all of the tanks 
and associated facilities , including the 
WTP, by 2033. DOE's current plans call 
for closing al l of the SSTs by 2028 . 

DOE stated in the PMP that to achieve 
these objectives, increased capacity will 
be needed for the WTP, along with 
additional treatment capacity provided 
by other waste immobilization 
technologies, referred to herein as 
"supplemental" technologies [bulk 
vitrification, containerized grout, steam 
reforming, or sulfate removal are 
exan1ples). Also in the PMP and in the 
Supplement Analysis for the Tank 
Waste Remediation System (DOE/EIS-
0189-SA3 , 2001). DOE concluded that 
its evolving strategy for treating and 
disposing of the tank wastes by 2028 
and closing the SSTs by 2028 requires 
NEPA analys is of proposed lank waste 
retrieval , treatment and disposal. and 
proposed tank closure actions. 

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

Need for Action 

To meet its commitments under the 
Tri-Party Agreement and implement its 
plans to close the tank systems and 
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associated faci lities in a tirnely manner 
to reduce existing and potential future 
risk to the public, site workers, and the 
environment, DOE needs to complete 
waste retrieval , treatment and disposal 
of the waste from the SST and DST 
systems by 2028 and close all SST 
systems by 2028. 

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

Proposed Action 

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

The proposed action could result in 
changes lo DOE's lank waste 
management program with respect to 
waste storage, waste retrieval , waste 
treatment, waste disposal , and tank [arm 
closure at the Hanford Site. These key 
variables were evaluated to develop the 
range of reasonable alternatives 
identified below. In terms of waste 
storage, the EIS would analyze the use 
of the existing waste storage systems 
and evaluate the need for new storage 
systems. With regard to waste retrieval , 
DOE would evaluate a range of timing 
of retrieval and the technologies used, 
from past-practice sluicing as analyzed 
in the TWRS EIS to dry retrieval. 
Treatment and disposal alternatives for 
portions of the SST and DST waste 
would be evaluated based on some 
volume of the waste being classified as 
LLW or TRU waste pursuant to DOE 
Order 435 .1. The waste identified as 
LLW could be treated and packaged for 
onsite or offsite disposal. The waste 
identified as TRU waste could be treated 
and packaged for transport and disposal 
at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) 
near Carlsbad, New Mexico. 

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

Proposed Alternatives 

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

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

1. No Action 
The Council on Environmental 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This alternative would continue 
implementation of decisions made in 
the TWRS ROD and as considered in 
three supplement analyses completed 
through 2001. (See " RELATED NEPA 
DECISIONS AND DOCUMENTS" below 
for references.) Under these supplement 
analyses, DOE concluded that changes 
in the design and operation of the WTP, 
as defined in its contracts and program 
plans, were within the bounds of 
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analysis of environmental impacts in 
the TWRS EIS. Among the key 
modifications that would occur under 
this alternative are: (1) Implementing 
the initial phase of waste treatment with 
one ILAW facility rather than two, (2) 
expanding the design capacity of the 
ILA W facility from 20 metric tons of 
glass per day to 30 metric tons of glass 
per day, and (3) extending the design 
life of the Phase I facilities from 10 years 
to 40 years. Under this alternative, no 
new actions would be taken beyond 
those previously described in the TWRS 
ROD and supplement analyses regarding 
the tank waste. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Closure: As operations are completed, 
SST waste system, waste storage, 
treatment and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed as a RCRA 
landfill unit under Dangerous Waste 
Regulations under WAC 173-303 and 
DOE Order 435 .1, as applicable, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
facilities under DOE Order 430.1A). The 
tanks would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tanks, ancillary equipment, and 
contaminated soils would be remediated 
and remain in place and the closed tank 
systems would be covered with an 
engineered barrier that exceeds RCRA 
landfill requirements and is the more 
protective of the landfill options being 
evaluated (i.e., Hanford barrier) . 

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

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

4.0 Clean Closure of Tank Farms/ 
Onsite and Of/site Waste Disposal 

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

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

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

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

Closure: Clean closure reflects 
minimal residual waste in tanks and 
ancillary equipment, and contaminated 
soils remediated in place and/or 
removed from the tank system to be 
treated and disposed of in accordance 
with RCRA requirements. As operations 
are completed, all SST system storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities at tbe 
Hanford Site would be closed. Waste 
storage and disposal facilities would be 
closed in a manner that supported 
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future use on an unrestricted basis and 
that did not require post-closure care. 

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

5 .0 Accelerated Landfill Closure/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal 

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

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

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

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

Closure: As operations are completed , 
SST tank waste system waste storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities would 
be closed as a RCRA landfill unit under 
Dangerous Waste Regulations under 
WAC 173-303 and DOE Order 435 .1. or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
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fac iliti es under DOE Order 430.l A). 
Waste storage and disposal facilities 
would be closed as RCRA landfill units 
under applicable state Dangerous Waste 
Regulations (WAC 173-303). The tanks 
would be fi lled with materials to 
immobilize the res idual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tank systems (tanks, ancillary 
equipment, and soils) would be closed 
in place and would be covered with a 
modified RCRA barrier (i .e., a barrier 
with perfo rmance characteristics that 
exceed RCRA requirements for disposal 
of hazardous waste). 

The main di fference between this 
alternative and the other alternatives are 
(1) completion of some SST closure 
actions by 2006, completion of all waste 
treatment by 2024, and closure of all 
SST systems by 2028 in contrast to 
Alternatives 2, 3 and 6, which would 
complete waste trea tment in 2028 and 
SST tank sys tems closure in 2028 and; 
(2) no remediation of ancillary 
equipment and contaminated soil , 
allowing a comparison with the more 
extensive remediation analyzed under 
Alternative 3. Another main difference 
between this alternative and Alternative 
3 is the use of a modified RCRA barrier. 
Treatment and disposal of treated waste 
would be the same for Alternatives 3 
through 5, allowing for a comparison of 
the impacts associated with deployment 
of sys tems to treat and dis pose of 
transuranic waste (Alternatives 3 
th rough 5) to treatment of transuranic 
waste via the WTP (Alternatives 2 and 
6) . 

6.0 Landfj]J Closure/Onsite and Of/site 
Waste Disposal 

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

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

Treatment: Retrieved waste would be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and/or modified performance 
of operating systems. Supplemental 
treatment technologies would be used lo 
immobilize LLW. New non-vitrification 
treatment capacity to immobilize LLW 
for disposition would be developed 
external to the WTP. Waste treatment 
under this alternative would be 
completed in 2028, and all SST systems 
would be closed by 2028. 

Disposal: !LAW immobili zed via the 
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at 
offsite commercial or DOE facilities. 
IHLW would be stored onsite pending 
disposal al a nati onal geologic 
repository. LLW immobil ized external 
lo the WTP would be disposed of onsite 
or at offsite commercial or DOE 
faci lities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Effects from onsite and offsite 
transportation and from reasonably 
foreseeabl e transportat ion acci dents. 
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• Socioeconomic impacts on 
surrounding communities. 

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

• Unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects. 

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

• Potential irretrievable and 
irreversible commitment of resources. 

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

• Polluti on prevention , waste 
minimization , and potential mitigative 
measures. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DOE/EA-0511 , 1991 , Characterization 
ofTank241-SY-101 , U.S. 
Department of Energy, Richland, 
Washington. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DOE/EIS-0189-SAl, 1997, Supplement 
Analysis for the Proposed Upgrades lo 

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

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

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

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

DOE/ETS- 021 2, 1995, Safe Interim 
Storage ofHanford 's Tank Waste Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Richland 
Operations Office, Richland, 
Washington . 

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

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

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

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

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

Ecology, EPA, and DOE, 1989, Hanford 
Federal Facility Agreement and 
Consent Order, as amended , 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology, U.S . Environmental 
Protection Agency, and U.S. 
Department of Energy, Olympia, 
Washington . 
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Issued in Washington, DC on this 3rd day 
of January, 2003. 
Beverly A. Cook, 
Assistant Secreta,y, Environment, Safety and 
Health . 
[FR Doc. 03-318 Filed 1-7-03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450----01 - P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

(Docket No. EC0J-37-000, et al.] 

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

January 2, 2003. 
The following filings have been made 

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

1. Exelon Generation Company, LLC 

!Docket No. EC03-37-000J 
Take notice that on December 23, 

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

Comment Date: January 13, 2003 . 

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

[Docket No. EC0J- 38-000] 
Take notice that on December 23, 

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

Comment Date: January 13, 2003 . 

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

[Docket No. EC03-39-000J 

Take notice that on December 24, 
2002 , Calpine Energy Services, L.P. 
(CES) and Calpine Northbrook Energy 
Marketing, LLC (CNEM) tendered for 
filing an application under section 203 
of the Federal Power Act for approval of 
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03-ED-097 

U.S. Department of Energy 

,,, · r" ~·, • ~ ,, , ... -~--··~ ·- : · 

P.O.Box450 
Richland, Washington 99352 

JUN 1 6 2003 

Mr. JeffTayer, Regional Program Director, Yakima Office 
Washington State Department offish and Wildlife 
1701 South 24th Avenue 
Yakima, Washington 98902 

Dear Mr. Tayer: 

ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR RETRIEVAL, TREATMENT, AND 
DISPOSAL OFT ANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS (SST) AT THE 
HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, W ASHJNGTON 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) is preparing an EIS for the 
retrieval, treatment, and disposal of tank waste and closure of the SST at the Hanford Site near 
Richland, Washington. The EIS will also address the closure of the 149 SST and associated 
facilities in the tank farms. The Tanks contain both hazardous and radioactive waste. The tank 
farms and proposed treatment and storage facilities are located within the 200 West Arca and 200 
East Arca. Attachment I shows the loca1ion of the 200 Areas, including the potential location of 
supplemental technology treatment facilities. The Notice oflntent to prepare the EIS, which 
further explains the project, is Attachment 2. 

In support of the preparation of this EIS, ORP requests the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife to provide a current list of endangered, threatened, and other special status animals that 
may be affected by the proposed action. 

If you have any questions, please contact me, (509) 373-9160. 

ED:MEB 

Attachments: (2) 

cc w/attachs: 
P. F. X. Dunigan, Jr., RL 
D. C. Ward, RL 
L. Vigue, WA Dept. Fish and Wildlife 
Administrative Record 

Sincerely, 

Mary E. Burandt 
NEPA Document Manager 
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Electronic Access to This Document 
You may view this document , as well 

as all other Department of Education 
documents published in the Federal 
Register, in text or Adobe Portable 
Document Format (PDF) on the Internet 
at the following site: http://w1vw.ed.gov/ 
legislation/Fed Register. 

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

Note: The official version of Lhis document 
is published in the Federal Register. Free 
Internet access to the official edition of Lhe 
Federal Register and the Code of Federal 
Regulations is available on GPO Access at: 
http://www.access.gpo.gov/naro/i11dex.html. 

Dated: January 6, 2003. 

Rod Paige, 
Secretary of Education . 
[FR Doc. 03-3B6 Filed 1-7-03; B:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DOE will notify the public of the 
meeting locations and times and will 
provide additional information about 
each meeting through press releases , 
advertisements, mailings and other 
methods of encouraging public 
participation in the NEPA process. At 
these scoping meetings, DOE will 
provide information about the tank 
waste program and alternatives for 
retrieving, treating, and disposing of the 
waste, along with alternatives for 
closing the SSTs. The meetings will 
provide opportuojties lo commen t 
orally or in writing on the EIS scope, 
including the alternatives and issues 
that DOE shou ld consider in lhe EIS. 
ADDRESSES: DOE invites public 
comment on the proposed scope of this 
EIS. Comments may be submitted by 
mail, electronic mail, fax, or voice mail 
and addressed as follows: Mary Beth 
Burandt, Document Manager, DOE 
Office of River Protection, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Post Office Box 
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450, Mail Stop H6-60, Richland , 
Washington, 99352, Attention: Tank 
Retrieval and Closure EIS, Electronic 
mail: Mary_E_Burandt@rl.gov, Fax: 
(509) 376-2002, Telephone and voice 
mail : (509) 373-9160. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: To 
request information about this EIS and 
the public scoping workshops or to be 
placed on the EIS distribution list , use 
any of the methods identified in 
ADDRESSES above. For general 
information about the DOE NEPA 
process, contact: Carol M. Borgstrom. 
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and 
Compliance (EH-42) , U.S. Department 
of Energy , 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW, Washington, DC, 20585-0119, Fax: 
(202) 586-7031, Telephone: (202) 586-
4600, Voice mail: (800) 472- 2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

Background 

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

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

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

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

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

• Design of and preliminary 
performance projections for the WTP 
support DOE's proposal to extend 
operations beyond the original plan to 
operate Lhe WTP for a ten-year period 
and to enhance throughput compared t.o 
facilities planned for in the 1997 ROD. 

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

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

• DOE wants to consider non­
vitrification treatment technologies for 
LAW and LLW , if these wastes could be 
immobilized and disposed of onsi te or 
offsile, while providing protection to Lhe 
human environment comparable to 
LAW and LLW immobilized by 
vitrifi cation. 

In developing its Performance 
Management Plan for the Accelerated 
Cleanup of the Hanford Site (PMP, DOE/ 
RL-2000-47, August 2002), DOE stated 
its intent to meet its commitments 
under the Tri-Party Agreement, and 
identified its plan t.o complete tank 
waste retrieval, treatment and disposal 
by 2028, and lo close all of Lhe tanks 
and associated facilities , including the 
WTP, by 2033. DOE's current plans call 
for closing all of the SSTs by 2028. 

