


Based on the environme: - ' impact analysis of the Final EIS and ¢
regulatory compliance requirements, technical uncertainties, worker and public health and safety,
and public, agency, National Research Council, and Tribal Nation comments, DOE has decided
to implement the preferred alternative identified in the Final EIS for retrieval, treatment, and
disposal of tank waste the, "Phased Implementation alternative" and to defer tﬁe decision on

diSPOSiT:nn nf racinim and ctrantinnm Capsules'

alternative was selected because it provides a balance among
short-ar mpacts, meets all re~1latory requirements, addresses the
technic: th remediation, and provides the flexibility necessary to
accommodate future changes in the remediation plans in response to new information and

technology development.

While carrying out this decision, DOE will continually evaluate new information
relative to the tank waste remediation program. DOE will also conduct périodic independent
scientific and technical expert reviews, which DOE believes are essential to the success of the

WRS program. Further, DOE intends to conduct formal evaluations of new : ormation
relevant to the tank waste remediation program at three key points over the next eight years
under its National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations (10 CFR 102 314), with an
appropriate level of 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.



















Phase II (full-scale production) activities would begin after completion of Phase I, last for

approximately 30 years and would include:

. Constructing full-scale facilities to vitrify low-activity waste and vitrify high-level
waste;
. Installing and operating tank retrieval systems to retrieve waste from all single-

shell tanks, double-shell tanks, and miscellaneous underground storage tanks;

e Pretreating the waste by sludge washing and enhanced sludge washing followed
by separatic  of " :lic 'd  1solids;

. Performing separationsto  no' selec |radionuclides from the low-activity

waste feed stream and transferring the waste to the high-level waste vitrification

facility;
. Vitrifyir  the high-level waste stream 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
. Placing the immobilized low-activity waste in containers and placing the

containers in onsite near-surface disposal facilities.

DOE also would continue to characterize the tank waste and perform technology
development activities to reduce uncertainties associated with remediation, evaluate emerging

technologies, and resolve regulatory compliance issues.
























required for construction and operation of the full-scale waste treatment facilities. These impacts
would include potential health impacts from occupational, operational, and transportation

accidents and radiation exposures during normal operations.

7. Ex Situ Extensive Separations -- Retrieve waste from the single-shell, double-shell,
and miscellaneous underground storage tank waste and use a large number of complex 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 offsite at a national geologic repository.

The principal advantages of this alternative are that it would meet all 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 radioactive contaminant

concentrations than the other ex situ alternatives.

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

operations.
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because the waste disposed of in situ would leach contaminants into the groundwater over a long
period of time and expose persons who might consume the groundwater. The Combination 2
alternative would leave more waste disposed of in situ and result in higher long-term impacts

than the Combination 1 alternative.

wironmentally Preferat'~ “lternative - Tank Waste: Identifying environmental preferences

among alternatives for the tank wasté remediation program requires consideration of the short-
term human health and enviror —ental 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 populations

to contaminant releases.
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The In 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 fo remediate the
Hanford tank waste and there is a high degree of technical 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 environmentally preferable to in situ alternatives
because they provide for the permanent 1solation of contaminants from the human environment.
Among the ex situ alternatives, Phased Implementation is environmentally referable 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 disposal of tank wastes to the

greatest extent technically and economically practicable.

Cesium and Strontium 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.
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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 -- No Action was identified in the Final EIS as the preferred alternative and
includes the continued storage of the capsules in the Hanford Site Waste 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 uses for the cesium and strontium capsules rather than
foreclosing these options by implementing a disposal alternative. This alternative also provides
an opportunity for further study of long-term environmental impacts. DOE would reevaluate the
preferred alternative after a determination is made on the potential for future use of 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.
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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 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.

T-wvironmentally Preferable Alternative - -Cesium and Strontium Capsu'~-~ 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 associated 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 availability, or land use. The
No Action, Overpack and Ship, and Vitrify with Tank Wasfe alternatives would have slightly
lower impacts on shrub-steppe habitats than the Onsite Disposal alternative and a slightly lower
risk of a fatal accident. Assuming that the capsules would meet waste acceptance criteria at a
national geologic repository the Overpack and Ship alternative would result in slightly lower

impacts than the other alternatives and is therefore the environmentally preferable alternative.