DOE stated in the PMP that to achieve 
these objectives, increased capacity will 
be needed for the WTP, along with 
additional treatment capacity provided 
by other waste immobilization 
technologies, referred to herein as 
"supplementa l" technologies (bulk 
vitrification , containerized grout, steam 
reforming, or sulfate removal are 
examples). Also in the PMP and in the 
Supplement Analysis for the Tank 
Waste Remediation System (DOE/EIS-
0189-SA3, 2001). DOE concluded that 
its evolving strategy for treating and 
disposing of the tank wastes by 2028 
and closing Lhe SS1's by 2028 requires 
NEPA analys is of proposed tank waste 
retrieval , treatment and disposal, and 
proposed tank closure actions. 

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

Need for Action 
To meet its commitments under the 

Tri-Party Agreement and implement its 
plans lo close the tank systems and 

C- 53 

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

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

Proposed Action 

DOE proposes to retrieve waste from 
the 149 SST and 28 DST systems and 
close the SST tank farms in a manner 
that complies with Federal and 
Washington State requirements and 
protects the human environment. 
(Closure of the DSTs and closure of the 
WTP are not part of the proposed action 
because they are active facilities needed 
to complete waste treatment. Closure of 
the DSTs and WTP would be addressed 
at a later date, after appropriate NEPA 
analysis.) DOE proposes to immobilize 
the retrieved waste in the WTP and 
through supplemental treatment 
technologies such as bulk vitrification, 
grout, steam reforming and sulfate 
removal , ru1d to package the 
immobilized waste for offsite shipment 
and disposal in licensed and/or 
permitted facilities or disposal onsite. 
DOE proposes to close the SST farms 
(including tanks, ancillary equipment 
and soils) within the tank farm area by 
2028. The tanks would be filled with 
materials to immobilize the residual 
waste and prevent long-term 
degradation of the tanks and discourage 
intruder access. Associated support 
buildings , structures, laboratories, and 
the treatment facilities would be 
decontaminated and decommissioned in 
a cost-effective, legally compliant , and 
environmentally sound manner. Under 
the proposed action, DOE would use 
existing, modified , or, if required, new 
systems to assure capability to store and 
manage waste during retrieval and 
treatment. 
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Background on Development of 
Alternatives 

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

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

Proposed Alternatives 

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

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

1. No Action 
The Council on Environmental 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This alternative would continue 
implementation of decisions made in 
the TWRS ROD and as considered in 
three supplement analyses completed 
through 2001. (See "RELATED NEPA 
DECISIONS AND DOCUMENTS" below 
for references.) Under these supplement 
analyses, DOE concluded that changes 
in the design and operation of the WTP, 
as defined in its contracts and program 
plans, were within the bounds of 
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rurnlysis of environmental impacts in 
the TWRS EIS. Among the key 
modifications that would occur under 
this alternative are: (1) Implementing 
the initial phase of waste treatment with 
one ILAW facility rather than two, (2) 
expanding the design capacity of the 
ILA W facility from 20 metric tons of 
glass per day to 30 metric tons of glass 
per day, and (3) extendfog the design 
life of the Phase I facilities from 1 O years 
to 40 years. Under this alternative, no 
new actions would be taken beyond 
those previously described in the TWRS 
ROD and supplement analyses regarding 
the tank waste. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Closure: As operations are completed, 
SST waste system, waste storage, 
treatment and disposal fac ilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed as a RCRA 
landfill unit under Dangerous Waste 
Regulations under WAC 173- 303 and 
DOE Order 435.1, as applicable, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
facilities under DOE Order 430. lA). The 
tanks would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tanks, ancillary equipment, and 
contaminated soils would be remediated 
and remain in place and the closed tank 
systems would be covered with an 
engineered barrier that exceeds RCRA 
landfill requirements and is the more 
protective of the landfill options being 
evaluated (i.e., Hanford barrier). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Closure: Clean closure reflects 
minimal residual waste in tanks and 
ancillary equipment, and contaminated 
soils remediated in place and/or 
removed from the tank system to be 
treated and disposed of in accordance 
with RCRA requirements. As operations 
are completed, all SST system storage, 
treatment, aud disposal facilities at tbe 
Hanford Site would be closed. Waste 
storage and disposal facilities would be 
closed in a manner that supported 
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future use on an unrestricted basis and 
that did not require post-closure care. 

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

5.0 Accelerated Landfill Closure/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal 

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

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

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

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

Closure: As operations are completed , 
SST tank waste system waste storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities would 
be closed as a RCRA landfill unit under 
Dangerous Waste Regulations under 
WAC 173-303 and DOE Order 435 .1 . or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
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facilities un der DOE Order 430.lA). 
Waste storage and disposal facilities 
would be closed as RCRA landfill units 
under applicable state Dangerous Waste 
Regulations (WAC 173-303). The tanks 
would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the res idual waste and 
prevent Jong-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tank systems (tanks, ancillary 
equipment. and soils) would be closed 
in place and would be covered with a 
modified RCRA barrier [i.e., a barrier 
with performance characteristics that 
exceed RCRA requirements for disposal 
of hazardous waste). 

The main difference between l11is 
alternative and ilie other alternatives are 
(1) completion of some SST closure 
actions by 2006, completion of all waste 
treatment by 2024 , and closure of all 
SST systems by 2028 in contrast to 
Alternatives 2, 3 and 6, which would 
complete waste treatment in 2028 and 
SST tank systems closure in 2028 and; 
(2) no remediation of ancillary 
equipment and contaminated soil, 
allowing a comparison with the more 
extensive remediation analyzed under 
Alternative 3. Another main difference 
between this alternative and Alternative 
3 is the use of a modified RCRA barrier. 
Treatment and disposal of treated waste 
would be the same for Alternatives 3 
through 5, allowing for a comparison of 
the impacts associated with deployment 
of systems to treat and dispose of 
transuranic waste (Alternatives 3 
through 5) lo treatment of transuranic 
waste via the WTP (Alternatives 2 and 
6). 

6.0 LandfiJJ Closure/Onsite and Offsite 
Waste Disposal 

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

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to 
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (i.e., 
res idual waste would not exceed 360 
cubic feet for 100 series tanks or 36 
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which 
corresponds lo retrieval of99%) using 
liquid and non-liquid based retrieval 
and enhanced leak detection systems. 

Treatment: Retrieved waste would be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and/or modified performance 
of operating systems. Supplemental 
treatment technologies would be used to 
immobilize LLW. New non-vitrification 
treatment capacity to immobil ize LLW 
for disposition would be developed 
external lo the WTP. Waste Lreatmenl 
under this alternative would be 
completed in 2028, and all SST systems 
would be closed by 2028. 

Disposal: TLAW immobilized via the 
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at 
offsite commercial nr DOE fac ilities. 
lHLW would be stored onsite pending 
disposal al a national geologic 
repository. LLW immobilized external 
to the WTP would be disposed of onsite 
or at offsite commercial or DOE 
facilities. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Effects from onsite and offsite 
transportation and from reasonably 
foreseeable transportation accidents. 
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• Socioeconomic impacts on 
surrounding communities. 

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

• Unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects. 

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

• Potential irretrievable and 
irreversible commitment of resources. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DOE/EA-0495, 1991, Preparation of 
Crust San1pling of Tank 24 1- SY-101, 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland, 
Washington. 

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

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

DOE/EA-0802, 1992, Tank 241-SY-101 
Equipment installation and Operation 
to Enhance Tank Safety, U.S. 
Department ofEnergy, Ri chland , 
Washington. 

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

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

DOE/EA-0933, 1995, Tank 241-C-106 
Past Prac tice Sluicing Waste Retrieval, 
U.S. Department of Energy, Rich land, 
Washington. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ecology, EPA, and DOE, 1989, Hanford 
Federal Facility Agreement and 
Consent Order, as amended , 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and U.S. 
Department of Energy, Olympia, 
Washington. 
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Issued in Washington , DC on this 3rd day 
of January, 2003. 
Beverly A. Cook, 
Assistant Secretary, Environmen t, Safe ty and 
Health. 
(FR Doc. 03- 318 Filed 1- 7-03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6<150--01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. EC0J-37-000, et al.) 

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

Ja11uary 2, 2003. 
The following filings have been made 

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

1. Exelon Generation Company, LLC 

!Docket No. ECOJ-37-0001 
Take notice that on December 23, 

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

Comment Date: January 13, 2003 . 

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

(Docket No. EC03- 38-000] 
Take notice that on December 23 , 

2002, Idaho Power Company (Idah o 
Power) and IDACORP Energy, L.P. 
(IELP, collectively, Applicants) filed an 
Application for Commission Approval 
of Disposition of Jurisdictional Facilities 
under Section 203 of the Federal Power 
Act. The juri sdi ctional faci li ties that are 
the subject of the Appli cation are a 
wholesale power sales agreement and 
transactions (Truckee Agreement and 
Transactions) between JdaJ10 Power and 
Truckee-Donner Public Utility District. 
By their Application, Applicants seek 
Commission approval for the 
assignment of the Truckee Agreement 
and Transacti ons from Idaho Power lo 
IELP. 

Comment Date: January 13, 2003 . 

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

(Docket No. EC03- 3l}--()00l 

Take notice that on December 24, 
2002 , Calpine Energy Services, L.P. 
(CES) and Calpine Northbrook Energy 
Marketing, LLC (CNEM) tendered for 
filing an application under section 203 
of the Federal Power Act for approval of 
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@ 
U.S. Department of Energy 

• --r .. ·...,:., , ""_----:---,_ 
'!t_,~~.- -p .. . ..... , . , 

P.O.Bo.x450 
Richland, Washington 99352 

03-ED-098 

Ms. Sandy Swope Moody 
Washington Natural Heritage Program 
Department of Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 47014 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Ms. Swope Moody: 

JUN 1 6 2003 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR RETRIEVAL, TREATMENT, AND 
DISPOSAL OF TANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS (SST) AT THE 
HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The U.S. Department ofEnergy, Office of River Protection (ORP) is preparing an EIS for the 
retrieval, treatment, and disposal of tank waste and closure of the SST at the Hanford Site near 
Richland, Washington. The EIS will also address the closure of the 149 SST and associated 
facilities in the tank farms. The Tanks contain both hazardous and radioactive waste. The tank 
farms and proposed treatment and storage facilities are located within the 200 West Area and 200 
East Area. Attachment 1 shows the location of the 200 Areas, including the potential location of 
supplemental technology treatment facilities. The Notice of Intent to prepare the EIS, which 
further explains the project, is Attachment 2. 

In support of the preparation of this EIS, ORP requests the Washington Natural Heritage 
Program to provide a current list of endangered, threatened, and other special status plants that 
may be affected by the proposed action. 

If you have any questions, please contact me, (509) 373-9160. 

ED:MEB 

Attachments: (2) 

cc w/attachs: 
P. F. X. Dunigan, Jr., RL 
D. C. Ward,RL 
L. Vigue, WA Dept. Fish and Wildlife 
Administrative Record 

Sincerely, 

Mary E. Burandt 
NEPA Document Manager 

C- 58 
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Electronic Access to This Document 

You may view tJ1i s document , as well 
as all other Department of Education 
documents published in the Federal 
Register, in text or Adobe Portable 
Document Format (PDF] on the Internet 
at the following site: http://www.ed.gov/ 
legislation/ FedRegister. 

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

Note: The official version of thi s document 
is published in the Federa l Register. Free 
Internet access to the official edition of the 
Federal Register and the Code of Federal 
Regulations is available on GPO Access at: 
http:!!www.access.gpo.gov!nara!i11dex.h1Inl. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

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

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

This EIS will be prepared in 
accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
its implementing regulations (40 CFR 
parts 1500--1508 and 10 CFR pa1t 1021). 
DOE's proposed action is to remove 
waste from the tanks to the extent that 
retrieval is technically and 
economicaily feasible , treat !he waste 
through vitrification in the planned 
Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) and/or 
one of several other treatment processes 
such as bulk vitrification, grout, steam 
reforming and sulfate removal, 
depending on waste type and waste 

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

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

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

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

DOE will notify the public of the 
meeting locations and times and will 
provide additional information about 
each meeting through press releases, 
advertisements. mailings and oilier 
methods of encouraging public 
participation in the NEPA process. At 
these scoping meetings, DOE will 
provide information about the tank 
waste program and alternatives for 
retrieving, treating, and disposing of the 
waste, along with alternatives for 
closing the SSTs. The meetings will 
provide opportunities lo comment 
orally or in writing on the EIS scope, 
including the alternatives and issues 
that DOE shou ld consider in tlie EIS. 
ADDRESSES: DOE invites public 
comment on tJie proposed scope of tJ1is 
EIS. Comments may be submitted by 
mail , electronic mail , fax, or voice mail 
and addressed as follows: Mary Beth 
Burandt, Document Manager, DOE 
Office of River Protection, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Post Office Box 

C-60 

450, Mail Stop H6- 60, Richland , 
Washington, 99352, Attention: Tank 
Retrieval and Closure EIS, Electronic 
mail : Ma1y_E_Burandt@rl.gov, Fax: 
(509) 376-2002, Telephone and voice 
mail: (509) 373-9160. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT; To 
request information about this EIS and 
the public scoping workshops or to be 
placed on the EIS distribution list, use 
any of the methods identified in 
ADDRESSES above. For general 
information about the DOE NEPA 
process , contact: Carol M. Borgstrom. 
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and 
Compliance (EH-42), U.S. Department 
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW, Washington, DC, 20585-0119, Fax: 
(202) 586-7031, Telephone: (202) 586-
4600, Voice mail : (800) 472- 2756. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

Background 

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

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

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

DOE's decision in the TWRS ROD was 
consistent with mod ifications lo the Tri­
Party Agreement contained in the M-62, 
"Complete Pretreatment, Processing and 
Vitrification of Hanford High-level 
(HLW) and Low-activity (LAW) Tank 
Wastes" series of milestones. 
Accord ingly, DOE proceeded with plans 
to design , construct, and operate 
facil ities that would separate waste into 
high-level and low-ac ti vity waste 
streams, vi tri fy the high-level waste 
stream and vitrify or sim ilarly 
immobi lize the LAW stream. These 
facilities are now under construction 
and are collectively referred to as the 
"Waste Treatment Plant" or WTP. 

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

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

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

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

• DOE wants to consider non­
vi tr ificat ion treatment technologies fo r 
LAW and LLW, if these wastes could be 
immobil ized and disposed of onsite or 
offsile, while providing protect ion lo the 
human environment comparable to 
LAW and LLW immobilized by 
vitrification. 

In develop ing its Performance 
Management Plan for the Accelerated 
Cleanup of the Hanford Site (PMP, DOE/ 
RL-2000--47 , August 2002), DOE stated 
its in ten t to meet its com mitments 
under the Tri-Party Agreement, and 
identified its plan to complete tank 
waste retrieval, treatment and disposal 
by 2028, and lo close al l of the tanks 
and associated facilities , including the 
WTP, by 2033 . DOE's current plans cal l 
for closing all of the SSTs by 2028 . 

DOE staled in the PMP that lo achieve 
these objectives, increased capacity will 
be needed fo r the WTP, along with 
additional treatment capacity provided 
by other waste immobilization 
technologies, referred to herein as 
"supplemental" technologies (bulk 
vitrificat ion, containerized grout, steam 
reforming, or sul fate removaJ are 
examples). Also in the PMP and in the 
Supplemen t Analysis for the Tank 
Waste Remediation System (DOE/EJS-
0189-SA3, 2001). DOE concluded that 
its evolving strategy for treating and 
disposing of the tank wastes by 2028 
and closing the SSTs by 2028 requires 
NEPA analys is of proposed tank waste 
reh·ieval. treatment and disposal , and 
proposed tank closure actions. 

Furlher, under !he TPA Miles tone M-
45, "Complete Closure of All Single­
Shell Tank (SST) Farms," DOE and the 
Wash ington Stale Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) have identified a 
process to start discussing how SST 
closure would occur. An imporlan l parl 
of the process DOE and Ecology have 
defined for closing tank systems is 
compliance with Washington Slale 
Dangerous Waste regulations that 
require approval of a closure plan and 
modification of the Hanford Site 
Dangerous Waste Permit. Before Ecology 
can approve either a closure plan or 
modification of DOE's permi l, the State 
of Washington must fulfill its State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
requiremen ts . As SEPA is very similar 
to NEPA, Ecology can adopt a NEPA 
document if it determines that the 
document is sufficient to meet SEPA 
requirements. Ecology bas agreed to be 
a cooperating agency in preparing this 
EIS. 

Need for Action 

To meet its commitments under the 
Tri-Party Agreement and implement its 
plans to cl ose the tank systems and 
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assoc iated fac iliti es in a ti mely manner 
to reduce existing and potential future 
risk to the public, site workers, and the 
envi ronment, DOE needs to complete 
wasle retrieval , lreatmenl and disposal 
of the waste from the SST and DST 
systems by 2028 and close all SST 
systems by 2028 . 

Al though DOE is addressing safety 
and environmental issues posed by tank 
wastes to minimize current potential 
risks to human health and the 
envi ronmen t, DOE must also implement 
long-term actions to safely manage and 
dispose of waste from the tank waste 
systems, including waste associated 
wilh inactive mjsce!Janeous 
underground storage tanks, and close 
the SST systems to reduce permanently 
the potential risk to human heal th and 
the environment. These long-term 
actions also are needed to ensure 
compliance with applicable Federal 
requfrements regulating the 
management and disposal of rad ioactive 
waste, as well as Federal and 
Washington State req uirements 
regulating hazardous and mixed waste. 

Proposed Action 

DOE proposes to retrieve waste from 
the 149 SST and 28 DST systems and 
close the SST lank farms in a manner 
that complies with Federal and 
Washington State requirements and 
protects the human environment. 
(Closu re of the DSTs and closure of the 
WTP are not part of the proposed action 
because they are active facil ities needed 
to complete waste treatment. Closure of 
the DSTs and WTP would be addressed 
at a later date, after appropriate NEPA 
analysis. ) DOE proposes to immobilize 
the retrieved waste in the WTP and 
thro ugh supplemental treatment 
technologies such as bulk vitri fication, 
grout, steam reforming and sulfate 
removal, and to package the 
immobi lized waste for offsi le sh ipment 
and disposal in licensed and/or 
permitted facilities or disposal onsite. 
DOE proposes to close the SST farms 
(incl uding Lan.ks , ancUlary equipment 
and soils) within the tank farm area by 
2028. The tanks would be filled with 
materials to immobilize the resid ual 
was te and p revent long- term 
degradation of the tanks and discourage 
intruder access. Associated support 
buildings , structures, laboratories. and 
the treatment fac ilities would be 
decontaminated and decommissioned in 
a cosl-effeclive. legally compliant, and 
environmentally sound manner. Under 
the proposed action , DOE would use 
existi ng, mod ified , or, if required, new 
systems to assure capability to store and 
manage waste during retrieval and 
treatment. 
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Background on Development of 
Alternatives 

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

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

Prnposed Alternatives 
Each of the six alternatives contains a 

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

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

1. No Action 
The Council on Environmental 

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. lmplement the 1997 Record of 
Decision {With Modifications) 

This alternative would continue 
implementation of decisions made in 
the TWRS ROD and as considered in 
three supplement analyses completed 
through 2001. (See "RELATED NEPA 
DECISIONS AND DOCUMENTS" below 
for references.) Under these supplement 
analyses, DOE concluded that changes 
in the design and operation of the WTP , 
as defined in its contracts and program 
plans, were within the bounds of 
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a11alysis of environmental impacts in 
the TWRS EIS. Among the key 
modifications that would occur under 
this alternative are: (1) Implementing 
th e initial phase of waste treatment with 
one !LAW facility rather than two, (2) 
expanding the design capacity of the 
!LAW facility from 20 metric tons of 
glass per day to 30 metric tons of glass 
per day, and (3) exteDding the design 
life of the Phase I facilities from 10 years 
to 40 years. Under this alternative, no 
new actions would be taken beyond 
those previously described in the TWRS 
ROD and supplement analyses regarding 
the tank waste. 

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

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

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

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

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

3.0 Landfill Closure of Tank Farms/ 
Onsite and Offsite Wa ste Disposal 

Storage: DOE would continue current 
waste management operations using 
existing storage fac il ities. 

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

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

Closure: As operations are completed, 
SST waste system, waste storage, 
treatment and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed as a RCRA 
landfill unit under Dangerous Waste 
Regulations under WAC 173-303 and 
DOE Order 435.1 , as applicable, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
facilities under DOE Order 4 30 . l A]. The 
tanks would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tanks, ancillary equipment , and 
con taminated soils would be remediated 
and remain in place and the closed tank 
systems would be covered with an 
engineered barrier that exceeds RCRA 
landfill requirements and is the more 
protective of the landfill options being 
evaluated (i .e., Hanford barrier). 

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

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

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

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

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved 
using multiple waste retrieval 
campaigns using various retrieval 
technologies (e.g., confined sluicing, 
crawlers), to the extent needed to 
support clean closure requirements (i .e., 
0.1 % residual in the tanks or 99. 9% 
waste retrieved from tanks) using liquid 
and non-liquid retrieval and enhanced 
in-tank and/or ex-tank leak detection 
systems. 

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

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

Closure: Clean closure reflects 
minimal residual waste in tanks and 
ancillary equipment, and contaminated 
soils remediated in place and/or 
removed from the tank system to be 
treated and disposed of in accordance 
with RCRA requirements. As operations 
are completed, all SST system storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities at the 
Hanford Site would be closed. Waste 
storage and disposal facilities would be 
closed in a manner that supported 
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future use on an unrestricted basis and 
that did not require post-closure care. 

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

5.0 Accelerated Landfill Closure/ 
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal 

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

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

Treatment: Waste treatment would be 
completed no later than 20 24 and SST 
systems would be closed by 2028. 
Retrieved waste would be treated with 
the WTP capacity based on enhanced 
and/or modified performance of 
operating systems, as described under 
Alternative 2. WTP capacity would be 
supplemented with new treatment 
capacity to immobilize LLW. New 
treatment capacity to immobilize LLW 
and/or prepare TRU waste for 
disposition would be developed 
external to the WTP. 

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

Closure: As operations are completed , 
SST tank waste system waste storage, 
treatment, and disposal facilities would 
be closed as a RCRA landfill unit under 
Dangerous Waste Regulations under 
WAC 173-303 and DOE Order 435.1, or 
decommissioned (waste treatment 
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faci lities under DOE Order 430.lA) . 
Waste storage and disposal facilities 
would be closed as RCRA landfill units 
under applicable state Dangerous Waste 
Regulations [WAC 173-303) . The tanks 
would be filled with materials to 
immobilize the residual waste and 
prevent long-term degradation of the 
tanks and discourage intruder access. 
Tank systems (tanks, ancillary 
equipment, and soils) would be closed 
in place and would be covered with a 
modified RCRA barrier (i.e., a barrier 
with performance characteristics that 
exceed RCRA requirements for disposal 
of hazardous waste) . 

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

6.0 Landfill Closure!Onsite and Offsite 
Waste Disposal 

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

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

Treatment: Retrieved waste would be 
treated with the WTP capacity based on 
enhanced and/or modified performance 
of operating systems. Supplemental 
treatment technologies would be used to 
immobilize LLW. New non-vitrification 
treatment capacity to immobilize LLW 
for disposition would be developed 
external to the WTP. Waste treatment 
under this alternative would be 
completed in 2028, and all SST systems 
would be closed by 2028. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• Effects from onsite and offsite 
transportation and from reasonably 
foreseeable transportation accidents. 
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• Socioeconomic impacts on 
surrounding communities. 

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

• Unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects . 

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

• Potential irretrievable and 
irreversible commitment of resources. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ecology, EPA, and DOE, 1989, Hanford 
Federal Faci lity Agreement and 
Consent Order, as amended , 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and U.S. 
Department of Energy, Olympia, 
Washington . 
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Issued in Washington, DC on this 3rd day 
of January, 2003. 
Beverly A. Cook, 
Assistant Secretary, Environment, Safety and 
/-lea /th . 

(FR Doc. 03-318 Filed 1- 7-03; 8:45 am) 

BILLING CODE &450--01 - P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

(Docket No. EC03-37-000, et al.) 

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

January 2, 2003. 
The following fi lings have been made 

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

1. Exelon Generation Company, LLC 

!Docket No. EC0J-37-000] 
Take notice that on December 23 , 

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

Comment Date: January 13, 2003 . 

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

!Docket No. EC03-38-000J 
Take notice that on December 23 , 

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

Comment Date: January 13, 2003 . 

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

!Docket No. EC03- 39-000I 

Take notice that on December 24, 
2002 , Calpine Energy Services, L.P. 
(CES) and Calpine Northbrook Energy 
Marketing, LLC (CNEM) tendered for 
filing an application under section 203 
of the Federal Power Act fo r approval of 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement/or the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE - June 12, 2008 

08-ESQ-128 

U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 450, MSIN H6-60 
Richland, Washington 99352 

JUN 1 2 2008 

Mr. Mark Miller, Supervisor Central Washington 
Ecological Services Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
215 Melody Lane, Suite 119 
Wenatchee, Washington 98801 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE.MANAGEMENT (TC & WM) ENVIRONMENT AL 
IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR THE HA£IBORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) is preparing the TC & WM 
EIS for.the Hariford Site, near Richland, Washington, pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy A_ct of 1969 (NEPA) and its implementing regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Parts 1500-1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021. This EIS expands the scope of the original 
retrieval, treatment, and disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (SST) NEPA 
documentation as described in 68 Federal Register 1052 and for which ORP consulted with your 
office on June 16, 2003. 

· Similar to the earlier proposed EIS, this new document will analyze the environmental impacts 
of the retrieval, treatment, and disposal of tank waste and the closure of149 SSTs within the 200 
Areas. Additional scope was added including the management and di~posai"of solid wastes 
resulting from other Hanford activities, and the closure of the Fast Flux Test Facility. The areas 

· of the Site where actions are occurring are depicted in Attachment 1. The Notice of intent to 
prepare the EIS, whjch further explains the project, is Attachment 2. 

In compliance with the Endangered Species Act, this EIS will contain an analysis of the . 
'proposed action as it relates to listed and proposed threatened and endangered species. In 
support of the preparation oftbe EIS, ORP requests that the U.S . Fish and Wildlife Service · 
provide a current list of species that may be affected by the propose_d actions. · 

If you have any questions, please contact Mary Beth Burandt TC & WM EIS NEPA Document 
Manager ofmy staff at (509) 372-7772. 

ESQ:MEB 

Attachments: (2) 

cc: See page 2 

. Sincerely, ;,.-;/~ 

\1/GJ ~ 
William J. taylor A istant Manager · 

. Office ofEnviro . en al Safety and Quality 
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U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE - June 12, 2008 (continued) 

Mr. Mark Miller 
08-ESQ-128 

cc w/attachs: 
D. Stock, SAIC 

-2-
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JUN 1 2 2008 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Attachment 1 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, June 12, 2008- Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington 

,Attachment 1 
08-ESQ-128 

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 
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Attachment 1 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, June 12, 2008 - Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington (continued) 

Washington 

I 
c 1z 
! ,~ 
~,:;: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

- FacillyOr&l'IIII 
~ -CJ ----CJ --

(not In the morunenl) 

l'rN«Vatlon 
(Hfriold ~NlllloralMooomenl) 

eor-wdlon(Mlmg) 

Rect9'tion(hlgh) 

Aecnlltlon (loW) 

lndullnal 

lndullnlH:xc:lualw 
~ando-lcpnenl 

All/9r 

~~"=> 
Hanford~ bol.Wldary 

Colnybowmry 

Aoedor~ 
e Clyortown 

EMSL Elwtlll111.....,andMoleQlllrSdeflCN 
l...lboNlc,y 

EROF El'Mrw••-- F\Nlalalio11 DllpoMI Faclly 
UGO i.- .,.,,_omaer~W.-.. 
~ 

~ I 
a: I 
" I 

I 
I 

WTP WMII Tl'MIIMnl Plar1 lloUroN: Modllad 1rom DOE 18'18a:3-11· 2000a."3-al. 