Decision
Ta~" 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
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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 conduct formal evaluations of new
information relative to the tank waste remediation program at three key points over the next eight
years under its NEPA regulations (10 CFR 10z 314), with an appropriate level of public
involvement, to ensure that DOE stays on a correct course for managing and remediating the

waste.

As remediation proceeds in the coming years, DOE will learn more about management
and remediation of the tank waste and ways to protect public and worker health and the
environment. Within this time frame, DOE will obtain additional information on the
effectiveness of retrieval technologies, characteristics of the tank wastes, effectiveness of waste
separation and immobilization techniques, and more definitive data on the costs of retrieval,
separations, and immobilization of the waste. Formal reevaluations will incorporate the latest
information on these topics. DOE will conduct these formal evaluations of the entire TWRS
program at the following stages: 1) 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 with
Privatization Phase II (scheduled for December 2005). In con icting 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 the expected performance and the costs of
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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 formal
and informal evaluations will help DOE to determine whether previous decisions need to be

changed.

The Phased Implementation approach allows ~ JE to étart remediating waste earlier than
previously planned. With "' *; approach, retrieval and processing of waste w  begin on a small
scale so that systems can be improved as knowledge is gained. 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 retrieval, and methods

to remove residual waste that is difficult to retrieve.

The components of the demonstration phase (Phase I) will include: 1) 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.












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 approximately the same as the
impacts described for Phase I of the Phased Implementation alternative. The environmental
synopsis has been filed with the Environmental Protection Agency and is available at the DOE
Public Reading Rooms and Information Repositories listed at the end of this Record of Decision.
DOE will require the selected contractors to submit 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 1021.314 of the potential need for

future NEPA analysis.

Basis for Selection: DOE has determined that through the many years of research and
development throughout the DOE complex and specific studies on Hanford Site tank waste
remediation, the technical uncertainties have been reduced to a manageable level. DOE has
determined that the risks associated with proceeding with remediation are less than the risks of
future releases of contaminants to the groundwater and of accidents in unremediated tanks that
are de ioratit 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 releases to the groundwater that would threaten
human health and the environment, and reduce health impacts to potential inadvertent intruders

into the waste if administrative control of the Site were lost. An intermediate level of separating
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C~~*um and Strontium Capsules: DOE has decided to defer the decision on the disposition of the
cesium and strontium capsules for up to two years. In effect, DOE will implement the No Action

¢ ernative until a final disposition decision is made and implemented. The encapsulated cesium

and strontium have potential value as commercial and medical irradiation or heat sources, and
implementing disposal alternatives would foreclose options for these applications. DOE is
evaluating the potential for commercial and medical uses. In addition, DOE is considering
mixing the cesium with surplus plutonium; the cesium would serve as a radiation barrier and be
immobilized with the plutonium. Mixing the cesium with the plut would enhance nuclear
materials security by makii  future use of the plutonium by unauthorized persons very |
hazardous and difficult. DOE will reevaluate the decision on the disposition of the capsules after
determinations are made on the potential for future 2 of cesium and strontium. DOE is

preparing a Cesium and Strontium Management Plan that will address alternatives for beneficial

uses of the capsules prior to final disposition. If DOE decides not to use the cesium and

strontium for any of these purposes, one of the alternatives for permanent disposal of the

capsules will be selected and DOE will supplement this Record of Decision. Before making such

a decision, DOE intends to further study disposal alternatives to resolve uncertainties and better

understand long-term impacts, as recommended by the National Research Council (see

Appendix).

Comments on the Draft EIS and Agency Responses: DOE and Ecology received comments
on the Draft EIS from 102 individuals, organizations, agencies, or Tribal Nations including the
Washington State Department of Wildlife, Oregon State Department of Energy, Nez Perce Tribe,

Yakama Indian Nation, and the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. All
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»  US. Department of Energy Reading Room, Washington State University, Tri-Cities
Campus, 10¢ Sprout Road, Room 130W, Richland, WA 99352, (509) 376.8583,
Monday-Friday, 10:00 a.m. t0 4:00 p.m.

. Portiand State Umvemty. Bradford Price Millar Library, Science and Engineering Floor,
SW Harrison and Park, Portland, OR 97207, (503) 725-3690, Monday-Friday, 8:00 a.m.
to 10:00 p.m.; Saturday, 10:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.; Sunday, 11:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.

) U.S. Department of Energy, Headc ~ ters, Freedom of Information Public Resding
Room, 1E-190 Forrestal Bailding, 1000 Indepcndence Avenue, SW. W -""-pton ~ C.