C-69 

t 
To Grand Coulee 

Dam 

S-- in -
0 2 4 • I 

0 1 214 6 
Soale ln lillee 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Attachment 2 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, June 12, 2008 - Notice of Intent 

Attachment 2 
08-ESQ-128 

Federal Register/Vol. 71 , No. 22/Thursday, February 2, 2006/Notices 
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Attachment 2 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, June 12, 2008 - Notice of Intent 
(continued) 
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addressed as follows: Office of 
Electricity Delivery & Energy Reliability 

· (Mail Code dE-20) , U.S. Department of 
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20585--0350 (FAX 
202-586-5860). 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ellen llussell (Program Office) 202-586:_ 
9624 or Michael Skinker (Program 
Attorney) 202-586:--2793·. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION : Exports of 
electricity frorri. the United States to a 
foreign country are regulated and 
require authorization under section 
202(e) of the Federal Power Act (FPA) 
(16 U.S .C. 824a(el). 

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

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

The construction, operation, 
maintenance, and connection of each of 
the international· tran1;mission facilities 
to be utilized by MAG E.S. has 
previously been authorized by a 
Presidential permit issued pursuant to 
Executive Order 10485, as amendeq. 

Procedural Matters: Any -person 
desiring to become a party to this 
proceeding or to be heard by filing 
comments or protests to this application 
should file a petition to intervene, 
comment cir protest at the address 
provided above in accordance with 
§§ 385.211 or 385 .214 of the FERC's 
Rules of Practice and Procedures (18 · 
CFR 385.211 , 385.214). Fifteen copies of 
each p1:tition and protest should be filed 

with DOE on or before the date listed 
above. . 

Comments on the MAG E.S. 
application to export electric energy to 
Canada should be clearly marked with 
Docket EA-306 . Additional copies are to 
be filed directly with Martin Gauthier, 
Director, MAG E.S. Energy Solutions 
Inc., 486 Ste-Catherine w; #402, 
Montreal, QC, Canada H3B 1A6. 

A final decision will be made on this 
application after the environmental 
-impacts have been evaluated pursuant 
to the National Environmental .Policy 
Act of 1969, ·and a determination is 
niade by the DOE that the proposed 
action will not adversely impact on the 
reliability of the U.S. electric power : · 

· supply system. . 
Copies of this application will be 

made available, upon request, for public 
inspection and copying.at the address . 
provided above or by access ing the 
program 's Home Page at http:// 
www.electricity.doe.gov. Upon reaching 
the Home. page, select "Divisions," then 
"Permitting Siting & Analysis ," then 
"Electricity _Imports/Exports," and then 
"Pending Proceedings" from the options 
menus. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on January 26 , 
2006. 
Anthony J. Como, 
Director, Permitting ond Siting,' Office of 
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability. 
(FR Doc. E6-1392 Filed 2-1-06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Notice of Intent To Prepare the Ta.nk 
Closure and Waste Managfment . 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
.the Hanford_ Site, Richland, WA 

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

SUMMARY: The U.S . Department of 
Energy (DOE) announces its intent to 
prepare a new environmental impact 
statement (EIS) for its Hanford Site 
(Hanford) near Richlarid, Washington, 
pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) _and its 
implementing regulations at 40 CFR 
Parts 1500-1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021 . 
The new EfS, to be titled the Tonk 
·closure ond Woste Monogement 
Environmentol Impoct Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richlond, Washington (TC 
& WM EIS), will implement a 
Settlement Agreement announced on 
January 9, 2006 , among DOE, the 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) and the State of 
Washington Attorney General 's office: 
The Agreement serves as _settlement of 
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NEPA claims in the case State of 
Washington v. Bodman (Civil No. 2:03-
c_v.:.05018-AAM). wliich addressed the 
Fino/ Hanford Site S~lid (Rodiooctive 
ond Hozordous) Woste Program EIS, 
Richland, Washington (HSW EIS, DOE/ 
EIS--0286, January 2004 ). 

Ecology will continue its role as a 
Cooperating"Agency·in the preparation 
·of the-TC & WM EIS. Ecology already 
was acting in that capacity during the 
ongoing preparation of the EIS for 
Retrieval, Treatment ond_ Disposal of 
Tonk~Woste ond Closure of the Single­
Shell Tonks at the Hanford Site, 
Richlond, Washington (TC ElS, DOE/ 
EIS-0356, Notice of Intent [NOI) at 68 
FR 1052: January 8, 2003). The TC & 
WM_ EfS will revise, update and 
_reanalyze groundwater impacts 
previously addressed in the HSW EIS. 
That is , the TC & WM EIS will provide 
a single, integrated analysis of 
groundwater at Hanford for all waste 
types addressed in the HSW EIS and the 
TC EIS. As a result, the TC & WM EIS 
will include a reanalysis of onsite 
disposal alternatives for Hanford 's low­
level radioactive waste (LLW) and 
mixed low-level radioactive waste 
(MLLW) and LLWand MLLW from 
other DOE sites. The TC & WM EIS will 
revise and update other potential impact · 
areas previously addressed in the HSW 
EIS as appropriate. Finally, the TC & 
WM EIS will incorporate existing 
analyses from the HSW EIS that do not 
affect and are not directly affected by 
the waste disposal alternatives <1fter 
review or revision as appropriate. DOE 
will continue its ongoing analysis of 
alternatives for the retrieval, treatment, 
storage, and disposal of underground 
tank wastes and closure of underground 
single-shell tanks (SST) . In addition, 
DOE .plans to include the ongoing Fost 
Flux Test Facility Decommissioning EIS 
(FFTF EIS, DOE/EIS-0364, NOi at 69 FR 
50178, August 13, 2004) in the scope of 
the new TC & WM EIS, in order to 
provide an integrated presentation of 
currently foreseeable activities related to 
waste mariagement and cleanup at 
Hanford. 

I In accordance with the Settlement 
Agreement, DOE wi)l not ship offsite . 
waste to Hanford'for storage, processing, 

. or disposal until a Record of Decision 
(R00) is issued pursuant to the TC & 
WM EIS, except under certain limited 
exemption·s as·provided in the 
Settlement Agreement. . 

DOE is soliciting comments on the 
proposed scope.of the new TC & WM 
EIS. Comments previously submitted in 
response to the 2003 NOI for the TC EIS 
and the 2004 NOi for the FFTF EIS are 
being considered and need not be 
resubmitted. 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Attachment 2 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, June 12, 2008 - Notice of Intent 
(continued) 

5656 Federal Register/Vol. 71, No. 22/Thursday, February 2, 2006/Notices 

DATES: DOE invites Federal agencies, 
American Indian tribal nations, state 
and local governments, and the public 
to comment on the scope of the planned 
TC & WM EIS . DOE will consider all 
comments received by March 6, 2006, as 
well as comments received after that 
date to the extent practicable. DOE 
plans to hold public meetings at the 
following locations: · 

· Hood River, Oregon; February 21 , 
2006. . 

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

2006 . 
Richland, Washington, February 28, 

2006 . . 
The public meetings will address the 

scope of the planned .TC & WM EIS. 
DOE will provide additional notification 
of the meeting.times and locations 
through newspaper advertisements and 
other appropriate media. 
ADDRESSES: To submit comments on the 
scope of the TC & WM EIS or to request 
copies of the references listed herein, 
including references listed in Appendix 
A, contact: Mary Beth Burandt, 
Document Manager, Office of River 
Protection, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Post Office Box 450, Mail Stop H6-60, 
Richland, WA 99352. Electronic mail: 
TC&-WMEIS@saic.com. Fax: 509-376-

. 3661. Telephone and voice mail: 509-
373-9160. 
FOR Fl!RTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information on DOE's NEPA process, 
i;:ontact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, 
Office of NEPA P.olicy and Complian·ce 

To this end, DOE manages several types · 
ofradioadive wastes at Hanford: (1) 
High-level radioactive waste (HLW) as 
defined under the Nuclear Waste Poljcy 
Act (42 U.S.C. 10101]; (2) transuranic 
(TRU) waste, which is waste containing 
alpha-particle-emitting radionuclides 
with atomic numbers greater than · 
uranium (i.e ., 92) and half-lives greater 
than 20 years 'in concentrations greater 
than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste; 
(3) LLW, which is radioactive waste that 
is neither HLW nor TRU waste; arid (4) 
Mi..LW ,' which is LLW containing·. 
hazardous constituents as defined under 
the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 197G (RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.). 

At present, DOE 'is constructing a 
Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) in the 
200-East Area of the site. The WTP will 
separate waste stored in Hanford's 
underground.tanks -into HLW and low­
activity waste (LAW) fractions : HLW 
will be treated in the WTP and stored 
at Hanford until it can be shipped to ·the 
proposed repository at Yucca Mo'untain, 
Nevada. Immobilized LAW waste wou:ld 
be treated in the WTP and dispo~ed of 
at Hanford as decide'd in the ROD issued 
in 1997 (62 FR 8693), pursuant to the . 
Tank Waste Remediation System, 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, 
Final EIS (TWRS EIS, DOE/EIS-0189, 
August 1996) . D·oE is processing 
Hanford's contact-handled TRU waste 
(which does not require special 
protective shielding) for shipment to the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near 
Carlsbad, New Mexico, consistent with 

(EH-42), U.S. Department of Energy, the 1998 RODs (63 FR 3624 and 63 FR 
1000 ~ndependence Avenue, SW., · . 3629) for treatment and disposal ofTRU 
Washmgton, DC 20585. Telephone 202...,. waste under the Final Waste · 
586-4600, or leave a message at 1-800- Management Programmatic EIS for 
472-~756. . . . Managing Treatment, Storage, and . 

This NOI will be available on DOE s . Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous 
NEPA Web site .at http:// Waste [WM PETS, DOE/EIS-0200) and . 
www.eh.d?e.gov/nepa and the TC & WM the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal 
EIS We? site at http:llwww.hanford.gov/ · Phase Final-Supplemental 
orpl (click on Public Involvement). Environmental Impact Statement (WIPP 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: SETS-II, DOE/EIS-0026--S-2 , September 

I. Background 

The Hanford Site is located in 
southeastern Washington State along the 
Columbia River, and _is approximately 
586 square. miles in size. Hanford's -
mission included defense-related 
nuclear research, development, and 
weapons production.activities from the 
early 1940s to approximately 1989. 
During that period. Hanford operated a 

·-plutonium production complex with 
nine nuclear reactors and associated 
processing facilities. These activities 
created a wide ·v~iety of chemical and 
radioactive wastes. Hanford's mission 
now is focused on the cleanup of those 
wastes and ultimate closure of Hanford. 

1997): DOE is disposing ofHanford's · 
LLW and MLLW onsite, consistent with 
the ROD for. treatment and disposal of . 
·these wastes under the WM PEIS (65 FR 
10061). This ROD also desig

0

nates 
Hanford as a regional disposal site for 
LLW and MLLW from other DOE-sites. 

In January 2003', DOE issued an NOi 
(68 FR 1052) to prepare the TC EIS 
(DOE/EIS-0356). The proposed scope of 
the TC EIS included closure cifthe 149 
underground SSTs and newly available 
information on supplemental treatment 
for the LAW from all 177 tanks, which 
contain a total of approximately 53 
million gallons of waste. 
· In March 2003, Ecology initiated 
lftigation on issues related to 
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importation, treatment, and disposal of 
radioactive and hazardous waste 
generated offsite as a result of nuclear 
defense and research activities. The 
Court enjoined shipment of offsite TRU 
waste to Hanford for processing and 
storage pending shipment to WIPP. 

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

Ecology amended its March 2003 
· complaint in 2004, challenging the 

adequacy of the HSW EIS analysis of 
offsite waste importation_. In May 2005, 
the Court granted a limited discovery 
period, continuing the injunction 
against shipping offsite wastes to 
Hanford, including LLW a:nd MLLW 
(State of Washington v. Bodman [Civil 
No. 2:03-cv-05018-AAM]). In July 
2005 , while preparing responses to 
discovery requests from Ecology, 
Battelle Memorial Institute, DOE's 
contractor who assis~ed in prepari'ng the 
HSW EIS, advised DOE of several 
differences in groundwater analyses 
between the HSW EIS and its 
underlying data. · 

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

Because both Ecology and DOE have 
a shared interest in the effective cleanup 
of Hanford, DOE and Ecology 
announced a .Settlement Agreement · 

• ending the NEPA litigation on January 
9, 2006. The Agreement is intended to 
resolve Ecology's concerns about I:ISW 
EIS groundwater analyses and to 
address. other concerns about the HSW 
EIS, including those identified in the 
Quality Review. 

The Agreement ·calls for an expansion 
of the TC EIS to provide a single, 
integrated set of analyses that will 
include all waste types analyzed in the 
HSW EIS (LLW, MLLW, and TRU 
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waste). The expanded EIS will be 
renamed the TC & WM.EIS. Pending · 
finalization of the TC & WM EIS, the 
HSW EIS will remain in effect to 
support ongoing waste management 
activities at Hanford (including • 
transportation ofTRU waste lo WIPP) in 

· accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements: The Agreement also 
stipulates that when the TC & WM EIS 
has been completed, it will supersede 
the HSW EIS. Until that time, DOE will 
not rely on HSW EIS groundwater 
analyses_for decision-making, and DOE 
will not import offsite waste to Hanford, 
with certain limited exemptions as 
specified in the Agreement. 

DOE and Ecology have mutual 
responsibilities for accomplishing 
cleanup .of Hanford, as well as 
continuing ongoing waste management 
activities consistent with applicable 
Federal and state laws and regulations . 
The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order (also called ·the Tri- · 
Party Agreement [TP Al) among the 
state, DOE, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) contains 
various enforceable milestones that 
apply to waste management activities.· 
DOE also is required to comply with 
applicable requirements of RCRA and 
the state's Hazardous Waste 
Management Act of 1976 as amended 
(Chapter 70.105 Revised Code of 
Washington). To carry out proposals for 
future actions and obtain .necessary 
permits, each agency must comply with 
the applicable provisions of NEPA and 
the Washington State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA) respectively. The 
agencies have revised· their 
Memorandum of Understanding for the 
TC EIS (effective March 25, 2003), 
which identified Ecology_as a 
Cooperating Agency in the preparation 
of the TC EIS. The Memorandum of 
Understanding revision is consistent 
with the Settlement Agreement and · 
provides for Ecology's continu,ing 
participation as a Cooperating Agency 
in preparation of the TC & WM EIS to 
assist both agencies in meeting their 
respec tive responsibilities under NEPA 
and SEPA. · 

II. Purpose and Need for Action 
Recognizing the potential risks to 

human health and the environment 
from Hanford tank wastes, DOE needs to 
retrieve waste from the 149 SSTs and 28 
dou!ile-shell tanks [DST). treat ·and 
dispose of the was\e; and close the SST 
farms in a manner that compties with 
Federal and Washington State 
requirements . Some waste from tanks 
and LLW and MLLW from Hanford and 
other DOE sites that do not have 
appropriate facilities must be disposed 

of to facilitate cleanup of Hanford and 
these sites. 

III. Proposed Action 
DOE proposes to retrieve and treat 

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

DOE also proposes to complete the 
final decontamination and 
decommissioning of the FFTF. DOE 
decided, in January 2001 , [ROD at 66 FR 
7877) that the permanent closure of 
FFTF was to be.resumed with no new 
missions, based on the Final 

· Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement far Accomplishing Expanded 

. Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and 
Development and Isotope Production 
Missions in the· United States, Including 
the Rale of the Fast Flux Test Facility 
(DOEIEIS- 0310, December 2000). 

IV. Proposed Scope of the TC & WM EIS 

In accordance with the Settlement 
Agreement, DOE intends to prepare a 
single, comprehensiye EIS addressing 
·tank waste retrieval, treatinent, storage, 
and disposal; tank closure; and · 
ma.pageQ}ent of all waste types analyzed 
in the HSW EIS as an integrated 
document for public and agency review 
and reference.·The TC & WM EIS will 
update , revise, or reanalyze resource 
areas (such as groundwater and 
transportation) from the HSW EIS as 
necessary to make them current and 
reflect the waste.inventories and 
analytical assumptions being used for 
environmental impact assessment in the 
TC & WM EfS. All updated analyses 
would be included in the revised 
quantitative groundwater and other 
cumulative impact analyses in the TC & 
WMEIS. 

The proposed scope of the TC & WM 
EIS includes alternatives for onsite 
disposal ofLLW, MLLW, and LAW; 
transportation of offsite LL W and 

. MLLW to Hanford for disposal; and 
current or revised information for 
ongoing operations, such as those 
involving Hali.ford 's Central Waste · 
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Complex, that were included in the 
HSW EIS. 

DOE proposes to retain all of the 
scope identified in the 2003 NOi for the 
TC EIS as modified by public scoping 
comments. Proposed modifications _to 
the alternatives identified in the 2003 
NOi are provided in Section VI. That is, 

· the new TC & WM EIS would address 
management of the approximately 53 
million gallons of waste stored in 149 
underground SSTs (ranging in capa.city 
from approximately 55 ,000 to 1 million 
gallons) and 28 underground DSTs 
(ranging in capacity from 11pproximately 
1 to 1.16 million gallons) grouped in 18 
tank farms, and approximately 60 
smaller miscellaneous. underground 
storage tanks, along with ancillary 

· equipment. : 
DOE proposes to retain all of the 

scope ide_ntified in its-August 2004 NOi 
to evaluate alternatives for the final 
disposition of the FFTF and proposes to -
integrate that scope into the TC & WM 
EIS. The TC & WM EIS will thus 
provide an integrated presentation of 
currently foreseeable activities related to 
waste management and cleanup at · 
Hanford. 

V. Potential Decisions To Be Made 

DOE plans to make decisions on the 
following topics. · 

• Retrieval of Tank Waste-A 
reasonable waste retrieval range is 
comprised of,three levels : 90 percent, 99 
percent, and 99.9 percent. The 99 
percent retrieval is the goal established 
by the TPA (Milestone M-45--00); 90 
percent retrieval evaluates a risk 
analysis of the tank farms as defined in 
the M-45--00, Appendix H, process; and 
99. 9 percent. retrieval reflects uses of 
multiple retrieval _technologies·to 
support clean closure of the tank farms . 

· • Treatment of Tank Waste--WTP · 
wa·ste treatment capability can be 
augmented by suppl'emental treatment 
technologies· and constructing new 
treatment facilities' that are part of, or 
sep_arate from, the WTP. Tlie two 
primary choices that could fulfill DOE 's 
TP A commitments are to treat all waste 
in an expanded WTP or provide 
supplem·ental treatment to be used in 
conjunction with , but separate from, the 
WTP. DOE has conducted preliminary 
tests on three supplemental treatment 

. technologies-:-east stone [a form of 
grout). steam reforming, 11nd bulk 
vitrification-to determine if one or 
more could be used to provide the 
additional, supplemental waste 
treatment capability needed to complete 
waste treatment. 

• Disposal of Treated Tank Waste-­
Onsite disposal includes treated tank 
waste such as immobilized LAW and 



Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental impact Statement for the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Attachment 2 to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, June 12, 2008 - Notice of Intent 
(continued) 

5658 . Federal Register/Vol. 71 , No. 22/Thursday, February 2, 2006/Notices 

waste _generated from closure activities below. The initial scope of the TC EIS 
-. tl;iat meets onsite disposal criteria; the . was provided in the January 2003 NOi 

decision to be made involves the onsite · and at each public scoping meeting. 
location of disposal facilities. Decisions • No Action Alternative, which was 
to be made related to offsite disposal to implement the 1997 TWRS EIS ROD; 
include the length oftime and facilities • Implement the 1997 TWRS EIS 
required for storage of immobilized ROD with Modifications; 
high-level radioactive waste (IHLW) • Landfill Closure of Tank Farms/ 
prior to disposal at the proposed Yucca · Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal; 
Mountain repository. • Clean Closure of Tank Farms/Onsite 

· • Storage of Tank Waste-Depending and Offsite Waste Disposal ; 
on the alternative being analyzed, _ • Accelerated Landfill Closure/Onsite 
storing tank waste for different l!3rigths and Offsite Waste Disposal; and 
oftime may be necessary. This may • Landfill Closure/Onsite and Offsite 
require the construction, operation , and Waste Disposal. 
deactivation of waste transfer Onsite disposal would include 
infrastructures, including waste receiver immobilized LAW, LLW, and MLLW 
facilities (below-grade lag storage and resulting from tank retrieval and 
minimal waste· treatment facilities), . treatment. Offsite disposal of HLW 
waste transfer line upgrades, and new or would occur at Yucca Mountain. No 

. replacement DSTs . Also depending on determination has been made a·s to 
the alternative, construction and whether any of the tanks contain TRU 
operation of additional immobilized waste, If it is determined that any tank 
HLW storage vaults, melter pads, and waste is TRU waste, offsite disposal at 
TRU waste storage facilities needed to WIPP would be appropriate , provided 
store treated tank waste. the required approvals from EFA and 

• Closure of SSTs-Decisions to be the New Mexico Environment 
made include closing the SSTs by clean Department were obtained. _ 
closure ,-selective clean closure/landfill As a.result of the 2003 scoping for the 
closure, and landfill closure with or TC EIS, a number of changes are being 
without any soil contamination made to those identified in the NOi. The 
removal. Decisions regarding barriers · major changes are: 
[engineered modified RCRA Subtitle C • The No Action Alternative was 
barrier or Hanford barrier) ' to prevent modified to address a traditional "no 
water intrusion will be made. A closure action" rather than the action from the 
configuration for the original 28 DSTs TWR°S EIS ROD; 
will be ev·aluated in the TC & WM EIS • The alternative addressing 
for engineering reasons related to barrier implementation of the 1997 TWRS EIS' 
placement for the SSTs.-This evaluation ROD was modified to address both the 
also is provided to aid Ecology•·in · currently plann,ed vitrification capacity 
evaluating the impacts which might and the currently planned capacity 
result in closing DSTs td a debris rule supplemented with additional 
standard. However, DOE is deferring a vitrification capacity as the 
decision on closure of DSTs and . · supplemental treatment; 
decommissioning of the WTP until a • A partial tank removal option was 
later date when the mission for those· added, which analyzes leaving some of 
f~cjlities is n·earing completion. the SSTs in place and exhuming the 

• Disposal of Hanford's and DOE SSTs completely in the SX and BX tank 
·Offsite LLW and MLLW-The decision farms ; · · 
to be made ·concerns the onsite location • The Landfill Closure of Tank 
of disposal facilities for Hanford's waste Farms/Onsite and Offsite Waste 
and other DOE sites' LLW and MLLW. Disposal Alternative has been modified 
DOE committed in the HSW EIS ROD to more clearly evaluate.the No 
that henceforth LLW would be disposed Separations (of HLW and LAW waste) · 
of in lined trenches. Thus, the decision with Onsite Storage and Offsite Disposal 
would concern whether to dispose of Alternative; and 
the waste in -the 200-West Area or at the • A suboption has been added to both 
Integrated Disposal Facility in the 200~ the All Vitrification with Separations 
East Area. and All Vitrification/No Separations (of 

• Final Decontamination and HLW and LAW waste) Alternatives to 
Decommissioning of the FFTF-The address closure of the cribs and trenches 

· decision would identify rhe final end proximal to tanks within identified · 
state for the above-ground, below- waste management areas in place as 
ground, ,and ancillary support opposed to removing them. 
structures. For Hanford and offsite LLW and 

MLLW analyzed in the HSW EIS, DOE 
proposes to simplify the alternatives. 

. . . . 
VI. Potential Range of Alternatives 

Six alternatives were originally 
proppsed for TC EIS arid are listed 

· Both waste typ!ls would be disposed of 
_in lined trenches. DOE plans to update 

C- 74 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

VU, Potential Environmental Issues for 
Analysis 
- The following issues have been 

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

• Effects on the public and onsite 
workers of radiological and 
nonradiological material releases during 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents; -
_ • Long-term risks to human 

populations resulting from waste 
disposal and residual tank system 
wastes; 

• _Effects on air and water quality of , 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents, including long­
term impacts on groundwater; 

• Cumulative effects, including 
impacts of other .past, presen_t, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions at 
Hanford, including past discharges to 
cribs and trenches, groundwater 
remediation activities , activities subject 
to TPA requirements and_ cleanup 
activities under- the -Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act; 

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

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

• Socioeconomic impacts on -
surrounding communities . 

VIII. Public Scoping 
DOE invites Federal agencies, 

American Indian tribal nations , state 
and local governments; and the general 
public to comment on the scope of the 
planned TC & WM EIS . Information on 
the scoping comment period is provided 
in the DATES section ·above. Comments 
previously submitted-in response to the 
2003 NOI for the TC EIS and the 2004 
NOi for the FFTF EIS are b eing 
consid·ered and need not b e 
resubmitted. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on January 30, 
·2006. 

John Spitaleri Shaw, 
Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety 
and Health. 

·Appendix A-Related National 
Environmental Policy Act Documents 

45 FR 46155, 1980, "Double-Shell Tanks 
for Defense High-Level Radioactive Waste · 
Storage, Hanford Site , Richland, Washington; 
Record of Decision," Federal Register. _ 

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

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

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

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

61 FR 39z"z, .1996, "Availability of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for 
Management of Spent Nuclear Fuel from the 
K Basins at the Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington; Notice of Availability of Final 
'Environmental Impact Statement," F~eral 
Register. · 

61 FR 10736, 1996 , "Management of Spent 
Nuclear Fuel from the K Basins at the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington; Record 
of Decision," Feder,il Register. · 

62 FR 8693, 1997, "Record of Decision for 
- the Tank Waste Remediation System; 

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington," 
Federal Register. 

63 FR 3624, 1998, "Record of Decision for 
the Department of Energy's Waste Isolation 
Pilot Plant Disposal Phase," Federal Register. 

63 FR 3629, 199B, "Record of Decision for 
the Department of Energy's Waste 
Management Program: Treatment and Storage 
of Transuranic Waste ," Federal Register. 

65 FR 10061, 2000; "Record of Decision for . 
the Department of Energy's Waste 

Management Program: Treatment and 
Disposal of Low-Level Waste and Mixed 
Low-Level Waste; Amendment to the Record 
of Decision for the Nevada Test Site," 
Federal Register. · · _ · 

69 FR 39449, 2004 , "Re·cord of Decision for 
the Solid Waste Program, Hanford Site , 
Richland, Washington: Storage and 
Treatment of Low-Level Waste and Mixed 
Low-Level Waste; Disposal of Low-Level 
Waste and Mixed Low-Level.Waste , and 
Storage, Processing, and Certification of 
Transuranic Waste for Shipment to the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant, Federal Register. 

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

DOE/EJ\-0495, 1991 , Preparation of Crust 
Sampling of Tank 241-SY-101, U.S_. 
Department cif Energy , Richland, . 
Washington . 