“N8CT (77 777 770, ks Criday, 9:00 s.m. to 4.00 p.m.

A copy of the Record of Decisinn is also svailable vis the Internet at
www . hanford.gov/eis/twrseis.htm and http://tis-nt.eh.doe.gov/neps.

Issued in Washington, D.C., this day February 20 . 1997

Alm, Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management
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APPENDIX

COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER PUBLICATION OF THE FINAL EIS

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) received comments and recommendations from
the National Research Council and the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife after
publication of the . .nal _.vironmental Impact Statement (EIS). ..ie following is a summary of

these comments and DOE's responses.

National Research Council Comments: On March 4, 1996, DOE requested that the National
Research Council (Council), Committee on Remediation of Buried and Tank Waste, review the
Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) Draft EIS. DOE received the Council’s comments
and recommendations regarding the Draft EIS on September 6, 1996 (after the Final EIS had
been published) in a report entitled “The Hanford Tanks: 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 similar concerns, many of the
Council’s comments and recommendations were incorporated in the Final EIS prior to receipt of
the Council’s report. DOE believes the Record of Decision reflects stakeholder vaiues regarding

the need for action, provides a balance among short- and long-term environmental impacts,
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:___ regulatory requirements and agreements, and addresses technical uncertainties. while 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

responses.

Comment 1: Uncertainties, both stated and unstated, concerning the Hanford wastes, the
environment, and the  1ediation processes are found throughout the DEIS. S° ificant
uncertainties exist in the areas of technology, costs, performance, regulatory environment, future

land use, and health and environmental risks. Amor the issues that remain uncertain are:

. effectiveness in practice of technologies to remove and treat waste from tanks,
. costs of operations and offsite waste disposal,

. future policy and r¢  latory 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 alte...atives 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 Implementation alternative presented in the DEIS does not

adequately address all of the uncertainties that make it difficult to decide how to complete
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years of te * olc reval ions 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 as 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 waste treatment and immobilization. Any radionuclides separated from the low-activity
waste feed stream, including cesium and technetium, will be vitrified in the high-level waste
facility. This will provide * portant information on the performance of the separations process

and of vitrification of troub” >me elements like cesium and technetium.

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

. The Hanford Tanks Initiative, which will provide data on characterization of tank

residuals, technologies for waste retrieval, technologies for removing tank

residuals, and criteria for closing tanks;
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When funding is constrained, it is more difficult to devote resources to the continued
development of backup options. However, considering 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
allow remediation to proceed expeditiously, even if funding constraints prevent timely

implementation of the currently preferred alternative.

Response 2: s disal 1 in the response to comment 1, DOE agrees that significant
uncertainties exist in the = waste remediation program and that the strategy selected needs to
e flexible to respond to new infor ition and the results of research and development efforts.

Additional 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 1ese two apprc hes. Under the Council’s phased decision strat-~, 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 a. ~ ‘or risk.
It has the disad"  age of leaving the total cost, schedule, and final outcome highly acertain.
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
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reasonable tank waste management options, and thereby obtained adequate information for the
strategic choice of direction made in this ROD. The use of alternate fill material for tank closure
was not evaluated directly, but such alternatives are qualitatively within the range of alternatives
analyzed in detail, and DOE was adequately informed about them for the purposes of this EIS.
These alternatives will be addressed more directly in future NEPA analysis 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. Ad tional development work is being performed by DOE, and if promising new

de »ments occur, DOE will reconsider the application 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 w  continue to reevaluate these and other alternatives as more information

becomes available.

In situ disposal of single-shell tank wastes and in-tank stabilization of tanks with
residuals (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 for Closure of Single-Shell Tanks released in September 1996. Additional studies
supporting stabil’ .tion’of ks with residual waste remaining following completion of retrieval
operations are planned during I~ Year 1997 and Fiscal Year 1998 as part of the Hanford

« «nks Initiative.
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Response 3: DOE agri . with the Council’s observation that there is a need to integrate
remediation of the tank waste with future tank closure decisions and other geographically related
remedial actions at the Hanford Site. The Final EIS addresses tank farm closure and other
geographically related contamination and remediation activities to the extent possible with
current information and to the extent necessary for DOE to make decisions concerning tank
waste remediation. The EIS presents 1) information relative to closure to provide the public and
decision makers with information on how decisions made now may affect future decisions on
closure; 2) information on which alternatives would preclude the future selei " ofcli  closure
for the tank farms; and 3) information on cumulative impacts. * luding the effec  of other site
activities. This information provides a context for understanding the strategic decisions, now
ripe, that are the focus of this EIS. To support the analysis, DOE used closure of a landfill as a
representative closure scenario for each alternative, thus providing for a meaningful comparison
of the alternatives. DOE intends to prepare a comprehensive plan to integrate tank waste

remediation with tank farm closure activities and other Hanford Site remediation programs.