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

DOE/EA-0581, 1991, Upgrading of the· 
Ventilation System at the 24_1-SY Tank 
Farm, U.S. Department of Energy, Richland , 
Washington. · 

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

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

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

DOE/EA-0933, 1995, Tank 241-C-106 Past 
Practice_ Sluicing Waste Retrieval, U.S. 
Department ofEnergy, Richland , 
Washi_ngton . · . 

DOE/EA-0993, 1995; Shutdown of the Fast 
Flux Test Facility, Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington and Finding of No Significant 
impact. · 

DOE/EA--09B1, 1995, Environmental 
Assessment-Solid Waste Retrieval Complex, 
Enhanced Radioactive and Mixed Waste 
Storage Facility, infrastructure Upgrades, 
and Central-Waste Support Complex, · 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, U.S. 
Department of Energy. Ri_chland Operations 
Office, Richland , Washington .-

DOE/EA-1203, 1997, Trench 33 Widening 
in 218-W-5 low-level Burial Ground, U.S. 
Department ofEnergy, Richland, · 
Washington . _ 

DOE/EA-,1276, 1999, Widening Trench 36 
of the 218-E-128 low-level Burial Ground, 
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland , · 
Washington. . ._ 

DOE/EA-1405, 2002, Transuranic Waste 
_· Retrieval from the 218-W-4B and 218-W-4C 
, low-Level Burial Gro-unds, Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington, Finding of No 
Significa_nt Impact, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland , Washington. 

DOE/EIS--0113, -1987, Final Environmental 
Impact Statement-Disposal of Hanford _ 
Defense High-Level, Transuranic, and Tank 
Wastes, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, 
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U.S . Department ofEnergy, Richland 
Operations Office, Rich)and, Washington. · 

DOE/EIS-0212, 1995 , Safe interim Storage 
of Hanford Tank Wastes-Final · 
Environmental impact Statement, U.S. 
Department of Energy:, Richland · Operations 
Office, Rictiland, Washington, and 
Washington State Department of Ecology, 
Olympia, Washington. · 

DOE/EIS--0189, 1996, Tonk Waste 
Remediation System, Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington , Final Environmental impact 
Statement, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Richland Operations Office, Richland, 
Washington, and Washington State 
Depart_ment of Ecology, Olympia, 
Washington. 

-DOE/EIS-0189-S/11, 1997, Supplement 
Analysis for the Proposed Upgrade.< to the 
Tank Farm Ventilation, Instrumentation, and 
Electrical Systems under Project W-314 in 
Support of Tcink Form Restoration and Safe 
Operations, U.S. Department of Energy, 

_ Richland Operations Office, Richland, · 
Washington. · 

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

DOE/EIS-0189-SJ\3; 2001, Supplement 
Analysis for the Tank Waste Remediation 
System, U.S. Department ofEnergy, Richland 
Operations Office, Richland, Washington. 

DOE/EIS--0200, 1997, Final Waste 
Management.Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statemen_t for Managing Treatment, 
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and 
Hazardous Waste, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Office of Environmental 
Management, Washington, DC. 

DOE/EIS-0026-8-2 , 1997, Waste Isolation 
Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final 
Si.Jpplemen_tal Environmental Impact 

_ Statement JI; U.S. Department of Energy, 
Carlsbad, New Mexico. 

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

· DOE/EIS-0310, 2000, Final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Accomplishing Expanded Civilian Nuclear 
Energy Research and Development and 
Isotope Production Missions in the United 
States, Including the Role of the Fast Flux 
Test Facility. 

DOE/EIS-0250, 2002, Final Environmental 
Impact" Statement for a Geologic Repository 
for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear-Fuel and 
High-level Radioactive Waste at Yucca 
Mountain, Nye County, Nevado, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Office of Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management, Yucca 
Mountain Site Characterization Office, North 
Las Vegas, Nevada . 

DOE/EIS-0287, 2002 , I_daho High-Level 
Waste a-nd Facilities Disposition Fina_/ 
Environmentpl impact Statement, U.S. . 
Department ofEnergy, Idaho Operations_ 
Office, Idaho Falls, Idaho. . 

DOE/EIS--0286, 2004, Final Hanford Site -
Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste 
Program Environmental Impact Statement, 
Richland, Washington, U.S. Department of 
Energy, Richland Operations Office, · 
Richlan_d, Washington. 
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DOH Publication 320-031, 2004, Final 
Environmental Impact Statement_:, 
Commercial Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Disposal Site, Richland, Washington, 
Washington State Departrnent ·of Health, 
Olympia, Washington, and Washington State 
Department of Ecology, Olympia, 
Washington. 

U.S. Department of Energy, 2006, Report of 
the Review of the Hanford Solid Waste · 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Dota 
Quality, Control and Management Issues, 
Washington, DC. 
IFR Doc. E6-1404 Filed 2-1-06; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 645CHl1-P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

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

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

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 
(the "Department") seeks comment and 
information from the public concerning 
its plans for an electricity transmission 
congestion ·study and possible 
designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Corridors ("NIETCs") in a 
report based on the study pursuant to 
section 1221(a) of the Energy Po1icy Act 
of 2005 . Through this notice of inquiry, . 
the Department invites comment on • 
draft criteria for gauging the suitability 
of geographic areas as NIETCs and : 
announces a public technical 
conference concerning the criteria for 
evaluation of candidate areas. as NIETCs. 
,OATES: Written comments may be filed 
electronically in MS Word and PDF 
formats by e-mailing to: 
EPACT122l@hq.doe .gov no later than 5 
p.m. EDT March 6, 2006. Also, 
comments can be filed by inail at the 
address listed below. The technical 
conference will be held in Chicago on 
March 29, 2006. For further information, 
please visit the Department's Web site at 
http :l l www.electricity.doe .gov/l 221 . 
ADDRESSES: Written comments via mail 
should be submitted to: · 

Office of Electricity Delivery and 
' Energy Reliability, oE·-20, Attention: 

EPACT 1221 Comments, U.S. 
Department of Energy, Forestall 
Building, Room 6H-050, ·1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585 . · 

Note: U.S. ·PostalService mail sent to the· 
Department continues to he delayed by 
several weeks due to security screening. 

Electronic s~bmission is therefore 
encouraged. Copies of written comments 
received and other relevant documents and 
information may be reviewed at http:// 
www.electricity. doe .govll 22 l . 

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

I. Background 

A. OveNiew 

The Nation'.s electric sy~tem includes 
over 150,000 miles of interconnected 
high-voltage transmission lines that link 
generators to load centers.1 The electric 
system has been built by electric . 
utiliti~s over a period of 100 years, 
primarily to serve local customers and 
support reliability; the system generally 
was not constructed with a primary 
emphasis on moving large amounts of 
power across multi-state regions. 2 Due 
to a doubling of electricity demand and 
generation over the past three decades 

· and the advent of wholesale electricity 
markets, transfers of large amounts of 
electricity across the grid have increased 
significantly in recent years. The 
increase in regional electricity transfers 
saves electricity consumers billions of 
dollars,' but significantly increases 
transmission facility loading. 

Investment in new transmission 
faci lities has not kept pace with the 
increasing economic and operational 
im.portance of transmission service. 4 

Today, congestion in the transmission 
system impedes economically efficient 
electricity transactions and in some 
cases threatens the system's safe an.d 
reliable opera\ion. 5 The Department has 
estimated that this cong·esti'o·n costs 
consumers several billion dollars per 
year. by forcing wholesale electricity 
purchasers to buy from higher-cost 
suppliers.6 That estimate did not 

1 ~orth Ame.rican Elec tric Reliability Council, 
Electricity Supply and Demand Database (2003) 
available at http://www.nerr:.com /esd . 

• 2 Edison Electric Institute, Survey of , 
Transmission Investment a! l (May 2005). 

3 Department o( Energy, National Transmission 
Grid Study, at 19 (May 2002) available af http:// 
www.eh.doe.gov/ntgsl reports.ht1J'll. 

·4 Id. at 7; ·see also Hirst, U.S. Transmission 
Capacity Present Status and Future Prospects, 7 

· (June 2004). 
5 National Transmiss.ion Grid Study, supra note 3, 

at 10-20. 
•Id.at 16-18. 
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include .the reliability costs associated 
with such bottlenecks . 

The National Energy Policy (May 
2001),7 the Department's National 
Transmission Grid Study (May 2002).8 

and the Secretary ofEnergy's Electricity 
Advisory Board's Transmission Grid 
Solutions Report (September 2002). 9 

recommended that the Department 
address regulatory obstacles in the 
planning and construction of electric 
transmission and distribution lines. In 
response to these recommendations, the 

· Department held a "Workshop on 
Designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Bottlenecks" on July 14, 
2004, in Salt Lake City, Utah. The 
Department also i.ssued a Federal 
Register. notice of inquiry on July 22, 
2004.10 The purpose of the workshop 
and the notice of inquiry was to learn 
stakeholders' views concerning 
transmission bottlenecks,.identify how. 
designation ·of such bottlenecks may 
benefit the users of the grid and 
electricity consumers, and recognize key 
bottlenecks. In its plans for 
implementation of subsection 1221(a); 
the Department notes that it has '· 
considered the comments received via 
the notice and the workshop. 

B. Summary of Relevant Provisions 
From the Statute 

On ·August 8, 2005, the President 
signed into law the Energy Policy Act.of 
·zoos, Public Law •109- 58, (the "Act"). 
Title XII of the Act, en ti tied "The 
Electricity Moderniz~tion Act of 2005 ;, 
includes provisions relating to the siting 
of interstate electric transmission 
facilities and promoting .advanced 
power system technologi\)s. Subsection 
1221(a) of the Act amends the Federal 
Power Act ("FPA") by adding'a new' 

· section 216 which req-qires the Secretary 
of Energy (the "Secretary") to conduct a 
nationwide study of electric 
transmission congestion (·"congestion 
study"), and issue a report based on the 
study in which the Secretary may · 
designate "any geographic ·area 
experiencing electric energy 
transmission capacity constraints or 
congestion that adversely affects 

· 7 The National Energy Po!icy Development Group 
ReRort, available at http://www.energy.gov/enginel · 
content .do?BT_CODE=ADAP. 

"National Transmission Gtid Study; supra note. 3. 
• Department of Energy Electricity Advisory 

Board, Transmission Grid Solutions, available at 
http://www.eob.energy.gov/ 
index.cfm ?fuseaction=home.publicotions. 

10 Designation of National Interest Electric . 
Transmission Bottlenecks, 69 FR 43833 Uuly 22, · 
2004) also available at http:// · 
1¥Ww.electricity.doe.gov/bottlenecks. 
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NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION -June 12, 2008 

08-ESQ-129 

Mr. Dennis Carlscm 

P.O. Box 450, MSIN HS-60 
Ric~land, Washington 99352 

JUN 1 2 2008 

National Oceamc and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
510 Desmond Drive S.E., Suite 103 
Lacey, W~shi~gton 98503 

Dear Mr. Carlson: 

TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT (TC &'WM) ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR THE HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) is preparing the TC & WM 
EIS for the Hanford Site, near Richland, Washington, pursuantto the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its implementing regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Parts.1500--1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021. This EIS expands the scope of the original 
retrieval, treatment, and disposal ofTatik Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (SST) NEPA 
documentation as described in _68 Federal Register 1052 and for which ORP consulted with your 
office on June 16, 2003 . · 

Similar to the earlier proposed EIS, this new document will analyze the environmental impacts 
of the retrieval , treatment, and disposal of tank waste and the closure of 149 SSTs within the 200 
Areas. Additional scope was added including the management and .disposal of solid wastes 
resulting from other Hanford activities, and the tlosure of the Fast Flux Test Facility. The areas 
of the Site where actions are occurring are depicted in Attachment 1. The Notice of Intent to 
prepare the EIS, which further explains the project, is Attachineni 2. 

In support of the preparation of the EIS; ORP requests.that the Nati_onal Marine Fisheries Service 
provide a current list of species that may be affected by the proposed actions, specifically those 
which could l;>e i~pacted by the Columbia River. · 

If you have any questions, please contact Mary Beth Burandt TC & WM EIS NEPA Document 
Manager ofiny staff at (509) 372-7772. 

ESQ:MEB 

Attachments: (2) 

cc: See page 2 

Sincerely; 
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Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement f or the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION -June 12, 2008 (continued) 

Mr. Dennis Carlson 
08-ESQ- 129 

cc w/attachs: 
D. Stock, SAIC 

-2- Ji.J~ ·1 2 2008 
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Attachment 1 to National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, June 12, 2008 -
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Attachment 1 
08-'ESQ-129 

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 
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Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement f or the 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington 

Attachment 1 to National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, June 12, 2008 -
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (continued) 
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Attachment 2 to National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, June 12, 2008 -
Notice of Intent 

Attachment 2 
08-ESQ-129 

Federal RegisterNol. 71, No. 22/Thursday, February 2, 2006/Notices 
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addressed as follows: Office of 
Electricity Delivery & Energy Reliability · 
(Mail Code OE-20), U.S. Department of 
Energy; 1000 Independence Avenue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20585--0350 (FAX: 
202-586-5860). 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Ellen Russell (Program Office) 202-586.:... 
9624 or Michael Skinker (Program 
Attorney) 202-586-2793 . 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION : Exports of 
electricity from the United States to a 
foreign country are regulated and 
require authorization under section 
202(e) cifthe Federal Power Act (FPA) 
(16 U.S.C. 824a(e)) . 

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

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

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

Procedural Matters: Any person 
desiring to become a party to this 
proceeding or to be heard by filing 
comments or.protests to this application 
should file a petition to intervene, 
comment or protest at the address 
provided above in accordance with 
§§ 385 .211 or 385 .214 ofthe FERC'.s 
Rules of Practice and Procedures ·(18 
CFR 385.211-, 385 .214). Fifteen_ copies of 
each petition and protest should be filed 

with DOE on or before the date listed 
above . 