Comment 4: Decisions regar:’ g tank remediation must consider risk, cost, and technical
feasibility. Where risks are invol' |, care should be taken to present a range of potentiél risks,
including expected or most likely estimates as well as the upper-bound estimates presented in the
DEIS. While upper-bound estimates may give confidence that actual impacts will not exceed
those presented in the DEIS from a worst-case perspective, the inherent unce 1inties in risk
assessments can distort the comparison of alternatives. This is of particular concern when the
upper-bound estimates are derived from a cascade of parameters, much of which was also

derived on an upper-bound basis.
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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 alternatives during the first phase
should continue unconstrained by current regulatory requirements and shoul examine currently

untested technologies.

Response 5: DOE agrees that ongoing dialogue with the regulators is necessary to making sound
tank waste mana; nent :cisic  DC” contn to work with the Federal and State regulatory
authorities and with the stakeholders to sha  :volving 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 alternatives for compliance with
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 and strontium capsules and
of the miscellaneous underground storage tanks, the committee found that the DEIS lacks enough
substantive information 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 environmental risk exists. However, the extremely high
concentration of radioactivity and the nature of the materials in the capsules necessitate a more
thorough discussion of their treatment, disposal, and environmental impact. There are serious

deficiencies in the attention given to the long-term changes in the chemical and isotopic
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Comment 7: The proper approach to decision making for tank farm cleanup is to use a phased
decision strategy in which some cleanup activities would proceed in the first phase while
important information gaps are filled concurrently to define identified remediation alternatives
more clearly, and possibly to identify new and better ones. As part of this strategy, periodic
independent scientific and technical expert reviews should be conducted so  at deficiencies may

be recognized and midcourse corrections be made in the operational program.

Response 7: DOE agrees with the Council that periodic independent scientific and technical
expert reviews are essential to the succe  of the TWRS program. While carrying out the
current decisions, DOE will continually evaluate new information relative to the tank waste
remediation program. DOE also intends to conduct formal evaluations of new information
relative to the tank waste remediation program at three key points over the next eight years
under its NEPA regulations (10 CFR 1021.314), with an appropriate level of public

involven to ensure that DOE will stay on a correct course for managing and remediating
the was  As remediation proceeds in the coming years, DOE will learn more about
management and remediation of the tank waste and ways to protect public and worker health
and the environment. Within this time frame, DOE will obtain additional information on the
effectiveness of retrieval technologies, characteristics of the tank wastes, effectiveness of waste
separation and immobilization techniques, and more definitive data on the costs of retrieval,
separations, and immobi’" :ion of the waste. These formal reevaluations will incorporate the
latest information on these topics. DOE will conduct these forma.I evaluations of the entire

TWRS program at the following stages: 1) before proceeding into Privatization Phase I Part B
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Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, with input from the

Hanford Site's Natural Resource Trustee Council.”

“Impacts to State priority shrub-steppe habitat would be one of the evaluation criteria

used in site selection. The site selection process would include the following hierarchy of

measures:
. Avoid priority shrub-steppe habitat to the extent feasible by locating or
configuring project elements in pre-existing disturbed areas.
. Minimize project impacts to the extent  sible by modifyn  icility * o’

and/or altering construction timing.”

“Compensatory mitigation measures for the loss of shrub-steppe habitat shall be

identified and implemented in the supplemental NEPA analysis 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
alternatives (Section 5.20.1) and further mitigation measures that could be implemented when
indicated or appropriate (Section 5.20.2). In selecting the preferred alternative DOE has

¢ mitted to all of the mitigation measures in Section 5.20.1, which include measures to restore
newly disturbed areas. As the State requested, the Record of Decision commits to conducting

NEPA analysis for site selection of facilities.
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Trustees Council. DOE will make the Mitigation Action Plan publicly available before taking

action that is the subject of a mitigation commitment.
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