Comments on the MAG E.S. 
application t_o export electric energy to 
Cariada should be clearly ·marked with 
Docket EA-306 , Additional copies are to 
be filed directly with Martin Gauthier, 
Director, MAG E.S. ·Energy Solutions 
Inc., 486 Ste-Catherine W, #402, 
Montreal, QC, Canada H3B 1A6. 

A final decision will be made on this 
application after .the environmental · 
impacts have been evaluated pursuant 
to the National Environmental PoHcy 
Act of 1969, and a determination is . 
made by the DOE that.the _proposed 
action will not adversely impact on the 
reliability of the U.S. electric power 
supply system. . 

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

· menus. 
Issued io Wa_shington, DC, on January 26, 

2006. 
Anthony J. Como, 
Director, Permitting and Siting, Office of 
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability. 
[FR Doc. EB-1392 Filed 2-1-06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01..P 

DEPARTMEl':IT OF ENERGY 

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

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

SUMMARY; The U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) announces its irttent to 
prepare a new environmental impact 
statement (EIS) for its Hanford Site 
(Hanford) near Richland, Washington, 
pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its ' 
implementing regulations .at 40 CFR 
Parts 1500-1508 and 10 CPR Part- 1021 . 
The new EIS, to be titled the Tank · 
Closure and Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Staiement for th~ 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC 
& WM-EIS), will implement a 
Settlement Agreement announced on 
January 9, 2006, among DOE, the 
Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) and the State of 
Washington Attorney General 's .office. 
The Agr~ement serves as settlement of 
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NEPA claims in the case State of 
Washington, v. Bodman (Civil No. 2:03-
cv--05018-AAM), which addressed the 
Final Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive 
and Hazardous) Waste Program EIS, 
Richland, Washington (HSW EIS, DOE/ 
ElS-0286, January 2004). · 

Ecology will continue its role as a 
Cooperating Agency in the preparation 
of the TC & WM EIS. Ecology already 
was aciing in that capacity during the 
ongoing preparation of the EIS for 
Retrieval, Treatment and Disposal of 
Tank Waste and Closure of the· Single­
Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, 
Richland, Washington (TC EIS, DOE/ 
EIS--0356 , Notice of Intent [NOTI at 68 
FR 1052, Janu!Jry 8, 2003). The TC & 
WM EIS will revise , update and 
reanalyze groundwater impacts 
previously addressed in the HSW EIS. 
That is , the TC & WM EIS wi ll provide 
a single, integrated.analysis of 
groundwater at Hanford for all waste 
types addressed in the HSW EIS and the 
TC EIS. As a resul t, the TC & WM EIS. 
will include a reanalysis of onsite 

. disposal alternatives for Hanford's low­
level radioactive waste (LLW) and 
mixed low-level radioactive waste 

. (MLLW) and LLW and MLLW from 
other DOE sites. The TC & WM EIS will 
revise and update other potential impact 
areas previously addressed in the HSW 
EIS as appropriate. Finally, the TC & 
WM EIS will incorporate existing 
analyses from the HSW EIS that do not 
affect and are not directly affected by 
the waste disposal alternatives after 
review or revision as appropriate. DOE 
will continue its ongoing analysis of . 
alternatives for the retrieval, treatment, 
storage, and disposal of underground 
tank wastes and closure of underground 
sin,gle-sh~ll tanks . (SST) . In addition, . 
DOE plans to include the ongoing Fast 
Flux Test Facility Decommissioning EIS 
(FFTF EIS, DOE/EJS-0364 , NOI at 69 FR 
50178_,-August 13, 2004) in the scope of 
the new TC & WM EIS , in order to 
provide an integrated presentatjon of 
currently foreseeable activities related to 
waste management and cleanup at 
Hanford. . 

In accordance with the Settlement 
Agreement, DOE will not ship offsite 
waste to Hanford for storage, processing, 
or disposal un ti! a Record of Decision 
(ROD) is issued pursuant to the TC & 
WM EIS, except under certain limited 
exemptions as provided in the 
Settlement Agreement. 
· DOE is soliciting comments on the 

proposed scope of the riew TC & WM 
EIS. Comments previously submitted in 
response to ·the 2003 NOI for the TC EIS 
and the 2004 NOI for the FFTF EIS are 
being considered and need not be 
resubmitied. 
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DATES: DOE invites Federal agencies, 
American Indian tribal nations, state 
and local governm·ents, and the public 
to comment on the scope of the planned 
TC & WM EIS. DOE will consider all 
comments received by March 6, 2006, as 
well as comments received after that 
date to the extent practicable. DOE 
plans to hold public meetings at the 
following locations: 

Hood River, Oregon; February 21 , 
2006 . 

Portlan d, Oregon; February 22, 2006. 
Seattle, Washington; February 23 , . 

2006 . 
Richland, Washington, February 28, 

2006 . .. 
The public meetings will address the 

scope of the planned TC & WM E!S . 
DOE will provide additional notification 
of the meet ing times and locations 
through newspaper advertisements and 
other appropriate media. · 
ADDRESSES: To submit comments on the 
scope of the TC & WM EIS or to request 
copies·of the references listed herein , 
including references listed in Appendix 
A, contact: Mary Beth Burandt, . 
Document Manager, Office of River 
Protection, U.S. Department of Energy, 
Post Office Box 450, Mail Stop H6-60, 
Richland, WA 99352 . Electronic mail : 
TC&-WMEIS@saic.com. Fax: 509-376-
3661. Telephone and voice mail: 509-

. 373- 9160. . 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information on DOE's NEPA process, 
contact: Carol Borgstrom, Director, 
Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance 
(EH-42). U.S . Department of Energy, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585. Telephone 202-
586-4600, or leave a message at 1..:.aoO.-: 
472-2756. 

This NOI will be available on DOE's 
NEPA Web site at http:// 
www.eh .doe.gov/nepa and the TC & WM 
E!S Web site at http://www.hanfard.gov/ 
orpl (click on Public Involvement). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION : 

I. Background 

The Hanford Site is located in 
southeastern Washington State along· the 
Columbia River, and is approximately 
586 square miles in size. Hanford's 
mission included defense-related 
nuclear research,-development, and 
weapons production activities from th~ 
early 1940s to approximately 1989. 
During that -period, Hanford operated a 
plutonium production complex with 
nine -nuclear reactors and associated 
processing fac ilities . These activities 
created a wide variety of chemical and 
radioactive wastes. Hanford 's mission 
now is focused on the cleanup of those 
wastes and ultimate closure of Hanford. 

To this end , DOE manages several types importation, treatment, and disposal of 
ofradi'oactive wastes at Hanford: (1) radioactive and hazardous waste 
High-level radioactive waste (HLW) as generated offsite as a result of nuclear 
defined under the Nuclear Waste Policy defense and research activities . The 
Act [42 U.S.C. 10101]; (2) transuranic Court enjoined shipment of offsite TRU 
'(TRU) waste, which is waste containing waste to Hanford for processing and 
alpha-particle-emitting radionuclides storage pending shipment IQ WIPP. 
with atomic numbers greater than In January 2004, DOE issued the HSW 
uranium (i.e .. , 92) and half-lives greater EIS and a ROD (69 FR 39449), which 
than 20 years in concentrations greater addressed ongoing solid waste 
than 100 nanocuries per gram of waste; management operations, and announced 
(3] LLW, which is·radioactive waste that DOE's decision to dispose of Hanford 
is neither HLW nor TRU waste; and (4) .and a limited volume of offsite LLW and 
MLLW, which is LLW containing MLLW in a new Integrated Disposal 
hazardous constituents as defined under Facility in the 200-East Area of Hanford : 
the Resource Conservation and · DOE.also decided to continues.ending 
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA, 42 u.s.c: Hanford's MLLW offsite for treaL'!lent 
6.901 et seq.). · and to mqdify Hanford'_s T-Plant for 

At present, DOE is constructing a· processing remote-handled TRU waste . 
Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) in the. and MLLW (which require protective · 
20'0-East Area of the site. The WTP will . shielding). 
separate waste stored in Hanford's Ecology a.mended its March 2003 
underground tanks-into HLW and low- complaint in 2004, challenging·the 
activity waste [LAW) fractions . HLW adequacy of the HSW EIS analysis of 
will be treated in the WTP and stored offsite waste importation. In May 2005, 
at Hanford until it can be shipped to the the Court granted a limited_ discovery 
proposed repository at Yucca Mountain, period, continuing the injunction 
Nevada. Immobilized LAW waste would against shipping offsite wastes to 
be treated in the WTP and _disposed of Hanford, including LLW and MLLW 
at Hanford as decided in the ROD issued (State of Washington v. Bodman [Civil 
in 1997 (62 FR 8693). pursuant to the No. 2:03--cv-05018-AAMJ). In July 
Tank Waste Remediation System, 2005, while preparing responses to 
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington, discovery requests from Ecology , 
Final EIS (1WRS EIS, DOE/EIS--0189, Battelle Memorial Institute, DOE's 
August 1996). DOE is processing . contractor who assisted in prep&ring the 
Hanford's contact-handled TRU waste HSW EIS, advised DOE of several 
(which does not require special differences in groundwater analyses 
protective sbielding)for shipment to the between the HSW EIS and its 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near und,erlying data. 
Carlsbad, New Mexico, consistent with DOE promptly notified the Court and 
the 1998 RODs (63 FR 3624 and 63 FR , the State and, in September 2005, 
3629) for treatment and disposal ofTRU convened a team of DOE experts in . 
waste under the Final Waste quali ty assurance and groundwat_er 
Management Programmatic EIS for analysis , as well as transportation and 
Managing Treatment, Storage; and · human health and safety impacts 
Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous analysis, to conduct a quality assurance 
Waste (WM PEIS, DOE/EIS-0200) and review of the HSW EIS. The team . 
the Waste Isolation Pilat Plant Disposal completed its Report of the Review of . 
Phase Final S.upplemental the Hanford Solid Waste Environmental 
Environmental Impact Statement (WJPP Impact Statement (EIS) Da'ta Quality, 
SEIS-Il, DOE/EIS--0026-S-2, September Control and Management Issues, 
1997). DOE is disposing of·Hanford's January 2006 (hereafter refe'rred to as ,the 
LLW and MLLW .onsite, consistent with Quality Review). 
the ROD for treatment and disposal . of Because both Ecology and DOE have 
these wastes under the WM PEIS (65 FR a shared interest in the effective cleanup 
10061). This ROD also designates of Hanford, DOE and Ecology 
Hanford as a regional disposal site for announced a Settlement Agreement 
LLW and MLLW from other DOE sites. ending the NEPA litigation on January 

In January 2003, DOE lssu·ed an NOi 9, 2006 . The Agreement is intended to 
{68 FR 1052) to prepare the TC EIS resolve Ecology's concerns about HSW 
{DOE/EIS-0356) . The ·proposed scope of EIS groundwater ana lyses and to 
the TC EIS included'closure of the 149 address other concerns about the HSW 
underground SSTs and newly avai lable EIS, including those identified in the 
information on su,pplemental treatment QualityReview. 
for the LAW from all 177 tanks, which The Agreement calls for an expansion 
contain a tota l of approximately 53 of the TC EIS to provide ·a single, 
million gallons of waste. integrated set of analyses that will 

In March 2003 , Ecology initiated include all waste types analyzed in the 
. litigation on issues related to HSW EIS (LLW, MLLW, and TRU 
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waste) . The expanded EIS will be 
renamed the TC & WM EIS. Pending 
finalization of the TC & WM EIS , the 
HSW EIS will remain in effect to 
support ongoing waste management 
activities at Hanford (including 
transportation of TRU waste lo WIPF) in 
accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements. The Agreement also 
stipulates that when the TC & WM EIS 
has been completed, it will supersede 
the HSW EIS. Until that time, DOE will 
,not rely on _HSW· EIS ·groundwater 
analyses for decision-making, and DOE 
will not import offsite waste to Hanford, 
with certain limited exemptions as 
specified in the Agreement. 

DOE and Ecology have mutual 
responsibilities for accomplishing 
cleanup of Hanford, as well as · 
continuing ongoing-waste management 
activities consistent with applicable 
Federal and state laws and .regulations . . 
The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order (also called the Tri­
Party Agreement [TPA]) among the 
state, DOE, and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) contains 
various enforceable milestones that 
apply to waste management activities . 

, DOE also is required to comp·ly with 
applicable requirements of RCRA and· 
the state's Hazardous Waste 
Management Act of 1976 as ame~ded 
(Chapter 70.105 Revised Code of 
Washington). To carry out proposals for 
future actions and obtain necessary 
permits, each agency must comply with 
the applicable provisi_ons .of NEPA and 
the Washington State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA) respectively. The 
agencies have revised their 
Memorandum of Understanding for the 
TC EIS (effective March 25 , 2003), . 
which identified Ecology as a · 
Cooperating Agency in the preparation 
·of the TC EIS. The Memorandum of 
Understanding revision is consistent 
with the Settlement Agreement and . 
provides for Ecology's continuing · . 
participation as a Cooperating Agency 
in preparation. of the TC & WM EIS to 
assist both agencies in meeting their 
respective responsibilities under NEPA 
and SEPA. 

II. Purpose and Need for Action 
Recognizing.the potential risks to 

human health and the environment 
from Hanford tank wastes, DOE needs to 
retrieve waste from the 149 SSTs and 28 
double-shell tanks (DST), treat and 
dispose of the waste, and close the SST 
farms in a manner that complies with 
Federal and Washington State 
requirements. Some waste from tanks 
and LLW and·MLLW -from Hanford and 
other DOE sites·th.at do riot have 
appropriate facilities must be disposed 

of to facilitate cleanup cif Hanford and 
these sites . 

Ill. Proposed Action 
· DOE proposes to retrieve and treat 
waste from 177 underground tanks and 
ancillary equipment and dispose of this 
waste in comp_liance with applicable 
regulatory requirements . Vitrified HLW 
waste would be stored onsite until it can 
be disposed of in the proposed 
repository at Yucca Mountain. DOE 
proposes to provide additional 
treatment capacity for the tank LAW . 
that can supplement the planned WTP 
capacity in fulfillment of DOE's 
obligations under the TPA in as timely 
a manner as possible. DOE would · 
dispose ofHanford's immobilized LAW, 
LLW and MLLW, and LLW and MLLW 
from other-DOE sites, in lined trenches 
onsite. These trenches would be closed 
in accordance with applicable 
regulatory requirem·ents. . 

DOE also proposes to complete the 
final decontamination and 
decommissioning of the FITF. DOE 
decided, in'January 2001, (ROD at 66 FR 
7877) that the·permanent closure of 
FITF was to be resumed with no new 
missions, based on the Final 
Programmatic Environmental Impact 
St_atement for Accomplishing Expanded 
Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and 
Development"and Isotope Production 
Missions iri the United States, Including 
the Role of the Fast Flux Test Facility 
(DOEIEIS-031 a, December 2000). 

IV. Proposed Scope of the TC & WM EIS 
. In accordance with the Settlement 
Agreement, DOE intends to prepare a 
single, comprehensive EIS addressing 
tank waste retrieval, treatment, storage, 

. and disposal; tank closure; and 
management of all waste types analyzed 
in the HSW EIS as an integrated · 
document for public and agency review 
and reference. The TC & WM EIS will 
update, revise, or reanalyze resource 
areas (such as groundwater and 
transportation) from the HSW EIS as 
necessary to make them current and 
reflect the waste inventories and 
analytical assumptions being used for 
environmental impact assessment in the 
TC & WM EIS. All updated analyses 
would be included in the revised 
quantitative groundw:ater and other 
cumulative impact analyses in the TC & 

. WM EIS. 
The proposed scope of the TC & WM 

EIS includes alternatives for onsite · 
disposal ofLLW, MLLW, and LAW; 
transportation of offsite LLW and 
MLLW to Hanford for disposal ; and 
current or revised information for 
ongoing operations , such as those 
involving Hanford's Central Waste 
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Complex, that were included in the 
HSWEIS. 

DOE proposes to retain all of the 
scope.identified in the 2003 NOi for the 
TC EIS as modified by public scoping 

· comments. Proposed modifications to 
the alternatives identified in the 2003 
NOi are provided in Section VJ. That is, 
the new TC & WM EIS would address 
management of the approximately 53 
million gallons of waste stored in 149 
underground SSTs (ranging in capacity 
from approximately 55,000 to 1 million 
gallons) and 28 underground DSTs 
(ranging in capacity from approxim_ately 
1 to 1.16 million gallons) grouped in 18 
tank farms , ·and approximately 60 
smaller miscellaneous underground 
storage tanks , along with ancillary 
equipment. 

DOE proposes to retain _all of the 
scope identified in its August 2004 NOI 
to evaluate alternatives for the final 
disposition of the FFTF and proposes to 
integrate that scope into the TC & WM · 
EIS. The TC & WM EIS will thus . 
provide an integrated presentation of 
currently foreseeable activities related to 
waste management and cleanup al 
Hanford. 

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

following topics. 
• Retrieval of Tank _Waste-A . 

reasonable waste retrieval range is 
comprised of three levels : 90 percent, 99 
percent, and 99. 9 percent. The 99 
percent retrieval is the goal established 
by the TPA (Milestone M-45-00); 90 
percent retrieval evaluates a risk 
analysis of the tank farms· as defined in 
the M-45-00, Appendix H, process; and 
99. 9 percent retrieval reflects uses cif 

. multiple retrieval technologies to 
support clean closure of the tank farms. 

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

• Disposal of Treated Tank Waste­
Onsite disposal includes treated tank 
waste such as immobilized LAW and 
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waste generated from closure activities 
that meets onsite ·disposal criteria; the 
decision to be made involves the onsite 
lo·cation. of disposal facilities. Decisions 
to be made related to offsite disposal 
include the length of time and facilities 
required for storage of immobilized 
high-level radioactive waste (IHLW) 
prior to disposal at the proposed Yucca 
Mountain repository. 
· • Storage of Tank Waste-Depending 
on the alternative being analyzed, 
storing tank waste for different lengths 
of time may be necessary. This may 
require the construction, operation, and 
deactivation of waste transfer 
infrastructures , including waste receiver 
facilities (below-grade lag storage and 
minimal waste treatment faciliti es). 
waste transfer line upgrades, and new or 
replacement osrs. Also depending on 
the alternative, construction and 
operation of additional' immobilized 
HLW storage vaults , melter pads, and 
TRU waste storage facilities needed to 
store treated tank waste. 

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

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

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

VI. Potential Range of Alternatives 
Siic alternatives were originally 

proposed for TC EIS and are listed 

below. The initial scope of the TC EIS 
was provided in the January 2003 NOI 
and at each public scoping meeting. 

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

• Implement the 1997 TWRS EIS 
ROD with Modifications; 

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

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

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

• Landfill Closure/Onsite and Offsite 
Waste Disposal. 

Onsite disposal would include 
immobilized LAW, LLW, and MLLW 
resulting from tan_k retrieval and 

.treatment. Offsite disposal ofHLW 
. would occur at Yucca Mountain. No 
determination has been made as to 
whether any of the tanks contain TRU 
waste. If it is determined that any tank 
waste is TRU waste, offsite disposal at 
WIPP would be appropriate, provided 
the required approvals from EPA and 
the New Mexico Environment 
Department were obt<1ined. 

As a result of the 2003 scoping for the 
TC EIS, a number of changes are being 
made to those identified in the NOi. The 
major changes are: 

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

• The alternative addressing 
implementation of the 1997 TWRS EIS 
ROD was modified t6 address both the 
currently planned vitrification capacity 
and the currently planned capacity 
supplemented with additional 
vitrification capacity as -the 
supplemental treatmen.t; 

• A partial tank removal option was 
added, which analyzes leaving sc,me of 
the SSTs in place and exhuming the· 
SSTs completely in the.SX and BX tank 

· farms; 
• The Landfill Closure of Tank 

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

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

For Hanford and offsite LLW and · 
MLLW analyzed in the HSW EIS, DOE 
proposes to simplify the alternatives. 
Both waste types would be disposed of 
in lined trenches. DOE plans to update 
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the volumes to be disposed of, 
approximating those volumes for offsite 
waste in the 2004 HSW EIS ROD, and 
to update the waste information. DOE 
also intends to update the transportation 
analysis of shipping offsite waste to 
Hanford for disposal. The onsite 
disposal alternatives are: . 

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

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

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

• No Action- actions consistent with 
previous DOE NEPA decisions would be 
completed; final decommis_sioning 
would not occur. 

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

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

VII. Potential Environmental Issues for 
Analysis . 

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

• Effects on the public and onsite 
workers of radiological and 
nonradiological matei;ial releases during 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents; 

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

• Effects on air and water quality of 
normal operations and reasonably 
foreseeable accidents, including long-
term impacts on groundwater; · 

~ Cumulative effects, including 
impacts of other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions at 
Hanford, including past discharges to 
cribs and trenches, groundwater . 
remediation activities, activities subject · 
to TPA require·melits and .cleanup · 
activities under the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act; 

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

• Effects of on- and offsite 
transportation and of reasonably 
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foreseeable transport13tion accidents ; 
and · 
· • Socioeconomic impacts on 

_surrounding com_munities . 

VIII. Public Scoping 
DOE invites Federal agencies, 

American Indian triba l nations , state 
and local governments, and the general 
public to comment on the scope of the 
planned TC & WM EIS. Information on 
the scoping comment period -is provided 
in the DATES section above. Comments 
previously submitted in response to the 
2003 NOi for the TC EIS and the 2004 
NOi for the FFTF EIS are being 
considered and need not be 
resubmitted. 

Issued in Washington, DC, on January 30, 
2006. 
John Spitaleri Sha~, 
Assistant Secretary for Environment, Safety 
and Health : 
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BILLING CODE 6450--01-P 

·DEPARTMENT OF EN.EAGY 

Considerations for Transmission 
C.ongestion Study and Designation of 
National Interest Electric Transmission 
Corridors · 

AGENCY: Office of Electricity Delivery 
and Energy Reliability ("OE"), 
Department of Energy. 

. ACTION~ Notice of inquiry requesting 
comment and providing notice of a 
technical conference. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 
(the " Department"] seeks comment and 
information from the public concerning 
its plans for an electricity transmission 
congestion study and possible 
designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Corridors ('. 'NIETCs"] in a 
report based on the study pursuant to · 
section 1221 (a] of the Energy Policy Act 
of 2005. Through this notice of inquiry, 
the Department invites comment on 
draft criteria for gauging the suitability 
of geographic areas as NIETCs and · 
announces a public technical 
conference concerning the criteria for 
evaluation of candidate areas as NIETCs. 
DATES: Written comments may be filed 
electronically in MS Word and PDF· 
formats by e-mail ing to: 
EPACT-1221@hq .doe.go_v no later than 5 
p.m. ~DT March 6, 2006. Also ; 
.comments can be filed by mail at the 
address listed below. The technical 
conference will be held in Chicago on 
March 29 , 2006. For further information, 
please visit the Department's Web site at 
http:/ lwww.electricity.doe.gov/1221 . 
ADDRESSES: Written c·omments via mail 
should be submitted to: 

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

Note: U.S. Po~tal Service mail se~t to the 
Department continues to be delayed by 
several weeks due to security screening. 

Electronic submission is therefore 
encouraged. Copies of written comments 
received and other relevant documents and 
information may be reviewed at http:// 
www.electricity.doe.gov/1 221. 

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

I. Background 

A . Overview 

The Nation's electric system includes 
over.150,000 miles of interconnected 
high-voltage transmission lines that link 
generators to load centers.'"The electric 
system has been built by electric 
utilities over a period of_100 years, 
primarily to serve local customers and 
support reliability; the system generally 
was not constructed with a primary 
emphasis .on moving large amounts of 
power across multi-state regions.2 Due 
to a doubling of electricity demand and 
generation over the past three decad_es 
and the advent of wholesale electricity 
markets , transfers of large amounts of · 
electricity across the grid have increased 
significantly in recent years . The 
increase in regional electricity transfers 
saves· electricity consumers billions of 
dollars,3 but significantly increases 
transmission facility loading. 

Investment in new transmission 
facilities has not kept pace with the 
increasing economic and operational 
importance of transmission service.• 
Today, congestion' in the transmission 
system impedes economically efficient 
electricity transactions and in some 
cases threatens the system's safe and 
reliable operation.5 The Department has 
estimated that this congestion costs 
consumers several billion dollars per 
year by forcing wholesale electricity 
purchasers to buy from higher-cos t 
suppliers .6 That estimate did not 

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

2 Edison Electric lnstitute , Survey of 
Trans1?1issian Investment at 1 (May 2005). 

J Department of Energy, National TronsmjssiOn 
Grid Stud:,,, at 19 (May 2002) available al http:// 
www.eh.doe.gov/ntgslroports .htm/. 

4 /d . at 7; see also Hirst. U.S. Transmission 
Capac ity Present Status and Future Prospects; 7 
Oune 2004). 

• 5 National Tro nsmjssion Grid Study, supra note 3, 
al 10- 20. 

• Id. at 16-1 8. 
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include the reliability costs associated 
with such bottlenecks. 

The National Energy Policy (May 
2001),7 the Department's National 
Transmission Grid Study (May 2002).8 

and the Secretary of Energy 's Electricity 
Advisory Board's Transmission Grid 

· Solutions.Report (September 2002). 9 

recommended that the Department 
address regulatory obstacles in the 
planning ·and construction of electric 
transmission and distribution lines. In 
response to these recommendations, the 
Department held a "Workshop on 
Designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Bottlenecks" on July 14 , · 
2004, in Salt Lake City, Utah. The 
Department also issued a Federal 
Registec notice of inquiry on July 22, 
2004 .10 The purpose of the workshop 
and the notice of inquiry was lo learn 
stakeholders ' views concerning · 
transmission bottlenecks , identify how 
designatiori of such bottlenecks may 
benefit the users of the grid and 
electricity consumers, and recognize key 
bottlenecks. In its plans for 
implementation of subsection 1221(a]. 
the Department notes that it has 
considered the comments received via 
the notice and the workshop. 

B. Summary of Relevant Provisions 
From t.he Statute 

On August 8, 2005, the.President 
signed _into law the Energy Policy Act of 
2005, Public Law 109-58, (the "Act"). 
Title XII of the Ac;t, entitled "The 
Electric1ty Modernization Act of 2005" 
includes provisions relating to the siting 
of interstate electric transmission 
facil ities and promoting advanced. 
power _system technologies. Subsection 
1221 (a) of the Act amends the Federal 
Power Act ("FPA"] by adding a new 
sec ti on 216 which requires the Secretary 
of Energy (the "Secretary") to conduct a 
nationwide study of electric 
transmission congestion ("congestion 
study"], and issue a report based on the 
study in which the Secretary may 
designate "any geographic area 
experiencing electric energy 
_transmission capacity constra ints or 
congestion that adversely affects 

1 Th e Notional Energy Policy Development Group 
Report, avail abla al http://www.energy.gov/engine/ 
content.do?BT_CODE~ADAP. 

11 National Transmission Grid Study, supra note .J. 
• Department of Energy Electricity Advisory 

Board , Transmission Gri'd Solutions, availablo at 
http ://www.eob.energy.gov/ 
index.cfm ?fusea cUon .::home.publicotions. 

10 Designation of National Interest Electric 
Transmission Boltlenocks, 69 FR 4383 3 Ouly 22, . 
2004) also available at http:/ / · 
1vww.eJectrj~ity .doe.gov/bottlenecks. 




